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Abstract:



As mining companies reveal more and more public information about themselves, the behaviour fosters a better image. This article aims to present two industry leaders in the context of environmental requirements they have met (status at the end of 2015), acting in compliance with the general principles of a socially responsible business. The choice of KGHM (Kombinat Gorniczo-Hutniczy Miedzi) companies (copper ores and other accompanying elements) CG PGE (Capital Group Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A.) (lignite) was dictated by their significant share in the mining industry in Poland. The environmental aspects of the integrated monthly reports were listed and grouped in detail in accordance with the applicable Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and GRI G4 Mining and Metals guidelines. The values of environmental indicators have been analysed over the years, including inter alia data concerning gas emissions, that is, CO2, SOx, NOx, PM or generated waste and sewage. Also, with regard to the environmental aspect of the work, energy consumption in companies is presented together with the characteristics of the fuel balance. The final part of the article compares the value of the revenues to the budgets of local government units (communes) from the operating fee paid by entrepreneurs and expenditures of these municipalities on environmental protection, as additional support by these entities (2013–2015).
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1. Introduction


Mining entrepreneurs are very concerned about obtaining positive reception with regard to their activity from the local community, authority or non-governmental organizations. Making the company’s financial and non-financial data public can contribute to this. Practice shows that the presentation of non-financial data is included in integrated reporting, that is, compiling financial and non-financial data within a single document. Non-financial data referred to the aforementioned concern, namely, environmental issues. Environmental aspects such as energy, emissions, biodiversity, sewage and waste, and so forth, are in accordance with the specific guidelines of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)—annual reporting of sustainability [1,2], relating to corporate social responsibility. In this article, issues related to the natural environment will be discussed, including the way and scope of reporting information on this subject in integrated reports in the extractive industries. The data will include two mining companies, KGHM (Kombinat Gorniczo-Hutniczy Miedzi) and PGE (Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A.), who in the author’s opinion represent “responsible mining” [3,4]. Preparing integrated reports has been obligatory since January 2017 for large companies in the EU (according to Directive 2014/95/EU [5]). These are companies that fulfil the criterion of number of employees (500 persons for public interest entities required under the Directive to extend non-financial information) and balance sheet total (>20 million EUR) or net income (>40 million EUR). The choice of the issue was dictated by the key challenges facing mining enterprises, that is, environmental management and acceptance of the local community in regard to business. Reporting on the basis of the principles of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is one of the steps to improve the image of companies with a strategic contribution in the national economy, fostering better relationships between companies and their employees, the local community and the state administration at the municipal/local level. The aim of the article is to compare the scope of published reports and to analyse changes in the values of selected indicators including, among others, emissions of gases and dust, and quantities of generated waste or energy consumed over several years. Staying in the environmental convention, the article shows how the analysed companies subsidize the municipal budgets as part of their revenues—the source of which is the mining fee under the conducted mining operations.




2. Data Reporting Conception According to CSR, Process of Evolution


The development of reporting conception of corporate social responsibility is a dynamic process described, for example, by [6,7,8,9,10,11,12], based on a number of guidelines and standards. There is abundant literature on CSR reporting generally [13], CSR reporting in the mining industry [14,15,16,17,18], drivers for CSR reporting in for-profit businesses [19,20,21], failures and challenges of CSR reporting [22,23], as well as the discussion of a gap between disclosure and performance [24,25,26]. Directive 2014/95/EU clearly outlines the sources of initiatives/standards/guidelines useful for the preparation of this type of report. It emphasizes that the entities covered by the obligation of reporting may be based on national and European framework principles, that is, the Eco-Management and Audit system (EMAS), the international initiative of the United Nations (UN) Global Compact, the UN guidelines involving business and human rights, implementing UN frameworks, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) guidelines for multinational enterprises, ISO 14001 and 26000 standards, reporting rules represented by International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), trilateral declaration of rules of the International Labour Organization (ILO), Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and other recognized international framework rules. As mentioned above, the guidelines presented by GRI are the most widespread standard of reporting, inter alia, for non-financial data [27]. GRI is a non-governmental international and non-profit organization, based on a network of stakeholders, which has operated since 1997 in the United States. The fourth generation of guidelines (G4) has been valid since 2013. Meanwhile, sector guidelines have been developed for 10 sectors, including, inter alia, Mining and Metals (MM1—MM10), which can be used. In the authors’ opinion, they should be regarded as complementing the content of the integrated company reports. The integrated CSR report becomes an opportunity to promote by publicizing information on additional social and environmental activities beyond the core business activities. The reporting trend can be a way to improve the perception of the mining industry as environmentally friendly to the companies and the public. It is assessed [28] that companies in the mining industry should include CSR strategies in their corporate governance policy at the start of mining activities. It is advisable to formulate clear rules for the development and shape of social awareness about the impact of mining on the life of the local population [29].



