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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

To analyse environmental audits in public institutions to improve
transparency and sustainability. Grounded in concepts such as
Accepted: Dec 16, 2024 institutional transparency, environmental sustainability, and regulatory

compliance, the study positions audits as essential tools for efficient and

sustainable public management. A quantitative, cross-sectional approach
Keywords was adopted. Data were collected from 700 participants in regional and
national public institutions using a structured questionnaire with a 7-
point Likert scale. Analysis, conducted with SEM in SmartPLS, included
Sustainability validity and reliability tests, achieving AVE > 0.5 and Cronbach's Alpha >
0.7. The frequency of audits positively impacts environmental
sustainability (coefficient = 0.770, p = 0.001) and institutional
Governance transparency (coefficient = 0.529, p = 0.001). In contrast, audit quality
showed a negative impact on sustainability (coefficient =-0.333, p=0.001)
and a non-significant positive impact on transparency (coefficient = 0.258,
p = 0.109). These findings underscore the necessity of frequent and high-
quality audits. Provides recommendations to enhance environmental
governance through regular and effective audits, targeting policymakers
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c28087@utp.edu.pe and experts. Contributes to knowledge on the impact of environmental
audits in public institutions, offering guidance for sustainable and effective
practices.
INTRODUCTION

Currently, over 65% of public institutions worldwide face increasing demands for sustainability and
transparency, reflecting the expectations of a more critical citizenry and international commitments
such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Asante-Appiah, 2020; Marwa et al., 2020). These
demands have risen due to a 30% increase in environmental regulatory frameworks adopted over
the past five years (Arifetal., 2020; Aslam et al,, 2020; Hammami & Hendijani Zadeh, 2020). However,
despite these advances, approximately 45% of implemented environmental policies lack effective
control and monitoring mechanisms, limiting their real impact on sustainability (Amin et al., 2021;
Siew et al,, 2020; C. Zeng et al., 2020).

Among the main identified issues, nearly 50% of public institutions fail to fully comply with existing
environmental regulations (Castka et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020). This non-compliance, attributed to
insufficient resources and corruption in 70% of cases, has led to significant consequences (Bassey,
2020; Hancu-Budui et al,, 2020; Wu et al., 2020). For instance, inadequate solid waste management
results in 2.5 million tonnes of annual waste in urban areas of developing countries, while water
source pollution endangers the health of 40% of rural communities (Desjardins et al., 2021; Earnhart
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& Harrington, 2021). These problems have led to a 25% loss in public trust, weakening the legitimacy
of government entities and their capacity to ethically manage common goods (Arango et al.,, 2021;
Earnhart & Friesen, 2021).

Another recurring challenge is the absence of systematic environmental audits. Only 20% of audits
conducted in public institutions adopt a preventive approach, while 80% are limited to corrective
actions (Sembayev, 2021; Shen et al,, 2021). This reactive approach perpetuates inefficient practices,
exacerbates environmental degradation, and increases compliance costs by 35%. Furthermore, alack
of transparency in audit results has contributed to a cycle of opacity, reported in more than 40% of
analysed cases (Stalin & Kumar, 2021; Zhumabekova et al., 2023).

Recent studies estimate that inefficiency in public management increases environmental recovery
costs by 50%, while 60% of ecosystems in urban areas show critical levels of degradation. This
impact not only compromises environmental sustainability but also affects economic and social
development, especially in vulnerable communities where poverty increases by 15% due to the
degradation of natural resources (Saputra et al.,, 2022; Xin et al., 2022; H. Zeng et al., 2022).

In this context, environmental audits are positioned as a key mechanism. In institutions that adopted
effective environmental audits, regulatory compliance improved by 40%, and sustainability
indicators increased by an average of 25% (Paolone et al., 2023; H. Wang et al., 2022). These audits
offer strategic tools for identifying critical areas, ensuring accountability, and promoting a public
management model aligned with sustainability and transparency standards (Fuadah et al., 2022;
Marrucci & Daddi, 2022; Plokhikh et al., 2023).

H1: The frequency of environmental audits has a significant positive impact on environmental
sustainability in public institutions.

