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Corporate Sustainability Context 

 

An absolute definition of both corporate sustainability (CS) and corporate social responsibility (CSR) is not universally agreed, 

Whilst there is general agreement that CSR is founded on the three broad aspects of Social (People), Economic (Profit) and 

Environmental (Planet), the often referenced “Triple Bottom Line”, each of those aspects must be contextualized within the 

frame of reference of the particular organization or domain it is applied to. Consequently, the actual implementation of 

corporate sustainability with appropriate tools and processes is as varied (and underutilized) as the domains to which it is 

applied. 

 

The aim of this paper is to examine the fundamental requirements that such tools and processes need to address and 

establish a set of implementation perspectives common to the majority of domains, setting a foundation for a framework 

that may be used across multiple domains and within organizations for multiple project types. 

 

The Dimensions of Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Sustainability  

 

Corporate sustainability is related to the broader concept of sustainable development which was first elaborated in the 1987 

report “Our Common Future” (WCDED 1987) by the World Commission on Environment and Development (known as the 

Brundland Commission). The Brundland Report referenced sustainable development as “meeting the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” and helped ground the sustainability 

debate in a global context. 

 

In response to the Brundland Report, the realization that development centred only on economic growth paradigms is 

unsustainable and needs an approach balancing economic growth with environmental sustainability and social cohesion, 

and a range of corporate scandals, the corporate world has seen the rise of three interlinked movements since the early 

1990’s: 

 

• Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

• Corporate sustainability (CS) 

• Worldwide reforms on corporate governance 

 

The corporate dimension of sustainability might be defined (by transposing the ideas of the Brundland Report to the business 

level) as “meeting the needs of the firm’s direct and indirect stakeholders (such as shareholders, employees, clients, pressure 

groups, communities), without compromising its ability to meet the needs of future stakeholders as well. Towards this goal, 

firms have to maintain and grow their economic, social and environmental capital base while actively contributing to 

sustainability in the political domain”. This is but one of many definitions reflecting that CSR and corporate sustainability is 

generally understood to be the way a company balances the economic, environmental and social aspects of its operation 

(the often referenced “triple bottom line”), addressing the expectations of its shareholders and providing societal value and 

accountability. 
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Taken in isolation, each of these aspects is relatively straightforward to enact. However, between these three primary 

aspects of sustainability, and as shown in Figure 1, areas of overlap exist which constitute the coupling or interaction 

between the domains. It is these so-called “fracture zones” where industry needs to pay particular attention to ensure 

sustainability “works”. Tools and processes need to be put in place with specific focus to manage these fracture zones 

together with the individual aspects. 

 

At an international/regional level, a number of initiatives have helped to focus the debate on CSR/CS, providing guidance 

around which industry can provide concrete implementations and work towards some measure of harmonization and 

benchmarking against “industry best practice”. These initiatives include: 

 

• Agenda 21: One of the key outcomes from the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro was the 40 Chapter, 800 page 

Agenda 21 document, which outlines 120 action programs for achieving sustainable development. It detailed for 

the first time a comprehensive set of goals and priorities for resource, environmental, social, legal, financial and 

institutional issues. Whilst not legally binding, it was adopted by countries representing 98% of the world’s 

population. 

• World Business Council for Sustainable Development: Formed in 1992, the WBCSD is a CEO led organization of 

member companies that provides thought leadership and effective advocacy to generate constructive solutions 

and take shared action. The Council is connected with a network of upwards of 60 national and regional business 

councils 

• The Global Compact: initiated by the UN Secretary-General in 1999 as a network involving “governments, who 

defined the principles on which the initiative is based; hundreds of companies from all regions of the world, whose 

actions it seeks to influence; labour, in whose hands the concrete process of global production takes place; civil 

society organizations representing the wider community of stakeholders and the United nations”. 

• The Millennium Development Goals: representing a road map for Millennium Declaration unanimously adopted in 

September 2000 by the member states of the United Nations 

• The World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalisation: was established by the International Labour 

Organization (ILO) in February 2002 and provided a final report in February 2004 complementing the Millennium 

 
 

Figure 1 – The three dimensions of sustainability 
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Development Goals and creating a major contribution to international dialogue towards a fully inclusive and 

equitable globalization. 

• The United Nations Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and other business enterprises with 

Regard to Human Rights: provides the baseline for human rights principles. The Business Leaders Initiative on Human 

Rights (BLIHR) extends this baseline by mapping issues from the UN Norms to essential, expected and desirable 

business actions. 

• Reporting standards: a number of reporting initiatives were established in the 1990’s to develop standards for CSR 

and sustainability related reporting. These include the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the AA1000 Standards 

Framework. 

