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PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND THE PRIVATE FIRM: 

CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS 

 
During the last few years there has been an increasing awareness on the part of firms of the 
potential to realise certain commercial objectives through improved environmental performance, 
and an increased awareness on the part of public policy-makers of the need to understand how 
firms actually operate when policy-makers are designing and implementing environmental policy. 
In order to explore these issues a multi-country industrial survey has been undertaken by a 
consortium of research teams coordinated by the OECD Environment Directorate, analysing the 
relationship between environmental policy design and firm-level management. This involves the 
collection of data from over 4,000 firms and facilities in seven OECD countries.  
 
In order to review initial work arising out of this project, a conference on “Public Environmental 
Policy and the Private Firm” was held on 14-15 June 2005 in Washington D.C. The conference 
was jointly organized by the OECD, the US Environmental Protection Agency and Environment 
Canada. The objectives of the Conference were four-fold: 
 

•  Present and review the work of the OECD on the links between public environmental 
policy and private environmental management, innovation and performance; 

•  Share insights from the research of other academics from across the OECD working on 
these themes; 

•  Provide a context in which government officials, business representatives, non-
governmental organisations, and academics could discuss these issues in a constructive 
manner; and, 

•  Identify the research needs of policy makers and discuss ways in which such needs could 
be filled by the research community. 

 
The conference brought together about 120 participants from OECD government ministries of 
environment and industry, representatives of private firms and business organisations, 
environmental NGOs and research centres, and academics. 
 
Overall, the participants were greatly interested by the research presented and policymakers 
thought that the OECD research provides interesting and policy-relevant findings. Some 
participants, mainly academics, raised issues concerning the data collection process and some of 
the empirical analyses presented.  These points will be reflected in the presentation of outputs 
from the project. In the next two sections we will describe the OECD database strengths and 
weaknesses and then turn our attention to the main points discussed during the conference. 

Strengths… 

The OECD database covers manufacturing facilities with more than 50 employees in seven 
OECD countries (Japan, Hungary, Norway, France, Germany, United States and Canada). 
Questionnaires were mailed to chief executive officers and environmental managers, with follow-
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up by telephone.  25% of those receiving questionnaires responded to the survey, with good 
representation across manufacturing sectors and facility size classification.  
 
The data generated is very valuable for a number of reasons. First, the project is unique in that the 
database brings together harmonized information on seven OECD countries. This is very 
important since most available evidence focused on North America (mostly the United States). 
Since one might expect differences between countries, it is valuable to have a broad coverage in 
terms of countries, although care must be taken in the empirical analysis and interpretation of the 
results. 
 
Second, the project targeted small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) as well as larger firms. 
This is very important since regulators are currently shifting their focus toward smaller firms and 
most available evidence does not include SMEs at all. The database includes over 2,500 
observations from facilities with 250 or less employees and this allows the teams to derive results 
which are of broader relevance that studies which focus on large firms.1 
 
Third, the OECD data cover a wide range of manufacturing sectors. So far most analyses of 
regulatory impact have been performed in the ‘heavily’ polluting sectors because those sectors 
were the first to be targeted by environmental regulations. More and more ‘not so’ polluting 
sectors are being targeted by regulators and it is therefore very important to understand how firms 
in those sectors respond to environmental policies.  
 
Fourth, and perhaps most importantly, data on a number of issues were collected which are not 
usually available.  For instance, there is a rich amount of data on environmental management 
practices (existence, certification and age of an environmental management system, other 
environmental management practices, institutional location of responsibility for environmental 
matters, etc…).  In addition, data was collected on the public policy framework, market 
conditions, and structural characteristics of the facility and firm.  This allows for analysis of a 
wide variety of questions of interest to policymakers. 
 
Fifth, the data was collected in a rigorous manner, following established practices for voluntary 
business surveys undertaken by post.  Questionnaire design (including pre-testing) and survey 
implementation (stratified sampling, targeting respondents, follow-up, etc…) were consistent with 
best practice. While it would have been preferable to undertake face-to-face interviews with 
respondents this would have resulted in a very significant increase in the budget.  

… and weaknesses of the OECD database 

The project also has some weaknesses, most of them common to all voluntary surveys, which 
need to be acknowledged and addressed to the greatest extent possible. Indeed, some of the 
shortcomings are inherent consequences of the data collection process.  However, they do have 
implications for the nature of the analyses undertaken and for the interpretation and 
generalisability of the results obtained.  
 