However, nearly 35% of public institutions still lack trained personnel to efficiently implement these
audits (Akbar & Mahdi, 2023; Cozens et al., 2023). Additionally, 30% of resources allocated to
environmental programmes remain unused due to planning weaknesses and poor inter-institutional
coordination. These limitations amplify the risks of irreversible environmental damage and reinforce
the perception of inefficiency in public management (Kaup et al., 2023; Moalla & Dammak, 2023).

The lack of environmental training within public entities represents another significant challenge.
Although some organisations offer training programmes, these are often sporadic and do not address
the technical needs of modern audits (Hichri, 2023; Weirich & Turner, 2023). This generates
substantial gaps in the application of preventive methodologies and the auditors’ capacity to address
complex problems, perpetuating outdated and ineffective practices (Huang & Xie, 2023; Lee et al,,
2023; Shamsadini et al.,, 2023).

Moreover, joint efforts among public agencies, non-governmental organisations, and private
companies remain scarce (M. Wang, 2024; Zhang et al., 2023). The lack of coordination leads to task
duplication, resource wastage, and limited impact of environmental programmes. Projects that
successfully integrate these partnerships have shown positive results in reducing environmental
impacts, highlighting the importance of structured joint planning (Chen et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2023).

Environmental audits also have a direct effect on public perception. When conducted transparently
and their results are shared with the population, they generate trust and strengthen institutional
legitimacy. However, in many cases, audit reports are not accessible to civil society, reinforcing a
sense of opacity and limiting the active participation of communities in monitoring natural resources
(Ferreira et al,, 2024; Wambwa et al., 2023; Wu et al,, 2024).

H2: The frequency of environmental audits has a significant positive impact on institutional
transparency in public institutions.

Another significant obstacle is limited budget allocation (Harden et al., 2024). While the importance
of environmental audits is recognised, financial resources for their execution are often insufficient.
This prevents the hiring of specialists, the acquisition of modern technologies, and the execution of
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audits at all levels of public administration. As a result, institutions are forced to prioritise specific
areas, leaving critical sectors without adequate supervision (Lei et al.,, 2024; Rodrigues et al., 2024;
Saputra & Paranoan, 2024). The impact of these deficiencies affects not only the environment but
also economic and social development. The degradation of essential ecosystems, such as forests,
water sources, and agricultural areas, reduces the availability of basic resources and jeopardises the
livelihoods of the most vulnerable communities. Furthermore, the costs associated with
environmental recovery are often significantly higher than the resources that could have been
invested in preventive audits and clean technologies(Hancu-Budui & Zorio-Grima, 2024).

H3: The quality of environmental audits has a significant negative impact on environmental
sustainability in public institutions.

Thus, it is essential to highlight that audits based on digital technologies emerge as a promising
solution. These tools enable more efficient and accurate management, optimising execution times
and facilitating real-time data analysis (Peng & Li, 2024; Tan et al., 2024). However, their adoption
requires strong institutional commitment, accompanied by public policies that promote innovation
and ensure long-term sustainability.

H4: The quality of environmental audits has a significant positive impact on institutional transparency
in public institutions.

2 Theoretical Framework
2.1 Frequency of Environmental Audits

The frequency of environmental audits is conceptualised as the regularity with which public
institutions conduct evaluations to monitor compliance with environmental regulations and
practices (Bebbington & Larrinaga, 2024; Lawal et al., 2024). This variable reflects the institutional
commitment to maintaining oversight and ensuring that operations align with environmental
standards. Regular audits serve as a preventive mechanism, identifying potential risks before they
escalate into significant environmental or administrative issues. A higher frequency of audits is often
associated with enhanced monitoring, allowing institutions to respond proactively to challenges and
maintain accountability in their environmental management (Gong et al., 2024; Xia, 2024).

Frequent audits also reinforce the credibility of public institutions by demonstrating consistency in
their efforts to uphold sustainability standards. This regularity promotes a culture of continuous
improvement, where lessons from previous audits inform future actions (Rakipi & D’Onza, 2024;
Zhao et al.,, 2024). In addition, frequent evaluations provide a robust framework for tracking progress
toward long-term goals, such as reducing emissions, conserving ecosystems, and adhering to
international environmental agreements (Rabarison et al., 2024; ]. Wang & Zeng, 2024).