Profound changes have been noted in CSR reporting in the recent years. We are facing a significant increase in the number of reports produced and published by companies and other organizations in Poland. Integrated reports appear inside the unit or are implemented by external companies. Recently, leading audit firms have willingly offered cooperation in this area. Prepared reports are made public (written form, video files) and available on the company’s website. This is particularly important for the Polish mining and energy industry in times of political uncertainty, numerous media attacks and unfavourable public opinion.




3. The Choice of Analysed Companies’ Basic Information with Reference to CSR


The analysed entities actively operate in a social-environmental zone, in line with the principles of CSR. Paying attention to this very fact shows that Poland, as an EU member, favours the mining sector even though it is criticised for, among other things, the energy mix based to a large extent on coal. It is worth noting, however, that it does not demonstrate its ignorance and reluctance to diversify energy sources, but rather its skilful use of native wealth being, among others, coal. This is in accordance with world standards, considering the principles of CSR [11].



KGHM Polska Miedz (KGHM) is a company that for many year has dealt with mining (underground exploitation) and processing of copper ores coming from one of the largest deposits in Europe, located in Southwest Poland. Since 1961, it has functioned as Kombinat Gorniczo-Hutniczy Miedzi (English: Copper Smelting-Mining Combine) in Lubin (formerly Zakłady Gornicze Lubin) being one of the investors and coordinators of construction works, leading to the discovery and documenting of the “New Copper Field” [30,31]. Creation of smelting-mining complex for copper is a chance taken for economic development of the region. At the same time, the investment was related to the impact on the natural environment in the form of terrain deformation, discharge of mineralised water from mine drainage and smelting waste, waste storage (including flotation waste) and emissions of gas and particulate pollutants. In the 1970s, KGHM created its own environment protection services. Furthermore, Ministerial Environment Protection Commission LGOM (Polish: Legnicko-Glogowski Okreg Miedziowy; English: Legnica-Glogow Copper District), working towards environment protection and health of the inhabitants was launched by the Minister of Heavy Industry. Subsequent years of company activity brought along a decrease in the unbeneficial impact of industrial objects on the environment [32]. Currently, KGHM as an enterprise maintains a leading spot in the rankings of the largest companies in Poland (List of 500 of Rzeczpospolita magazine) and in Eastern-Central Europe (Coface CEE Top 500). It was also awarded in the contest of Philanthropy Leaders in Poland. Acting in accordance with the principles of sustainable development, it publishes integrated reports in line with the guidelines in place (the latest report for year 2015 was elaborated on the basis of G4 guidelines), as well as belonging to RESPECT Index [4] or UN Global Compact (membership since 2 March 2015; current status: lack of communication resulting from non-provision of report within the deadline of 2 March 2016). At the end of 2015, the company accepted the Corporate Social Responsibility Strategy for the years 2015–2020 [33].



