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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1Research QuestionWhat are the characteristics and culture of sustainabilityilages and

universities that employ a full-time Sustainability Coordinator?

Sustainability Coordinators, sometimes referred to as “Sustaindbffityer,”
“Sustainability Manager,” “Director of Sustainability,” or seateother titles with essentially the
same fundamental job functions, have a unique position at a number of ingibftiagher
education in the United States and across the world. Many people seaifieasigoenefit that
the role of a Sustainability Coordinator can provide to an institution behigducation.
Sustainability Coordinators increase efficiency in waste managearergy use reduction,
coordination of groups, and the multitude of tasks that benefit an institutiagheindfforts
toward sustainability. While seeing the benefit of such a position to @&ntiest of higher
education may be easy, developing the position can be much more difficule arber number
of factors that will determine whether an institution of higher etitucavill establish this
position which include but are not limited to institutional culture,rfoial resources, and

foreseen benefits.

This research seeks to develop information regarding the chastcseaind culture of
sustainability at institutions of higher education that have edtablia Sustainability

Coordinator. The movement of establishing Sustainability Coordinatotseleasn existence for

1



more than thirty years, but has gained significant momentum in the lass 5yde scope of this
research is limited to four-year or greater, accredited collegkaraversities within the United

States.

1.2 Definition of Terms

There are a number of terms and acronyms that need to be defined in ordgr to ful

understand the context in which this research is conducted.

Sustainability- There are several ways to define “sustainability” in relatotiihé environment.
The most general definition of the term memaorized by environmental sgtuments
everywhere is: Meeting the needs of the present without compngntie needs of the future
(World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987, p. 8). This specifi¢alty te
the concept of “sustainable development” which is often times presgmedymously with
“sustainability” itself. This is because “sustainable developmeam”broadly encompass
everyday life functions. More advanced attempts to define sustaipiailie been made by a
number of scholars. Fiorino (2010), in his artiSlestainability as a Conceptual Focus for

Public Administrationexplains sustainability in his statement:

The sustainability concept is not all-encompassing but also integtacause it requires
that choices be made in the context of interrelationships and interaciiog dhe three
systems [Human Health and Well Being, Ecosystem Health, and Resource
Sustainability]. Any issue that modern society faces, from the use odhasources, to
the regulation of financial institutions, to local zoning, to the pricingaiEwresources,
to the relationship of economic factors, to the capacity for governaamgéen

incorporated in the sustainable framework (p. 583).

It can be difficult to define “sustainability” because the conceptadandn different meanings
depending on the context. One description of the difficulty in defining sasiaty is, “While

2



visionary statements, such as carbon neutrality, perhaps suggest ertorzg$wer to ‘What is
Sustainable?’ the path towards a sustainable vision is dynamic and kiafthe” (Rauch &
Newman, 2009, p.107). For the purpose of this study, the definition of sudigjirveibli
primarily revolve around the concept presented by Emanuel (2011) wheatdwe“gtut in
simpler terms, sustainability is providing for the best for people aneiieonment in the

present and in infinite future” (p.81).

Campus Sustainability Campus sustainability has a slightly different definition than
“sustainability” itself because college and university campuses hawique make up that
requires an individual definition as they are separate from societywlhgle. The Campus
Consortium for Environmental Excellence [c2e2] (2006) presents a corom#ém evolution of
the term “campus sustainability” when they state, “Historicallypaston campus to promote
sustainability have largely centered on environmental efforts to gnearampus. Increasingly,
campuses are beginning to expand the definition to include economic, envirdnarghtcial
dimensions of their activities and operations” (p.7). Emanuel furtferereces a definition for
campus sustainability which is derived from The College SustainaR#iport Cartlin 2009,
“The criteria for campus sustainability is organized into fovegaties: Ecological (food and
recycling, green building, and transportation); Economic/Financial (endotra@sparency and
investing priorities); Institutional (administration, studentalwvement, and shareholder

engagement); and Energetic (climate change and energy) (p. 82).

Essentially, the definition of campus sustainability encompassepatta®f college and
university functions. There are numerous examples which canthtestith proper nurturing of
creativity, all aspects of an institution’s makeup can be operated in morgngntally

sustainable manner thus enhancing its campus sustainability.

L “The College Sustainability Report Card evaluates environmental sustainability efforts at 322 schools in
the United States and Canada.” It evaluates campus operations and endowment investments
(greenreportcard.com, 2010).



Sustainability Coordinator-

One means of ensuring that goals are achieved is to appoint an individualnebpdnsible
for coordinating sustainability efforts with the goal of improving envirental performance
of the institution. This sustainability professional may be refeto as sustainability

coordinator but may include other titles such as environmental coordieatwygy manager,

etc (c2e2, p.7).

A Sustainability Coordinator develops, coordinators, and administers prograhasivises
on policies within the areas of sustainability at a college or uiitiyerBhese roles include but are

not limited to:

e Coordination within clubs, conferences, public events, seminars, and workshops

¢ Defining and executing goals for the university regarding sustaityadpectations

e Act as a liaison between student groups, faculty, staff and upper-levelistdation

regarding sustainability goals and initiatives

e Other duties as specified by the individual colleges and universitie

In summary, the c2e2 organization provides a useful quote from Miller, “... theleyf
the campus sustainability professional is to ‘integrate the principsstainability into campus
operations, planning, development, and academic programs and, in many ways, bridge the ga

between the idealism of students and faculty and the pragmatism of statframistration’™

(p.10).

Four-Year Accredited Institutions- This research is limited to four-year institutions granting

bachelor’'s or greater degrees. These institutions must be aatitegdaenationally recognized

? Note: For the purpose of this research, an “energy manager” does not qualify within the scope of this
project.



accreditation entity. Community colleges and technical scholsa eligible for participation

in this study.

Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher EducatiofAASHE]- The
mission of the AASHE organization is to “empower higher education taheaglstainability
transformation. We do this by providing resources, professional develgpmnd a network of
support to enable institutions of higher education to model and advance sigtainab
everything they do, from governance and operations to education and researcts§dbiatfon

for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education, 2010).

Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher EducationSustainability
Tracking and Assessment Rating SystefAASHE-STARS]- a transparent, self-reporting
framework for colleges and universities to gauge progress towardsunsiity and be
recognized for sustainability leadership. STARS is designed to profidmeawork of
understanding of sustainability in all sectors of education, enable meaniogfipdidsons across
institutions using a common set of measurements. STARS createsvweséor continual
improvement, and facilitates information sharing amongst institutioreggiards to sustainability.
The STARS program encompasses colleges and universities thdeiroltnmunity colleges to
research universities in the United States and Canada (Assotmatibe Advancement of

Sustainability in Higher Education, 2010)

American College and University President’'s Climate CommitmenfACUPCC]-

Provides a framework and support for America’s colleges and universitisgplement
comprehensive plans in pursuit of climate neutrality. The Commitmeogméezes the
unique responsibility that institutions of higher education have as roldsrfodéheir
communities and in educating the people who will develop the social, economic and

technological solutions to reverse global warming and help createiaghgivil and



sustainable society (American College and University Presgl€tithate Commitment,

2007).

Carnegie Classification SystemThe leading framework for recognizing and describing
institutional diversity in U.S. higher education. This framework has baiywsed in the
study of higher education, both as a way to represent and control for imsétulifferences, and
also in the design of research studies to ensure adequate rep@sehsampled institutions,

students, or facultgThe Carnegie Foundation for Advancement in Teaching, n.d.).

1.3 Conceptual Framework

In the development of this research it is understood that each univessipifae goals,
missions, and resources. Colleges and universities will entéreaproposal of establishing a
Sustainability Coordinator at their institution as their needs dittatause “The specification of
a particular institution’s value function will depend on the underlying pratees of many
individuals including the institution’s governing board, its adminigtretalumni and donors,
faculty and students” (Stafford, 2010, p.3). The information providddsmesearch is intended
to be a helpful tool for those colleges and universities that have yshtdigh a Sustainability

Coordinator or like position at their institution.

This research has developed data which supports conclusions on the deacacied
culture of sustainability at colleges and universities that haablested Sustainability
coordinators through two separate surveys and online data collectionirstsarivey was
collected at the AASHE conference in October 2010. The second survegngasied amongst
solely sustainability coordinators at four-year accredited collegesiniversities across the
United States. The data collection of institutional charistiies was conducted through the

Carnegie Classification System online database, the AASHE Sustiyn@ffilcers Directory,



and the individual university's websites. The concepts supporting the bgpsthare also

supported by a literature review.

The data from Survey | is found in the “results” section and presented battedmost
common data found in the survey. Survey Il was analyzed through frequersy tiscriptive
statistics, and correlations of the data. Tables and charts of divegBrare provided in the

results section with supplemental descriptions of the data.



CHAPTER Il

OBJECTIVES AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 Objective 1: Trends in Institutional Characteristics

Thisresearch seeks to develop information and make conclusions on trends of institutional
characteristicsin regardsto their size, type, location, and residential status at institutionswith

Sustainability Coordinators within the scope of this research.

The following are the metrics to determine those institutional cteistics most relevant to the
establishment of Sustainability Coordinators at four-year or grealeges and universities

within the United States:

Type of Institution

e Public vs. Private Institution
¢ Institution Size

¢ Institution Residential Status
e Geographic Location

2.12 Type of Institution

An important institutional characteristic can be the type of collegmiversity. The
characteristics common of Liberal Arts universities could make thoswiiioss more likely to

employ Sustainability Coordinators. Some of these characteristics irfclutlieeral arts colleges

8



award the bachelor of arts degree, are residential, primarily &nldime students between 18
and 24 years of age, and limit the number of majors to roughly twenty to tveemtiiids in the
arts, humanities, languages, social sciences, and physical scienceghiBne 1994, p.12). It
can be inferred that these characteristics could make Liberahatitsitions more likely to
establish a Sustainability Coordinator position than other types dbitiests due to the nature of

the university type. This can be supported in the statement,

Liberal Arts colleges typify what practitioners and scholars thirdksdhe collegiate
ideal: a relatively intimate family-like campus culture, fih¢ residential students,
faculty who are committed working collaboratively with their studdtth inside and
outside the classroom, and strong emphasis on fostering student’ involwverett

academic and social activities” (Pascarella et. al, 2005, p. xiii).

These characteristics parallel the concept of the SustainakilitydiDator and their role in
student involvement/activism for sustainability initiatives atuhirersity. It seems that it would

be natural for Liberal Arts universities to nurture this concept.

Pascarella, Wolniak, Seifert, Cruce, and Blaich (2005) go on to conclsdmtigept in
the statement, “Given that liberal arts colleges tend to be charactéry socially and
psychologically supportive environments, one might conclude studertsrat larts colleges are
more engaged in educational activities” (p.14). The charactesfsdiadent involvement and
activism and its affect on the establishment of Sustainability Quataiss at colleges and
universities will be explored later in this research. Howevés jmportant to note that the
culture often typical of Liberal Arts colleges (as described abesva)é that could be inferred as
most likely to support the establishment of a Sustainability Coordin&testainability

Coordinators often thrive in institutional settings that focus on studesivement.



2.13 Public vs. Private Institutions

Whether or not a college or university is classified as public ortpro@uld be a
predictor of their establishment of a Sustainability Coordinatorreléue attributes of each type

of institution that could make it more or less likely to establish thigiposi

Private institutionshave unique characteristics that would support such a position. Astin
(1977) contributes to this concept when he states “Attending a privatetios greatly increases
the student’s chances of interacting with faculty, participating in cagmuernment, becoming
familiar with instructors and becoming verbally aggressive irselas. most of these effects on
satisfaction are attributable to the smaller size of privaiteges” (as cited in Breneman, 1994, p.
6). Dorothy Finnegan (2002) supplements this idea when she states, “Tdrey differsity of
education experiences that is unparalleled in the world...an enduring coaotopiportunity,
providing communities of serious discourse for individuals of virtually @olitical or social
orientation” (p. 486). Private institutions may be more inclined to estaslistainability
coordinators because of their ability to establish a greater levekodatibn between students
and faculty due to their smaller size. Intuitional size can be a distimiggisharacteristic of
public and private colleges and universities. Typically private wsitygpopulations are smaller

than those of public colleges and universities.

There are a variety of differences between public and private utieetsit funding
may be more of a grey area, “Although public universities are unique iogpers they receive
from direct state appropriations, private universities also recilsstantial public support from
both state and federal government in the form of research grants and confirattsgts...”

(Duderstadt and Womack, 2003, p. 10). This may discredit any assumptioprsvitizt
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universities are more or less financially capable of establishingtaiSability Coordinator

position.