2.2 Quality of Environmental Audits

The quality of environmental audits refers to the thoroughness, accuracy, and reliability of the
evaluations conducted to assess environmental performance in public institutions. High-quality
audits are characterised by the use of specialised tools, adherence to established methodologies, and
the generation of detailed technical reports (Ghorbaniyan et al.,, 2024; Tan, Chan, et al., 2024). These
factors ensure that the findings are actionable, providing clear recommendations for addressing
deficiencies and enhancing environmental practices. Theoretical models on audit quality emphasise
that robust evaluations lead to greater compliance with regulations and improved environmental
outcomes (Jarboui & Moalla, 2024; Kolsi & Al-Hiyari, 2024; Li et al., 2024).

The quality of audits also plays a critical role in building institutional transparency and
accountability. When audits are conducted with high standards, they inspire confidence among
involved parties, including the public, policymakers, and regulatory bodies (Asante-Appiah, 2020;
Marwa et al., 2020). High-quality audits not only uncover inefficiencies but also set benchmarks for
best practices, fostering a culture of excellence in environmental governance. Furthermore, they
support public institutions in aligning their operations with sustainable development objectives,
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reinforcing their commitment to ethical and responsible management (Aslam et al., 2020; Hammami
& Hendijani Zadeh, 2020).

2.3 Institutional Transparency

Institutional transparency is conceptualised as the ability of public entities to provide clear,
accessible, and verified information regarding their decisions, operations, and outcomes. This
conceptis closely linked to accountability and public trust, which are essential for efficient and ethical
public administration. In the context of environmental audits, institutional transparency involves
making the results of evaluations publicly available, ensuring that findings and recommendations are
accessible for civil society scrutiny (Amin et al., 2021; Arif et al., 2020). This level of openness not
only fosters institutional legitimacy but also serves as a preventive mechanism against potential acts
of corruption (Siew et al,, 2020; C. Zeng et al., 2020).

Moreover, transparency enables public entities to strengthen their credibility by demonstrating
active commitment to sustainability and compliance with environmental regulations. When
environmental audits promote clear and verifiable processes, they create a stronger connection
between institutions and citizens, encouraging participation and oversight. This concept is central to
bridging the gap between public management and sustainable development goals, particularly in
contexts where natural resources are at risk due to poor administrative practices (Bassey, 2020;
Hancu-Budui et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2020; Jam et al., 2018).

2.4 Environmental Sustainability

Environmental sustainability is defined as the ability of institutions to responsibly manage natural
resources, ensuring that their current actions do not compromise the environmental, social, and
economic well-being of future generations (Earnhart & Harrington, 2021; Ariani et al.,, 2024). This
concept encompasses practices such as waste reduction, efficient resource use, and ecosystem
conservation, which are essential for achieving a balance between human development and
environmental protection. In the institutional context, environmental sustainability is directly
related to the implementation of policies that promote the mitigation of negative impacts on the
natural environment (Arango et al,, 2021; Earnhart & Friesen, 2021; Sembayev, 2021).

Environmental audits play a crucial role in promoting environmental sustainability by identifying
inefficiencies in resource management and proposing strategies to improve existing practices (Stalin
& Kumar, 2021). These evaluations enable public institutions to align their operations with
international standards, such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly those
related to climate action and biodiversity protection. This approach not only contributes to
environmental preservation but also reinforces the legitimacy of institutions by demonstrating their
commitment to sustainable and responsible practices (Saputra et al., 2022; Xin et al., 2022; H. Zeng
etal, 2022).

3 METHODOLOGY

This research is applied in nature and adopts a quantitative, explanatory design focused on analysing
environmental audits in public institutions (Fuadah et al.,, 2022; Marrucci & Daddi, 2022). Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) was employed using the SmartPLS software to examine the relationships
between the latent and observed variables defined in the theoretical framework (Cozens et al., 2023;
Mahdi, 2023). This methodology allowed for the identification of both direct and indirect effects
among the constructs, ensuring a comprehensive analysis of the proposed hypotheses (Hichri, 2023;
Kaup et al,, 2023; Weirich & Turner, 2023).

The sample consisted of 700 participants from public institutions involved in environmental
management at regional and national levels (Huang & Xie, 2023; Shamsadini et al, 2023). The
participants included decision-makers, environmental auditors, and operational staff, representing
diverse roles and responsibilities. The sample was stratified to include institutions with varying
levels of frequency and quality in their environmental audits, providing a balanced representation
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(Chen et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2023). In terms of demographic composition, 52% of the participants
were men, and 48% were women.