Capital Group Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A. (CG PGE) has implemented a broad structure of actions in the following areas: extraction of lignite, production of electricity and heat, distribution and sales. PGE GiEK (Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A.—Gornictwo i Energetyka Konwencjonalna S.A.) is one of the concerns which comprise CG PGE and, at the same time, an industry leader in extraction of lignite by means of opencast method (share in national market of this raw material amounts to over 77%; three other mines operate on the extraction market). CG PGE is engaged in a number of initiatives compliant with CSR, among others, being a member of UN Global Compact (since 2008), RESPECT Index (since 2011), strategic partner of Responsible Business Forum (since 2015), participating in the national project of Vision of Sustainable Development for Polish Business 2050 following the initiative of World Business Council for Sustainable Development. The extractive Branch of PGE GiEK S.A., that is, the Belchatow lignite mine, is considered a strong pillar of the Polish economy, and was assigned the title “the best investor in the Lodz region”. CG PGE responsibly and consciously shapes the relationship between an economic increase and care for natural ecosystems. For this reason, it minimizes the negative impact on the natural environment related to noise emissions through waste management, sewage management and rational and effective uses of water resources. This is confirmed by an implemented and binding System of Environmental Management, compliant with the requirements of the PN-EN ISO 14001 norm. Moreover, accredited laboratories are in place in the scope of quality management system and research methods of coal, slag and ash in line with the PN-EN ISO/IEC 17025:2005 norm. The company is strongly engaged in reclamation works (new forest, water, recreation complexes) and protects biodiversity. Local communities, authorities of local governments (communes) and non-governmental organizations are consulted with each time for plans and new investments [34].



Respect Index (RI) is a stock market indicator that was the first one in Central-Eastern Europe to be created in Poland, and which was formed by companies managed in a responsible and sustainable way. It was launched at the end of 2009 (it consisted at the time of 16 companies, but as of 26 June 2017, this number has grown to 24), and it is said to assess the economic conditions of Polish companies with the highest ratings noted on the national regulated market of the Warsaw Stock Exchange. This assessment takes place in the scope of economy, ecology and society and the functioning of a given company in these areas, perfectly matching the idea of corporate social responsibility (CSR). A summary of all the emissions of RI listings reveals the participation of mining industry leaders in Poland. KGHM has participated in creating RI values on an ongoing basis since the beginning of the listings, constituting more than an 8% share of the index portfolio. CG PGE has created a portfolio value of RI continuously since 2011 (approx. 8%).




4. Exploration of Integrated Reports of Companies within the Environmental Dimension


While analysing reports of the aforementioned companies, the focus was placed on the documents describing the activities of the companies in 2015. The article considered that the environmental data in the reports are reliable. Theoretical considerations [35] about the risk of disclosure of environmental data by entrepreneurs and their impact on stakeholders were not considered. Reports from the previous years of business activity were downmarket, smaller in terms of volume, where only mentions of the GRI could be found and which contained no explicit description of the indicators. This was due to the development of the guidelines and the first attempts to apply, among others, 10 rules defined by the Global Compact.



The choice of the environmental category in mining industry policy was dictated by the most important challenge for the management of the environment and the acceptance of the local community that has taken place in recent years. These data have been published in the International Council of Metals and Mining (ICMM) reports, based on surveys conducted among some 300 mining companies under the title “The role of mining in national economies” and “Research on company–community conflict”, where a number of challenges facing companies in the mining industry as part of the CSR policy were presented. Priority areas include environmental and social issues, government regulations, project economics (prices and cost minimization), water management, acquisition of exploration, financing of investments, human resources management, acquisition of concessions for mining, sustainable development and the need to implement new technologies [36].



The G4 GRI environmental category covers a variety of aspects: material; raw materials; energy; water; biodiversity; emissions; waste and sewage; products and services; compliance with regulations; transport; general issues; supplier environmental assessment, and; complaints concerning environmental issues. Environmental reports from the leaders (for 2015) have been analysed, and a scheme has been developed that illustrates which indicators are implemented by individual companies in accordance with G4 (Figure 1). Reports have been verified in terms of guidelines contained in GRI G4 Mining and Metals (GRI G4 M & M) [37,38]. The following diagram shows the common parts of the environmental guidelines for the two leaders in the Polish extractive industry, which are part of the content of the reports.


