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Learnings from Sustainability Audits In
Automobile Industry in Around Pune: Practices
and Procedures
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Abstract: The sustainability is now considered as a paradigm
shift. Challenging business environments, less availability of
resources and much more competitive markets force business to
rethink about the offerings in order to sustain for a greater time.
Organizations across the globe are tending to apply many
sustainability measures in order to make the business balance
and holistic. The audit of such sustainability-oriented efforts is
done by various methods like Carbon Credits, Dow Jones
sustainability index etc. The most popular method of audits is
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). GRI evaluates the
organization on all the three Aspects-Economic, Environmental
and Social sustainability. The research papers discuss the
sustainability audits in light of Automobile sector and also
furnishes the analogy between the efforts of the five passenger
vehicle Manufacturing Units (PVMU) reports. The research
paper discussed the similarity between social engineering,
environmental measures and economic impacts. The final
conclusion suggests that global companies do not have localize
approach of sustainability whereas Indian organizations lack the
global viewpoints in accepting new technologies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The main objective of sustainability is to satisfy human needs
that last. Organization functions on capital, people and
natural resources. It is essential that the business processes
should be designed to maintain sustainable resources even
for future generations. Corporate sustainability generally
refers to the business processes, which have the inclusion of
social and environmental concerns and engagement of
stakeholders The concept of corporate sustainability
originates from the wider concept of sustainability, which
itself was formed through a number of political, public and
academic impacts over time (Kidd, 1992).

As per World Commission on Environment and
Development (WCED) definitions and prior research
literature, the corporate sustainability is more ecologically
inclined (Shrivastava, 1995) or either social responsibility of
an organization (Carroll, 1979) or broaden the concept of
corporate sustainability to integrate corporate economic
activities with organizational concern about the natural and
the social environment (Griffiths & Zammuto,2005)
Corporate sustainability could be defined in the following
ways (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002).
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A) Sustainable organization’s actions are economically
and socially yet environmentally interdependent.

B) Stakeholders are considered in the long term as well
as short-term strategies.

C) The sustainable organization does not thrive on
capital invested but generates capital.

Sustainable organization includes an environmental and
social aspect of the strategy. When congruence of
environmental, social and economic goals happens, the
overall performance of a business will not only be based on
financial results but also by its environmental and social
performance (Steimle & Zink, 2006).

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

The sustainability is vast concept and yet less researched.
The basic definition of sustainabile Development is adopted
from Brundtland Report —“Our Common Future” in 1987
“Sustainable development is development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs. ”

Corporate Sustainability as Economic Sustainability

In earlier research, the term corporate sustainability was
pointing to long-term profitable investments, growth in term
on monetary values (Porter, 1985; Daly, 1987; Peteraf,
1993). The core concept of this assumption is business is
means to increase the wealth of the investor (Fowler & Hope,
2007). Therefore, itis implied that business will gain a larger
market share by an increase in the sale of products or
services. Social or ecological investments are generally
discouraged as they are seen as a cost center (Levitt, 1958;
Friedman, 1970; Barbier, 1987; White, 1996). Although
many studies have shown that ecological investment yields
better result even in economic terms.

Corporate Environmental
Sustainability

Environmental sustainability is vital for any business, as lack
of environmental sustainability will affect business
prospects, as business is a part of the ecosystem in which it
works (Percy,2000; Sharma, 2003). Waste management,
management of resources, such as energy and water are key
the business activity with a direct impact on ecological
sustainability. Any malpractice in these areas shows a
negative impact on the business (Post & Altmann 1994;
Christmann et al., 1999; Pojasek ,2000; Sutton, 2000).

Sustainability as

Environmental quality
influences business as seen in
climate change, there is a
need for radical shifts in
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approaches of business goals. (Hart, 1997; Shrivastava,
1995; Winn & Kirchgeorg, 2005). Environmental
sustainability should be more than just a compliance, with
business focusing on resource minimization and consciously
working towards ecological footprint (Hart, 1995; Banerjee,
2001; Sharma, 2003; Riordan et al., 2005; Morelli, 2011).