The greatest distinction that may have a significant impact on tielisktnent of
Sustainability Coordinators at a particular college or universitiggir “... legal status and
governance. Public universities are creatures of the stateyaearéd by the taxpayers and
governed by the public process” (Duderstadt and Womack, 2003, p.12). Soemsitias/may
have established a Sustainability Coordinator because the communiyimgtitution demands
this sort of action to promote sustainability and efficiency in sustdilygirograms within the
higher education setting, and perhaps the community as a whole. Forénecolleges and
universities provide an example to the community of “how social instigsiticreated by public
policy and supported by public tax dollars, evolve in response to changing sociél needs
(Duderstadt and Womack, 2003, p. 6). Savitz and Weber (2006) make an interestimghpai
they state, “Sustainable companies find areas of mutual interest ancwagket “doing good”
and “doing well” synonymous, thus avoiding the implied conflict between saaiety
shareholders” (p. 18). However, “doing well,” is likely measured by difteretrics at the

higher education level than those of the corporate level.

Both public and private colleges and universities have unique charactdgatling
them to be more or less likely to establish a Sustainability Coordinammyuld be implied that
as a whole, public colleges and universities may be more influenced byuodgndemand for
such a position. Conversely, private institutions may have more capdhiitto their form of

governance. The same could be true for the rationales for noliststay the position.

2.14 Institution Size

The size of an institution could have a significant impact on tiadleshment of a

Sustainability Coordinator at a college or university. Smailgtitutions may have a greater
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ability to promote interaction with faculty and foster student ideas throsgtalier student to
faculty ratio. This may contribute to a smaller, possibly closemuamity setting. If the college
or university has a strong commitment to sustainability, even smalltitstis could require
and/or benefit from the establishment of a Sustainability Coordinatogetistitutions may
have more dispersion of their student driven sustainability projebis.c®uld require a greater
need for coordination and collaboration of those projects than necessaallat solleges and
universities. Larger institutions may also have a greater neechfite \@nd energy management,
curriculum development, and overall sustainability coordination as a whtie institution.
While writing on factors that drive universities to embrace susbélity, Sarah Stafford (2010)
stated that “larger universities are more likely to join as amétfes located in highly educated
communities” (p. 3). Ultimately, there are a number of factors of whyautistitsize could have
a major impact on whether or not an institution chooses to establiskean8hsity Coordinator

position.

2.15 Institution Residential Status

Lunardini (2002) describes the impact of living in residence hallsugiests at
institutions of higher education. He explains that a certain culaveaps between individuals
living within proximity of each other. Lunardini states, “It is wiliose relationships that
students confront and consider differing values, consider and regulateshavior, and explore
their futures as students and beyond” (p. 537). He advances to deteofBirairtue of being
on the campus, residents are more likely to be involved in it. Residentsm@rdikaly to use
university facilities, to attend evening programs, to have relationsliip$agulty, and to become
involved in organizations” (p. 537). The impact of residential status pasitively affect
whether or not a college or university establishes a Sustainalmidsyd@ator. As student

involvement and programming increases, so does the need for coordination of thoa®grog
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This notion works under the assumption that some of the program developnhamtiude those

programs that at least in some way focus on sustainability.

A high level of on-campus living increases the opportunity for sustilitpgdvomotion
through residential life. Sustainability programs within thedeste halls such as recycling and
energy reduction projects create a greater need for a Sustayn@bordinator. This generates
an opportunity to track cost savings and waste reduction, also providing adeapportunity
for the residents of the halls. For example, the University obAgzxas establishedResidence

Life Recycling and SustainabiliBrogram Their mission is

...dedicated to preserving the environment by facilitating an ongoing negymogram,
in each residence hall... We provide education on recycling as well as envitahme
social, and economic preservation. We enable students to become not onlicaitylog
responsible, but also more responsible individuals through the use of prograamaing

practices (The University of Arizona, n.d.).

2.16 Geographic Location of the Institution

The geographic location of each institution that employs a full-tnséafhability
Coordinator meeting the criteria of this research was developed. The geodpaption is
important because certain trends could be indentified in each region by sapparindividual

characteristics previously listed to their most common location ibJilited States.

2.2 Objective 2 Institutional Culture

Thisresearch seeksto develop information and make conclusions on the culture of
sustainability at ingtitutions that have established Sustainability Coordinators within the scope

of this project.
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The level of strength of institutional culture which favors ainstble initiatives will be

determined by the following metrics:

Presidential Support for Sustainability Initiatives
e A Signatory of the ACUPCC
e Registration with the AASHE-STARS Program
e Donor Contributions for Sustainability Programs
e Strategies that Include Sustainability Advertising for the Recauitrof Students
e Student Body Activity in Sustainability Programs
In order to categorize levels of “Culture of Sustainability,” théofeing levels were established

to associate the measure of “Culture of Sustainability.” The folipwescribes said levels:

1-2 Characteristicd-ow Culture of Sustainability
3-4 Characteristicd¥edium Culture of Sustainability

5-6 Characteristicddligh Culture of Sustainability

2.21 Presidential Support

Presidential support for sustainability initiatives is an impuréspect of institutional
culture. “Institutions are shaped by the culture in which they develop, airtitigtions
themselves become the context for the development of particular instidutultures” (Opitz
and Guthrie, 2002, p.343). An institution that has a high level of presidauniadrt for
sustainability initiatives creates an atmosphere which is more dait®for students and faculty
to present topics for sustainable development within the acadettinigs€Of course, presidential
support for sustainable initiatives does not imply a utopia of ligstieputs for sustainability
programs. Resources, budgets, efficacy, and feasibility willahlva a consideration to a
president and upper-level administration, as it should be to the entireracadenmunity.

College and university presidents can show their support by signing tHB@C, frequently
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speaking on their support for the enhancement of sustainability prej#uits their institution

and community, and by nurturing ideas for sustainability through allocatiosafnees.

2.22 ACUPCC Signatories & AASHE-STARS Reqgistrants

Whether or not the college or university is an ACUPCC signatory an&/SH#-
STARS registrant are variables which could represent the culttine ofstitution as well as their
commitment to sustainability. These programs provide measureattieséhich gage
sustainability. This is especially true because these pregiatate continual improvement
efforts in order to participate. Being part of one or both of these pregraakes a statement that
the college or university intends to continually improve their prestic order to operate more
sustainably. Dernbach (2009) states, “colleges and universitiessadhe United States are
increasingly practicing sustainability in campus operations with cliofeage serving as a
catalyst for energy conservation projects, renewable energy purghaesiycling, and
sustainable food initiatives” (p. 93). ACUPCC and STARS are meanganfiaing and insuring
these initiatives. Furthermore, “... campuses require methods of comparisach other as well
as to a vision of a ‘sustainable college or university’ to ensure thaatbenoving in the right
direction” (Shriberg, 2002, p. 254). Through self assessment and comparissgesaihd
universities are given the opportunity to evolve their sustainabilityr@negy determining which
inputs work best and which do not, “cross-institutional assessment tool$yidentices of
support and resistance for sustainability initiatives, which helps tddesitective sustainability,

policies, objectives, and programs” (Shriberg,2002, p. 255).