• Socially Responsible Investing: originally promoted by church and pension funds, socially responsible investing is an 

investment process that considers the social and environmental consequences of investments, both positive and 

negative, in addition to normal financial analysis. SRI funds have now grow to represent close to 10% of available 

resources and have established a number of Sustainability Indexes assessing and ranking companies according to 

sustainability criteria, providing invaluable data for benchmarking and pushing improved sustainability 

performance. Indices such as the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI), the FTSE4Good Index Series and the Ethibel 

Sustainability Index (ESI) amongst others have been established, 

 

These initiatives have helped to provide a starting point and frame of reference around how corporations should 

commence the journey towards sustainability. Moving on from this, the next step towards implementing sustainability has 

been the development of a range of “Sustainability Management Frameworks” which contextualize sustainability around 

specific sectors to help embed sustainability within an organization. 

 

Sustainability Management Frameworks 

 

Efforts to operationalize CSR/CS at a high level tend to involve the creation of a “Framework” which focuses on an agreed 

set of principles, goals and priorities for sustainable development within a particular sector. Sustainability Management 

Frameworks (SMF), in one form or another, have been developed in many industry sectors, for example: 

 

1. IFC Sustainability Framework: The International Finance Corporation (IFC) provides investment, advisory and asset 

management services as part of their mission to create opportunity for people to escape poverty and improve 

their lives. Their Sustainability Framework consists of a “Policy on Environmental and Social Sustainability”, a set of 

“Performance Standards” and an “Access to Information Policy” and is articulated at:   

http://www1.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/Topics_Ext_Content/IFC_External_Corporate_Site/ifc+sustainability/sustaina

bility+framework/ 

2. Sustainable City Frameworks: Cities have created sustainability frameworks, for example Toronto’s framework is 

articulated at: http://www.toronto.ca/sustainability/sustainability_framework.htm and Auckland’s policy described 

at: http://www.aucklandoneplan.org.nz/auckland-sustainability-framework/  

3. Governmental Sustainability Frameworks: Government entities have enacted Sustainability Frameworks. For 

example, the Australasian Procurement and Construction Council (APCC) has produced a framework for 

sustainable government office buildings. The framework is based on six guiding principles which are supported by 

the implementation of key initiatives. The initiatives incorporate targets and action plans and form the basis of 

ongoing monitoring and reporting. 

4. Domain specific frameworks: soils management, forest management, fisheries and the like have all had 

frameworks created by various national organizations. 

5. Most large business services firms: in the accounting and consulting areas, and organizations that represent them 

(such as the International Federation of Accountants) have developed generic sustainability management 

frameworks that are applied to specific domains for their clients. 

 

http://www1.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/Topics_Ext_Content/IFC_External_Corporate_Site/ifc+sustainability/sustainability+framework/
http://www1.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/Topics_Ext_Content/IFC_External_Corporate_Site/ifc+sustainability/sustainability+framework/
http://www.toronto.ca/sustainability/sustainability_framework.htm
http://www.aucklandoneplan.org.nz/auckland-sustainability-framework/
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A framework would usually include as a minimum the following: 

 

• A Stakeholder Engagement Model: covering relations management, collaboration/participation, process model 

and communications. 

• A Performance Management System: covering establishment of sustainability performance indicators (KPI’s), a 

measurement system to gauge performance against targets and the monitoring and reporting of these at 

governance, management and team level. 

• A Reporting System: to provide outputs to stakeholders and the community as required by the corporate strategy. 

 

At the Sustainability Management Framework level, intent is distilled into high level indicators used to measure and calibrate 

progress towards goals. Indicators, and their collection into Indicator Sets, help translate intent into action. At the SMF level, 

they begin the journey towards project level indicators which provide the working level framework necessary to project 

manage sustainability implementation, as discussed in later sections of this paper. 

 

A range of Indicator Sets have been created. Table 1 documents a number of Indicator Sets, classified by intent. The table is 

by no means exhaustive. 

 

Name Description Examples 

Whole-society indicators: sustainability of a particular geographic region or political unit 

Global Overall assessment of the current state of the world, 
mapped to Agenda 21 

UN CSD, PAGE, Millenium Assessment, 
Ecological Footprint 

Regional / local Response to Local Agenda 21: assessment of factors 
determined to be important for the local population 

Pastille, Sustainable Seattle, Santa 
Monica, NRTEE 

Organization-based indicators: sustainability of the operations of an organization 

Industry / NGOs Indicators of how an organization is performing in terms of 
a set of indicators for sustainable development 

Global Reporting Initiative 

Investor-based indicators: correlation of corporate sustainability with financial performance 

Project risk 
assessment 

Principles, processes and indicators for assessing project 
risk 

The Equator Principles 

Financial 
performance 

Any published index that tracks the financial performance 
of companies that have committed to sustainability 
principles 