Corporate Sustainability as Social Sustainability
Business is run by stakeholders and for the stakeholders, and
hence the goal of business should be an upliftment of the
stakeholders, alternatively business should shoulder wider
responsibilities towards various stakeholder groups and the
social environment in which they operate (Carroll, 1979;
Dunphy et al., 2007). Right from the industrial revolution
social aspects of the business has been researched. (Carroll,
1979; Preston, 1985; Shrivastava, 1995, Shadur et al.,1999).
In the recent time's terms like corporate social responsibility,
business social responsibility has emerged. These terms
either suggest organizations attention to internal employee
development or stakeholder engagement or the dealing
proactively with the community. ( Fernandez et al, 2003;
Jenkins, 2005) Social sustainability can be defined as
practices to ensure that the cohesion of society and its ability
to work towards common goals are maintained. Individual
needs such as those for health and well-being, nutrition,
shelter, education, and cultural expression should be met
(Kidd, 1992; Brammer & Millington, 2008; Johnston et al.,
2011).

Corporate Sustainability as a Holistic Approach

The holistic approach suggests the combination of all the
approaches of sustainability which is defined as a triple
bottom line which refers to the planet(ecological),
people(social) and profit (economical)as three evaluation
perspectives (Elkington, 1997). The linking between the
three perspectives is also echoed in the works of Dunphy et
al.,, (2007), van Marrewijk (2003) and Young & Tilley,
(2006). For the organizations, it implies that the need of the

balancing all the perspective i.e. adapting business practices
which will reduce ecological footprint, improve social
welfare and yet achieve economic success (Dyllick &
Hockerts, 2002; Bansal, 2005). However, few researchers
adopted a broader approach, which proposes interrelations
with their environments on various dimensions, such as the
individual, organizational, political— economic,
socio-cultural and ecological-environment levels (Starik &
Rands, 1995). The study hence focuses on a tripartite model
for sustainability as it leads to a holistic approach.

Corporate Sustainability Reporting

Sustainability reporting is being recognized as a significant
factor contributing to corporate sustainability (Cho et al.,
2010, Lozano and Huisingh, 2011) The success is
multidimensional attribute, as diverse set of stakeholders
pursuing dissimilar economic, environmental, and social
interests determine the success of an organization (Liverman
et al., 1988; Buchholz and Rosenthal, 2005; Laplume et al.,
2008). Earlier sustainability reporting was predominantly
financial or economic sustainability as seen from financial
reporting in 1970. It was later in the 1980s the social
sustainability was also reported but not a major aspect.
During the 1980s the environmental issues like climate
change, waste generation was focused and hence it was seen
that the business reporting also reflects the environmental
sustainability. By 1990, many businesses started reporting
economic success and environmental success jointly. Later
this trend established into a voluntary disclosure framework
like the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) (Hahn & Kuhnen,
2013). Although there is a standardized approach while
reporting as per GRI organization tend to report in the
different approach to same standards define in GRI
guideline. Reporting is a very powerful tool than corporation
communication. Moreover, Sharma et al., (2007) have
suggested a framework regarding sustainability reporting,
which is composed of three modules.

Table 1: Reporting Tools and Measures for Sustainability Initiatives

Assessment tool

Measures for sustainable development

Dow Jones Sustainability Index
companies

Global indexes tracking the financial performance of the leading sustainability-driven

Environmental Performance
Index

Measures performance in terms of environmental relative to the paths of other countries

Global Reporting Initiative
(GRI)
(CSR) reporting.

Inclusive framework for ecological footprint reporting, environmental social governance
(ESG) reporting, triple bottom line (TBL) reporting, and corporate social responsibility

Equator Principles

Risk management framework for Financial institutions

Source: Bell and Morse, (2008); Hahn and Kuhnen, (2013)

The overall reporting system will have an annual report,
social report and environmental report. The integrated
information system will then formulate the integrated report
based on the key performance indicators of the corporate
sustainability.
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The Triple Bottom Line

The term triple bottom line was coined by Elkington,
(1997)’s Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of
21st Century Business Line.
This term got instant
popularity as it is simple and
refers to economic
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environmental and social indicators, which integrate with a
reporting system. (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). The term triple
bottom line can be defined as a narrow term well as a broad
term. Whenever the assessment of the economic, social and
environmental indicators is time specific, the term is
expressed in the narrow sense, on the other hand when the
long-term change in the organizational values, strategies,
and practices is assessed then the term is expressed in a
broader sense.