Figure 1. Environmental indicators of Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) occurring in the integrated reports of KGHM (Kombinat Gorniczo-Hutniczy Miedzi) and CG PGE (Capital Group Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A.) for 2015 [33,34].
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Only six indicators (EN12-EN29) from among 36 of the four aspects (including biodiversity, emissions, waste, sewage and regulatory compliance) are shared by leaders as a common part. The more extensive environmental report is one elaborated by KGHM (16 indicators, i.e., EN1-EN34), which includes two out of three GRI G4 M & M (MM1, MM3) environmental guidelines. Neither of the analysed companies analyses EN4-EN26 and MM2, which could form part of an integrated report with regard to the activity and impact on the environment. The G4 reporting guidelines also include two environmental indicators, EN25 and EN28, but these issues do not fit into the specifics of the mining industry. Description of environmental indicators based on GRI are shown in Table 1.



Table 1. Description of environmental indicators based on GRI divided into different aspects.







	
Aspect

	
Signature

	
Explanation






	
Biodiversity

	
MM1

	
Amount of land—owned or leased, and managed for production activities or extractive use—disturbed or rehabilitated




	
MM2 *

	
The number and percentage of total sites identified as requiring biodiversity management plans according to stated criteria, and the number (percentage) of those sites with plans in place




	
Emissions, effluents, waste

	
MM3

	
Total amounts of overburden, rock, tailings, and sludge and their associated risks




	
Materials

	
EN1

	
Materials used by weight or volume




	
Energy

	
EN3

	
Energy consumption within the organization




	
EN4 *

	
Energy consumption outside of the organization




	
EN5

	
Energy intensity




	
EN6

	
Energy intensity




	
EN7 *

	
Reductions in energy requirements of products and services




	
EN8

	
Total water withdrawal by source




	
EN9

	
Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water




	
EN10

	
Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused




	
Biodiversity

	
EN11

	
Operational sites owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas




	
EN12

	
Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas




	
EN13

	
Habitats protected or restored




	
EN14

	
Total number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation list species with habitats in areas affected by operations, by level of extinction risk




	
Emissions

	
EN15

	
Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (scope 1)




	
EN16

	
Energy indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (scope 2)




	
EN17 *

	
Other indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (scope 3)




	
EN18

	
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions intensity




	
EN19 *

	
Reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions




	
EN20 *

	
Emissions of ozone-depleting substances (ODS)




	
EN21

	
NOx, SOx, and other significant air emissions




	
Effluents and waste

	
EN22

	
Total water discharge by quality and destination




	
EN23

	
Total weight of waste by type and disposal method




	
EN24

	
Total number and volume of significant spills




	
EN26 *

	
Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats significantly affected by the organization’s discharges of water and runoff




	
Compliance

	
EN29

	
Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations




	
Overall

	
EN31

	
Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type




	
Supplier Environmental Assessment

	
EN32

	
Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using environmental criteria




	
Environmental Grievance Mechanisms

	
EN34

	
Number of grievances about environmental impacts filed, addressed, and resolved through formal grievance mechanisms








* Omitted environmental aspects Source: [37,38]. Mining and Metals (MM); Environmental indicators (EN).









5. Analysis of Selected Indicators in the Environmental Aspect—Discussion


The next step was to analyse the value of several indicators in the environmental aspect. The basic criterion for their selection was the availability and readability of the information provided in the integrated reports. Since the objective is to compare the values of indicators, only common parts (i.e., those that the two companies have in common) are included. Integrated reports from the years 2013–2015 were the source materials.



The first indicator whose values were identified both in the KGHM PM SA and CG PGE reports was the emission factor: carbon dioxide (CO2); sulphur oxides (SOx); nitrogen (NOx), and; particulate matter (PM). Relative values of the indicators were analysed. In the case of KGHM, the mass (Mg) of the emitted compounds was referred to the amount of produced electrolytic copper expressed in Mg, whereas in the case of PGE, the data were referred to the produced energy expressed in MWh, taking into account both electricity and heat production. The emission factor values are shown in Figure 2a,b.


Figure 2. Comparison of values of emission factors in KGHM and PGE: (a) CO2; (b) SOx, NOx, PM (data source: [33,34,39,40,41,42]).
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Emissions to the atmosphere are associated in KGHM primarily with the generation of electricity, as well as occurring at the metallurgical, refining and processing stages, for which HM Głogów, HM Legnica and HM Cedynia-Walcownia remain responsible. In addition, they are present in the transport stage of materials, products and waste. PGE’s emission sources are primarily power stations and power plants (conventional energy). Changes in the amounts of emitted compounds are shown in Table 2.