This research seeks to determine if those universities whichelstalelished
Sustainability Coordinators are also participants of one or both of thegams. If a majority
of those colleges and universities with Sustainability Coordinatergaaticipants of either of

these programs, this may assist in leading to some conclusions that a Blestaittare of a
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college or university may influence the establishment of a Sustity&mordinator.
Participating in these programs also affirms the commitment of ugpelrddministration to
sustainability. As Dernbach (2009) states, “Signing presidential d¢omemts like American
College and University President’s Climate Commitment is an impbway to signal this

support since it integrates sustainability with strategic plannind?Q).

2.23 Donor Contributions for Sustainability Programs

Colleges and universities no matter their size, type, public, atpriepend greatly on
contributions to a variety of programs from private sources. If ageotie university has an
entity outside of grants and state support such as a private donor corgrtbuheir
sustainability practices, they will experience a significant adggmnin enhancing those practices.
Funding resources at the majority of colleges and universitiesaneesespecially in the past
few years due to the economic collapse. Having funds specificalbatdd to sustainability
programs could pave the way for promoting sustainability at the institliii&also makes a
statement on the priorities of the community and the directions thyaivibk for the college or

university to go.

2.24 Sustainability as a Student Recruitment Strategy

As sustainability and “going green” increases in popularity, gasonable that a college
or university that exhibits a culture of sustainability would use #hs strategy for the
recruitment of students. This is not to be taken in a negative manrodr sulgjgests that
universities are seeking to capitalize on the latest “greenmewve’ Rather, many institutions
are highlighting the focus of their institution to recruit individualowgeek to contribute to the
mission of the university. Nonetheless, using an institution’s subthiiypdocus as a means of
recruitmentdoesindicate that the university must have some level of “culturestasability” in

order to advertise such to potential students. Stafford (2010jadliestthis concept when she
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states, “Because IHEs [Institutions of Higher Education] competeéudersts, student
preferences should have an effect on campus sustainability efirésjoonsumer preferences

affect corporate practices” (p. 9).

Furthermore, students who choose to focus on sustainability/environmentad stagtie
be seeking out universities that not only provide courses on sustainability,ibtdimi as a
major focus. A reputation for sustainability focus could be very désitalmany students and
“students may be willing to pay a higher tuition if the campus is environrhestetainable”
(Stafford, 2010, p. 2). Therefore, not only is using sustainability aswitreent strategy

beneficial to the institution, but also a benefit to students seekusgairsably focused education.
2.25 Student Body Activism

A major question that arises in regards to sustainability in higheaédn is: “How
active are the students?” Students can be a significant drivirag faacteveloping initiatives of
any type at an institution. Students frequently form grass rootsipagians and utilize their
resources and creativity in order for their voice to be heard. Sustiynmitiatives are not an
exception to this concept, “student environmental activism has risetitralty since 2002, and
students are often the major drivers of sustainability on their camigfsrabach, 2009, p. 98).
Student involvement and activism can range from small groups doing lodaksatjects to
organizations such as Student Environmental Action Coalition [SEAC] whighstudent run
national network of progressive organizations and individuals whose ampsdot
environmental injustices through education and action” (Student Environmetitath £oalition,

n.d.).

Emanuel (2011) conducted a study on the students’ perceptions of campus slistainabi
He surveyed students from Hawaii and Alabama (the fourth dhtp#@enest states”

respectively according to a Forbes article in 2007). Emanuel found iuttistetait “the majority
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of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the university shoeldustkinability a

priority in campus planning, development, and day to day operations” (p.87).

Most students can agree that sustainability should be a priority fegesland
universities, but there are varying levels of commitment from the itz engage said
sustainability prioritization. Some institutions have sustaiitglmtograms in which only a few
students bear the weight of their operation. Other institutions expeggtreene levels of student
participation from a student base which is broad in their interests akgrtiads. There are a
number of cases where students have even taken the initiative topdevelmg for
sustainability projects at their institutions. For exampléhetUniversity of Missouri, the
existing Solid Waste and Recycling Coordinator position was enhanced t@an&isty
Coordinator position. According to Amanda Wysocki (2009), “The position watedraa a part
of the new sustainability fee established by a student referendum in fy&lfpus). The
development of this fee does not pay for the entire position as “most obttey o fund the
position would come from the existing solid waste and recycling funds, but taeabdity fee
would supplement it” (p.1). In another example, Utah State Universityedsatty approved “a
student-proposed $3 per-semester fee that will create an office of soifitgina its Logan
campus and fund projects geared toward conserving resources” (Maffly, 201 1T pe$E types
of fees are becoming more and more common and show that students not only weant to se

sustainability at their campuses, but they are also willing to pay for i

Moreover, top-down student engagement and support can be an important component of
an institution’s attempt to embrace student activism in Sustaiya®itbgrams. Developing a
Sustainability Coordinator provides an opportunity for upper-level adimtion to demonstrate
student support by providing an avenue for students to collaborate their idgmasally, a major
component of the Sustainability Coordinator’s roles is to “Connect with gpbeithe academic

mission by engaging students and faculty in the environmental and sociairzare of the
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institution, and by using the campus as a living laboratory” (c2e2, 10). Havargps culture
which supports students and the evolvement of their ideas for sustamatiilikely be
commonly reported response amongst colleges and universities that tadlishesd a

Sustainability Coordinator position.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Survey |

In October 2010, the AASHE organization held their annual national conference in
Denver, Colorado. There were approximately two-thousand repregesiait sustainability from
a variety of colleges and universities across the United Statead&, and Australia. A 2-part
survey with open-ended questions was given to people at random during workshops at the
conference (see Appendix 1). Part 1 of the survey was for panticifuafill out if their
institution had a Sustainability Coordinator. Part 2 of the survey waisdse participants who
did not have a Sustainability Coordinator at their institution. Pasitis were typically students,
faculty, staff, administration, or the Sustainability Coordinator sepreng their particular
institution. Some participants chose to take the survey with them addhssn to the researcher

at a later date.