Sustainability

People

Profit Planet

Figure 1: Triple Bottom Line

Source: Elkington (1997)

“The three lines represent society, the economy, and the
environment. Society depends on the economy and the
economy depends on the global ecosystem. The health of the
global ecosystem represents the ultimate bottom line.”

The report is an answer to audience questions (Hahn &
Kuhnen, 2013). Businesses are studied by customers,
shareholders, academia and journalists and it is hence
important to find a suitable approach for reporting. The
strategy to publish a sustainability report relies on
transparency with the specific requirement of a sustainability
report. A typical sustainability report based on GRI is
transparent and emphases on stakeholder engagement. The
sustainability report, which is prepared, based on GRI
standards, tries to answer the stakeholder’s questions on
sustainability initiatives and goals.

Sustainability reporting is being recognized as a significant
factor contributing to corporate sustainability (Cho et al.,
2010, Lozano and Huisingh, 2011) The success is
multidimensional attribute, as diverse set of stakeholders
pursuing dissimilar economic, environmental, and social
interests determine the success of an organization (Liverman
et al., 1988; Buchholz and Rosenthal, 2005; Laplume et al.,
2008). Earlier sustainability reporting was predominantly
financial or economic sustainability as seen from financial
reporting in 1970. It was later in the 1980s the social
sustainability was also reported but not a major aspect.
During the 1980s the environmental issues like climate
change, waste generation was focused and hence it was seen
that the business reporting also reflects the environmental
sustainability. By 1990, many businesses started reporting
economic success and environmental success jointly. Later
this trend established into a voluntary disclosure framework
like the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) (Hahn & Kuhnen,
2013). Although there is a standardized approach while
reporting as per GRI organization tend to report in the
different approach to same standards define in GRI
guideline. Reporting is a very powerful tool than corporation
communication. Moreover, Sharma et al., (2007) have
suggested a framework regarding sustainability reporting,
which is composed of three modules.
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The overall reporting system will have an annual report,
social report and environmental report. The integrated
information system will then formulate the integrated report
based on the key performance indicators of the corporate
sustainability.

Research Methodology

The research paper studies the sustainability reports of the
five organizations in consideration. The reports are as per
GRI framework. The objective of analysis to understand the
key parameters of the sustainability in the passenger
vehicle-manufacturing units. The detailed content study
resulted into a comparative analysis of the sustainability
initiative and the overall reporting quality.

The framework for analysis discussed ahead in the section.
As the organizations are having global presence, the reports
were reflecting the global viewpoint and challenges for the
organizations. The study indicative measures for economic
(profit), environmental (planet) and social parameters
(people) interpreted the thought behind sustainability
journey for the organization.

Analysis of Sustainability Reports

The GRI framework for standard has more than 100
indicators. For the analysis of the report, the focus will be
mainly on the economic (profit), environmental (planet) and
social (planet) indicators (GRI, 2006). The next section
presents a matrix of the indicators and reporting
organizations. The listed indicators are from GRI reporting
standards. The method of analysis is adapted from the earlier
by Dubravka (2017). In his work, he has done a content
analysis using economic, social and environmental
parameters and the sustainability reports of five cement
organizations. As the study requires a deep understanding of
the sustainability reports a detailed analysis is done using the
matrix proposed by earlier researcher.

The three main aspects of GRI report economic,
environmental and social are further divided into indicators.
The report may or may not address all the indicators. It is
interesting to observe the trend of disclosure in the
organizations of the same industry. The sustainability reports
of five organizations were considered for the study. There is
only one indigenous firm in the research study, the rest are
the joint venture or through foreign direct investments.

The reports are analysed and the observation is discussed in
detailed in the further section. The GRI report of 2016-17 is
considered for the study to maintain chronological
consistency. The analysis starts with business economic
aspect. The economic indicators are mapped across all the
sustainability reports of 2015-16. Kindly note that * denotes
the indicator is reported, NA denotes the indicator not
available in the report and Out of scope denotes that the
indicator is considered as out of boundary for the report by
the organization.

Economic Indicators

The GRI standard has established code 200 for economic
indicators.

There are total 13 standards
under Six economic
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indicators. The organizations considered for the study
PVMU 1, PVYMU 2, PVYMU 3, PVMU 4 & PVMU 5 have the
sustainability report based on G4 or GRI standard. G4 is

compatible to GRI standard (Dubravka K., 2017).

