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UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY STEERING GROUP 
 
 

Monday 20th June 2016 at 2.00 pm 
in CM2.02 Claus Moser Building 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

1. APOLOGIES AND ABSENCES 
 

2. Chair’s report 
 

3. Keele University Smart Energy Network Demonstrator (SEND) 
To receive an update on the Keele University Smart Energy Network Demonstrator 
(SEND) project 

 
4. External Recognition: Green Gown Awards 2016 

 
5. People and Planet University Green League 

To receive an update on discussions around the People and Planet University Green 
League 

 
6. Higher Education Carbon Management Plan (HECMP) 

To receive an update on the Higher Education Carbon Management Plan (HECMP) from 
the Director of Estates and Development 
 

7. World Student Environmental Network Global Summit 2016 
To receive an update on the World Student Environmental Network Global Summit 2016 
being jointly hosted by Keele and Sussex Universities, July 2016.  
 

8. International Activities 
To receive an update on recent sustainability-related international activities   

 
9. Environmental Manager report 

To receive a report on environmental and estates matters from the Environmental 
Manager, including the following items: 
 
• Sustainable Procurement 

• Soil Association Food for Life Catering mark 

• Green Travel Plan 

• Electric vehicle charging points 

• Student Switch Off Campaign 

• Halls end of term waste reuse scheme 

• Green Impact 
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• Sustainability Policy Framework 

• Bright Future funding 

• Sustainability Staffing 

• Annual Sustainability Report 
 

10. Education for Sustainability report 
To receive an update from the Director of Education for Sustainability 
 

11. Sustainability Research and Business Engagement report 
To receive a report on sustainability-related research and business engagement activity  

 
12. Any Other Business 

 
13. Date of Next Meeting 

To be arranged, September 2016 
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Environment & Sustainability Steering Group 
June 20 2016 

 
Carbon Management Plan 2016 

      
 
1.0 Introduction 
  
This report serves to introduce the draft 2016 Carbon Management Plan which details the 
Universities approach to meeting its short and long term CO2 reduction goals.  The original CMP was 
put in place in 2010 and has served as a valuable tool in driving the University to become a much 
more energy efficient organisation.  Much has happened in the interim period and it has been 
decided that now is the time to refresh the document to ensure that it remains relevant going 
forward.   
 
This report therefore requests approval from the ESSG to approve the draft CMP and to endorse the 
document for approval from the University Executive Committee. 
 
2.0 Background 

 
The original Carbon Management Plan (CMP) was released in 2010 with assistance from the Carbon 
Trust and served as the primary strategic document for carbon and energy reduction at the 
University.  The plan first introduced the HEFCE endorsed target to reduce CO2 emissions by 34% by 
2020 and 80% by 2050 against a 1990 baseline.  This mirrored the objectives of the National 
Government in meeting its obligations against the 2008 Climate Change Act.  All Higher Education 
Institutions in the UK are required to develop individual carbon reduction strategies, targets and 
associated carbon management plans. 
 
Whilst the Keele CMP has no doubt contributed towards the considerable progress made towards the 
targets and that several initiatives are underway to significantly reduce our carbon footprint, it 
appears unlikely that we will meet the short term target for 2020.  It is worth noting that the majority 
of Universities are in the same position and the reasoning for this is twofold: 

• Growth in the University sector, particularly around commercial activities, has offset much of 
the progress to date.  The targets set within the CMP are based on absolute emissions 
reductions and do not allow intensity based factors to demonstrate progress towards the 
target compared to output.  These factors, such as tCO2/£1m turnover actually show that 
Keele University has become a far more efficient organisation despite the rapid development 
over the last decade. 

• The national grid has not delivered the decarbonisation expected at the time the document 
was first released, primarily as no nuclear power stations have been delivered as envisaged in 
the first UK carbon budget (2008).  Assumptions were made within the CMP (using the 
government data) that the electricity used by 2020 would have a much lower carbon 
intensity.  Whilst more progress has been made against renewables than expected, it looks 
likely that the CO2 factor will fall well short of the expected figure. 

 
Since 2011, Keele University has become accredited to the ISO 50001:2011 Energy Management 
Standard.  The philosophy behind the EMS is to implement a university-wide structure which 
encourages the use of the ‘plan, do, check, act’ principle to support an organisation to improve its 
ability to manage energy.  The key requirement is to have in place an Energy Management Plan which 
details a baseline, a target and a process by which it will be achieved, very similar to the existing CMP.  
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As such, it makes sense to eliminate the duplication and focus on one document which details how 
the University will achieve its strategic aims regarding carbon and energy management.   
 
3.0 Outline Solution 

 
The draft document serves to fulfil the Universities obligations to HEFCE to have in place a Carbon 
Management Plan reaffirming our CO2 targets and our approach to realising them.  The intention has 
been to deliver a document that meets this brief yet fits better into the current Keele environmental 
policy structure; therefore it is important to note that this is not a plan in the strictest use of the 
word.   
 
It is also intended that the CMP should act as more of an awareness raising tool than it has been in 
the past.  The original document is very comprehensive and includes a great deal of evidence detailing 
the reasoning behind the baseline, the target and details a route to achieving the objective over a 
period of a decade.  Whilst this was beneficial at the time, this is now detailed within other 
documents, particularly the Energy Management Plan, and therefore the CMP can be a more concise 
strategy document celebrating our progress and detailing the current plans. 
 
The plan does recognise that achieving our short term 2020 target will be a momentous challenge 
due to both University growth and lack of decarbonisation of the national grid.    It instead starts to 
look at intensity based factors which demonstrate how much more efficient the organisation has 
become, even if the absolute reductions have not been delivered to date.  Ultimately it starts the 
process of looking forward to the 2050 carbon reduction target. 
 
4.0 Recommendations 
 
The ESSG is therefore asked to consider the draft Carbon Management Plan and endorse the 
document for approval from the University Executive Committee. 
 
Report by:  Elliot Jones, Energy Manager 
Dated: 16th June 2016. 
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Introduction 
The need for action to tackle climate change is now greater than ever.  The concentration of carbon 
dioxide in the atmosphere is now well beyond the level needed to keep global warming below 2°C, 
the point at which widespread impacts to human life are anticipated.  The higher education sector in 
the UK is responsible for a considerable proportion of total national emissions and as such has a key 
role to play in not only reducing those emissions but also in setting an example that other sectors 
can follow. 

Keele University is proud to be one of the leading universities in the UK for sustainability and intends 
to be at the forefront of the fight to combat climate change.  In order to achieve this we have 
declared it as one of the six key aims within the Universities Strategic Plan;  

‘Aim 5 - to promote environmental sustainability in all that we do’.   

This Carbon Management Plan builds on over 30 years’ commitment and investment by the 
University to reduce energy use within our buildings and that which arises as a result of our 
activities. Keele is now well progressed with plans to become a “Hub for sustainability” with its 
unique features being used to bring together universities, researchers, local communities, schools, 
national and international experts, energy technology developers and suppliers and those simply 
wishing to learn about sustainability. Becoming a Low Carbon University is integral to this concept.  

This Carbon Management Plan commits Keele University to work towards a target of a 34% 
reduction in CO2 emissions by 2020 against our 1990 baseline, and an 80% reduction by 2050. These 
targets specifically mirror those of the National Government, demonstrating the University’s 
aspiration to play its part in helping meet the UK’s International greenhouse gas reduction 
obligations.   