                                                      
1  For instance, in many studies firms in the Standard and Poor 500 are sampled.  
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First, concerns have been raised about the levels and variation in response rates (from 9% in 
France to 35% in Norway).  However, as was pointed out, the response rates obtained were at the 
very high end of the range of response rates for voluntary postal business surveys.  Moreover, the 
sample is sufficiently large, relative to the population, for sampling error to be kept to acceptable 
levels.  
 
However, any response rate less than 100% raises the issue of sample composition.   While the 
sample was stratified across facility size and industrial sectors, if response rates vary within these 
cells there may be sample bias, affecting the results.  Further efforts will be made to document the 
representativity of the sample. Irrespective, one needs to be careful in interpreting results 
involving cross-country comparisons.  Tests of robustness need to be undertaken to ensure the 
results hold for specific sub-samples. 
 
More significantly, it is possible that there was some selection bias in the data collection process.  
Facilities with good ‘environmental practices’ may have been more likely to respond to the 
questionnaire than bad performers.  Review of the data reveals significant variation in the 
responses, but efforts will be made to cross-validate with other sources in order to evaluate how 
significant selection bias may be. In addition, a comparative review of early and late respondents 
should cast light on this question. 
 
Fourth, the nature of the data collection process raises the potential for some strategic bias 
amongst respondents. Some ‘laggards’ may have sought to present themselves as ‘leaders’.  Some 
respondents may have tried to downplay the role of regulatory influences on their behaviour, 
believing this would help make the case for the ineffectiveness of policy stringency.  Others, may 
have done the opposite – feeling that they could only benefit for more stringent policy.  However, 
the results do not reveal significant evidence of strategic bias, although this can be difficult to 
ascertain.  
 
Fifth, the data collected is mainly qualitative in nature. Without doubt, this helped increase the 
response rates significantly, but this means that it is harder to quantify some effects and generate 
firm policy conclusions with respect to some issues. Therefore results where this can play a 
significant role should be interpreted with great care. 
 
Sixth, some important variables are perception measures and those perceptions may be very 
different from reality. For instance, facilities responded that at least some measures which are 
rarely used in practice (e.g. tradable permits) had a significant influence on their behaviour. This 
poses some challenges regarding which variables should be applied in the analyses and how to 
interpret our results. More generally, there is a need to be very clear while describing the variables 
and what they actually mean and measure. 
 
Seventh, the data is just a single cross-section. Depending upon the hypotheses which are to be 
tested this can of greater or lesser importance.  For cases in which there are significant lags in the 
response of a given dependent variable to changes in a given explanatory variable this can be a 
problem.  In addition, panel data would allow us to tease out the direction of causality more 
satisfactorily for cases in which different variables are determined endogenously.  
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In the following sections, we will present the discussions based on the findings of the OECD 
project and similar research projects.  Finally, we will summarise the discussion on the additional 
analyses that could be performed using the OECD database and on the overall research needs at 
the interface public and private environmental policy. 

Environmental Management and Performance in Firms and Facilities 

The results of OECD research which examined the determinants of a facility’s decision to 
introduce environmental management systems, practices and tools were presented (Henriques et 
al. 2005). The research sought to answer the following questions: What factors influence whether 
or not a facility will implement an EMS? What factors influence whether or not a facility will 
certify its EMS? What factors influence whether a facility hires a person explicitly responsible for 
environmental matters? What factors influence the comprehensiveness of a facility’s 
environmental management practices (auditing, reporting, accounting, etc…)?  
 
They conclude that in general, a facility’s resources and capabilities play a critical role in 
affecting the level of environmental initiatives across the seven OECD countries. In addition, 
relative to facilities in the United States, facilities in all countries (except Norway) are less likely 
to have a person explicitly designated as being responsible for environmental issues and tend to 
implement fewer environmental management practices.  All countries except Canada are more 
likely to certify their EMS relative to facilities in the United States. 
 
Somewhat surprisingly, public technical assistance programs appear to act as a substitute to the 
implementation of private environmental management initiatives.  Second, although government 
incentive programs that encourage the adoption of environmental management appear to increase 
a facility’s adoption of an EMS, the hiring of an individual responsible for environmental matters 
and the comprehensiveness of its EMS, it also reduces the likelihood that the facility will have its 
EMS certified. Third, although regulators view regulatory pressures as having a negative 
influence on a facility’s decision to implement an EMS or other environmental management 
practices, more frequent inspections encourage facilities to invest in environmental matters via the 
hiring of persons responsible for environmental issues and implementation of a greater number of 
environment-related practices. 
 