Dow Jones Sustainability Index; 
FTSE4Good; Innovest; EcoValue21 

“Green” funds Funds holding investments in companies which they 
believe will have better than market returns owing to 
commitment to sustainability 

Domini Social Equity Fund, Triodos 
Bank, SAM 

Project-based indicators: assessment of a project’s contribution to sustainability 

Project screening Indicators for screening projects as to their likelihood of 
achieving sustainability outcomes 

World Bank; The Equator Principles 

Project 
performance 

Contribution a project makes towards sustainable 
development including efforts made in the construction 
phase 

SPeAR, CRISP, BEQUEST, LEED, CH2M 
HILL’s 4-step screening 

 

Table 1: Sustainable Development Indicator Classifications (from FIDIC 2004) 

 

A Corporate View on CSR/CS Implementation 

 

The purpose of this paper is not to debate the various theoretical groundings for CSR/CS, but rather to distill from them a 

core structural framework that may be utilized to arrive at an implementation methodology usable across the various 

dimensions of sustainability management. 
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Regardless of the definitions of CSR/CS, from a corporation perspective, a multi-level hierarchical structure emerges for 

application of the CSR and CS principles, as shown in Figure 2 and comprising: 

 

• World View: the broad principles of sustainability established at a high level, usually sector independent and 

international in application. Typical examples include Agenda 21, the Brundland Report and the UN Global 

Compact. 

• Country/Sector View: an application of the overarching principles of sustainability at a country or regional level, 

often packaged as a Sustainability Framework. This view typically actions Government (national, state and local) 

strategic direction around sustainability. Sector specific frameworks may also operate at this level. 

• Corporation View: the implementation of sustainability (often based on published frameworks) by corporations and 

small to medium size enterprises. The corporation will usually publish its CSR / CS guiding principles. 

• Project View: Defined projects are the usual mechanism by which corporations and small to medium sized 

enterprises action their sustainability commitments, either with single projects or multiple inter-related projects 

(called programs). Given the complexity and cross-domain nature of sustainability requirements, it is particularly 

important that corporations understand exactly how each project contributes to their overall sustainability 

footprint. The Project View is explored in greater detail in following sections of this paper. 

• Application View: at the most fundamental level, projects are enabled via tools and processes. Given the number 

of stakeholders usually involved in projects requiring cross domain sustainability considerations and the range of 

knowledge necessary, project tools and processes invariably include ICT support, which will also be explored in 

later sections of this paper. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2 – Hierarchical View of Corporate Sustainability Management Implementation 
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These views drill down through increasingly more specific levels of detail, ultimately focusing on the implementation of the 

higher level philosophies at the practical working level of “projects”. It is through implementing, monitoring and measuring 

projects that corporations develop the basis for stakeholder feedback, raising awareness of their CSR and CS efforts. Project 

level implementation is the focus of this current paper and developed in later sections. 

 

The Ubiquity of Requirements 

 

Before rationalizing the five level hierarchy previously noted, it is instructive for a moment to explore the most fundamental 

reality that projects and processes are driven by the satisfaction of requirements. Whether based on regulation, function, 

day to day operation or sustainability, requirements frame the context of the problems that we strive to solve. 

 

The early stages of a project usually commence with close cooperation between a client and various other primary 

stakeholders with the purpose of defining and documenting an initial set of requirements which state, in a mix of both 

qualitative and quantitative terms, aspects of functionality, aesthetics, project costs, schedule, quality, safety, regulatory 

conformance, sustainability and the like that will define and control the evolving project realization. This “briefing” stage, 

together with the ensuing conceptualization of the project based on the requirements, is arguably the most critical stage of 

the project lifetime in terms of improving product quality, saving time, reducing costs, meeting sustainability targets and 

client relations, as it sets the fundamental direction for the evolving solution. As indicated in Fig. 3, it is well known for any 

complex project delivery that the cost to realize potential improvements increases with time on the project, and the 

potential/flexibility for improvements is highest early in a project and rapidly decreases with project progress. 

 

 
 

It is a fundamental premise of this paper that the problem domain presented by sustainability management can be defined 

as an inter-related hierarchical set of unitary requirements and the solution of these requirements is necessary (and usually 

sufficient) to address the problem. The necessity for early involvement of stakeholder teams and the rationalization of 

requirements is becoming accepted as the best way to ensure success of sustainability related projects. The implementation 

of an arbitrary sustainability management framework is the problem examined in this paper, the solution being addressed 

via the application of a requirements management framework approach. This premise will be developed and tested in the 

remainder of the paper. 