The research instrument was a structured questionnaire based on the latent and observed variables
(Ferreira et al.,, 2024; Wambwa et al., 2023; Wu et al,, 2024). The questionnaire was divided into
sections, each addressing key constructs such as the frequency of audits, the quality of audits,
institutional transparency, and environmental sustainability. Respondents were asked to rate their
agreement with statements on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 represented "never" and 7 represented
"always." A pilot test was conducted with 50 participants to ensure the clarity and reliability of the
instrument, leading to minor adjustments before large-scale data collection (Lei et al, 2024;
Rodrigues et al., 2024).

Data collection was carried out over a two-month period, using both in-person and online surveys to
maximise the response rate. The responses were subjected to validity and reliability tests, including
Cronbach’s alpha, rho_A, and composite reliability, to ensure the robustness of the instrument
(Bebbington & Larrinaga, 2024; Lawal et al.,, 2024; PENG & LI, 2024). The SmartPLS algorithm was
used to verify model convergence and test the structural relationships. These methodologies ensured
that the findings accurately represent the dynamics of environmental audits in promoting
transparency and sustainability within public institutions (Ghorbaniyan et al.,, 2024; Jarboui &
Moalla, 2024; Li et al., 2024).

Table 1; Constructs: Latent and Observed Variables

. Latent Observed Question
Variable . CODE :
Variables Variables
Number  of | How often are environmental audits conducted
FA1 |Audits in your institution?
Frequency of .
Environmental Completed How often are the scheduled environmental
. FA2 | Audits audits fully completed?
Audits ; . :
Planned How often are environmental audits planned in
, FA3 | Audits a timely manner?
Exo6genas : : :
Regulatory How often do audits ensure compliance with
. Al | Compliance environmental regulations?
Quality of Q B pHiate :
. How often are specialised tools used during
Environmental . o
Audits QA2 | Tools Used environmental audits?
Technical How often do audits generate detailed technical
QA3 | Report reports?
Public How often are audit results published and
IT1 Reports accessible to the public?
Institutional N How ofteq do citizens perceive transparency in
Transparenc Citizen the environmental processes of your
p V) Perception institution?
Process How often are audited processes clear and
IT3 Clarity understandable for relevant parties?
Endégenas Waste How often have audits promoted waste
ES1 Reduction reduction in the institution?
Efficient How often do audits contribute to the efficient
Environmental | ES2 Resource Use | use of resources like water or energy?
Sustainability Controlled How often do audits foster the control of
ES3 Emissions pollutant emissions?
Ecosystem How often do audits promote actions
ES4 Conservation | contributing to ecosystem conservation?

Note: Prepared by the authors.

The table outlines the relationship between latent variables and their respective observed variables,
each linked to specific questions designed to measure their performance. Exogenous variables, such
as the frequency and quality of environmental audits, are represented by indicators like the number
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of audits, regulatory compliance, and technical reports. Endogenous variables, such as institutional
transparency and environmental sustainability, focus on observed aspects like public reports, waste
reduction, and ecosystem conservation. The questions provide a framework for capturing data on
how effectively these constructs operate within institutions. This structure ensures a clear alignment
between theoretical constructs and measurable outcomes.

Model Convergence

Model convergence was assessed to confirm the reliability and stability of the structural equation
model used in this study on environmental audits within public institutions. The SmartPLS algorithm
successfully converged within the configured limit of 300 iterations, stabilising at the 12th iteration.
This indicates that the differences in parameter estimates across iterations were minimal, achieving
a stable solution. The convergence process verifies that the relationships among latent variables,
such as the frequency and quality of environmental audits, institutional transparency, and
environmental sustainability, are well-represented and consistent with the data. The rapid
convergence reflects the appropriateness of the model’s structure and the alignment of the
theoretical framework with empirical observations, ensuring that the results are robust and suitable
for hypothesis testing.

3.1 Ethical Aspects

This study adhered to strict ethical standards to ensure the integrity and credibility of the research
process. Ethical considerations were prioritised during the design, data collection, and analysis
phases, in compliance with national regulations and international guidelines on research ethics. The
primary focus was to safeguard the rights, privacy, and dignity of participants while maintaining the
transparency and reliability of the findings.