One participant from the business community pointed out that more and more facilities are 
mainstreaming environmental issues in their operations: environmental management within 
facilities is moving away from the explicit designation of a specific employee or a department 
being responsible for environmental issues to more delegated responsibility being shared by each 
department involved. Since the database holds information of the institutional location of 
responsibility for environmental matters (i.e. senior management, production/operations, 
environmental department, etc.) some light can be cast on this phenomenon in possible future 
work. 
 
The focus of discussions shifted to the assessment of the links between public policy incentives 
and corporate environmental performance in the OECD project (Johnstone et al. 2005). Public 
policy incentives can influence environmental performance in two ways: in a direct manner 
through the application of ‘traditional’ environmental policy instruments (whether direct 
regulation, market-based instruments, etc..) and in an indirect manner through efforts to affect the 



ENV/EPOC/WPNEP/RD(2005)999 

 6 

decision to implement an environmental management system (EMS) and practices.  Precisely, the 
research seeks to answer the following questions: What public policy variables affect 
environmental actions and performance? Does the introduction of an EMS result in increased 
propensity to undertake concrete actions or achieve improvements in environmental performance? 
What public policies promote EMS adoption and do they affect the relationship between 
management and performance? 
 
The research concludes that in general self-perceived policy stringency has a significant positive 
impact on environmental performance. The same results hold for the frequency of inspections. In 
addition, the results indicate that EMSs have an appreciable influence on environmental 
performance, even when the possible endogeneity of the decision to implement an EMS with 
performance is controlled.  However, it was pointed out that even if EMSs lead to better 
environmental performance, EMSs do not necessarily pass a cost/benefit test. One should 
compare the value of the environmental improvement arising from their introduction with the 
implementation and maintenance cost of an EMS (Glachant). 
 
General policy variables also have an influence on the decision to implement an EMS, with 
performance standards having a positive influence on such decisions. Among the targeted 
incentives provided by the regulators to implement an EMS the provision of financial support and 
the reduction of inspection frequency have the most important influence, which can raise concerns 
about the efficacy of public support for the introduction of an EMS.  
 
In particular, if the environmental improvement arising from the introduction of an EMS is 
affected by the motivation for its introduction this can have important policy implications. For 
instance, there is considerable research seeking to determine whether EMSs are primarily used by 
firms as a signal to indicate good environmental performance, or whether they genuinely help 
facilities to better manage environment-related issues (King). Research is needed to understand 
which view best fits reality – although it is likely that both are at least partly true.  However, the 
case for providing incentives for the introduction of EMS’s and other environmental management 
practices is weaker if they are primarily used as a signal by facilities.  
 
Others argued that it is easier for public authorities to regulate when an EMS is in place, but that 
the presence of an EMS is no guarantee of compliance. Some evidence from the United Kingdom 
(Cheessbrough) suggests that EMSs lead to better environmental performance but not necessarily 
to better compliance. In addition, examples from Japan show that EMSs can be too rigid and 
therefore inhibit sudden adjustment in situations where they are much needed (Nakamura).  
Interestingly, it was pointed out that some firms may decide not to implement an EMS, or not to 
certify it if they have one in place, because they fear litigation. The presence of an EMS may 
make firms more vulnerable since they are less able to argue that they were not aware of non-
compliant behaviour or environmental damages generated.2  

Environmental Innovation and Research 

The results of OECD research examining the determinant of environmental innovation were 
presented (Arimura et al. 2005).  The research ‘proxies’ environmental innovation by 

                                                      
2 For a theoretical argument see Pfaff and Sanchirico (2000). 
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environmental research and development (R&D) and sought to answer the following questions: 
What promotes environmental R&D? Does environmental policy strength play a role? Do 
different policy instrument have a different impact?  Does the presence of an EMS or other 
environmental management tools promote R&D?  
 
The research reached the following conclusions. First, as expected, environmental R&D is 
responsive to environmental policy stringency. Second, amongst the different environmental 
management practices, the presence of an environmental accounting system in particular seems to 
matter a great deal with respect to investment in environmental R&D. Third, environmental policy 
instrument choice does not have a direct influence on environmental R&D but it does have an 
important indirect influence on environmental R&D, via the effect on the environmental 
accounting systems. Overall, well designed environmental policy can induce environmental 
innovation by stimulating investment in environmental R&D.  
 