 
Figure 3 Importance of Early and Correct Assessment of Requirements 
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Corporate Sustainability Management as an Application of Requirements Management 

 

Corporate sustainability management is the application of people and process to enacting a sustainability framework 

specific to a particular sector and corporation. Re-visiting the hierarchical view of corporate sustainability management 

implementation presented in Figure 2, at every level of the hierarchy (or “View”) the problem domain comprises a series of 

“objectives” which become increasingly discretized as the solution space approaches the final specific satisfaction of the 

agreed Indicator Set at the Application View level. The concept is shown in Figure 4 and results in a tree-like branching 

structure where the branches are the objectives and the final leaf nodes are the unitary indicators that comprise the 

indicator set. 

 

Two specific perspectives, “Process” and “Product”, have been introduced in Figure 4, in this instance at the Corporation 

View level. These are examples of additional perspectives that can be introduced (at any level) to refine the solution space 

and make it more applicable to the particular domain targeted. In fact, the additional perspectives of “Process” and 

“Product” are a feature of Green Project Management’s®  P5 concept (GPM 2012), which suggests that the internal and 

external socio-economic impact that the process of delivering goods and services have and product, the physical result of 

a project are also fundamental perspectives. They include the following: 

 

Product 

• Product Sustainability   

• Lifespan of Product 

• Servicing of Product 

 

Process 

• Process Sustainability 

 
 

Figure 4 – Discretization of the hierarchy down to unitary indicators 
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• Maturity of process 

• Efficiency and fairness of process 

 

The concept is shown in Figure 5. 

 

Indicators represent a contract to satisfy a particular requirement, often by measuring against a defined target value. A 

concrete example is shown in Figure 6, where the high level requirement to “Provide Support for Community Special 

Educational Needs” is discretized into a series of unitary requirements, one of which is the indicator “number of unique 

visitors to the training portal” with a target of “>20 per day”. 

It becomes obvious that the five level hierarchy shown in Figure 2 is a minimum and that, particularly at project and 

implementation level, the hierarchy may be developed further, depending on the level of categorization required. 

 

 
 

Figure 6 – An Example Hierarchy Discretization 

 
 

Figure 5 – The Green Project Management® P5 Concept (GPM 2012) 
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Ultimately, the problem domain becomes discretized as a range of unitary requirements, categorized according to the 

particular sustainability management framework chosen and the corporate view necessary to meet the strategic and 

operational requirements of the corporation. Sustainability management therefore becomes a case of managing the 

potential plethora of unitary requirements.  

 

Implementation of sustainability, particularly when viewed down to project level where cross domain coupling of indicators 

is much more developed than with traditional (non-sustainable) projects, is complex. A robust purpose developed 

Requirements Management Framework becomes a sensible approach. Requirements management as a methodology is 

well developed in some domains, in particular for information technology (IT) projects. It is not so well developed in other 

domains, for example, design and construction of buildings and infrastructure. An example application of requirements 

management around sustainability management is provided in a later section of this paper. 

 

What are the benefits of a Requirements Management Framework and a hierarchical structure applied to corporate 

sustainability management?: 

 

1. Flexibility: being the fundamental building blocks, requirements can model any domain with an infinite range of 

possibilities through configuring different sets of requirements. 

2. Inclusiveness: whilst this paper discusses application to sustainability management, requirements can be more 

generalized and applicable to other performance domains. Therefore, sustainability may be managed along with 

other project management requirements, creating a truly inclusive project management solution. 

3. Traceability: by virtue of the tree-like hierarchy structure of the requirements framework to be proposed in 

subsequent sections of this paper, there is full backward and forward traceability from high level sustainability 

objectives through to the low level requirements that implement those objectives at a project level. 

4. Performance enabled: again by virtue of the tree-like hierarchy structure, there is a natural ability to sum 

performance results (satisfaction of indicator measures) at any level of the hierarchy, either as simple status count 

(number succeeded versus failed) or, as with green building rating tools, summation of credit points towards a 

quantitative measure of overall status. 

 

A Requirements Management Implementation for Corporate Sustainability Management 

 

Developing the preceding line of thought further, what functionality should an appropriate requirements management 

software solution for corporate sustainability management include? We suggest the following: 

 

1. Web based central repository:  for sustainability requirements, knowledge management and submittal 

documentation available 24/7 by all stakeholders, ensuring easy management of distributed teams 

2. Deployment: either on in-house server or 3rd party server 

3. Secure log-on and access: role based access control to defined levels of the project for defined tasks 

4. Import: of existing documents to configure into active requirements. These documents might include client briefs, 

strategic management plans, sustainability management plans and the like. 