Achieving the short term 2020 target will be a momentous challenge not only as it still requires 
significant emissions reduction but because the University continues to develop and grow rapidly, 
with a strategic goal to increase student numbers to 13,000 by 2020. At the same time, the inability 
of the National Government to deliver significant low carbon generation on the national electricity 
grid is impacting on the calculations used to forecast performance.  The failure to deliver new 
nuclear power stations as expected means that each kWh of electricity taken from the grid has a 
significantly higher carbon dioxide content than originally predicted within the 2010 Carbon 
Management Plan. 

Ultimately, although the University has identified and initiated significant energy reduction projects, 
we acknowledge that the only way to achieve these goals is likely to be to implement significant on-
campus renewable energy capacity.  Plans for deployment of technologies such as large scale wind 
and solar are advanced but it is likely that the lead time required to implement projects of this scale 
means they will not come to fruition in time to contribute significantly to the 2020 target. 

http://www.keele.ac.uk/facs/sci/keelehub


   
Background 
Since our first Carbon Management Plan was introduced in 2010 the University has embarked on a 
journey that has seen significant investment in carbon reduction projects.  We’ve implemented 
more than 100 initiatives using the Salix Recycling Fund with a total investment of more than £1m.  
These projects which include the installation of new efficient gas boilers, replacing lighting systems 
and improving insulation amongst others are expected to deliver lifetime carbon savings of over 
30,000 tonnes.  

We have also invested in renewables with 150kW of solar PV deployed and the incorporation of a 
Sustainability Hub which demonstrates how various different technologies can complement each 
other.    

During this time Keele also became one of the first Universities in the UK to implement the ISO 
50001:2011 accredited Energy Management System.  The ISO standard provides a holistic approach 
to managing energy usage and ensures that all policies and procedures from all aspects of the 
Organisation are reviewed and monitored to deliver a positive impact on carbon emissions.   

But we need to do more.   

This refreshed plan reaffirms both our short and long term carbon targets and sets out our approach 
to delivering the necessary real term reductions.  Importantly, it also aligns the carbon management 
policy with our wider environmental policy framework which has been implemented since the 
original plan was released in 2010. 

Scope & Boundary 
It is important to be clear over the scope of emissions which are being reported under this plan.  This 
ensures both transparency and that the document remains relevant whilst the University continues 
to grow and evolve. 

At an organisation level, the emissions which result from the operations of both Keele University and 
its subsidiary Keele University Science & Business Park Ltd are accounted for.  Within this boundary, 
the organisation takes the approach that it is responsible for emissions over which it has direct 
control over.  This ensures that we are only accounting for those emissions we have the ability to 
regulate and that we are not double counting emissions that may be reported by other entities. 

A summary of the emissions which make up our carbon footprint are detailed below, showing those 

Scope 1 Direct 
Emissions 

Natural gas used 
for combustion 
in non-domestic 

premises 

Natural gas used 
to create 

electricity (CHP) 

Diesel and petrol 
used by 

University fleet 

Fuel oil used in 
generators 

Fugitive 
Emissions from 

On-Site 
refridgeration 

and Air 
Conditioning 

Scope 2 Indirect 
Emissions 

Electricity 
consumed by 

University within 
non-domestic 

premises   

Scope 3 
Other Indirect 

Emissions 

Emissions from 
water 

consumption 

Emissions from 
waste water 
treatment 

Emissions from 
waste disposal 

Emissions from 
staff travel 

Emissions from 
commuting 



   
emissions which are currently accounted for and those over which it is planned to incorporate as 
better data become available.  The University will begin monitoring certain scope 3 emissions 
sources as better data becomes available and will create an appropriate baseline for each going 
forward.  

Baseline & Targets 
In line with both UK government targets and the 
Higher Education Funding Council for England 
(HEFCE) guidelines, CO2 emissions are measured 
against a 1990 baseline, with reductions calculated 
in absolute terms.  The baseline figure has been 
provided by HEFCE who commissioned consultants; SQW to undertake the work using, primarily, 
data returns from the Estates Management Statistics (EMS).   

The University targets are to reduce our total scope 1 and 2 emissions by a minimum of 34% by 2020 
against and 80% by 2050 against the baseline as 
shown in figure 1. 

Achieving these targets will be a real challenge 
and will require not only the implementation of 
energy efficiency projects and renewable 
technologies but also for all staff and students to 
play their part. 

Progress to date 
Since its original implementation, the Carbon 
Management Plan has led to investment in a 
range of measures to increase energy efficiency 
and to generate low carbon energy.  Our 
investment through the Salix Recycling Fund 
alone has led to projects which are now saving more than 2,500tCO2 each year.   

All of these projects, combined with other initiatives have combined to make a significant impact on 
our carbon footprint.  This has however come at a time of significant growth, with new commercial 

ventures on campus in particular offsetting 
much of the progress made to date.  The 
acquisition of four large Innovation Centres in 
2012/13 in particular led to a jump in total 
emissions.   Taking this into account, our 
emissions in 2014/15 were 11,934 tonnes, 
down against the target by 1,000 tonnes or 
7.5% as shown in figure 2.   

To allow a better understanding of the impact 
of the carbon reduction efforts to date, the 

Academic Year Absolute Emissions tCO2 Change 

1990 Baseline 12,921  

2005 13,803 +6.8% 

2020 8,528 (target) -34% 

2050 2,584 (target) -80% 
Figure 1 - Baseline and target emissions 
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Carbon Emissions Target

Figure 2 – Keele University emissions vs 2020 target 

Figure 3 - University emissions compared to turnover 



   
University measures CO2 emissions against turnover each year, as this is a good indicator of changes 
to activity levels on campus.   This metric shows that the efficiency of the organisation has increased 
markedly since 1990 from 235tCO2/£1m to 88tCO2/£1m in 2014/15 and continues to increase year 
on year (shown in figure 3)1.    

Significant Projects 
Amongst the successful projects run to date, a number of standout initiatives have contributed not 
only to the CO2 reductions target but have also served to enhance the Keele’s reputation for being 
one of the leading environmentally sustainable Universities.  

Horwood Energy Centre  

A 125kWe CHP engine was installed in April 2015 to provide heat, hot water and 
electricity to the Horwood halls of residence and several academic buildings.  The 
unit provides the baseload and operates year round, only being topped up by 
highly efficient gas fired boilers when demand is high.  The system is currently 
saving more than 200 tCO2 per year. 

Solar PV 

Insert Picture 

Three large solar arrays have been installed to date providing a total capacity of 138kWp.  100% of 
this zero carbon electricity is used on campus, helping to avoid more than 66 tCO2 per year. 

Sustainability hub 

A farmhouse on campus originally built in 1833 has been 
completely refurbished to provide a hub for commercial and 
academic functions.  Opened in 2011, the Sustainability Hub 
combines technologies such as ground source heat pumps, 

biomass, solar PV and a wind turbine to deliver a low energy building. The Hub serves as the focal 
point for sustainability activities and has provided a valuable learning experience which has informed 
the design of new developments on campus. 

Introduction of electric vehicles & public charging points 

The University has been investing in electric vehicles since 2013 
and currently operates three electric cars and vans with more 
planned for the near future.  Twelve charging points have also 
been installed to encourage our staff and students to choose low 
carbon transport options. 

                                                           
1 Bank of England inflation rates used to normalise turnover figures to 2015 levels 



   
Boiler optimisation 

Significant carbon savings are being achieved by retrofitting 
existing boilers with smart load management controls, reducing the 
boiler firing times to match demand.  The implementation of this 
alongside our extensive building management system is reducing 
CO2 emissions by more than 500 tonnes each year. 