The data from countries outside of the United States were not included @stitts of
the surveys because they were outside of the scope of this hes€armmunity colleges and
other universities that did not meet the criteria of the definiticifoof-year accredited
universities” as defined by this reseavebreincluded because the results made up a significant
proportion of those surveyed in Survey I. Due to the nature of theipanticelection, there was

no way of determining which type of college or universities that the chaiiwas representing
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within the amount of time allowed for discussion. The answers topuprevided valuable

insights on how to appropriately create the questions for Survey Il.
3.2 Database Information of Institutional Characteristics

Some institutional characteristics were available throughrnenrésources such as aashe.org,
carnegiefoundation.org, presidentsclimatecommitment.org, and the indivistiations’

official websites. The following information was derived from the eftgntioned resources:

e Institution Sizé
o Classified into:

= Very Small Four-Year (VS4)- Fall enrollment data show FTE
enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking students at these
bachelor's degree granting institutions.

=  Small Four-Year (S4)- Fall enroliment data show FTE enrollment of
1,000-2,999 degree-seeking students at these bachelor’s degree granting
institutions.

= Medium Four-Year (M4)- Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of
3,000-9,999 degree-seeking students at these bachelor's degree granting
institutions.

= Large Four-Year (L4)- Fall enroliment data show FTE enroliment of at
least 10,000 degree-seeking students at the bachelor's degree granting
institutions.

e Institution Type’

3 Classifications and descriptions for institutiareswere obtained from The Carnegie Foundatioriter
Advancement of Teaching “Classification Descriptiogference. Retrieved from:
classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptisias_setting.php.

* “FTE: Full-time equivalent enroliment was calcelas full-time plus one-third part-time”

® Classification descriptions produced by The Caimé&gundation for the Advancement of Teaching
(1994)
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o Classified into:

= Liberal Arts- Primarily undergraduate colleges which award more than
40 percent of their baccalaureate degrees in Liberal Arts fieldsand a
restrictive in their admissions.

= Research Institution- Institutions which offer a full range of
baccalaureate programs. They are also allotted significant amounts of
federal support .Colleges and Universities that are classified astéks”
or “Doctorate” institutions as listed by the Carnegie Foundation are
included in this category for the purpose of this research.

= Other — This section is designated for “specialized” institutionsctvhi
do not fully meet the criteria for either “Liberal Arts” or “Resderc
colleges or universities. Examples of these types of institutiongdiecl
medical schools and centers, theological seminaries (and other schools
solely offering degrees in religion), schools of business and management,
and schools of art, music, and design.

e Residential Statls
o Classified into:

* Non Residential(NR)- Fewer than 25 percent of degree-seeking
undergraduates live on campasd/or fewer than 50 percent attend full
time.

= Primarily Residential (R)- 25-49 percent of degree-seeking

undergraduates live on campus and at least 50 percent attend full time.

® Classifications and descriptions of institutionidesitial status were obtained from The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching “Clasatfon Description” reference. Retrieved from:
classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptisiae_setting.php.

"“On Campus is defined as institutionally-ownedpizolled, or —affiliated housing.” Retrieved from:
classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptisiae_setting.php.
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» Highly Residential (HR)- At least half of degree-seeking undergraduates
live on campus and at least 80 percent attend full time.
Private or Public Institution
Geographic Location of the Institutibn
0 The geographic location of each institution was developed and then catégorize
by its appropriate region of the United States as determined by trezl (Btétes
Census Bureau. Regions include:
= West
= Midwest
* Northeast
= South
ACUPCC Signatory- A list of those institutions that are signatafélsis commitment
are available on the program'’s website. The list of signatorissempared to the list of
institutions that employ full-time sustainability coordinator and qualithin the scope
of this research.
AASHE STARS Registrant- A list of those institutions that havesteged for or
completed the requirements of the AASHE-STARS program was developsd. Th
information was compared to the list of Sustainability Coordinators whestutions

qualify within the scope of this research.

3.3Survey I

A list of 178 full-time Sustainability Coordinators from four-yeacraclited colleges and

universities in the United States was developed. This list ermargted from three different

8 A map of the regions of the United States as detexd by the United States Census Bureau can Ivel fou
at www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf
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sources. First, the list was generated from the AASHE Sustaipdbificer Directory which

reports on

Paid, sustainability/environmental coordinators, directors, offieerd managers in the
U.S. and Canada. Positions focused largely on waste reduction andchigeoy@nvironmental
compliance are not included. In cases where multiple people at artimstiheet these criteria,
only one is listed. ‘Full-time’ position is defined as those that eB@ailours or more per week

(AASHE Directory, n.d.,1).

The AASHE Sustainability Officer directory was then evaluatetithose sustainability
officers who did not meet the requirements of this research were edrfrovn the list. The most
common reasons for removing a sustainability officer were those atrtimaunity colleges and

those outside of the United States.

Next, Sustainability Coordinators that were not represented in the AASIdE @y
were added to the list. These additions came from those reprkesetite first survey and meet
the criteria of being full-time and at a four-year accredited untyerBurthermore, their name,

position, and contact information was confirmed through the universityiteebs

Finally, through research of a variety of universities websites,jadaitSustainability
Coordinators were added to the list. These Sustainability Coordina¢oe added because it was
found that their role at the university and the university itsetfthecriteria of this research.
Undoubtedly there are likely some Sustainability Coordinators at esliagd universities within
the United States that did not make this or the AASHE directoryTisis research has made

every attempt to insure those missing from the list are minimal.

Survey Il was sent via email to all 178 full-time Sustainabilibpinators. The survey

was not in the same open-ended format as Survey | (see Appendixu@iurdtt answers were

° You must be a member of the AASHE organizationriteoto gain access to this directory
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presented based on the most common answers from the first survey.ipddastiwere asked to
check answers that applied to their institution. Participants also asked to rank their answers
on two questions. Participants were given the opportunity to make comabentssome
guestions within the survey. However, their comments were punesupplemental and

explanatory purposes. Comments did not change how their answers wezednaly

Conducting a second round of surveys (Survey Il) was important for two reasons

1) Participants in Survey | gave valuable insights to the statilie @ustainability
Coordinator at their institution based on their experience. Howeveydmeca
participants were randomly selected (based on convenience) not alppatSavere
particularly qualified to produce factual answers to the questions résult, Survey
Il was only conducted amongst those persons currently acting as the Sugtainabil
Coordinator at the college or university.

