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Every brilliant presentation is supposed to start out with a cartoon or a joke that puts the audience into a receptive frame of mind, and it should 

of course be subject relevant. Is there anything funny about ISO?

[1] - The US Standard railroad gauge (distance between the rails) is 4 feet, 8.5 inches, which we also use in Canada. That's a rather odd number. 

Why was that gauge used? 

[ 2] That's the way they built them in the UK. Expats from Britain built the US railways. They were the same people who built the pre-railroad 

tramways, and that's the gauge they used. They used the same jigs and tools that they used for building wagons. The wheel spacing was 4 feet, 8.5 

inches.  Odd? [3] Well, if they tried to use any other spacing the wagons would break on some of the old, long distance roads, because that's the 

spacing of the old wheel ruts. These roads were built by Roman legions, [4] and they are still in use. The initial ruts, which everyone else had to 

match for fear of destroying their wagons, were first made by Roman war chariots, controlled by Imperial Rome. Thus, the answer to the original 

question. The current gauge of 4 feet, 8.5 inches derives from the original specification for an Imperial Roman army war chariot. 

So what’s the bottom line? Specs and bureaucracies live forever. So, the next time you are handed a specification and wonder what horse's ass 

came up with it, remember it was in fact two, for the chariots were designed to accommodate the width of not one, but two horses’ butts. 

So welcome to the consistent world of standards, or managing by butts and ruts.
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I have been involved in 14001 since the first meeting in 1993; I was 5. I joined the roadshow that 

some of us endearingly call the international sightseeing organization in 1997. 

Since that time I have taken on a number of roles in the international forum. I was part of a core 

of nine people in the international revision leading up to 2004. I led the international work 

around significance for 14004  for the 2004 revision. I now coordinate the team working to 

identify how the proposed new structure might fit with the concept of Plan Do Check and Act 

(the PDCA cycle).

My invitation into the world of ISO was a result of my company’s work in the late 1980s to instill 

quality into the blue box system in Ontario for the glass container industry. 

The glass container industry was a great case study to showcase how to solve a challenge that 

had all the elements of sustainability.  It required the application of quality management to 

derive environmental benefits and demanded the cooperation of a diverse group of 

stakeholders. 

By using a systems approach to address the contamination challenges with the blue box, the 

glass container industry engaged other stakeholders to help stop the loss of product and 

millions of dollars. The results included radical improvement in the output of municipal 

recycling programs taking contamination levels from over 30% to less than 6% in 18 months. 

Recyclers learned how to be suppliers. The Centre for Environmental Training at Niagara 

College was born to train future recyclers. The packaging industry met the National Packaging 

Protocol ahead of target. 

It demonstrated to me and others the power and value of a systems approach. 

Let’s get down to business. What’s happening in the world of ISO 14001 and by implication ISO 

14004? The core of ISO 14001 will be kept tight, interpretation in the Annex will provide 

information to enhance understanding and reduce misinterpretation. 14004 will to take on a 

broader role to explain environmental management systems. Canada supported this idea.

This presentation will cover four objectives, to:

• share highlights of the proposed revision. 

• outline the timeline and key milestones.

• invite you and your networks to get involved, with options for your engagement.

• solicit your feedback.
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What are the key differences 
between the 2004 version and the 
proposed version?

To conform to the HLS, standards developers have 

been asked to use an identical clause structure, 

identical text, and common terms and core 

definitions. The HLS has been incorporated into the 

ISO/IEC Directives. You can go online to the ISO site 

download Part 1 of the Directives. This QR Code 

takes you there.  

There are four inputs to the revision process.

One, there is a new format that is being pushed by ISO’s Technical Management Board  (TMB), 

called the High Level Structure. 

Two, country inputs have been tabled to address future challenges.

Three, inputs from Working Group experts, country positions and now I hope stakeholder 

input, especially from users, are considered. 

Four, input from previous revisions is part of the process, although in practice most countries 

table new material, even if it is based on old positions.

Suffice it to say that the ISO landscape is changing. Some see it as a radical change.

What is your view? 

Simplistically, the High Level Structure or HLS has reconfigured requirements that used to 

be in 4 clauses into 10. The HLS is an attempt by ISO to provide a common framework for 

all future management system standards. The thinking behind this is to facilitate efficiency 

in managing multiple interests where the user decides to adopt more than one standard. 

This can enable management control over other areas of responsibility such as quality, 

safety, risk, energy and of course the environment. 
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These are the clause headings prescribed by the HLS. 

Seven entirely new management system standards have been developed using the HLS already 

as shown. Stakeholders from five more existing standards will have to make a decision when the 

time comes for their revision, whether or not they will choose to use it. These include 22000 for 

food safety, 28000 for security management for the supply chain, 30000 for ships and marine 

technology and recycling, 20,000-1 for information technology and 50001 for energy 

management systems.