However, concerns were raised by the use of a binary variable to model this decision.  It was 
pointed out that a model in which actual expenditures were used as the dependent variable may 
have yielded very different results (Nakamura). Moreover, since much innovation does not 
necessitate investment in research and development, but rather more incremental adaptation of 
available technologies, alternative ‘proxies’ may be preferable. This is, of course, compounded by 
the fact that much research and development does not lead to commercially viable innovations. 
 
Research from the OECD project on the choice between investment in changes-in-production-
processes (CPP) and end-of-pipe (EOP) technologies to reduce environmental impacts of 
production (Frondel et al. 2005). The research sought to answer the following questions: Why do 
facilities decide to implement CPP rather than EOP? Does the application of different 
environment policy instruments have a different impact? Do (environmental) management tools 
play a significant role?  
 
The report concludes that regulatory measures and the stringency of environmental policy are 
positively correlated with end-of-pipe technologies while facilities looking for cost savings are 
more likely to adopt cleaner technologies, involving CPP. In addition, general management 
systems and environmental management tools seem to support the implementation of cleaner 
production processes. The policy implications of this work are two-fold. First, the introduction of 
(environmental) management tools can improve the information basis for decisions to invest in 
cleaner technologies. Second by additionally charging for the use of waste and energy and other 
environment-related inputs incentives to invest in CPP would increase. This is consistent with 
other research (Brunnermeier) which suggests that innovation (measured by the patenting activity) 
responds to policy incentives (proxied by reported pollution abatement expenditures).  
 
An area which is often overlooked in the environmental literature is that the innovation process is 
risky. This should be addressed in future research – perhaps assessing the role that a long-sighted 
and transparent policy framework can have on innovation. It should be borne in mind that while 
environmental regulation can induce the diffusion and incremental improvement of technological 
best practice, it can impose some adaptation costs. These should be minimised through the use of 
flexible instruments. Moreover, the stringency of environmental policies are determined in part by 
the current level of technical change. As such, environmental policies should respond to changes 
in available technology, as well as induce such changes. However, while the regulatory 
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framework can create novel market opportunities, it was argued that in some situations current 
environmental policies may be diverting efforts to implement more drastic innovations, 
encouraging firms to focus their effort on trying to find readily available ways to comply with 
regulations.  
 
Policymakers participating at the Conference highlighted the fact that in many countries ‘pollution 
prevention’ is the increasingly the primary approach to environmental policy, and that the policy 
framework needs to be designed such as to encourage its application. It is therefore instrumental 
to understand the determinants of the choice between EOP and CPP. It was also pointed out by 
policymakers that the links between environmental policies and innovation should not only focus 
on the production side but also on the product side. Indeed, environmental policy can create 
incentives to come up with more environmentally-friendly products and this should be accounted 
for while evaluating those policies.  

Links between Environmental and Commercial Performance 

The results of OECD research examining the links between environmental and commercial 
performance were presented (Darnall et al. 2005). The research seeks to answer the following 
questions: Does it pay to be ‘green’ and if so does this have implications for public policy? Do 
industrial sectors differ in their ability to derive financial benefits from environmental actions? Do 
“late” environmental movers derive more low-cost improvements and therefore reap greater 
financial benefits than “early” movers? Are firms operating in sectors experiencing high growth 
more or less likely to derive financial benefits from environmental actions? 
 
The research concludes that that 'it pays to be green', but not if the government forces you to be 
green – i.e. reductions in environmental impacts are associated with increase in profits but, 
facilities operating in a more stringent regulatory framework have lower profits. Sectors did not 
differ in their ability to earn positive profits from their improved environmental performance. 
 
It was argued that information about the benefits of reducing their environmental impacts should 
be dispersed to firms especially to SMEs. However there is no need to target this information to 
specific sectors. In addition, it was argued that a reliable system that identifies which facilities are 
good environmental stewards should be implemented. Third, information about the companies 
with good environmental performance should be made available. However, these points were 
questioned by some participants who felt that the market itself was able to process and 
disseminate the necessary information and there was no specific need for a public role.  This 
remains an area warranting further research.    
 
Other research presented (Lizal) suggests that ownership structure may influence environmental 
performance indirectly through financial performance. There is also some empirical support for 
the Porter hypothesis. Even if the short-term impact of environmental policies on productivity 
growth is negative, in the long-run this impact is positive (Lanoie). It was also noted that most 
studies on the links between environmental and financial performance cannot control for firms’ 
unobservable characteristics since they do not have time series panel data. Therefore, the apparent 
links between environmental and commercial performance could be drive by unobservable 
characteristics such as ‘good management’.  
 