Table 2: Comparative Analysis of Economic Indicators

The table depicts the comparative analysis of the
sustainability reports and the key aspects of the profit related
issues in sustainability report. These are captured separately
in sustainability report snapshot of each organization. Refer
annexure 1 for detailed GRI standards.

CATEGORY 201 PVMU PVMU PVMU PVMU PVMU 5
ECONOMIC series 1 2 3 4
201_1 * * * * *
Economic 201-2 - * - - -
Performance 201-3 * * * * *
201-4 * * * * *
Market 202-1 NA NA NA * NA
Presence 202-2 NA NA NA * NA
Indirect 203-1 NA NA NA * *
Economic
Procurement 204-1 " * - - -
Practices
205_1 * * * * *
Anti-corruption 205-2 * * * * *
205-3 * * * * *
Anti-competitiv 206-1 * * - - -
e Behaviour

eReported and NA : Not Available in report

Social Indicators

There are 40 standards for 19 social indicators. The series
of standards starts with code 400. The organizations are
sensitized towards gender equality and employee welfare,
Table 3: Comparative Analysis of Social Indicators

health and safety. Few reports suggest the few indicators
as out of scope. Most of the reports suggest excellent

employee training and skill development programme.

CATEGORY: .

SOCIAL 400 series PVYMU 1 PVMU 2 PVMU 3 PVMU 4 PVMU 5
401-1 * * * *

Employment 401-2 * * * *
401-3 * * * *

Labogr/Management 402-1 NA . NA .

Relations
403-1 * * * *
403-2 * * * *

Occupational Health and 403-3 * * * *

Safety 403-4 * * * *
403-5 * * * *
403-6 * * *
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CATEGORY: 400 series PVMU 1 PVMU 2 PVMU 3 PVMU 4 PVMU 5
SOCIAL
403_7 * * * * *
403_8 * * * * *
403-9 * * * * *
403-10 * * * * *
404-1 * * * * *
Training and Education 404-2 * * * * *
404_3 * * * * *
Diversity and Equal 405-1 * * * * *
Opportunity 405-2 * * * * *
Equal Remuneration for ) * * -
Women and Men 406-1 NA NA
Freedom of_ association 407-1 * NA NA * NA
and collective bargaining
Out of * Out of - -
Child Labour 408-1 scope scope
Forced or Compulsory 409-1 Out of * Out of - -
Labour scope scope
Security Practices 410-1 NA * * * *
Rights of Indigenous 411-1 NA NA NA - -
people
412-1 NA NA NA * *
Human rights assessment 412-2 NA NA NA * *
412_3 * * * * *
413-1 * * NA * *
Local Communities
413-2 * * NA * *
414-1 Out of NA * * *
scope
Supplier social assessment
414-2 Out of NA out of - -
scope scope
Public Policy 415-1 NA NA NA * NA
416-1 Out of NA * * *
Customer health and Scope
safety
416-2 Out of NA * * *
scope
417-1 * * NA * *
Marketing and Labelling 417-2 * * NA * *
417-3 * * NA * *
Customer privacy 418-1 NA NA * * *
Somoe(_:onomlc 419-1 NA NA *
Compliance
¢ Reported and NA : Not available in report
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Environmental Indicators

There are total 32 standards under eight standards. Please
refer to the annexure 2 for GRI standards for the
indicators. The environment series starts with 300 and
commonly referred as 300 series. The table below depicts

the sustainability disclosures for the environmental
standards. It has been observed that all the sustainability
report disclosed almost all the standards in environmental
indicators.