It is worth noting that ISO 14001 and ISO 14004 are “canaries”; they are the first standards to be 

revised testing the HLS. ISO’s other flagship management systems standard, ISO 9001 has also 

started its revision, and is exploring the HLS. All countries have been asked to communicate with 

their peers in these two standards. While Canada has been doing that since ISO 14001 was first 

started in 1993, we increased our communication efforts when the HLS first reared its head.

It was the intention of decision makers in the international forum to convert all ISO management 

standards to this structure. However, one industry sector has sought and gained an exception 

from using the HLS. It’s a major holder of certificates, and is the reason that Technical 

Management Board of ISO cannot insist that the HLS is used. Canada is in conversation with this 

sector to understand their specific concerns as they are also a significant user of 14001.
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Other changes were driven by interest from the international community to “modernize” EMS 

as “Future Visions” covering eleven different issues for which there are 25 recommendations. 

Some of these recommendations are being considered for the core, others for the Annex. 

Some of the more complex issues have been sent to ISO 14004 for consideration.

There are some changes to the Introduction, which includes an explanation of the 

perceived connection with the HLS and PDCA. One of Canada’s core concerns was the 

apparent distancing of the HLS from the concept of PDCA and systems thinking. There is a 

connection between management science, environmental science and a systems approach 

that needs to be nurtured. 

While ISO 14001 has always been a <<what>> document and not a <<how to>> document, 

the HLS intensifies this by taking more of a checklist approach. A checklist can be valuable 

as a catalyst, but it does not further the systems thinking that many believe is needed to 

enhance environmental performance.

Clause 1, Scope describes the purpose of the International Standard. It is the framework for 

an environmental management system. At the request of small business, Canadians have 

pushed to keep the section on conformity assessment. 

Clause 2 remains the same, it’s job is to contain normative references. 14001 has never had 

any normative reference. 

Clause 3 is still host to terms and definitions. It has increased from 20 definitions to over 34. 

In theory all terms and definitions are available through ISO’s Online Browsing Platform, as 

shown.

The number of notes in the standard, including Clause 3, has gone from 15 to 42. 
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Clause 4 has now expanded to appear as 6 clauses. It’s not just the appearance that has 

changed; there is a 23% increase in the number of requirements as expressed by the term 

‘shall’; from 60 to 71. 

If size matters the core has grown from 9 pages to 19. Annex A has grown from 8 pages to 17. 

Some sub-clauses will look very similar, such as the policy, scope, resources, roles, and 

management review. Other clauses and sub-clauses are very different. Even small changes can 

have a profound result, even if they are not intended – this is where the standard’s flexibility 

can prove challenging. The devil is in the details; a word repositioned, a comma added or 

moved, can change the intent. Yet flexibility is essential. 

Some of the ruts and butts you need to be vigilant about, are due to the need to be consistent.

Some of the core conceptual differences include a push to ensure that environmental matters 

are central to the business process, that leadership is evident and that the concerns of 

interested parties, which some prefer to call stakeholders, are addressed. A whole clause on 

leadership has been tabled.

Each clause is expected to produce an outcome or output. The concept of risk has been 

introduced, although it is confused at the moment. 

A whole section on value chain has been included; it does contain some unrealistic 

expectations. 

Of concern to Canada is the fact that the emphasis on preventive action has been diluted. The 

reasoning given by the TMB is that one of the key purposes of a formal management system is 

to act as a preventive tool. The new 4.1 and 6.1 are considered sufficient to cover the concept 

of “preventive action”. Do you agree?
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This ladies and gentlemen is the billion dollar question (you can see the effect of inflation here). 

Ultimately, it is the user community who will determine this. That is why they must be involved 

in shaping the future of 14001. For they will decide whether or not to adopt the new standard.  

It concerns me that users have largely been absent from the table. It behooves me to ask other 

questions. These include:

Does the user community know what’s in play? If not that’s a gap we have to address, and 

quickly. 

If they know, do they not care? If we err on taking the increase in certificates as an indication of 

market interest, the user population is still growing. 

We know that there is going to be a push for supply chains to become more involved with 

sustainability over the next 7 years; will ISO 14001 be part of that wave? I hope so.

Do users think it’s another minor revision and they already have their hands full in the current 

recession? If the standard continues in this direction, what’s the downside? ISO put out a 

survey but it is silent on the HLS, so Canada opted not to participate. I am not trying to sell the 

change, Canada wants user input, and I need it directly.

For users of just 14001 or just 9001, does the HLS provide added value?

Will the changes driven by future challenges provide value to them?

In some countries, standards developers are the working group experts or are government 

representatives. Some have chosen to present the HLS in their countries as a fait accompli. 

I am a fan of a more customer focus for Canada.

If the user community does buy into the HLS, it will take at least five to ten years for all the 

existing ISO management system standards to switch over. Is the ISO brand strong enough to 

make it across the ‘bridge over troubled waters’? How will it impact those that decide to ‘opt’ 

out?  How will this affect certification? This is not under ISO’s control.  ISO has influence. 