 ENV/EPOC/WPNEP/RD(2005)999 

 9 

Thus, a number of participants noted that successful firms do a lot of things well and therefore the 
observed links between good environmental and commercial performance may be a direct 
consequence of good management, rather than any specific relationship between the two variables 
of interest. A study of Norwegian plants (Telle) across the period 1990-2001 demonstrate that the 
relationship between environmental and commercial performance ‘disappears’ when one controls 
for a plant’s unobservable characteristics. 

Business and Government Roundtables 

This roundtable was organised to give business representatives and policymakers an opportunity 
to share their views on the key issues in the relationship between the design of environmental 
policy and firm-level decision making with respect to environmental management and 
performance. The roundtable was chaired by Jay Benforado (Director, National Center for 
Environmental Innovation). The other participants were Peter Sol (Environment Canada), Michael 
Kuhndt (Wuppertal Institute), Lars Aagaard (Confederation of Danish Industries), Chantal-Line 
Carpentier (Commission for Environmental Cooperation) and Stephen Harper (Intel Corporation).  
 
First, a participant noted that within OECD countries, policies play two different roles: the first is 
to implement safeguards (with penalties in case of non-compliance) and the second one is to 
encourage environmental stewardship (with rewards). Which one is the ‘right track’?  Participants 
agreed that both tracks are needed and are in fact complements rather than substitutes. Sometimes 
the ‘carrot’ can even be embedded within the ‘carrot’ (give example). More generally, since firms 
value flexibility highly, they might be willing to accept more stringent regulations if those 
regulations are more flexible. 
 
Second, participants agreed that cooperation between the government, the business community 
and civil society is needed in the preparation of environmental regulations. This is interesting 
because it provides a forum in which the various stakeholders can share information. The 
government can announce forthcoming regulations and therefore avoid taking the firms by 
surprise. Similarly, the business community can inform the government on the technical 
feasibility of proposed regulations. Civil society can also have its say in the process and overall, 
regulations may be more acceptable for all the parties involved.  However, it was recognised that 
not all information is shared equally, and there is potential for all sides to behave strategically.  
Moreover, some forms of cooperation can be distortionary – i.e. protecting market insiders or 
domestic firms.  
 
Third, participants from the business community also highlighted the fact that what firms need are 
clear and stable long term objectives. This point has been made previously with respect to 
innovation, but is more generally valid. Policy needs to be incremental and the regulator should 
focus on setting the target, and avoid specifying how specifically it should be achieved by 
regulated firms. Whenever possible, time should be given to firms to prepare themselves for the 
regulation, and allow for the synchronisation of compliance with regulations and investment plans 
and capital turnover.  
 
Fourth, a participant noted that the way environmental issues are currently managed during the 
product life could be improved. Indeed, currently 80% of the management efforts are concentrated 
to a stage (i.e. production process) where only 20% of the environmental impacts occur. More 
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effort should be targeted at the supply chain and at the consumption phase. In addition, natural 
resource use, the firms and consumption should be linked and better understood. 

Identification of Research Needs 

This session was held to identify specific research needs at the interface public and private 
environmental policy for policymakers. Some of the discussions were devoted to the need to 
obtain a better measurement system for environmental performance. The strength of the OECD 
project arises in part from weaknesses in existing data collection practices.  For many countries 
data on key firm-level environmental variables (e.g. management practices, abatement 
expenditures, environmental technologies, effluent and emissions) are not available, and if 
available they are not collected in a co-ordinated manner across countries (reference to EU). 
 
More generally, what we mean by environmental performance is not always clear. Should we 
focus only on the production process? Should we take the supply chain into account including the 
consumption phase?  While there is evidence that consumers, financial markets, employees and 
others value good environmental performance, it is not clear that they are able to distinguish 
between good and bad environmental performers in the market.  If this is not so, there is a case for 
a public role, but precisely what form this role should take is unclear.  For instance, it is not 
evident that support for facilities which use EMS’s as a signal would serve the public interest.   
 
If one wants to deal with long-term pollution problems, technological innovation is indispensable. 
Therefore, environmental policies should be designed in a way which is likely to spur 
environmental innovation. Unfortunately, a robust theory of the links between environmental 
policy and environmental innovation is lacking. Various participants shared their concerns about 
this and called for more research on this important topic. On the empirical side, there is a need for 
smaller, more compact sample of firms to which a given instrument, expected to have an impact 
on innovation, has been applied to understand better the real impact of different instruments. The 
next step should then be to generalize those findings with bigger datasets.  
 