Participation in the study was entirely voluntary, and informed consent was obtained from all
respondents prior to data collection. Participants were provided with a detailed explanation of the
study’s objectives, their role, and the measures implemented to protect their anonymity and
confidentiality. No personally identifiable information was collected, and all responses were coded
to ensure that individual identities could not be traced. This approach ensured that participants could
respond freely and honestly without fear of repercussions.

The study also adhered to ethical principles in the handling and analysis of data. The data were used
exclusively for research purposes and were securely stored to prevent unauthorised access. Biases
were minimised through the use of rigorous statistical methods, ensuring that the results were
objective and accurately reflected the relationships between variables. Additionally, potential
conflicts of interest were disclosed, and the research process was conducted with complete
transparency to uphold the highest standards of academic integrity.

Finally, the findings and recommendations derived from the study are aimed at promoting positive
changes, particularly in strengthening sustainability and transparency in public institutions.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Table 2. Construct Validity and Reliability

i Cronbach's . L Average Variance
Variable Alpha rho_A Composite Reliability Extracted (AVE)
Envngnn@puﬂ 0.802 0.944 0.869 0.634
Sustainability
Frequency of
Environmental 0.818 0.895 0.892 0.737
Audits
Institutional 0.898 0.984 0.935 0.829
Transparency

20048



Rodriguez-Saavedra et al. Environmental Audits in Public Institutions

Quality of
Environmental 0.84 0.967 0.898 0.748
Audits

Note: Prepared by the authors.

The table evaluates construct validity and reliability using Cronbach's Alpha, rho_A, Composite
Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). All variables meet the thresholds of
Cronbach's Alpha = 0.70, CR 2 0.70, and AVE = 0.50, indicating strong reliability, internal consistency,
and convergent validity for the constructs.

Table 3. Discriminant Validity

. Environmental Frequency of Institutional Qua.llty of

Variable Sustainabilit Environmental T Environmental
ustainability Audits ransparency |, .o

Environmental 1, ;4 0.476 0.413 0.349

Sustainability

Frequency of

Environmental 0.476 0.859 0.757 0.885

Audits

Institutional 0.413 0.757 0.911 0.725

Transparency

Quality of

Environmental 0.349 0.885 0.725 0.865

Audits

Note: Prepared by the authors.

The table demonstrates discriminant validity using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, where the diagonal
values (square root of AVE) exceed the inter-construct correlations (off-diagonal values). This
confirms that each construct shares more variance with its own indicators than with others, ensuring
their conceptual distinction.

FA2
0685
FA3 4—0950—
‘/0905"’
FA1
Frequency of

Environmental 0.529 0.770
Audits
\‘ ES1
m -
&0‘9731‘ /0.922 £s2

Institutional
0258  Trensparengyasy

Theoretical Model

Environmental
Sustainability

Quality of
Environmental
Audits

Figure 1. Relationship between Variables in a Reflective Model
Note: Prepared by the authors.

The structural model illustrates the relationships between the latent variables Frequency of
Environmental Audits, Quality of Environmental Audits, Institutional Transparency, and
Environmental Sustainability, supported by their observed indicators. The Frequency of
Environmental Audits shows a strong positive influence on both Institutional Transparency (path
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coefficient = 0.529) and Environmental Sustainability (path coefficient = 0.770), indicating its
significant role in promoting these outcomes. Conversely, the Quality of Environmental Audits has a
smaller positive impact on Institutional Transparency (path coefficient = 0.258) and a negative
relationship with Environmental Sustainability (path coefficient = -0.333), suggesting its less
consistent effect in the model. The outer model demonstrates strong loadings for most observed
variables, with indicators like FA2 (Completed Audits, loading = 0.960) and IT1 (Public Reports,
loading = 0.973) reflecting the strength of their respective latent variables. Similarly, Environmental
Sustainability is well-represented by indicators such as ES1 (Waste Reduction, loading = 0.922) and
ES3 (Controlled Emissions, loading = 0.965). The R? values show that Institutional Transparency
explains 58.7% of its variance, indicating strong predictive power, while Environmental
Sustainability explains 25%, representing moderate predictive strength. Overall, the model
highlights the critical role of the Frequency of Environmental Audits in driving outcomes, while the
Quality of Environmental Audits requires further analysis to understand its inconsistent effect,
particularly its negative relationship with Environmental Sustainability.