Table 2. Changes in the volume of emitted compounds (emission factors) in the years 2013/2014 and 2014/2015.







	
Years/Time Interval

	
CO2

	
SOx

	
NOx

	
PM




	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)

	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)

	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)

	
KGHM (GiEK)

	
PGE (GiEK)






	
2013–2014

	
↑0.56%

	
↑0.48%

	
↓11.11%

	
↑1.08%

	
↓4.35%

	
↓9.92%

	
no change

	
no change




	
2014–2015

	
↑14.46%

	
↓1.52%

	
no change

	
↓6.81%

	
↑4.54%

	
↓15.31%

	
no change

	
↓14.66%








Source: [33,34,39,40,41,42]. PGE GiEK (Polska Grupa Energetyczna S.A.—Gornictwo i Energetyka Konwencjonalna S.A.). ↑: increase, ↓: decrease.








Compared to the previous year, most of the changes in emissions did not exceed 10%, except for the year 2014, when KGHM reported a greater drop in sulphur oxide emissions, and in 2015, when KGHM noted increased carbon dioxide emissions and PGE noted drops in nitrogen oxides and particulate matter. In integrated reports, entrepreneurs declare their intent to comply with environmental standards by modernizing installations targeted at environment protection and making new investments in this area. This is confirmed by the values of emission factors that are stable or are experiencing slight fluctuations. The increase in CO2 emissions by KGHM (the biggest negative change in emissions—Table 2) could be due to the company’s development and launch of new gas-steam units. This is a direction of change that is beneficial to a company pursuing energy independence.



The weight of hazardous and non-hazardous waste according to the treatment/disposal method has been compared successively. The values shown in Figure 3 are absolute values expressed in Mg for KGHM and PGE (GiEK), respectively.


Figure 3. Total weight of waste disposed of by KGHM and PGE (source: [33,34,39,40,41,42]).
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In KGHM, the disposal of extractive waste resulting from the enrichment of ores takes place at the Iron Bridge facility. This facility is being expanded and works to improve the technology of waste disposal.



The most significant changes in the amount of waste occurred in KGHM and involved waste classified as hazardous. This category of waste encompasses, among other things, sulphur and sulfuric acids, dust from waste gases, sludge and filter cakes from the treatment of waste gases, and sludge containing dangerous substances resulting from non-biological treatment of industrial waste water (Journal of Laws of 2014, item 1923.) In 2014, there was a decrease in waste disposal by over 26% compared to 2013, and it doubled in 2015 (an increase of over 100% compared to 2014) (Table 3). The change in the amount of hazardous waste was not associated with a significant (>10%) change in the share of waste recovered from landfills. In 2014 it was 70% to 30%, while in 2015, it was 60% to 40%, respectively. In PGE, waste is generated mainly in the combustion process and the waste gas treatment processes. Over the last three years, there has been no change in the amount of waste which would exceed 3%.



Table 3. Changes in the amount of waste disposed of by mining companies in the years 2013/2014 and 2014/2015.







	
Years/Time Interval

	
Non-Hazardous Waste

	
Hazardous Waste




	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)

	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)






	
2013–2014

	
↑2.47%

	
↑1.83%

	
↓26.67%

	
no change




	
2014–2015

	
↑0.54%

	
↓2.87%

	
↑102.34%

	
↑1.66%








Source: [33,34,39,40,41,42].








In the case of sewage, changes in the amount of their discharge have been shown in Table 4.



Table 4. Changes in volume of effluents discharged by KGHM and PGE (GiEK) in the years 2013/2014 and 2014/2015.







	
Years/Time Interval

	
Effluents




	
KGHM

	
PGE (GiEK)






	
2013–2014

	
no change

	
↓6.59%




	
2014–2015

	
↓19.54%

	
↓2.88%








Source: [33,34,39,40,41,42].








Both in the case of KGHM and PGE, the volume of wastewater discharged in subsequent years has decreased.



One of the aspects in the framework of energy analysis is energy (Table 1). Reports of the analysed companies have revealed the levels of total energy consumption by fuel type.