There was also some debate about different paths regulations are taking. Some countries favour 
rewarding the leaders in environmental performance while others target the laggards. How can the 
two groups be identified and where should policy efforts be focussed? Is the government best 
suited to provide the kind of recognition leaders are looking for? Should the government try to 
help the laggards or should it simply let the old/dirty facilities close down?  Since such groups and 
definitions are fluid and incentives for one group can affect the behaviour of the other, research is 
required in this area.  
 
In addition, some participants were particularly concerned about the role of SMEs.  A majority of 
them are neither leaders nor laggards, but are simply confused about the nature of environmental 
regulations, and even whether they are subject to different parts of the regulatory framework. It 
should be noted that it not always easy to differentiate them at first sight. There is the need to 
understand the SMEs’ responses to environmental policies and to find ways to help them 
understand those policies. There are also some concerns on how to implement good policies 
targeted toward the SMEs, not least because of the high administrative costs. 
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Some investment funds are targeting ‘green companies’ and want to incorporate environmental 
performance criteria in their investment decisions. To be able to do so they need some harmonised 
and credible information. While some initiatives have been launched, there was considerable 
scepticism about the credibility of the information basis upon which environmental performance 
was evaluated. Indeed, firms tend to collect their own data on environmental performance and one 
cannot always tell if differences in environmental performance data reflect real differences in 
performance or simply capture differences in the data collection process. 
 
Transaction costs in implementing regulations were also discussed and some issues were raised.  
Are transaction costs lower with economic instruments than with command-and-control ones? Are 
there some trade-offs in terms of transaction costs between broad and specific regulations?  Since 
the research community has generally focussed on the environmental effectiveness and economic 
efficiency of different policy measures, administrative costs are relatively under-examined and 
warrant further analysis.  
  
And finally, while they were generally viewed favourably, there was a degree of scepticism about 
the value of EMS’s, particularly if they are actively encouraged by public authorities. Firstly, it is 
important to determine whether they are primarily used as ‘signals’ of environmental 
performance, or whether they have a determinant role in bringing about such performance.  
Secondly, more attention should perhaps be focussed on discrete concrete environmental 
management tools, rather than EMS’s per se.  
 
The database collected by the OECD can be used to address some of these issues, but clearly the 
research agenda is much broader. Nonetheless, the database should be exploited to the extent 
possible. Furthermore, it was recognised that the work of the OECD would be further enhanced if 
the follow-up work was undertaken in one of two ways: co-ordinated collection of micro-level 
data on key environmental variables through official data collection; and, undertaking another 
round of the existing survey to allow for improved analysis and more credible results in a number 
of key areas.   
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Conference Papers (available shortly at www.oecd.org/env/cpe) 

Arimura et al. (2005) An Empirical Study of Environmental R&D: What Encourages Facilities to 
be Environmentally-Innovative? 
 
Darnall et al. (2005) Does a Firm’s Financial Performance Predict its Financial Performance? 
 
Frondel et al. (2005) End-of-Pipe or Cleaner Production? An Empirical Comparison of 
Environmental Innovation Decisions across OECD Countries 
 
Henriques et al. (2005) Environmental Management Systems and Tools: an international 
perspective 
 
Johnstone et al. (2005) Many a Slip ‘Twixt the Cup and the Lip: Direct and Indirect Policy 
Incentives to Improve Environmental Performance  

An Agenda and PowerPoint versions of the Conference Presentations can be obtained from:  
http://www.oecd.org/document/62/0,2340,en_2649_33713_35089598_1_1_1_1,00.html 
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Policy Coordination Division 
Ministry of Environment 
 

Suho SEONG 
 

Deputy Director 
Policy Coordination Division 
Ministry of Environment 
 

Luxembourg / Luxembourg 
 

Eric DE BRABANTER 
 

EEA/EIONET NFP for Luxembourg, OECD Contact Point 
Statistics and Indicators 
Ministère de l'Environnement 
 

Mexico / Mexique 
 

Antonio DÍAZ DE LEÓN 
 

General Director 
Department of Regional and Sectoral Integration Policies 
Environment and Natural Resources Ministry 
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Netherlands / Pays-Bas 
 

Pieter J. HAMELINK 
 

Head of Unit Economy and Technology 
Directorate General for Environmental Protection 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the 
Environment 
 