Library Lighting Refurbishment 

Insert Picture 

The poor quality and inefficient lighting at Keele Library was upgraded with new efficient luminaires 
(T5 & LED) along with presence detection controls ensuring that lights are now only on when 
needed.  This project was started in July 2014 and the building electricity consumption has since 
decreased by 15%; equating to 180,000kWh and 85tCO2 per annum.  The brighter lighting has also 
delivered a much more pleasant and suitable atmosphere for students to study. 

Behavioural change 

Keele is currently in its third year of the National Union of 
students (NUS) Green Impact program. The scheme engages 
with University staff to work in teams to reduce the 
environmental impact within their work areas and instil good 
energy conservation behaviour. The scheme has been very successful overall and will be improved 
going forward by using newly installed smart meters to provide data to help raise awareness. 

The University have also run another NUS program called ‘Student Switch-Off’ within the Halls of 
Residence. Student Switch off is an inter Halls energy awareness program, encouraging students to 
take action to save energy by switching off their personal appliances and lights when not in use. The 
Student Switch Off program uses prize incentives such as Ben and Jerry’s Ice Cream, tickets to 
Students’ Union nights out and communal parties and focuses on peer-to-peer communication and 
creating a sense of competition to provide incentives that go beyond just being more 

‘environmentally friendly’. The scheme has been running for 
three years and savings which are difficult to measure 
accurately are estimated at 5% to 10%. 

  



   

Monitoring & Targetting 

Behavioural Change 

Energy 
Conservation 

Measures 

Renewable 
Energy 

Generation 

How we achieve the target 
To realise the 2020 target, we need to reduce emissions from current levels by 3,500 tCO2 whilst 
minimising the impact of future developments and growth.  Split into the five remaining years, this 
represents around 700 tonnes per year.  

Our key tool to achieve this target is the Energy Management Plan.  Implemented originally in 2013, 
this document forms the core of our ISO15001 Energy Management System and details a 
comprehensive approach to energy efficiency.  This plan includes an annually refreshed action plan 
which considers each proposal against a hierarchy (figure 4), allowing for resources to be 
implemented against those that are able to leverage the most impact. 

• Monitoring & Targeting– Increasing our ability to see where energy is actually being used so 
that we can target our efforts at the areas with the 
highest potential.     

• Behavioural Change – Ensuring that staff and students 
are engaged and aware of the impact that they have on 
our carbon emissions.  We have specific actions 
focusing on promoting energy saving habits and 
behaviours in order to reduce unnecessary energy use. 

• Energy Conservation Measures – A list of all Initiatives 
that would deliver energy savings as identified during 
building energy audits. These include boiler 
replacements, lighting refurbishments and insulation 
improvements and are listed in order priority based on 
factors including payback period, maintenance benefits 
and improved aesthetics.   

• Renewable Energy Generation – The building energy 
audits are also used to identify feasible low carbon heating and renewable electricity 
generation potential at each site.   
 

Key Future Initiatives 
The University is currently undergoing a period of exciting transformation as it aims to retain its 
position as not only a leading academic and research institute but also as the number one University 
for student satisfaction (National Student Survey 2014 & 2015).  With the increase to tuition fees 
there is more competition than ever before to attract students so to meet our strategic goal of 
increasing student numbers from 10,000 to 13,000 by 2020 we are developing quickly.  This has 
meant some small changes such as increasing the opening hours of our buildings or expanding 
teaching spaces but we also have several major projects underway that will impact on our carbon 
emissions going forward.   

Smart Energy Network Demonstrator (SEND)  

Figure 4 - The Carbon Reduction Hierarchy 



   
The primary role of the Keele University SEND project is to demonstrate how a mix of renewable and 
alternative energy sources can be utilised together to provide a low carbon, low cost and resilient 
local network.  Taking advantage of the unique campus wide electricity, gas and heat networks, the 
project will act as a national demonstrator and focus for research on the dynamic management of 
energy resources around a complex residential and commercial site.  Technologies being considered 
for implementation include large scale solar PV, wind, biomass and a range of innovative storage 
solutions.   

Picture? 

Accommodation Enhancement and Expansion 

The University is well advanced with proposals to update the majority of the student housing on 
campus, most of which is dated and inefficient.  Two new blocks are currently being constructed at 
Barnes and will see 450 modern bedrooms with associated facilities by end 2017, allowing the 
decommissioning of the Hawthorns halls of residence saving as much as 800tCO2 per year.  Further 
plans are being developed to ultimately deliver a total of 4,300 rooms across the campus within the 
next 4-5 years.  The developments will aim to be certified as BREEAM excellent and preliminary 
studies have shown that between 300 and 350 tCO2 per year will be saved through more efficient 
heating systems alone. 

Picture? 

Impact from future Commercial Developments 

Furthering its reputation as a research based institution; the University currently hosts a community 
of more than 40 companies as part of its Science & Innovation Park.   This is seen as a key growth 
area for the organisation and two large developments are currently under way to deliver high quality 
office and workshop accommodation by end of 2017.  With more than 10 additional plots earmarked 
for future expansion the challenge is to ensure that sustainable design standards are implemented 
to minimise the impact that these will have on the Universities overall carbon footprint. 

Picture? 

Progress Monitoring & Review 
This Plan has been developed by the Estates & Development Directorate under consultation with the 
University Environment and Sustainability Steering Group (ESSG).   

Performance will be monitored by the Directorate with updates provided to the ESSG on a quarterly 
basis.  An annual update will be provided to the University Executive Committee as part of the wider 
sustainability report which will also be made openly available. 

Conclusion 
There can be no doubt that since its inception the Carbon Management Plan has made Keele 
University a more environmentally sustainable institution, with more than 100 projects and 



   
initiatives completed as a direct result.  Whilst emissions have not fallen as quickly as might have 
been expected, comparisons with output show that at a time of increased business activity, we are 
managing to achieve more with much less carbon.   

To meet our 2020 target though we will need to go further.  To achieve the 34% reduction we will 
need to realise around 800 tonnes of carbon saved per year whilst ensuring that any future 
developments have a minimal impact.  What we do know is that the potential is there, with some 
exciting large scale projects initiated and other smaller yet equally as important efficiency actions 
being identified every day.  Whilst our ability to meet the short term target may be in question, it is 
important that we are able to celebrate the great steps forward we have taken as an organisation as 
we begin to work towards the ultimate 2050 decarbonisation goal.  
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Environment and Sustainability Steering Group (ESSG)  

Environmental Management Update Report 

June 2016 

 

1. Green Gown Awards 

Liaising with the University Deputy Director of marketing, Rebecca Roberts, Estates have 
entered the EAUC’s Green Gown Awards in the ‘Carbon Reduction’ category. The 
application is centred on the University’s annual carbon reduction program that has been 
funded through the Salix revolving green fund. Over the last 6 years more than £1million has 
been spent on energy saving projects saving around 2,500 Tonnes of CO2. 

 

2. Green scorecard / People and Planets Green league (formerly the Green 
League) 

The Association of Universities Directors of Estates (AUDE) with support from the 
Environmental Association of Universities and Colleges (EAUC) has led on the development 
of a new environmental metric, ‘Green scorecard’, to asses Universities environmental 
performance. The development of the Green Scorecard reflected the fact that many of the 
Universities felt that the ‘Green League’ did not offer a reliable method of measuring 
environmental performance and the Green Scorecard was to provide a more effective 
alternative for estates and facilities issues. 