In the analysed period for KGHM (2011–2015), the amount of energy consumed increases while the structure of the fuel base changes (Figure 4). Natural gas has the largest share, about 44–53%. Its importance is significantly increased (according to the strategy of the company in this respect). The share of coal, which constituted about 39% in 2011, decreased to 33% in 2015, which is similar to diesel, whose importance in the balance of consumption decreases from 15% in 2011 to 11% in 2015. In this table, fuel oil with a share of about 1.5–2% has been listed. KGHM uses energy from crude oil, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), gasoline or ethane, but the share of these fuels, constituting <1%, has been omitted in the analysis. In addition, based on the above data, unit energy consumption in KGHM electrolytic copper production unit has been estimated: 19.17 GJ/MgCu (2015); 15.77 GJ/MgCu (2014), and; 15.90 GJ/MgCu (2013).


Figure 4. Energy balance in KGHM (data source: [33,41,42]).
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Considering the energy consumption in PGE (GiEK), the situation is stable, that is, within the two analysed years, 2013–2014, the share of individual fuels did not change (Figure 5). The main fuel is coal: brown coal at about 72%, and stone coal at about 24%. The balance is supplemented by 1% of high-methane natural gas and <1% share of fuel, that is, nitrogen-rich natural gas, fuel oil, diesel and petrol. Based on the level of extraction and total energy production in PGE (GiEK), its unit consumption level was set at GEiK as: 10.95 GJ/Mg (2014); 11.31 GJ/Mg (2013); 9.68 GJ/TWh (2014); 9.78 GJ/TWh (2013).


Figure 5. Energy balance in PGE (GiEK) (source: [39,40]).
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The issue of biodiversity has been indicated. The KGHM PM SA integrated report states that the activity of a company’s branches has had no significant negative impact on valuable natural species and sites (including Natura 2000). On the other hand, CG PGE conducts remediation work, contributing to the formation of forest and aquatic complexes where many species of animals and plants live.




6. Importance of Mining Fee in the Budgets of the Commune


By analysing the budgets of the communes in which coal and copper ores are being exploited, information on the size of the revenues of local government units was obtained. These revenues resulted from the mining fee, which, in light of the regulations in force [43], entrepreneurs in the mining industry in Poland are obligated to pay. Sixty percent of the mining fee (counted as the product of the mining volume and the unit rate attributed to the mineral) is the income of the commune, in which the activity is carried out, and 40% of it is the income of the National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management (NfFEPaWM). Since 2017, in connection with the planned establishment of a new institution (i.e., the Polish Geological Service (PSG)), the split of funds above 40% will be allocated at a rate of 35% for PSG and 5% for NfFEPaWM. In addition, as part of the establishment of PSG, proceeds from the mining fees of the richest communes in Poland will be additionally reduced (based on project assumptions).



The mining activities of the lignite PGE industry leader are carried out by two mines located in the area of five communes. Copper ore exploitation by KGHM covers nine communes and the city of Lubin. As of the end of 2015, not all of the communes mentioned above had income due to the mining fee, as the progress of exploitation fronts did not cover the areas of all communes. The table below shows the budgets of the communes that had income from mining operations in their area.



By analysing the revenues from the mining fee to the budgets of the communes in which the mines are located (Table 5), their percentage share in the total income scale was estimated (from about 1% to 33%). At the same time, it was shown how the selected leaders of the mining industry subsidize local government units and in which scope communes are working to protect the environment. Expenditures related to protection of the environment and municipal economy of the region account for 8% of the operating fee for KGHM and about 23% for PGE. In four communes, environmental expenditures repeatedly exceed revenues from mines. In the case of a commune in which PGE operates and in the case of two communes where exploitation of the deposits belonging to KGHM is conducted, it happens more often. Budget revenues from the mining fee of other minerals in the analysed communes are low (approx. 1–6%), so they do not constitute a separate analysis. The expenditure of communes connected with municipal economy and environmental protection concern, inter alia, sewage management, water protection, waste management, maintaining cleanliness and order in a commune, maintenance of greenery, dealing with the consequences of natural disasters, lighting of streets, squares, and roads, other activities and other property expenses. Analysing the budgets of local government units, a number of difficulties related to the completeness of the documentation posted on the website of the Public Information Bulletin (which was created for the purpose of making public information publicly accessible in electronic form) have been encountered. One may notice chaos and lack of clear budgeting standards. Lack of standards and incompleteness of published data makes analysis difficult.