Norway / Norvège 
 

Grethe Midgaard TORRISSEN 
 

Adviser 
Ministry of Environment 
 

Poland / Pologne 
 

Marek HALINIAK 
 

General Counsellor to the Minister 
Department of Environmental Policy 
Ministry of Environment 
 

Portugal / Portugal 
 

João VILA LOBOS 
 

Senior Officer 
Instituto do Ambiente 
 

Switzerland / Suisse 
 

Arno WICKI 
 

Ambassade Suisse à Washington 
Département fédéral des Affaires Etrangères 
 

Mrs. Amira AYOUBI 
 

DETEC 
Office fédéral de l'environnement, des forets et du 
paysage 
 

Bruno OBERLE 
 

Vice-Directeur 
DETEC 
Office fédéral de l'environnement, des forêts et du 
paysage 
 

United Kingdom / Royaume-Uni 
 

Martyn CHEESBROUGH 
 

The UK Environment Agency 
 

Bob DAVIES 
 

Senior Economic Adviser 
Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
 

Peter HILL 
 

Assistant Economist 
Energy and Sustainability Economics, Energy Strategy 
Unit 
Department of Trade and Industry 
 

Mrs. Aphrodite KOROU 
 

Sustainable Development Policy 
Department of Trade and Industry 
 

Lynsey TINIOS 
 

Economic Adviser 
Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
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United States / Etats-Unis 
 

Derry ALLEN 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Jay BENFORADO 
 

National Center for Environmental Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Matthew CLARK 
 

Office of Research and Development 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Mrs. Marian COOPER 
 

Office of Policy, Economics and Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Jill COOPER 
 

Sustainability Division 
Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment 
 

Alexander CRISTOFARO 
 

Office of Policy, Economics and Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

George FAISON 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Dan FIORINO 
 

Industries Strategy Division, National Center for 
Environmental Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

David GUEST 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Bill HANSON 
 

Office of Pollution Prevention 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Shana HARBOUR 
 

National Center for Environmental Innovation 
Unites States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Chuck KENT 
 

National Center for Environmental Innovation 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Dinah KOEHLER 
 

Office of Research and Development 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Kathy MADONIA 
 

National Center for Enviromental Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Al MCGARTLAND 
 

National Center for Environmental Economics 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Bill NICKERSON 
 

National Center for Environmental Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

David PAYLOR 
 

Virginia Secretary of Natural Resources 
 

Donna PERLA 
 

Office of Research and Development 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Anna PHILLIPS 
 

Central&Eastern Europe 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Edwin PIÑERO 
 

Federal Environmental Executive 
Office of the Federal Environmental Executive- CEQ 
 

Emily RUBENSTEIN 
 

Office of Policy Economics and Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
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Ron SHADBEGIAN 
 

National Center for Environmental Economics 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Betsy SHAW 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Jon SILBERMAN 
 

Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Ann WOLVERTON 
 

National Center for Environmental Economics 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

George WYETH 
 

Office of Policy Economics and Innovation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 

EC / CE 
 

Robin MIEGE 
 

Head of Unit DG Environment 
European Commission 
 

Business and Industry 
 

Lars AAGAARD 
 

Director for Environment 
The Confederation of Danish Industries 
 

Patrick ATKINS 
 

Director 
Environmental Affairs, Worldwide 
Alcoa Inc. 
 

Chris BATES 
 

Director, 
Worldwide Facilities Group 
General Motors Corporation 
 

Chris BELL 
 

Sidley Austin Brown & Wood LLP 
 

George CARPENTER 
 

Director 
Corporate Sustainable Development 
 
 

James COOPER 
 

Senior Manager 
Government Relations 
Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturers Association 
 

Andrea FAVA 
 

Manager, Environmental Affairs, Transport and Taxation 
U.S. Council for International Business 
 

Vicki FISHER 
 

Rockwell Collins, Inc. 
 

Jeff GUNNULFSEN 
 

Manager 
Government Relations 
SOCMA 
 

Stephen HARPER 
 

Director EHS and Energy Policy 
Intel Corporation 
 

Byung-Wook LEE 
 

President 
LG Environmental Strategy Institute 
 

Cheryl RUSSELL 
 

Director, Federal Affairs 
The Boeing Company 
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Björn STIGSON 
 

President 
World Business Council for Sustainable Development 
(WBCSD) 
 