The Green scorecard is voluntary and AUDE have requested that Universities complete their 
individual scorecard by end of July 2016 so that the tool can be reviewed.  
  

People and Planet have announced on their webpage that they will be publishing a 
Universities League Table for 2016. This year’s table will be based on information made 
public on Universities webpages as well as information collected by the Higher Education 
statistics Agency (HESA), with an additional audit on some questions. 

A handful of Universities have stated on the EAUC mailing list that they won’t be taking part 
in the Green League this year, although it seems People and Planet will publish their details 
with or without Universities actively taking part. 

Further details on the People and Planet Universities League 2016 methodology can be 
found on their website: 

https://peopleandplanet.org/university-league/methodology-2016 
 
 
 
 

https://peopleandplanet.org/university-league/methodology-2016
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3. Sustainable Procurement 

The University Procurement team, led by Linda Sutton is implementing a sustainable 
procurement policy. A sustainability Supplier engagement tool has been launched and sent 
to all University suppliers. The tool can be accessed online and gives supplier the 
opportunity to generate their own bespoke sustainability action plan. 

Since the supplier engagement tool was launched in April 2016, 355 suppliers are 
progressing with the action plan and 268 have completed an action plan. There are over 
2000 suppliers in total but this is a good level of engagement very early on. 

Further details can be found on ‘Net positive futures’ webpage: 
http://netpositivefutures.co.uk/netpositive-supplier-engagement/ 

 

4. Soil association Food For Life catering mark 

University Catering have been working with the Soil association to implement changes to 
their processes and procedures in order to improve sustainability of the food served on 
campus.  

The target is to achieve the Bronze standard for both the Chancellor’s refractory and the Day 
Nursery by autumn 2016. 

https://www.soilassociation.org/certification/the-food-for-life-catering-mark/ 

 

5. Green Impact  

This year’s Green Impact was launched in December 2015 with a revised timeline. The 
participating teams include: 

• Institute of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

• LPDC 

• Sustainability HUB 

• Marketing and communications 

• KPA 

• Learning Language Unit 

• Vice Chancellor's office 

Laboratories workbook: 

• Lennard Jones 

Excellence project: 

http://netpositivefutures.co.uk/netpositive-supplier-engagement/
https://www.soilassociation.org/certification/the-food-for-life-catering-mark/
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• University Library 

To date, 160 actions have been completed, 2 teams are on track to achieve GOLD, 2 teams 
are on track to achieve SILVER and 3 teams are on BRONZE or getting started. This year 
we have also introduced a ‘Laboratories’ workbook and an ‘excellence award’ for teams that 
have previously achieved the gold standard. 

The workbook submissions deadline is by the end of August 2015 and an Awards and 
celebration event will take place in October/November 2016.  

 

6. Student Switch Off Campaign 

Keele have run the NUS’s Student Switch Off competition again this year. Some of the 
highlights included hundreds of students taking part in the Climate Change Quiz and 
entering photo competitions. 33 students were trained up to be ambassadors for the 
campaign and enough energy was saved to boil the kettle for 1.8 million cups of tea.  

Over the year we’ve looked at which halls have been getting the most involved in the 
competitions and quizzes and which halls have been saving the most energy per person, by 
looking at how much electricity has been used this year compared to previous years. 
Horwood Halls of Residence were this year’s winners and all of Horwood’s students were 
invited to collect a free tub of Ben & Jerry’s as a reward for their efforts.  

  

7. Green Travel Plan 

An update regarding the development of the University’s Green Travel Plan will be 
presented at the University Executive Committee in July 2016.  

 

8. Electric vehicle charging points 

8no Keele Electrical Vehicle charging points have been installed at 4 locations on campus 
on the Pay & Display car park at Union Square, the David Weatherall Building & the sports 
centre, and the rear of IC4.  

The charging points have been supplied by Pod Point and details of the location and usage 
can be found at https://opencharge.pod-point.com/ 

 

9. Halls of Residence end of term waste reuse scheme 

There have been some issues with this year’s Halls of Residence waste reuse collections. 
The main challenges have been around the tight time frame to clear the Halls for 
refurbishments, deep cleaning and preparation for the Open Day weekend and 
conferencing. A meeting took place between estates, SU sabbatical officers and Sam 
Gibbons (lead volunteer) on Friday the 17th of June. It was acknowledged that mistakes have 

https://opencharge.pod-point.com/
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been made and lessons learnt. A task group will be set-up to review the current scheme and 
plan ahead to make improvements for next year. 

 

10. Sustainability policy framework 

The ESSG Sustainability strategy was finalised in 2015 and references the 2010-2015 
University strategic plan and therefore requires updating. 

Clarity needed for the environmental sustainability policy framework and how the University 
is/will deliver strategic aim 5 to “promote environmental sustainability in all that we do”. 

 

11. Annual Sustainability Report 

An annual report has not been produced since 2013 and it is imperative that a 2016 report is 
produced and that one is produced annually.  

 

12. Sustainability Staffing 

The University approved the funding for increased sustainability staffing. One of the 
proposed roles was a 12 month fixed term sustainability intern within the estates directorate. 
Action is required to make this role a reality and it would be timely if it could be in place for 
the start of the next academic year as the role will focus on student engagement.  

 

13. Bright Future Funding 

Keele SU and the student society Think:Green have applied for funding from the NUS Bright 
Futures Funding to support the veg box scheme and enhance the established farmers 
market held weekly outside the Student Union. 
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Executive Summary 

This report provides a summary of the new sustainability scorecard that has been 

commissioned by the Association of University Directors of Estates to provide an 

independent methodology for benchmarking and encouraging sustainability within Higher 

Education Institutions. 

The report sets out the aims and scope of the scorecard and defines the process for how the 

scorecard will eventually be implemented, outlining any future activities that are to be 

completed. 

The report reviews the responses from the series of consultation workshops that were held to 

gather the sector’s opinion on various aspects of the new scorecard. The feedback from the 

draft scorecard has been considered and incorporated changes are summarised. 

The scorecard set out eight sustainability categories and the sustainability indicators within 

each category have been described. The methodology for collecting and inputting the data 

into the scorecard is explained. The report also describes how future sustainability targets can 

be set to encourage continuous improvement. 

Visualisations of the scorecard tool and the summarised results are provided. These give 

examples of the likely outputs from the scorecard. The tool and the outputs will be improved 

upon with the development of the web portal and any feedback from the pilot studies.  
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1 Introduction 

In recent years, the Association of University Directors of Estates (AUDE) and its members 

have engaged with the ‘Green League’ (now People and Planet’s University League) to 

measure and monitor sustainability within the sector.   

The ‘Green League’ has definitely been a cause for good and has led to the development of a 

number of useful and effective sustainability policies within AUDE since it was introduced. 

However there is a view that the current scheme does not recognise the continued 

improvements universities are making and that some of the metrics were not constructive or 

particularly relevant to the sector.   

As a result, in 2014, AUDE was challenged by its members to produce a “Green Scorecard” 

that would better represent the positive efforts Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) strive to 

achieve in terms of sustainability.  

The scorecard needs to take account of the variance across institutions, give credit for good 

work and seek to define useful green metrics within the estates and facilities area. By creating 

an independent methodology for benchmarking sustainability, AUDE hope to create a robust 

and inclusive scoring method to measure performance, to improve and promote 

sustainability.   