Will this open the door to competition? How many countries are deciding to not support the 

HLS? I don’t know for sure yet.

Every change should make the standard better. Change for the sake of change alone is not 

going to be a good reason for existing users to make the switch. Will it offer first time users 

enough value to buy into it? I don’t know. I do know Canada wants and needs a robust, credible 

and reliable standard. If standards are important, it’s serious. I need your feedback.
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This is at a minimum a $7 trillion question.

And the question that goes hand in hand is – what are the costs? 

There will be a change in documentation required if your EMS is tied to the current clause 

structure. There is the cost to meet additional requirements. And if the user is certified, there will 

be a cost to re-certify. This is occurring in a recession economy, and for the next seven years I 

expect it to be a “business unusual” market. Will users want to put their money here or use what 

they already have in place? Standards are voluntary. If clear benefits are not apparent, users will 

not adopt just for the sake of new. Stakeholders need to ensure the changes add real value.

We need to address the needs and impacts to users, especially SMEs and those in developing 

countries. As 95% of our country’s economic health and wealth and our environmental quality is 

dependent on SMEs taking responsibility for their relationship with the environment, bringing them 

online is critical. Canada has been one of the leading advocates for small business in the TC 207 

forum. Canada has worked closely with developing countries so we understand their needs.

Small and medium-sized enterprise has been a challenge. So far the literature is filled with evidence 

of the failure of ISO, the ISO community, the European Commission’s regulatory-backed 

environmental management scheme called EMAS to get the buy-in of SMEs.  

Yet there are benefits to a company as small as a three-person entity; the evidence is there. The 

benefits do not all lie in the ‘environmental’ context, however. How these benefits are introduced 

have to be aligned to their thinking, their price point and their business culture. Given the failure to 

date, will the solution for SMEs lie outside the traditional ISO community? 
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Over the next few months, Canada needs to evaluate its next steps. Some of our evaluation 

includes the details of the text. Every word, every punctuation mark matters in a requirements 

standard.

Some are related to the development process itself.

Some are related to the outcomes.

The HLS is intended to apply to all management system standards:

a) we already know it will not

b) the primary focus in the current discussion is still on compatibility with ISO 9001

c) as Canadian users (and in other countries) have indicated when more than one standard is 

used, the combination tends to be either 14001 and 9001, or 14001 and OHSAS 18001. The 

latter is not an ISO standard. It is up for review and it is likely that some countries will try to 

push it under the ISO umbrella. Will this help? Do countries have the resources to ensure that 

all these development activities and revisions are properly resourced? We need to ensure 

that the ISO brand has value.
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My next objective is to cover off the milestones and timelines. 

The final vote as to whether countries decide to accept the revised standard is scheduled for 

early 2015. We are at the CD for Comment stage. The next 6 to 12 months are critical. 

User important is very important. I encourage you to provide me with your feedback.

My third objective is to share how you can you get involved and learn more.

Here are four options.

Option A: If you are a Canadian Stakeholder you can join the Canadian Dialogue on ISO 14001 

and 9001. The dialogue will address any management systems standard. To include all the 

standards in the title would be a tedious laundry list. 

Getting involved is a two-step process. First go the home page for e2management.com and 

complete the form. Once the form is received you are sent an invitation to join a LinkedIn group. 

Option B: Send your comments directly into CSA. The project 

manager for Canada’s input to TC 207 SC1 is Vanessa 

Mitchell. Her email is: vanessa.mitchell(at)csagroup.org

This screening is done to ensure that we can verify you 

are a Canadian stakeholder. If you go directly to the 

LinkedIn site without completing the first step, you’ll be 

sent back to E2M’s homepage to complete the form. This 

group was developed by those who are involved in 

negotiations to engage stakeholders in dialogue under 

Chatham House Rule. 

This QR Code takes you to the Rule. Essentially you can 

share the information, not the identity or the affiliation of 

the person who shared the idea. Those that do not 

honour this Rule are removed from the group. 
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Option C: I encourage you to share your views with the AAC. Collated comments from its 

members should be shared with Canada's mirror committee to ISO/TC 207 SC2 (responsible for 

audit standards used in the 14000 suite) and SC1. The leadership of Canada’s mirror committee 

for SC1 has met with members of the ACC periodically to listen to their insight. I am sure Don 

Fraser can help you with this.

Option D: E2 Management Corporation is offering webinars starting in May. A video-based 

webinar will be available 24/7 with several options for providing input under Chatham House 

Rule. By request, this has already evolved to be a global offering, so it will not be expressing 

Canadian official positions. It’s meant to inform and solicit feedback from users and other 

stakeholders in a convenient manner.

E2 Management is also offering webinars and face to face seminars to industry groups or to 

individual organizations, tailored to answer their specific concerns. Email your interest to 

etwom(at)e2management.com

My fourth and last objective is to get your feedback. Questions? Comments? 

Ladies and Gentlemen, thank you for your attention. I look forward to your views.
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