Mark STOLER 
 

Climate Change Program 
GE Corporate Environmental Programs 
 

Dennis TREACY 
 

Smithfield Foods 
 

Thomas WERKEMA 
 

Vice President 
Regulatory Activities 
Arkema Inc 
 

Sandy YEE 
 

Johnson & Johnson 
 

OECD / OCDE 
 

Lorents LORENTSEN 
 

Director 
ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Jean-Philippe BARDE 
 

Head of Division 
ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Nils Axel BRAATHEN 
 

Principal Administrator 
ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Kristen HADDOCK 
 

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Nicholas JOHNSTONE 
 

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Mrs. YOUNGSOOK NAM 
 

ECONOMICS DEPARTMENT 
OECD 
 

Mme Yse Karine SERRET-ITZICSOHN 
 

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

Julien LABONNE 
 

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE 
OECD 
 

University, NGO’s and International Organisations 
 

Thomas ROEDIGER-SCHLUGA 
 

Researcher 
Technology Policy 
Austrian Research Centers 
 

Juan-Pablo MONTERO 
 

Institute of Economics 
Catholic University of Chile 
 

Matthieu GLACHANT 
 

Professor 
Centre d'économie industrielle (CERNA), Ecole des 
Mines de Paris 
 

Klaus RENNINGS 
 

Research Area Environmental and Resource Economics 
Centre for European Economic Research 
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Lubomir LIZAL 
 

Director 
CERGE-EI 
 

Wayne GRAY 
 

Economics 
Clark University 
 

Chantal Line CARPENTIER 
 

Head, Environment, Economy, and Trade Program 
Commission for Environmental Cooperation 
 

Andrew KING 
 

Tuck School of Business 
Dartmouth College 
 

Frederique VINCENT 
 

Directrice de l'ISIGE 
Ecole des Mines de Paris 
 

Alexander GOLUB 
 

Environmental Defense 
 

Gwen RUTA 
 

Environmental Defense Fund 
 

Jens HORBACH 
 

Professor fur Volkswirtschaftlehre 
Hochschule Anhalt 
Facberiech Wirtschaft 
 

Arik LEVINSON 
 

Economics Department 
Georgetown University 
 

Paul LANOIE 
 

Institut d'Economie Appliqué, HEC Montréal 
 

Durwood ZAELKE 
 

International Network for Environmental Compliance and 
Enforcement (INECE) 
 

Jennifer NASH 
 

Regulatory Policy Program at the Center  for Business 
and Government 
John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University 
 

Akira HIBIKI 
 

Senior Researcher 
Environmental Economics Section 
National Institute for Environmental Studies 
 

Nicole DARNALL 
 

Political Science & Public Administration 
North Carolina State University 
 

Bjarne YTTERHUS 
 

Associate Professor in Environmental Management 
Norwegian School of management BI 
 

Jason MORRISON 
 

Program Director 
Economic Globalization and the Environment Program 
Pacific Institute 
 

Ken OGILVIE 
 

Pollution Probe 
 

Smita BRUNNERMEIER 
 

Lecturer of Economics and Public and International 
Affairs 
Woodrow Wilson School 
Princeton University 
 

Richard D. MORGENSTERN 
 

Senior Fellow 
Resources for the Future 
 

Ken MARKOWITZ Secretariat of the International Network 
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Toshi ARIMURA 
 

Department of Economics 
Sophia University 
 

Kjetil TELLE 
 

Research Fellow 
Statistics Norway 
 

Jorge RIVERA 
 

Assistant Professor 
Department of Strategic Management and Public Policy 
The George Washington University, School of Business 
 

Masao NAKAMURA 
 

Professor 
Sauder School of Business 
The University of British Columbia 
 

Robert STEPHENS 
 

UNEP / Multi-State Working Group 
 

Fritz BALKAU 
 

Head, Production and Consumption Branch 
Production and Consumption Branch 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)/ TIE 
 

Magali DELMAS 
 

Bren School of Environmental Science and Management. 
University of California, Santa Barbara 
 

Dennis KING 
 

Research Professor 
Center for Environmental Science 
University of Maryland 
 

Edward PARSON 
 

University of Michigan 
 

Richard ANDREWS 
 

Thomas Willis Lambeth Distinguished Professor of Public 
Policy 
Department of Public Policy (202A Abernethy Hall) and 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
 

Norine KENNEDY 
 

Vice President 
Environmental Affairs 
US Council for International Business 
 

Julien LABONNE 
 

World Bank 
 

Michael KUHNDT 
 

Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment, Energy 
Sustainable Production and Consumption Department 
 

Irene HENRIQUES 
 

Schulich School of Business 
York University 
 

 
 
 