1.1 Aims of the scorecard 

The intention of the scorecard is to improve and promote sustainability, reflecting and 

demonstrating progress and improvement. 

Throughout its development, the intention was that the scorecard should be:  

 Relevant to and focussing on sustainability in terms of the remit of estates and facilities  

 Independent and apolitical  

 Credible within and outside the sector  

 Based on robust data that is simple to collate 

 Useful as a tool for Estates Functions to prioritise efforts and benchmark against others 

1.2 Scope 

It is the intention is for this methodology to only cover aspects controlled by the Estates 

function, with the intention that EAUC are to produce a complementary methodology. The 

scope of the methodoloy was explored in the consultation workshops. During the workshops, 

aspects such as the social impacts (including the living wage) and student engagement, 

although considered important, were rejected from being including in the scorecard as were 

out of the scope of issues that could be influenced by Estates and would be more suited to the 

wider university policy issues. Further examples of the outcome from the workshop can be 

found in section 2.1. 
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1.3 Process 

The process diagram below provides a roadmap indicating the key stages for implementing 

the scorecard. The processes in darker green show the stages that have currently been 

completed and those in lighter green shows the future activities. 

 

1.4 Existing methodologies 

Before embarking on the development of a new methodology, it is useful to examine existing 

ways in which sustainability is appraised within the sector. It is worth noting that, despite the 

number of methodologies already in existence, the variation in the definition of sustainability 

and the aim of the methodologies mean that the development of the Green Scorecard is still 

considered by the sector to be a valid exercise. 

A summary of the scopes covered by selection of existing methodologies currently used 

within Higher Education Institutions (HEI) is given below. This list is not intended to be 

exhaustive as a myriad of additional, specialist methodologies exist.  

Methodology Description 

Broad sustainability methodologies 

BREEAM 

 

BREEAM is an environmental assessment method and rating system for buildings. 

The assessment covers a range of topics including; energy; land use; and health 

and wellbeing. The scoring is set again established benchmarks and each category 

is given a weighting. 

Green Impact Awards Green Impact is an environmental accreditation and awards scheme run by 

the National Union of Students. A specialised workbook is created for the 

university which sets out criteria which they are scored against. The topics covered 

include: biodiversity & community; waste & recycling; and travel. 

Green League 

 

Green League is a league table ranking universities by environmental and ethical 

impacts. 

LiFE 

 

Learning in Future Environments (LiFE) is a planning and self-assessment tool 

specifically for colleges and universities to improve social responsibility and 

environmental performance through a whole institution approach. 

Key aspects defined 
(the six topics for 
the workshops)

Consultation 
workshops

Draft methodology 
produced

Review by the 
sector

Final methodology Develop web portal Pilot studies
Implementation for 

first year

Review of success 
and optimisation

Continued 
implementation
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Methodology Description 

UI Green Metric 

 

An international methodology that ranks and compares universities efforts towards 

campus sustainability and environmentally friendly university management. 

Topic-specific methodologies 

Carbon Trust 

 

Carbon Trust provides an independent certification of an organisation’s impact in 

respect of environmental sustainability, including: energy usage and greenhouse 

gas emissions; water usage, management and effluent; and waste management and 

disposal. 

 

Green Flag 

 

Green Flag recognises well managed parks and open spaces and sets the 

benchmarks national standard for parks and green spaces in the UK. 

ISO 14001 & Eco 

Campus 

 

ISO14001 is an environmental management system to help organisations handle 

environmental matters, prevent pollution, commit to environmental protection and 

meet objectives and targets. 

Eco Campus is Environmental Management System (EMS) scheme to guide 

universities to meet ISO 14001. 

ISO 50001 

 

ISO 50001 is an energy management systems to help organisations improve energy 

performance including energy efficiency, energy use and consumption. 

WRAP 

 

WRAP supports policies on waste prevention and resource efficiency by 

minimising waste, re-using, and recycling. 

 

2 Initial consultation 

A series of workshops took place between April and June 

in seven locations across the UK (Bristol, Stirling, 

Leicester, London, Swansea, Manchester and Leeds). The 

intention of the workshops was to gather the sector’s 

opinion on various aspects of the new scorecard. They 

focused on the following six key aspects of the 

methodology:  

1. What should its scope be?  

2. What should its purpose be?  

3. How should it be structured?  

4. How flexible should it be?  

5. How much evidence should be required to back-up 

responses?  

6. How should the data collection be arranged?  

The following sections summarises the outcomes from these workshops and describes the 

trends in responses for each of the six key aspects. 
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2.1 Scope 

Sustainability is a broad set of issues often has blurred boundaries. For the HE metric to be 

robust and effective it needs to be based on a standard set of issues.  

There was a consensus across the workshops that the scope of the methodology should be 

relatively broad. Of the ten sustainability topics considered, all should be included in the 

scope to some extent. However, there were mixed opinions as to which issues within these 

topics should be included.  

The table below summarises the general trends on how these issues were categorised which, 

as far as is practical, takes into account the variation of opinions expressed across the 

workshops.  

It represents the collation of the two way workshop attendees were able to provide feedback – 

on individual A3s and on large sheets as a group output. Due to these differing methods a 

definitive quantitative conclusion is not possible. 

Sustainability 

topics 
Definitely within scope  Consensus to be within scope 

Consensus to be outside of 

scope 

Carbon & 

Energy 

Building energy consumption Onsite renewables/low carbon Scope 3 from business travel 

Building carbon emissions 
Emissions from fuel used in 

owned vehicles 
Scope 3 from staff commuting 

Total Scope 1&2 emissions 
Percentage of renewables 

purchased with green tariffs 

Scope 3 from student 

commuting 

Carbon reduction target Reduction from 2005 baseline Scope 3 from supply chain 

  
Percentage modal split for low 

carbon travel 
ISO50001 accreditation 

  
Proportion of fleet that are 

electric vehicles 
Carbon Trust Standard 

Water 
Water reduction targets 

Proportion supplied by rain-

/grey-water 
Carbon Trust Water Standard 

Water consumption     

Waste 

Proportion of waste diverted 

from landfill 
Waste to landfill Carbon Trust Waste Standard 

Recycling 
WRAP toolkit used on building 

projects 
  

  Construction waste   

  Segregation of food waste   

Climate 

change 

adaptation 

Flood risk assessment 
Signed off adaptation 

strategy/policy 
  

  
Climate change risk assessment 

carried out 
  

  
Adaptation incorporated into 

building projects 
  

Social impacts   Community engagement 
Living Wage paid to university 

staff 
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Sustainability 

topics 
Definitely within scope  Consensus to be within scope 

Consensus to be outside of 

scope 

    
Local up skilling/procurement 

policy for contractors 

Procurement 

Sustainable Food Fairtrade food   

Energy/ Utilities     

Local sourcing     

Construction     

Student Views 

Staff views sought on 

sustainability priorities 

Students' views sought on 

sustainability priorities 
Curriculum 

Energy awareness     

Overall 

EPC Ratings 
BREEAM used on all relevant 

building projects 
  

EMS ISO14001   

  BS8555   

Biodiversity 
  Hard surfaces  SuDS 

  Grounds and estates   

Miscellaneous 

  
Percentage of campus which 

allows water infiltration 
Wellbeing 

  Innovation   

  
Percentage of university budget 

for sustainability effort 
  

  Low-GWP refrigerant use   

  
Research funds dedicated to 

sustainability issues 
  

2.2 Purpose 

The outputs of the ‘Green Scorecard’ could be used for many purposes. However, it was 

important to determine its primary purpose as this would inform many of its aspects such as 

its structure, robustness and practical implementation issues. Within the workshops the 

participants were asked to rank the drivers for the methdology (as shown below) in order of 

preference. 