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.: Comparative Analysis of Environmental Indicators

CATEGORY:
ENVIRONMENTAL 300_ PVMU PVMU 2 PVMU PVMU 4 PVMU
Series 1 3 5
301-1 * * * * *
Materials 301-2 * * * * *
301-3 * * * * *
302-1 * * * * *
302-2 * * * * *
Energy 3033 - " - - -
303-4 * * * * *
303-5 * * * * *
303-1 * * * * *
303-2 * * * * *
Water 3033 - - - - -
303-4 NA NA * * NA
303-5 NA NA * * NA
304-1 * NA * * *
. 304-2 * NA * * *
Biodiversity
304-3 * NA * * *
304-4 * NA * * *
305-1 * * * * *
305-2 * * * * *
305-3 * * * * *
Emissions 305-4 * i * * *
305-5 * * * * *
305-6 * * * * *
305-7 * * * * *
306-1 * * * * *
306-2 * * * * *
Effluents and Waste 306-3 * * * * *
306-4 * * * * *
306-5 * * * * *
Environmental compliance 307-1 * * * * *
Supplier environmental 308-1 * * * * *
assessment 308-2 * * * * *
Reported and NA : Not Available in Report have detailed processes and messages for stakeholder

I1l. DISCUSSION

A detailed analysis of the sustainability reports helped
understand the futurist approach of the organization in the
study. The organizations were disclosing the sustainability
initiatives in the GRI format from 2008. As the concept of
sustainability has evolved, the reporting guidelines have also
evolved. The sustainability reports of the organization are
stakeholder focused. The reports considered for the study

Retrieval Number: D10290394S520/2020©BEIESP
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engagement. The indigenous organization has a more social
aspect of reporting whereas the rest are more environment
focused in their reporting. While the indigenous
organization is pioneering in corporate social responsibility,
the report of the organization does reflect this fact.

The systematic analysis for economic indicators resulted in a
few interesting findings.
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The standards like wages and native employment is not
reported by most of the organizations. The indirect economic
impacts are also not reported by many organizations. One of
the reasons can be the late introduction of standards. These
standards where introduced in 2015, and the report was
prepared in 2016 where the measurement matrix may not be
in place. It is a possibility that these indicators will be
reported in future reports.

The social indicators comparative analysis concludes that the
employee welfare, health & safety are well reported and
documented. Good working condition and responsive
welfare policies lowers attrition (Carroll, 1999). The skilled
and trained work force helps the organization to bring
innovation products and solution. The satisfied employee is
the backbone of the organization (Tylor, 1871). The social
indicators thus help the organization to report the best
human resources management practices. Another aspect of
social indicators is society. Most of the organizations are to
engage the societal stakeholder in rightful manner. As these
standards are linked to SDGs, the organizations started to
report the societal standards.

The automobiles manufacturing originations are more
concerned towards environment especially with energy,
water and waste. Almost all the sustainability reports studied
here have adhered to the global standards for the respective
environmental indicators. This essentially indicates that the
organizations are sensitive towards the environment and a
paradigm shift has taken place. The organizations have gone
beyond GRI standards reporting and have certified for
various other aspects. For example, the organizations in the
study are 1SO 14000, OSHAS 18001 certified.

The GRI reports analysis for Economic indicators shows that
the PVMU 4 is more focused on implementing all the
parameters of GRI economic standard. PVMU 1, PVYMU 2
and PVMU 3 all lag behind due to few economic indicators.
The GRI report analysis for social indicators show very
interesting results. PVMU 4 leads in the implementing social
indicators and PVMU 1, PVMU2, PVMUS lag thus clearly
showing that industry does not focus more on social aspects.
This can be well evidential through the upsurge of social
issues like strike and skill shortage in many manufacturing
hubs.

PVMU 2 lags in environmental initiatives as per GRI
analysis and PVMU 1 leads in environmental analysis. The
best practices described in the description of PVMUL are
exceptionally futuristic similarly PVMU 3, PVYMU4, PVYMU
5 also have environmental initiatives as priority across the
globe. The GRI report being represented for the entire
organization it is essential that most of the practices
mentioned are followed across all locations.

This helps to fulfil the objective of understanding various
sustainability initiative taken in the industry and helps to
ascertain the major focus of sustainability initiatives. The
analysis shows that the industry has many initiatives for
environmental sustainability and must work towards holistic
sustainability.

IV. CONCLUSION

The research paper analyses the sustainability reports of
organizations in the study. The comparative matrix for the
economic, social and environmental indicators shows that
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organizations are sensitized towards environmental and
economic sustainability. The snapshots of the sustainability
reports present a committed approach towards sustainability
by these organizations. The Indian organization which is one
of the biggest passenger vehicle manufacturing organization
is inclined towards corporate social responsibility and that is
reflected in the report whereas the non-indigenous
organization’s sustainability reports are having a global
outlook.
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