2) Survey | was conducted through open-ended questions which allowed participants to
comment freely. As a result of the comments, it provided an opportarptpduce
a close-ended Survey Il with provided answers. These answers weetldesim the
most common responses reported in Survey |. This allowed Survey Il to askshe

relevant questions and eliminate those that were not pertinent todlye s
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.1 Survey | Results

Table 1: Frequency Distribution of Survey | Responénts: Institutional Characteristics

Number of Number of Public Private
Participants  States

Those institutions with 68 26 51 17
Sustainability Coordinators

Those institutionsvithout 39 20 26 15
Sustainability Coordinators

Total 107 33* 77 32

* 32 states + the District of Columbia. Total is8&cause some states were duplicated betweenitistisetions with
Sustainability Coordinators and those without.

Surveys were conducted and collected at the AASHE conference. Of thasgssa07
colleges and universities were represented from 33 states (includibgsthiet of Columbia)
across the United States. Colleges and Universities from oufditle Gnited States were
eliminated from the survey sample. Private Institutions made up 30 pé32&rd7) of the
participant institutions. Meanwhile, 70 percent (77/107) of the parnitipatitutions were
Public. A chi-squared analysis was conducted for the Table 1 data. flbwvasthat Table 1 has

three degrees of freedom and the distribution is insignificant.
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Table 2: Survey I- (Part 1) Institutions with Sustainability @amators — Most Common
Responses

Characteristic Most Common Responses
Salary Range $40K-$60K
Supervision Vice President
Facilities
Position Establishment 2008
2009

Obstacles in Position EstablishmentFunding

Cost Reduction Yes
Student Engagement Yes
Benefits of Position Increased campus Sustainability Collaboratign

The most common responses from Survey | are meaningful because they helped
determine which questions to ask in Survey Il. The greatest majopriatipants who were
able to comment reported that the Sustainability Coordinator airib&iution earned a salary of
$40,000-$60,000. The position most often reports to either a Vice Presidenirstitiition or
works within the facilities department. Most often the positvas established in either 2008 or
2009, which combined represented 44 percent of those reported. In regaivdtatles in
establishing the position, 48 participants were able to comment on tkisoqu®©f those who
were able to comment, 34 of the 48 (71 percent) reported “funding” as an®bsstablishing
the position. Participants were asked if establishment of thequokiid yielded cost savings for
the university (presumed through energy reduction). There were 54gaartgable to comment
on this question and 32 of the 54 (59 percent) reported that establishing tioe el created
cost savings for the university. All 68 participants commented ogutstion regarding the
position and interaction with the student body. The majority of the partisipgg®bf the 68 (85

percent) reported that the Sustainability Coordinator worked with thenstoogdy as a part of
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their job requirement. When asked to list some of the benefits of tHpp6R participants
were able to comment on this question. The most frequent benefit repostéderaased
Campus Sustainability CollaboratiShrepresented by 65 percent of responses. “Raising
Awareness” was reported by 29 percent of participants, followedlglbg “Focusing Key
Values of the University” with 25 percent, “Helps University Fomvgards Master Plans” with
18 percent, and finally miscellaneous benefits were listed by 15 pefa@spondents.
Participants were not limited in the number of benefits they repoFiedlly, Participants were
asked if their “Green Report Card” score had increased since #idistsnent of the
Sustainability Coordinator at their institution. The majority of pgréicts either did not know
the answer, or their particular institution was not a participant in theggnodrhus, the question
over the Green Report Card was eliminated from the results of Survey infbinisation was
also taken into consideration when developing Survey Il. As a result oh@ots and further
research of this question, it was determined that the AASHE STARSprogas a more
relevant source from which to derive data for this research.

As this project has evolved, it has been determined that the resultifose institutions
without Sustainability Coordinators from Survey | were unable to contributeetecope of this

study. See Appendix 3 for the most common answers to Part 2 of Survey I.

4.2 Database Information and Characteristics of All Colleges and Uitir®msith Sustainability
Coordinators

Section 3.2 provides the description for categorizing each of the fiojoxariables.

®“Increased Campus Sustainability Collaborationeérsfto actions performed by the Sustainability
Coordinator which allow for the collaboration ofssainability programs at the institution. This demaan
atmosphere where groups are working together ¢iatines as opposed to meeting the needs of their
individual initiatives (which, in fact, could palal those of other groups).
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Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Coordinators by Size

Table 3:Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Figure 1: Frequency Distribution of Institutions

Coordinators: Institution Size with Sustainability Coordinators: Institution Size

Size Classification Cumulative 100
Frequency| Percent Percent oo vean =325 13
> N=175
Valid Very Small 6 3.4 3.4 g
@ 607
Small 38 21.3 25.1 &
Q407
Medium 37 20.8 46.3 v
20
Large 94 52.8 100.0
0= T T T
Total 175 98.3 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00
Institution Size
Missing .00 3 1.7
Total 178 100.0 1: Very Small 2: Small 3: Medium 4: Large

As described in section 3.2, many institutional characteristics codlexted from a
variety of on-line data bases. “Institution Size” was the only charsiotexrhich yielded
“missing” results due to the unigue nature of a few institutions such astteis as a medical
school. The literature review covered topics which provided potentianeaghy both large and
small institutions would likely have Sustainability Coordinators. iffi@mation in Table 3
concludes that those institutions within the scope of this researatatdrequently large

representing 52.8 percent.

Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Coordinators by Type

Figure 2: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with

Table 4:Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Sustainability Coordinators: Institution Type
Coordinators: Institution Type 1207}
lgzarb: 1.71525
. 100 .Dev.=.
Type Cumulative - N=178
Frequency] Percent| Percent e 80
- S oo
Valid Liberal Arts 58 32.6 326 = 60
S
Research 114 64.0 96.6 b a0
Other 6 3.4 100.0 207
(U | T T
Total 178 100.0 1.00 200 3.00

Institution Type

1: Liberal Arts 2: Research 3: Other
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Data for each Institution Type was collected. Researchutistis represented the
significant majority of institutions at 64 percent with SustailitgliCoordinators. These results
do not agree with the information provided in the literature review. Thisl dmutlue to the fact
that there are more Research institutions in the United Statethtra are Liberal Arts

institutions.

Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Coordinators by

Residential Status- Figure 3: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with
Sustaianbility Coordinators: Institution Residential ...
Table 5: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Mean = 2.25
. Std. Dev. =.822
Sustainability Coordinators: Institution Residential Status ~ N=178
<
. @ 60
Residential Status Cumulative 3
Frequency| Percent Percent E 407
Valid Non-Residential 43 24.2 24.2 207
Residential 47 26.4 50.6 0T T T
1.00 2.00 3.00
Highly Residential] 88 49.4 100.0 Institution Residential
Total 178 100.0 Status

1: Non-residential 2: Residential 3: Highly Residential
Institutional Residential Status data was collected and frequendbutisin tables were

produced. It was found that the majority of institutions that employed armidl$ustainability

Coordinator were at “Highly Residential” institutions representing 4&rdemt (88/178) of

institutions with Sustainability Coordinators. These results lghthk information provided in

the literature review. It was expected that “Residential” or hiidresidential” institutions

would be more common amongst the institutions with Sustainability Coordinsoause these

institutions often times have more programs that require coordination, moretstiadvement,

and larger facilities which include housing than institutions thatMoa-residential.”
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Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Coordinators by Public or Private Status

Figure 4: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with
Sustainability Coordinators: Public or Private Institution

Table 6: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability

. ) ) . I 150
Coordinators: Public or Private Institution Mean = 150
lati 2 Std. Dev. =501
Public or Privatd Cumulative g 100 N=178
Frequency| Percent Percent g_
o
valid  Public 89 50.0 50.0 i 50
Private 89 50.0 100.0
0T T
Total 178 100.0 1.00 200

Public or Private Institution

1: Public 2:Private

The status of “public” or “private” institution was evaluated @mndas found that there is
no significance in this characteristic. It was found that exactlyesent of each category was
represented by both public and private institutions that employ a full-timeiSaslity
Coordinator. The literature review provides information which teteny public or private
institutions would have individual reasons for establishing a Sustatga®dordinator due to
their typical make-up. Typically, public institutions are larger z@ €ind may have more
programs and facilities which require coordination. On the other hand, prigtitations are
often smaller in size and may provide an opportunity for students and facabgert their
interests and innovations at the institution. Because of this smaftenenity, private institutions
may be more willing to establish a Sustainability Coordinator. As eaclotypstitution has
their own individual circumstances for establishing a Sustainalidtyrdinator, it is interesting

that the results for this variable were 50/50 for both public andtpriastitutions.
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Geographic Location of Institutions with Sustainability Coordinators

Figure 5: Map of Regions and Divisions by US Census Bureau
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Figure 6: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with

Table 7: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability Sustainability Coordinators:Geographic Location

Coordinators: Geographic Location

60
Cumulative 50 g{ede.mozevz :6=3 1.098
> N =178
Frequency] Percent Percent g 40
o
Valid West 38 21.3 21.3 3 307
o
S
Midwest 37 20.8 421 w207
10
Northeast 55 30.9 73.0
0= T T T
South 48 27.0 100.0 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00
Total 178 100.0 Geographic Location

1: West 2:Midwest 3: Northeast 4: South

The geographic location of each institution was obtained and divided inbmsess
categorized by the United States Census Bureau (see Figure 5. wllsenot a large amount of
variability between the regions. The Northeast exhibited the gteatmber of employed
Sustainability Coordinators representing 30.9 percent. The Midwestééaintbst Sustainability

Coordinators at 20.8 percent.
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Comparison of Characteristics of All Institutions with Sustanability Coordinators

In order to develop a method of comparing the institutional characteristbhes, a
cross tabulation was created by geographic region. These cross ¢taisutatnpare geographic
region to institution size, institution type, public or private, and inglituesidential status. A
standard chi-squared frequency analysis was calculated to determthenthe number of
institutions in the cells of the following tables were signifibadifferent from that indicated by
the row and column totals. This information provides data that mafy ¢ctends across the

United States.

Table 8: Cross Tabulation Comparing Geographic Region to
Institution Size Amongst Institutions with Sustainability

Coordinators Missing= Missing data

Geographic Grand V8= Very Small
Region Missing VS S M L Total M= Medium
1-West 1 4 11 22 38

2- Midwest 1 10 3 23 37 L= Large

3- Northeast 3 15 15 20 55

4- South 1 1 9 8 29 48

Grand Total 6 38 37 94 178

Based on Table 8, the Midwestern region of the United States is telnemed by the
majority of their institutions being in the “Large” category at 62.2@atr (23/37). However, the
South holds the majority (31 percent) of the “Large” instiegi The Northeast has more
“Small” and “Very Small” institutions than any other region. Hoeea standard chi-squared
frequency analysis indicates the chi-squared value of 17.03 with 12 debfteesiom was not
significant at the 10 percent level. That is, the distributiocotiéges and universities within the

cells of Table 8 is not significantly different than that imgli®y the row and column totals.
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Table 9: Cross Tabulation Comparing Geographic Region to
Institution Type Amongst Institutions with Sustainability
Coordinators

Geographic Grand
Region Liberal Arts Research Other Total

1- West 8 29 1 38
2- Midwest 11 25 1 37
3- Northeast 26 27 2 55
4- South 13 33 2 48
Grand Total 58 114 6 178

According to Table 9, Liberal Arts institutions are most common in thi¢hiast region
of the United States representing 45 percent (26/58) of the LibdsainAtitutions and 47 percent
(26/55) of the Northeastern institutions. Research institutions arecomaston in the South
representing 69 percent (33/144) of the institutions in the South and 28t&8&/&14) of all of
the research institutions with Sustainability Coordinators. The “otla¢egory is only
represented minimally in each regibrA chi-squared frequency analysis on the cells in Table 9
with six degrees of freedom with the chi-squared value of 8.99 wagndtczint at the ten
percent level. That is given the row and column totals in Table 9, thibwli®n of institutions
that have established Sustainability Coordinators Geographic Regioot aignificantly
different than their expected values.

Table 10: Cross Tabulation Comparing Geographic

Region to Public or Private Status at the Institutions
Amongst Those with Sustainability Coordinators

Grand
Row Labels Public Private Total
1-West 24 14 38
2- Midwest 22 15 37
3- Northeast 15 40 55
4- South 28 20 48
Grand Total 89 89 178

1 Reference section 3.2 for a description of th@éot category for Institution Type.
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The majority of public institutions reside in the South with 32 per@a189) of the
public institutions. The West has the greatest percentage of publiatioestwith 63 percent of
the institutions in the west versus 37 percent of private institsiin the West. The Northeast
contains the greatest percentage of private institutions assviéle majority of the total number
of private institutions representing 73 percent and 45 percemcteggy. A chi-squared
frequency analysis was conducted and it was found that the data for Tabkdtficant at the
.005 level with three degrees of freedom and a chi-squared value of 16.65. Tibetidistof
institutions with Sustainability Coordinators’ geographic region and stetius of Public or
Private is significant. Specifically, there are more Priviaséitutions in the Northeastern region
than expected and more Public institutions in the Western region than expected.