 Purpose Ranking 

Outward-facing 

Influence future students 6 

Improve the image of the sector 4 

Provide a way to influence policy 5 

Inward-facing 

Drive innovation and knowledge transfer within the sector 2 

Provide a framework continued sustainability effort within individual 

institutions 
1 

Highlight to existing staff and students the progress being made 3 
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The table shows the average ranking across the workshops but the result in this section was 

almost unanimous. Only one workshop (London) didn’t rank (on average) the ‘framework’ 

purpose highest (it coming a close second to ‘driving innovation’). 

The split across the categories is also clear. The sector wants the emphasis of the 

methodology to be inward-facing. 

Many workshops were keen to highlight that whilst they were commenting on what should be 

the primary purpose of the workshop, we should also be mindful of secondary effects across 

the other categories and seek to maximise benefits without impacting on the primary purpose. 

2.3 Structure 

There are many ways in which the methodology could be structured and the decision on the 

best format should respond to its purpose. Within the workshop the participants were asked 

comment on the most appropriate structure: 

 

The majority of participants selected the semi-quantitative structure as the most appropriate 

for the methodology.  

Comments made regarding the semi-quantitative structure corresponding well to the inward 

facing purpose. For example, comments were made that it can: 

 Help to highlight areas for improvement 

 Provide a degree of context to the results 

 Lend itself to prove a year-on-year comparison for an institution within each section.  

Although this structure, unlike fully quantitative, does not lead to a final score, this was 

considered largely irrelevant when ranking universities is not the main purpose of the outputs.  

Only one workshop (Stirling) was in favour of the fully quantitative structure despite 

favouring an inward-facing scope. However, this opinion was largely driven by the fact that 

the participants thought that any other approach wouldn’t be acceptable to their Directors of 

• All aspects of sustainability are combined into a single 
final score that allows universities to be ranked against 
one another

Fully Quantitative

• Each aspect of sustainability (such as water, carbon or 
adaptation for example) would be evaluated 
numerically but these would be communicated visually 
and not combined into a final score

Semi-quantitative

• More flexible empirical responses are collated into a 
visual communication tool

Fully qualitative



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

J:\242000\242173-00\0 ARUP\0-13 ARUP SPECIALISTS\0-13-08 REPORTS\2016-01-14 AUDE GREEN SCORECARD SUMMARY REPORT.DOCX 

Page 8 
 

Estates and other higher-level university leadership (the Stirling workshop consisted almost 

entirely of sustainability professionals) 

Many participants believed that a fully qualitative structure could become unfocused and time 

consuming, could be difficult to be demonstrate a year-on-year comparison and would restrict 

comparisons with other universities. 

2.4 Flexibility 

It is important to recognise that the sector contains a wide variety of institutions which may 

have different issues and priorities. Within the workshop the participants were asked rank the 

levels of flexibility in order of preference – the results shown in the table below. 

Degree of flexibility Ranking 

No flexibility – all institutions report using the same methodology 2 

Sets of defined priorities are set according to institution type / location that are then fixed. 3 

Some primary categories have fixed priorities with the remainder having a restricted range of 

flexibility. Once chosen they are fixed 

1 

Each category has a range of weightings that the University can select within. The choices must 

be kept for five ‘years’ 

4 

Each category has a range that the university can select within and are allowed to choose one 

category to have a zero weighting. The choices must be kept for three ‘years’ 

6 

Complete flexibility – institutions can set their own priorities every ‘year’ with no restrictions 5 

The rankings above are averages but there was a clear divide between the least flexible three 

options and the three which were more flexible. 

It was felt that a fixed methodology with some degree of flexibility to account for differences 

within institutions would allow year-on-year comparisons within an institution to be made so 

progress could be tracked. It would also allow for peer-to-peer benchmarking to enable 

knowledge sharing. 

The methodologies which allowed weightings to be applied or where fully flexible were 

criticised as the weightings could be subjective and were capable of manipulated. 

It should be noted that it was stressed that the descriptions of flexibility used (and replicated 

in the table above were only an indication of the degree of flexibility – participants were not 

‘signing up’ to a particular solution. 

With the semi-quantitative structure preferred across the workshops, the issue of priorities 

and weightings becomes a less important issue. They cease being central to the creation of a 

final score and are almost reduced to how the outputs are visually represented. 

2.5 Robustness 

A methodology needs to strike a balance between having onerous requirements for the 

provision of supporting information to give it creditability and minimising the time it takes to 

submit the information.  

Within the workshop the participants defined the level of evidence required to back-up 

different types of information provided. 
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The majority of participants were of the opinion that, where relevant, links to or copies of 

policies and other high level documents should be provided. However, the responses to this 

topic saw a greater degree of variation than most of the others, showing that a clear consensus 

does not exist.  

It was felt that this approach of requiring links would provide a level of robustness and 

should not be too time consuming to submit provided that this evidence is available. This was 

relatively consistent across the four types of issue discussed: 

 Externally accredited schemes 

 Wide ranging issues within a defined scope 

 Single issue supported by numerous external schemes 

 Wide ranging issues within a variable scope 

Where there was some variability across the types of issues, there was a trend to requiring 

less evidence for less well-defined issues. The issue of verification of submission was also 

discussed. The general consensus was that a degree of auditing (5-10% of responses) would 

be preferable to provide the methodology with credibility. 

Despite the loose consensus mentioned above, there were a significant number of participants 

who strongly believed that there should be little or no evidence required to back up responses. 

Comments included that evidence is only required for an outwards facing metric, as this 

should be an inward facing methodology and not a league table it should be based on honest 

responses as there is no benefit in lying. Having to provide evidence to back-up responses can 

be very time consuming. 

Following further discussion, it was decided that, for an inward facing methodology, 

evidence submission is an unnecessary burden on the institutions and that third-party 

verification is an unnecessary expense for the sector. The decision was therefore taken that 

neither aspect would be included going forwards. Should it become evident that, over time, 

the Green Scorecard is providing an external facing role in promoting the image and efforts 

of the sector to the general public, the requirements for evidence and verification can be 

included with little impact on the underlying methodology. 

Whilst not a specific question within the workshop, the style of assessment within 

AUDESAT was mentioned a number of times. It was a structure that was considered highly 

effective, allowing a degree of interpretation and context to questions that could provide 

misleading responses if restricted to a simple yes/no answer. Where this was raised there 

were very few, if any, participants who disagreed. As a result the structure of AUDESAT was 

reviewed prior to the production of the draft methodology. Whilst no aspects were carried 

No documentary back-up 
in response to questions 

that are open to 
interpretation 

No documentary back-up 
but with tightly defined 

questions 

Links to or copies of 
policies and other high-

level documents 

Links to or copies of 
secondary-level 

documents (for example 
showing implementation 

of policy 

Complete audit trail 
available for all levels of 

detail
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across directly, the exercise provided insight into how such a question set might be 

structured. 

2.6 Data Collection 

It was agreed by most that the data should be collected annually and coincided with the EMR 

and HESA data uploads. It is intended that the data collection window for the green scorecard 

follows the EMR submissions at a point which allows the most recent data for each 

institution to be pre-populated into the web portal before the institution submits the 

qualitative responses. 