5. Management: of new and existing sustainability requirements with versioning, change management, tagging, 

searching, filtering, traceability 

6. Collaboration: with integrated discussion boards, email change notification 

7. Integration: input and output to/from industry standard formats such as Word, Excel, XML 

8. Stakeholder management: with specific interfaces for clients and role based stakeholder interfaces, in particular to 

keep the interface as simple and stakeholder specific as possible 

9. Document management: for the copious documents comprising domain knowledge, project specific information 

and regulatory submittals 

10. Enterprise: views tailored to suit stakeholders, dashboards 
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11. Measure: rate, measure and monitor the satisfaction of sustainability requirements (credits) 

12. Domain knowledge and knowledge management: encapsulate in domain specific input and output templates 

13. System integration: integration layers and API’s for programmatic integration with 3rd party solutions open up 

sustainability related data to facilitate integrated project delivery 

 

As a concrete example of implementation of a sustainability management solution exposing much of the functionality 

noted above, we briefly describe below a solution for sustainability management utilizing the “xD Sustainability 

Management” (xDSM) Framework (www.xdsustainabilitymanagement.com) configured to suit the Estidama Pearl Green 

Building Rating System of Abu Dhabi (http://estidama.org/), a relatively new building rating system that has introduced 

some aspects of the Triple Bottom Line. A subsequent example generalizes this to consider a higher level corporate 

sustainability scenario in which a green building rating system similar to the Estidama Building Rating noted above is just one 

of the projects that form the strategic sustainability initiatives of the corporation, as developed in their Environmental 

Management Plan (EMP). This latter example also illustrates two significant implementation features: 

 

• the ability for projects to be referenced (linked) to the main Sustainability Management Plan of the Corporation (as 

represented in the xDSM model), thereby federating the holistic solution into a set of manageable “Projects”, each 

with their own stakeholder group and processes yet part of the overall corporate view. 

• the ability to turn an existing traditional paper-based strategic or operational document, such as an environmental 

management plan, sustainability management plan or project brief, into a “live” document that can be actively 

managed as a set of requirements. It is in fact the basis for the “LiveDOX” bi-directional linking between 

documents and requirements projects (xDSM 2012). 

 

 
 

A typical interface view is shown in Figure 7. Some aspects of this implementation are worth noting: 

 

1. The Sustainability Management Framework is based on a general Requirements Management Framework, thereby 

ensuring that both rated and non-rated sustainability requirements can be managed. Unlike existing solutions for 

managing green building rating, which are almost exclusively hardwired to suit a specific rating tool, such as LEED, 

founding the solution in requirements management allows for future flexibility in configuring to suit the expanding 

“Triple Bottom Line” focus in the industry and for users to add and manage any sustainability related requirements 

themselves. 

 
 

Figure 7 An Example Web Based Sustainability Management Tool – “xD Sustainability Manager” 
(showing implementation of Estidama Pearl Rating System) 

http://www.xdsustainabilitymanagement.com/
http://estidama.org/
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2. The implementation is flexible in respect of the sustainability hierarchy structure, the categories and sub-categories 

included and the requirements specified within each category. Users may add/edit and restructure to suit their 

needs and project specific requirements. Users may also add or reconfigure the documents attached to any 

category or requirement for project specific implementation. 

3. There are specific sustainability requirements (credits) that are rated with a current, target and maximum point 

score. These form the basis for the points accounting functionality which ultimately provides the indications of the 

building rating. There are many other requirements that are included as part of ensuring the process of 

sustainability rating is tightly managed. These include action requirements for tasks assigned to personnel and 

submission requirements for documents. 

 

The example above applies the Requirements Management Framework to the case of project managing the preparation 

and submission of a green building rating, in this case for the Estidama Pearl Rating System of Abu Dhabi. It utilizes the 

(inbuilt) performance management functionality configured as the “Green Advisor” to calculate and report on the credit 

points compared to the target values. 

 

The same project could be treated as one project of a suite of projects undertaken by the client, as illustrated in the second 

example following. In the second example, the organization is a University. The University has developed an Environmental 

Management Plan (EMP). That plan comprises well articulated objectives covering the three perspectives of People, Place 

and Performance, together with an integration layer bringing these perspectives together, as shown in Figure 8, reproduced 

from the EMP document. Within each of these perspectives a range of strategies, indicators and targets are defined. 

 
The implementation of the program structure is shown in Figure 9 within the xDSM interface, specifically the hierarchy 

structure and a diagrammatic linkage of two separate projects, one for managing the LEED compliance of an existing 

building to the LEED Existing Buildings Operations & Maintenance Rating Tool, and the other a new project for landscaping 

one particular section of the university, which utilizes elements of the Envision Green Infrastructure Rating Tool. These 

separate projects are also created in xDSM in an identical fashion to that for the Estidama Pearl Rating described in the first 

example. Other separate projects, addressing requirements under separate strategies, can equally as well be created and 

linked to the overall program structure. It is particularly exciting to appreciate that Universities, as well as the usual drivers of 

any large corporation, have a responsibility to educate (including our new sustainability leaders) and lead by example. An 

 
 

Figure 8 – Program Structure for University Environmental Management Plan 2009-2015 
(reproduced from University documentation) 
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overt, transparent and collaborative sustainability management framework implementation creates in effect a “living 

laboratory” in which the next generation can gain hands-on experience. 