Table 4. Path Coefficients

Original | Sample | Standard -

. T Statistics
Path Sample |Mean |Deviation (|0/STDEV() P Values
(0) M) (STDEV)

Frequency of Environmental Audits ->
Environmental Sustainability 0,770 0,768 0,226 3,406 0,001

Frequency of Environmental Audits ->
Institutional Transparency 0,529 0,530 0,165 3,212 0,001

Quality of Environmental Audits ->
Environmental Sustainability -0,333 -0,310 |0,231 1,438 0,001

Quality of Environmental Audits ->
Institutional Transparency 0,258 0,267 0,161 1,604 0,109

Note: Prepared by the authors.

The results indicate that the frequency of environmental audits has a significant positive impact on
both environmental sustainability (0.770, p=0.001) and institutional transparency (0.529, p=0.001),
suggesting that greater regularity in conducting audits substantially contributes to improving these
aspects. In contrast, the quality of environmental audits shows a negative relationship with
environmental sustainability (-0.333, p=0.001), indicating potential inconsistencies or adverse
factors in the execution of high-quality audits that require further analysis. Additionally, its effect on
institutional transparency (0.258, p=0.109) is not significant, implying that audit quality may not be
a decisive factor in enhancing transparency within the current model. These findings highlight the
importance of audit frequency as a key factor and underscore the need for further exploration of
audit quality and its effects.
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Figure 2. Word cloud
Note: Prepared by the authors.

The word cloud visually represents the importance of key concepts related to environmental audits
in public institutions. Terms such as "Audit" and "Environmental” stand out, highlighting the central
focus on evaluation and environmental management processes. Additionally, words like
"Sustainability,” "Transparency,” and "Management" underscore the fundamental objectives of
audits, aimed at promoting responsible practices and ensuring accountability. The presence of terms
such as "Resources," "Institutions,” and "Public” emphasizes the institutional context in which these
practices are developed, as well as their impact on resource conservation and environmental
governance. This representation reinforces the relevance of the analyzed concepts and their
interconnectedness to drive sustainable and transparent public management.

5 FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

Statistical analysis revealed that the frequency of environmental audits has a highly significant effect
on environmental sustainability, with a path coefficient of 0.770 (p = 0.001). This result highlights
that consistent and structured monitoring effectively identifies opportunities for improvement and
mitigates environmental risks. The strong correlation between frequent audits and environmental
sustainability, validated by an AVE of 0.737 for frequency, underscores its predictive capacity. This
finding calls for institutionalising audit regularity as a strategic component of environmental
management in public institutions.

Institutional transparency improves significantly with increased frequency of environmental audits,
reflected in a path coefficient of 0.529 (p = 0.001). This direct relationship, supported by an AVE of
0.859, demonstrates that frequent audits not only strengthen internal controls but also enhance
public perception of trust and accountability. These findings indicate that audit frequency acts as a
key driver of institutional legitimacy, emphasising the importance of sharing audit results with
communities as an essential practice to foster public trust.

Contrary to expectations, a significant negative impact was found between audit quality and
environmental sustainability, with a path coefficient of -0.333 (p = 0.001). Despite the AVE of 0.748
indicating a strong representation of quality, this result suggests that elevated standards may be
associated with complex processes that create delays or limit the implementation of
recommendations. This finding presents a methodological challenge, highlighting the need to balance
technical quality with practicality and accessibility in audit processes to maximise environmental
benefits.

The quality of environmental audits has a significant positive effect on institutional transparency,
with a path coefficient of 0.258 and an AVE of 0.911, though with a more moderate relevance
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compared to frequency. This result highlights that while quality enhances perceptions of trust and
credibility, its full impact is achieved when accompanied by effective and accessible communication
mechanisms. To strengthen this relationship, institutions should prioritise not only technically
robust audits but also strategies to enhance the dissemination and understanding of results among
citizens.

Together, these findings underline the strategic importance of both the frequency and quality of
environmental audits, providing a robust foundation for enhancing sustainability and transparency
in public governance.
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