 

3 Scorecard Overview 

3.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the ‘Green Scorecard’ is to measure the performance of universities with 

regard to aspects of sustainability within the sphere of influence of most Estates Departments 

and provide a framework for a continued sustainability effort and improvement in these areas. 

This can then be used to drive innovation and encourage knowledge transfer within the 

sector. It is envisaged that a second phase of work will be completed (possibly by EAUC) to 

consider the many aspects of sustainability that are relevant to universities but that are outside 

the control of Estates teams. 

3.2 Categories 

The scorecard contains eight categories outlining sustainability issues relevant to the Estates 

Team within a HEI. These are: 

 Energy & Emissions 

 Transport 

 Water 

 Waste 

 Adaptation 

 Procurement 

 Biodiversity & Landscape 

 Overall 

Each category consists of a number of indicators against which a HEI appraises their current 

position and also identifies a target position they are aiming for, according to the importance 

of each issue. 
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3.3 Indicators 

The indicators within the categories consist of two types: 

 Numerical indicators based on current and previous EMR submissions 

 Subjective indicators where the HEI appraises their position against a series of statements 

(in a similar way to AUDESAT) 

Each indicator achieves a score from zero to four. These scores are combined to indicate the 

overall score for each category. No final overall score is generated. 

 

4 Scorecard indicator set 

A draft version of the indicator set for the methodology and a guidance document was 

circulated to universities for comment. Almost 500 comments were returned on various 

aspects and a number of indicators were altered or introduced as a result. It is worth noting 

that a number of comments related to the definition of indicators where data from the EMR is 

being used. In this case these comments have not been able to be incorporated into the 

changes. This is due to the fact that, following the desire of the sector to use the EMR as the 

primary source of consistent data, the scorecard cannot deviate from the definition used 

within the EMR process. 

The changes made to the scorecard have been summarised below: 

Issue ID Issue name Changes made from the draft issue 

E1 Change in building energy consumption – 

absolute 

Changes made to the description 

E3 Renewables generated Changes made to the description and EMR data 

references 

E5 Change in total carbon emissions (scope 

1&2) 

Changes made to the description 

E6 Reduction from 2005 baseline Clarifications have been added 

E7 Carbon reduction targets Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

E9 Energy Awareness Changes made to the scoring criteria 

E10 ISO5001 Issue has been added 

T1 Emissions from fuel used in HEI owned 

vehicles 

Changes made to the EMR data references. 

Changed to a “core” issue 

T2 Proportion of fleet that are electric vehicles Clarifications have been added 

T3 Percentage modal split of zero carbon 

travel by staff 

Changes made to the EMR data references and 

clarifications have been added 

T4 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by staff – improvement 

Changes made to the issue name, EMR data 

references and clarifications have been added 

T5 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by staff – absolute 

Issue has been added 

T6 Percentage modal split of zero carbon 

travel by students 

Changes made to the issue ID and EMR data 

references 
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Issue ID Issue name Changes made from the draft issue 

T7 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by students 

Changes made to the issue ID and EMR data 

references 

Wt2 Water consumption – improvement Changes made to the issue name and description 

Wt3 Water consumption – absolute Issue has been added 

Ws4 Proportion of buildings waste diverted 

from landfill – absolute 

Issue has been added 

A2 Flood risk – existing campus Clarifications have been added 

A4 Overheating – existing campus Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

A5 Overheating – new projects Changes made to the scoring criteria 

A6 Adaptation Policy Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

P1 Sustainable food – animal welfare Changes made to the description, scoring criteria 

and clarifications have been added 

P2 Sustainable food – human rights issues Changes made to the description and clarifications 

have been added 

P3 Sustainable construction – local 

procurement 

Clarifications have been added 

P5 Use of flexible framework Issue has been added 

B2 Greening buildings Changes made to the description, scoring criteria 

and clarifications have been added 

B3 Species richness Changes made to the description and scoring 

criteria 

B4 Protection of ecological features and 

habitats 

Changes made to the issue name, description, 

scoring criteria and clarifications have been added 

B5 Biodiversity action plan Changes made to the description, scoring criteria 

and clarifications have been added 

- Management Category Changed category name from Overall 

M2 Alternative sustainability rating schemes Changes made to the description 

M4 Environmental management systems Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

The report sections below largely replicate the guidance note circulated at the draft stage but 

have been amended to take account of changes. 
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4.1 Final indicator set 

Following the additional consultation, the final indicator set is as shown below. 

Energy & Emissions Transport Water Waste 

 Change in building 

energy consumption - 

absolute 

 Change in building 

energy consumption - 

normalised by floor 

area 

 Renewables generated 

 Renewables purchased 

with green tariffs 

 Change in total scope 

1&2 emissions 

 Reduction from 2005 

baseline 

 Carbon reduction 

targets 

 Low GWP refrigerant 

use 

 Energy Awareness 

 ISO5001 

 Emissions from fuel 

used in HEI owned 

vehicles 

 Proportion of fleet that 

are electric vehicles 

 Percentage modal split 

of zero carbon travel by 

staff 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

staff - improvement 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

staff - absolute 

 Percentage modal split 

of zero carbon travel by 

students 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

students 

 Water reduction targets 

 Water consumption - 

improvement 

 Water consumption - 

absolute 

 Proportion supplied by 

rain water and grey 

water 

 Carbon emissions from 

wastewater treatment 

 Total waste generate 

 Operational waste 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste diverted from 

landfill - improvement 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste diverted from 

landfill - absolute 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste recycled 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste composted 

 Minimisation of 

construction waste 

 Segregation of food 

waste 

 

Adaptation Procurement Biodiversity/Landscape Management 

 Climate change risk 

assessment 

 Flood risk - existing 

campus 

 Flood risk - new 

projects 

 Overheating - existing 

campus 

 Overheating - new 

projects 

 Adaptation Policy 

 Sustainable food - 

animal welfare 

 Sustainable food - 

human rights issues 

 Sustainable 

construction - local 

procurement 

 Sustainable 

construction - 

education and 

environment 

 Sustainable Drainage 

Techniques 

 Greening buildings 

 Species richness 

 Protection of ecological 

features and habitats 

 Biodiversity Action 

Plan 

 BREEAM 

 Alternative 

sustainability rating 

schemes 

 Management of 

sustainability on 

construction projects. 

 Environmental 

Management Systems 

The full methodology is included in Appendix A including the scoring boundary definitions 

and EMR references for qualitative metrics along with the response guidance for qualitative 

responses. 
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5 How the scorecard will be used 

5.1 Selecting relevant issues 

The scorecard recognises that the sector contains a wide variety of HEIs which may have 

different issues and priorities.  

Within each of the eight categories there are core issues and optional issues. All HEIs must 

complete the information within the core issues. HEIs can then select the optional issues that 

are relevant to them. How this variation in the number of issues a university is being rated 

against affects the way the score is indicated in the final diagram will be discussed in the 

‘Outputs’ section. The graph one the overleaf shows the balance of core and optional 

indicators across the categories. 

 

Once institutions have selected their optional indicators, they cannot be changed (at least in 

the short term). Institutions should therefore not choose their optional indicators based on 

those which give a good score in the current submission. Instead, they should make their 

choices based on their priorities as this will mean that future progress in priority areas will be 

reflecting on the scorecard outputs. 

As an example, if a university does not currently use the Flexible Framework for 

procurement, they may choose to not include this indicator. However, if this aspect of 

sustainability is a priority to the university and they intend to make progress on it in the near 

future, this approach would mean that this progress goes unrecognised within the scorecard. 