 

 
 

Solutions such as xD Sustainability Manager (xDSM) provide tools to support the effective management of information and 

stakeholders within a sustainability initiative. However, the holistic implementation of sustainability objectives requires people, 

tools and process to be effective. This describes the range of inputs the project management profession has been working 

with and evolving for years. The next sections discuss the implementation of sustainability initiatives as a series of 

interconnected projects within a structured process framework. 

 

The Project Management Perspective 

 

Ultimately, most sustainability initiatives of any consequence result in the necessity to implement a project or collection of 

projects (termed a program) in which project managers coordinate people and process over a defined timeframe. The 

project management profession has well established protocols and systems for ensuring projects finish on time and within 

budget. However, sustainability can add a number of “out of the ordinary” aspects to what is currently considered the usual 

project management, including: 

 

1. A high degree of cross-domain coupling between requirements, resulting from usually loosely coupled systems 

needing to work together to ensure sustainability objectives 

 
 

Figure 9 – Implementation of University Environmental Management Plan in xDSM, illustrating the Concept of Separate 
Projects Linked to the Overall Program Structure 
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2. A results timeframe that is measured in years or tens of years rather than the often short term objectives and results 

of the usual project. 

 

In fact, it has been suggested (Silvius et al, 2011) that sustainability and project management are not “natural friends” 

because of the “natural” differences in the characteristics of the two concepts given in Table 2. 

 

Sustainable Development Project Management 

Long term + short term oriented Short term oriented 

In the interest of this generation and future generations In the interests of sponsor / stakeholders 

Life-cycle oriented Deliverable / result oriented 

People, planet, profit Scope, time, budget 

Increasing complexity Reduced complexity 
 

Table 2 – “Natural” Differences between Sustainable Development and Project Management 

 

Recognizing these differences, what is the best approach to move forward and align these seemingly incompatible aspects 

to the extent necessary for a workable solution? Project management incorporating sustainability, referred variously in the 

literature as “Project Sustainability Management” or “Green Project Management”, has only recently started to enter the 

psyche of the project management profession. FIDIC (FIDIC 2004) has published guidelines on incorporating sustainability 

into project management, providing a very good development of the methodology necessary to evolve the project 

specific indicators from the triple bottom line approach in the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) indicators 

(based on Agenda 21). In some approaches, sustainability is treated as a series of “interventions” (Taylor 2011) into the usual 

project management process. In other cases, dedicated frameworks, such as PRiSM (GPM 2012) have been created to 

provide a structured process that incorporates sustainability as an intrinsic component of the overall project plan. 

 

There is no one correct answer to the best approach to implement sustainability management at the project level, 

particularly at a time when the industry is on a steep learning curve. Regardless of the approach adopted, review of 

available literature suggests the focus areas in Table 3 must be considered in any sustainable project. 

 

Item Description 

1 It is very important to determine the owner’s vision, goals and objectives. Without owner alignment and buy-in at 
all stages of the process, sustainability management becomes very difficult. 

2 Become informed on local, national and regional legislation that may affect the project, either positively or 
negatively, taxes and penalties, and financing opportunities through grants 

3 Become informed on financing issues, such as taxes and penalties and opportunities for grants. 

4 Early engagement with stakeholders is necessary to define sustainability goals. Design charrettes are one 
approach. 

5 Engage and identify key stakeholders. The need to balance social, environmental and economic interests will 
increase the number of stakeholders and make it important to be selective about key stakeholders. 

6 The project management processes must be collaborative and highly transparent to stakeholders. This implies that 
stakeholder management must be a specific focus of the processes, ideally defined in a “Stakeholder 
Management Plan”. 

7 Incorporate sustainability into team member selections, then into contracts 

8 Sustainability must be incorporated into the Statement of Requirements (Project Brief) 

9 Integrating sustainability into a project should not be limited to just the project management processes, but also 
the “supply chain” for the project should be considered, being the lifecycle of both the inputs and also the 
realization of the project. This implies procurement of green products and project deliverables that maintain the 
sustainability focus after the project is complete, as well as sustainable office practices and attention to waste 
and energy practices. Whole lifecycle costing should be utilized. 

10 Identify and empower a “sustainability champion”. The sustainability champion will take ownership and ensure 
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focus is maintained. 

11 A “Sustainability Management Plan” (SMP) must be developed. It should be separate from but cross referenced 
to the Project Management Plan. 

12 Ensure the project management office adopts sustainability in their project processes also! 

13 Adopt a defined “Communication Plan” which makes sustainability related communication overt. The 
Communication Plan should define the types of stakeholders, the forms of communication and the schedule for 
communication. 