Table 5. The significance of the mining fee paid by the leaders in the budgets of communes in the years 2013–2015 (based on [11]).







	
Mining Industry

	
Commune

	
2013

	
2014

	
2015




	
Share the Mining Fee on the Total Revenues of Communes

	
Share the Mining Fee on the Expenses Related to Environment Protection

	
Share the Mining Fee on the Total Revenues of Communes

	
Share the Mining Fee on the Expenses Related to Environment Protection

	
Share the Mining Fee on the Total Revenues of Communes

	
Share the Mining Fee on the Expenses Related to Environment Protection






	
CG PGE

	
Kleszczów

	
0.16

	
0.54

	
0.12

	
0.64

	
0.12

	
0.28




	
Szczerców

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.03

	
0.23




	
Rząśnia

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.26

	
1.80




	
Bogatynia

	
0.07

	
0.47

	
0.06

	
0.33

	
0.06

	
0.34




	
KGHM

	
Polkowice

	
0.12

	
0.97

	
0.11

	
1.25

	
0.11

	
1.49




	
Radwanice

	
0.33

	
1.99

	
-

	
-

	
0.31

	
1.96




	
Grębocice

	
0.06

	
1.15

	
0.10

	
2.24

	
0.15

	
3.45




	
Rudna

	
-

	
-

	
0.01

	
0.08

	
0.04

	
0.25




	
Lubin

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.15

	
0.90




	
Lubin C.

	
0.01

	
0.22

	
0.01

	
0.14

	
0.01

	
0.12











7. Conclusions


The policy of selected leaders in the mining industry in Poland is an example of promoting good practices within corporate responsibility of enterprises. Reporting of non-financial data according to the guidelines in force is a challenge for these companies, and since January of 2017, it has become a necessity among selected entities that meet the criteria of Directive 2014/95/EU. Analysis of the reports of KGHM and PGE has shown to what extent the activity of mining companies is extensive in terms of the environment. Based on the analysed examples, it has been stated that the company exploiting raw material using underground method implements better practices in the area of corporate responsibility of enterprises in the environmental dimension. In the prepared reports, the elements of environmental issues are described in detail by analysing a number of indicators (Figure 1). They are missing little to reach their full success; enriching reports on EN4-EN20 issues and GRI G4 Mining and Metal guidelines. CG PGE has a lot to catch up to do when it comes to good practices and how to incorporate them into the integrated report. This may be due to the broad activity of PGE in relation to KGHM or their implementation, rather a lack of skills or the method of estimation for reporting purposes. The lack of an estimation of typical mining GRI G4 M & M indicators (MM1-MM3) raises concerns. This does not undermine the significance and high importance of this enterprise for the national economy, especially mining and power engineering. However, to be among the top leaders, one should not only report in accordance with the principles of corporate responsibility but also report in a complex manner, taking into account all environmental aspects (GRI, GRI G4 M & M). In the opinion of the authors, it is important to improve the image of the mining industry as friendly to environment and society. The information contained in reports on energy consumption, gas emissions, waste, waste water and biodiversity is a good example of improving this image. Comparison of indicator values, included in the companies’ reports, allowed the assessment of the entrepreneurs’ care for the environmental condition of the mines, steel plants and power plants. It is also worth highlighting that the reports provided by KGHM PM and CG PGE are one of the few reports that allow us to compare the amount of gaseous emissions, the weight of stored waste and the energy consumption (in comparison, due to lack of data, LW Bogdanka conducting coal mining could not be found, among others). In addition, in view of the mining fee charged to the companies in question, which is used to finance the mining communities, it is worth mentioning that it increases their revenues by an average of 11% (maximum 33%). Comparing these impacts to the community expenditures on the environment, it is clear that the fee is a large part of them. Furthermore, it can be devoted entirely to environmental investments, and sometimes they exceed those costs in certain communes.
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