5.2 Setting targets 

To encourage a continued sustainability effort, HEIs must select a target score for each 

indicator. It is envisaged that targets will indicate the position the HEI aims to be in at three 
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years’ time. This timescale is intended to be far enough into the future to show the difference 

between indicators where continued significant progress is expected and those where only a 

marginal, short-term improvement is targeted. However, it is close enough to the present to 

align with resource planning and issue prioritisation. 

It is intended that the target scores can be reviewed and changed each year to reflect changing 

priorities and in response to indicators where significant progress has been made. 

The third and subsequent submissions of the data could include an appraisal of how 

successful a HEI has been in meeting the targets they set three years’ previously. 

5.3 Entering results to generate scores 

5.3.1 Numerical indicators 

Many issues will have a score generated from a university’s EMR data. We believe it will be 

possible to pre-populate the data-gathering mechanism with this information (this will need to 

be verified in the phase of this project that looks at detailed implementation issues). The 

worst-case scenario for these indicators is that institutions will need to manually type the 

information into a spreadsheet but this will still be a significantly quicker process than is 

currently in effect.  

For numerical indicators, the score a university achieves is based on the performance of the 

sector as a whole. This avoids the need to set artificial boundaries that may be contentious. It 

also allows the scoring mechanism to, in effect, automatically update the boundaries between 

the scores each year. The scores are achieved as follows (assuming an indicator where a 

reduction is desired such as energy consumption): 

 Zero points: indicator has increased 

 One point: indicator has decreased but level of change is within the lowest quartile 

 Two points: indicator decrease is within second quartile of sector 

 Three points: indicator decrease is within third quartile of sector 

 Four points: indicator decrease is within top quartile of sector 

These boundaries are shown graphically in the example below where the spread of 

performance across the sector is divided into sectors. For indicators where an increase is 

desirable (such as proportion of waste diverted from landfill), the rationale will be reversed 

accordingly. 

 

0 1 2 3 4 



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

J:\242000\242173-00\0 ARUP\0-13 ARUP SPECIALISTS\0-13-08 REPORTS\2016-01-14 AUDE GREEN SCORECARD SUMMARY REPORT.DOCX 

Page 16 
 

Many of the indicators that rely on EMR data are expressed as an improvement from 

previous results. This is as a result of feedback indicating that it would be preferred if the 

scorecard rewarded improvement as opposed to absolute values which would unfairly 

penalise universities who may be poor performers in some issues for reasons outside of their 

control (such as location).  

In this case, the improvement is expressed as a change from the average of the three years’ 

results. The intention is to ‘smooth out’ the effect of significant changes. In this way, the 

improvement of a significant investment is seen over a number of years with a gradually 

diminishing effect as opposed to a university receiving a very high score for one year which 

then is not reflected at all in subsequent years. 

For example, a university reduces emissions by 18% within one year through investment in 

low carbon energy but sees a small annual 1% rise outside of this year due to a lack of 

remaining budget. 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Reduction from three 

year rolling average 

19% 

(4 points) 

12% 

(3 points) 

5% 

(2 points) 

-2% 

(0 points) 

Reduction from 

previous year 

18% 

(4 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

5.3.2 Qualitative indicators 

There are sustainability issues that are very important but cannot easily be measured 

numerically. In these cases, universities will rate their current position and target qualitatively 

against a framework of statements. This is a style most universities are familiar with, being 

similar to the AUDESAT structure that was mentioned in the workshops. It is also similar to 

the format used for the EAUC LiFE self-assessment tool. 

Scores of zero to four apply in the same way as the numerical indicators, giving these less 

tangible aspects equal weighting. Additional comments may be entered next to each issue to 

provide context and explanation. 
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5.3.3 Weighting 

There is no artificial weighting applied within the scorecard. Instead, each indicator is treated 

equally and the importance of each category (and therefore the weighting) is set by each 

institution choosing how many of the optional indicators are of relevance to it. As discussed 

in the next section, the visualisation of the output can also influence the perception of 

weighting between the categories. 

 

6 Scorecard Outputs 

The results of the scorecard will include a graphical summary comparing the HEI’s current 

score against the targeted score for each category. 

During the development of the outputs, options for how this could be formatted were 

discussed. To understand these discussions, there is firstly a need to define two types of 

scoring benchmarks: 

 The maximum score is the highest score that could be achieved including all of the 

optional indicators 

 The potential score is the highest score that can be achieved considering only the optional 

indicators selected by the university 

How these benchmark scores are normalised reflects how the current and target scores are 

visualised: 

 No normalisation – potential and maximum scores are indicated visually according to the 

number of issues within each category. 

 Maximum score for each category is normalised. In this case the maximum score for each 

category is shown on the graph as being at the same distance from the centre. The 

potential score indicated visually within maximum score. 

 Potential score for each category is normalised (shown as being the same distance from 

the centre). 

Examples of each of these visualisations are shown on the overleaf (reflecting the same 

scoring). 
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 No normalisation 

 

 Maximum score 

normalised  

 

 Potential score 

normalised 
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Each of these styles has advantages and disadvantages: 

Output style Advantages Disadvantages 

No normalisation Most accurate representation of the scores 

achieved in each category. Allows complete 

comparison between HEIs 

Exact position of categories with smaller 

scores are difficult to discern. 

Maximum score 

normalised.  

Visually simpler whilst keeping the 

representation of what proportion of issues 

each university has chosen to appraise itself 

against. Direct comparison between 

institutions still possible. 

The achievement of a single ‘point’ in 

categories with fewer issues has a 

disproportionately large effect. 

Potential score 

normalised  

Easier comparison between HEIs with subtly 

different number of optional indicators 

adopted.  

No indication of number of indicators 

selected within each category as maximum 

score is not represented – therefore university 

could be seen to be performing well when in 

fact has chosen to appraise itself against very 

few indicators. 

It was decided that the normalisation of the maximum score to be the best option. It keeps the 

ability to directly compare between institutions but doesn’t provide misleading information 

where few issues are being rated within a category whilst proving visually simpler. Very few 

comments were received to indicate that another approach is preferable. 

Within each of these options, there are further possibilities to represent the performance 

visually, for example with the use of colours – here shown with the maximum score 

normalised.  

 

These graphs could be incorporated into a graphic showing more information. This could 

include the actual percentage to allow easier comparison between universities, as shown in 

the example on the following page. 

These high-level graphics are intended to be able to show overall performance and will be 

useful for comparisons between institutions. However, it is likely that each university will 

have the need to interrogate their own scores (and potentially others’) in more depth. 

To this end, the scorecard will also provide a detailed summary for each category. This 

identifies where the HEIs are performing against their targets for each issue. This can help the 
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HEIs to establish in which areas their sustainability 

efforts could be more focused. An example of how 

this might look for the Energy & Emissions category 

is shown below.  

Further detail could be provided for each of the 

issues that are based on EMR data, either 

representing within a graph where a university sits 

within the sector or providing the figures that 

represent each quartile.  

6.1 Implementation phase 

It should be noted that the options for graphical 

representation presented above are a first iteration. 

There is the possibility that once the web portal is 

developed in the implementation phase, further 

visualisation style or options become available 

including allowing universities to tailor their outputs.  



 

 

Appendix A 

Sustainability Scorecard 
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A1 Energy & Emissions 
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A2 Transport 
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A3 Water 
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A4 Waste 
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A5 Adaptation 
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A6 Procurement 
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A7 Biodiversity & Landscape 
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A8 Management 
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