14 Progress towards sustainability goals must be measured with clearly articulated objectives, indicators and metrics. 
An “Indicator Implementation Plan” may be advisable. Align indicators with reporting and appraisal protocols. 

15 The Change Management Plan should specifically include sustainability aspects. 

16 Ensure that tendering and contracting specifications and processes are explicit about the project requirements 
related to sustainability performance. 

17 Performance management systems include relevant KPI’s at a project level and ownership of these is given to 
individual managers and their teams. Reward and recognition schemes should be linked to outstanding 
performance. 

18 All of the project instructions should be reviewed and aligned with sustainability goals. Where necessary, new 
project instructions should be developed. 

19 Sustainability introduces another level of risk, which should be assessed and addressed with a specific Risk 
Management Plan. A shared product vision, open communications, consensus based processes, a systems 
perspective, proactive strategies and systematic and adaptive methodologies will all help minimize risk. 

20 Appropriate training should be provided to all levels of stakeholders, in particular project induction training. 

21 KPI’s must be tracked throughout the project and reported at governance, management and team level. 

22 Perform benchmarking: what is good practice? Best practice? Cutting edge? How to measure performance? 

23 Given that the deliverables from sustainable projects are long term, it is critical to ensure project commissioning 
and handover is done properly. That includes sign-off on all KPI’s and ongoing measures to ensure the project 
meets longer term sustainability objectives. 

 

Table 3 – Focus Areas for Sustainability Management 

 

The list is quite extensive and further reinforces the need for robust sustainability processes and tools. 

 

Realization of a Sustainable Project Management Process Framework 

 

In the previous sections of this paper, the pieces of the puzzle have been placed in context and it remains now to bring 

them all together to provide an example of a proposed framework that provides the project management profession with a 

structuring of people, tools and process necessary and sufficient to enable and support robust corporate sustainability 

initiatives. The example is based on the process framework provided by the PRiSM methodology from Green Project 

Management® (GPM, 2012), which divides the sustainable process lifecycle into four phases: 

• Phase 1: Pre-Project / Initiation 

• Phase 2: Project Planning 

• Phase 3: Executing and Controlling the Project 

• Phase 4: Closing the Project 

 

The aim is to illustrate enabling one phase of that framework (in this case Phase 1) with the xD Sustainability Manager (xDSM) 

tool, which is a specialization of a requirements management framework, examining then the benefits and implementation 

aspects. The integration with, and benefits of, xDSM integration with PRiSM for the other three phases is similar. 

 

The integration of xDSM with Phase 1 of the PRiSM methodology is shown in Figure 10, with the numbered integration points 

also further described in Table 4. 

 

 



 

©  15 October 2012, Version 1.0 

 

Item: Implementation by xD Sustainability Manager 

 

At the initial stages of the project, the Administrator will create a new xDSM project and assign the new Project 
Manager to that project. The Project Manager sets up the structure of the xDSM project (hierarchy, linked 
documents etc) based on available templates and project specific input. 

 

As the project team is assembled, they are invited into the xDSM project, each with their own unique user name 
and password. They are assigned “roles” and given ownership for the deliverable requirements and/or indicators 
that are logically within their scope. They can also be assigned tasks to complete. 

 

In the usual scenario, the client, project manager and select key stakeholders will create the draft Project 
Charter, which will define the business case and link high level strategic goals to a chosen sustainability 
framework. These should be entered into xDSM as the high level requirements by the Project Manager. 

 

A corporate client would usually have an Environmental Management System (EMS) in place. The Project 
Charter must be aligned with this. It can be of great benefit for risk management if the relevant requirements 
from external documents are available within xDSM to be managed holistically and ensure none are forgotten. 
“LiveDOX” are a mechanism to ensure this. Any corporate document can be configured into LiveDOX format 
and then becomes available moving forward to be actively managed in all projects with that client. Refer to 
breakout box below for an explanation of the LiveDOX structure. 

 

The P5 Impact Analysis considers the five aspects of People, Planet, Profit, Process and Product. The first three 
aspects are the classic “Triple Bottom Line” view on sustainability. The addition of Process and Product help 
address how a sustainable project is undertaken (Governance) and the importance of full lifecycle 
considerations of products. These five aspects can be implemented as requirements categories in xDSM and a 
full complement of associated requirements and indicators developed as described elsewhere in this paper. 

 

The Sustainability Management Plan (SMP) defines requirements, processes and responsibilities for enacting 
sustainability on the project. The requirements and indicators in the SMP should be 100% consistent with the 
requirements and indicators implemented in xDSM and it therefore makes sense that the SMP is configured as a 
LiveDOX. 

 

The final Project Charter should be implemented in xDSM to ensure the client strategic objectives are traceable 
back from the project specific requirements and indicators. Traceability is a fundamental requirement to ensure 
strategic stakeholder alignment with the ongoing project. 

 

Table 4 – Integration Points for Phase 1 of PRiSM Methodology 
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Figure 10 – PRiSM Phase 1 – Pre-Project / Initiation 
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 “LiveDOX” is a unique integration of an electronic document (Word or PDF format) with active 

requirements managed in xD Sustainability Manager (xDSM). Words, sentences or phrases in the 

document are bi-directionally hyperlinked to the equivalent requirement in xDSM. In effect, the 

client brief or project specification is configured into a series of requirements and linked to the 

equivalent set of requirements in xDSM. The Project Manager (or other stakeholders) no longer need 

to manually check and ensure all project requirements are satisfied at numerous times during the 

project. xDSM takes care of that management for them, allowing them to get on with managing the 

project. 

 

 

 

The Sustainability Management Implementation Framework outlined above and applied to the complete lifecycle of a 

sustainable project addresses issues of: 

 

• Flexibility: the framework is adaptable to suit different needs and different stages of the corporate lifecycle 

• Upgrading: the framework can be upgraded over time to take account of changes to legislation, regulation, 

technology or scientific understanding 

• Compatibility: with other solutions using standard input and output formats 

• Aggregation/disaggregation: of scores to suit the required user view 

• Holistic: to cover all of the lifecycle phases 

• Multidimensional: in covering at least the three dimensions of sustainability, environmental, economic and social 

• Inclusive: of the range of stakeholders necessary in the process over the full lifecycle 

• Scalable: over a number of spatial scales from individual projects to complete programs and high level 

sustainability portfolios. 

• Knowledge management: utilizing templates for standardized requirement sets and the LiveDOX approach, 

corporate knowledge is effectively maintained and utilized on projects. 

 

Corporate Sustainability Management – where to from here? 

 

In moving forward with sustainability management, there are a number of areas we believe the industry needs to focus on. 

These include: 

 

a) Integration with briefing: The early briefing stages of a sustainability initiative project usually commence with close 

cooperation between the project proponent (perhaps the sustainability manager), the corporate sustainability 

team and various other early stakeholders with the purpose of defining and documenting an initial set of 

requirements which state, in a mix of both qualitative and quantitative terms, aspects of functionality, aesthetics, 

project costs, schedule, quality, sustainability, safety and regulatory conformance that should define and control 

the evolving project, at the same time retaining focus on the strategic objectives of the organization. Briefing is 

arguably the most critical phase of the project lifecycle in terms of improving product quality, saving time, 

reducing costs and improving client relations, as it sets and controls the fundamental direction for the evolving 

direction. It is vitally important that sustainability is integrated with briefing to ensure the tightly coupled cross-

domain requirements are properly addressed. 

b) Facilitation of change: there is growing evidence that it is through the social processes associated with the use of 

assessment tools, and not just their outputs, that real fundamental change for sustainability is likely to occur. Future 

tools will need to better promote collaborative inclusive processes between all stakeholders in the lifecycle. 

    LiveDOX 
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c) Corporate Social Responsibility: Increasingly, the large corporate, banking and superannuation corporations, who 

are the key drivers in the property industry, are looking to undertake triple bottom line accounting in embracing 

corporate social responsibility (CSR). Studies have provided evidence of a 5-10% increased valuation for 

corporations demonstrating a greater respect for the environment. Sustainability is regarded as an approach to 

combine economic, ecological and social concerns within a coherent business strategy. 

d) Focus on Infrastructure Sustainability: on the built infrastructure front, which for many corporations represents their 

single biggest commitment outside people, there is a growing trend towards expanding the scope of rating 

systems from buildings only towards general infrastructure sustainability rating. For example, the Australian Green 

Infrastructure Council (http://www.agic.net.au/Factsheets.htm) is currently developing sustainability tools for 

general infrastructure. 

e) Who manages the process? Who has ownership?: Given the timescale of projects, the changing stakeholders and 

the diverse range of contractual models, the answer is not obvious and one size does not fit all. However, with the 

right initial contractual models, centralized collaborative environments with well documented requirements 

provide a powerful tool to aide handover of process “ownership” as projects evolve. 

 

The solution functionality illustrated in this paper forms a rational basis for a flexible extensible and user configurable 

corporate sustainability management framework that is well positioned to accommodate the current trends in the industry 

towards holistic sustainability rating and management and expanding the scope of sustainability rating. Given the ease with 

which the framework can be configured (including by users) to suit specific corporate needs, we foresee a significant role in 

facilitating the roll-out of the corporate sustainability programs. 

 

We welcome your feedback and input on what we believe is an important and significant topic, and one that the industry 

should be seriously addressing. We plan in subsequent papers to explore the application of corporate sustainability to 

specific sectors such as the building industry, higher education and corporate real estate. We welcome you joining us on this 

journey. 
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