Table 11: Cross Tabulation Comparing Geographic Region to Institution

Residential Status Amongst Institutions with Sustainability
Coordinators

Highly Grand
Row Labels Non-Residential Residential Residential Total
1- West 16 11 11 38
2- Midwest 8 16 13 37
3- Northeast 8 3 44 55
4- South 11 17 20 48
Grand Total 43 47 88 178

The significant majority of Northeastern institutions with Sunsthility Coordinators
gualify for the “Highly Residential” status at 80 percent (443 he institutions in the
Northeast. The Northeast also contains 50 percent (44/88) of alltiosti categorized as
“Highly Residential.” The majority of institutions in the Wesg @ategorized as “Non-
residential” at 42 percent (16/38). A chi-squared analysis foeTdblvith six degrees of
freedom and a chi-squared value of 37.72 which was found to be significant at the eD0Bhlev
frequency of “Highly Residential” institutions in the Northeastegion was greater than
expected. Furthermore, the frequency of “Non-residential” institutiotieilVestern region was

higher than expected.
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Objective 1: Discussion

Summary of Most Common Characteristics of All College and Unituessiith Sustainability
Coordinators

Institution Size- Large- 52.8 percent
Institution Type - Research- 64 percent
Residential Status Highly Residential- 49.4 percent
Public or Private Institution - 50 percent for each
Geographic Location Northeast (highest) — 30 percent; Midwest (lowest) - 20.8 perce

In summary, there are some characteristics that show a distincitynaybile others do
not. The majority of institutions with Sustainability Coordinatorthinithe scope of this project
fall into the categories of Large, Research type, and Highly ResiieAtthough having any of
these characteristics separately is not necessarily indicdithaving all three of the
characteristics. The variables of Public or Private Institution awj@phic Location are more
evenly distributed. Within the scope of this study, there was absolutebriability between
Public or Private Institution. Geographic Location had a relatively ewtribdition with the
greatest percentage for a region being 30 percent in the NortQeastersely, the lowest

percentage for a region was as high was 20.8 percent in the Midwest.

After reading this information, one may ask, “What are the charaitgrié the ‘typical’
institution that has established a Sustainability Coordinator in thedJ8tates?” The answer is
that within the scope of this research, the most common characteriistisstotions with
Sustainability Coordinators are those that are large in size,smarck based, are highly

residential, and it is undeterminable whether or not they are publiovatepr

Summary of Most Common Characteristics by Region:

West- Large, Research, Public, Non-residential Institutions

Midwest- Large, Research, Public, Residential Institutions
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Northeast Large, Split Research and Liberal Arts, Private, Highly Resiadnstitutions

South- Large, Research, Public, Highly Residential Institutions

There are some interesting distinctions if each variable is brokennegioy. The
“Large” category of institution size is dominant in every region. Athe regions have a strong
frequency of Research Institutions, but in the Northeast the differetioe mumber of Research
Institutions and Liberal Arts Institutions is minimal, with 26 Liberal Arisl 27 Research
institutions. In every region, Public institutions are dominant excepeiiortheast which is
characterized by Private institutions. When looking at the varidblastitution Residential
Status,” it is clear that “Highly Residential” is the leadeowdver, when split across the four
different regions, Institution Residential Status has a more eveibgdtigmn, except in the

Western region where “Non-Residential” institutions dominate.

In general, these findings parallel the concepts presented iretfa¢uie review. Due to
increased student involvement that is often typical of residentiahighty residential
institutions, a Sustainability Coordinator position could be merited to cotednagramming.
The Western region of the United States is the only region that was fotaldautside of this
assumed trend by containing a majority of non-residential institutiadave established

Sustainability Coordinators.

4.3 Survey |l Results

Survey Il was sent via email to all 178 Sustainability Coordinatorgjtiaified within
the scope of this research. A total of 88 surveys were returned amdeprthe data for the
subsequent subjects. These 88 sets of responses represent 48tdbptredotal Sustainability
Coordinators qualified to participate in this study. While the eppplation of 178 institutions
was surveyed, the results from the 49.4 percent respondents areascldday random and

results are summarized with standard “t-tests”.
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4.31 Culture of Sustainability

Based on the criteria described in section 2.2 of this paper, each mstitiltibe
assigned a level for “Culture of Sustainability” which will laaked “low,” “medium,” or “high.”
The following provides the data obtained from Survey Il (as well ;e sm-line data collection
for the signatories of the ACUPCC and registrants of the AASHERS program) on the
“Culture of Sustainability” at the institutions that responded to theegu There are seven items
included in the characteristic “Culture of Sustainability”. The eafithe “Culture of
Sustainability” for each school is given as a simple sum of the “pagbnses. The hypothesis
that colleges and universities in the United States that have @an@b#iky Coordinators also
have a “Culture of Sustainability” will be whether the mean sum of the fgeponses is

significantly greater than the expected mean.

Presidential Support-

A college or university president who regularly expresses support tairalslity
programs can positively affect the culture of sustainability at amutisn. It did not come as a
surprise that 100 percent of the respondents of Survey Il reportédahanstitution’s president

is “supportive of sustainability programs.”

Donor Contributions to Sustainability Programs-

Figure 7: Frequency Distribution of Survey II Respondents:
Donor Contributions to Sustainability Programs

80
Table 12: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respodents: 70 Mean = .57
o o Std. Dev. = .498
Donor Contributions to Sustainability Programs 607 N=288
£ 50+
. 2]
Response Cumulative g_ 40
[
Frequency| Percent Percent E 30
20
No 38 43.2 43.2 10
yes 50 56.8 100.0 0—1 T
.00 1.00
Total 88 100.0 Donor Contributions to

Sus tainability Programs

0: No 1:Yes
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More than half (56.8 percent) of the institutions that have establishestartbility
Coordinator reported that donors contributed to sustainability progratims iastitution. In order
to reduce the sampling error, a Finite Population Correction Factor (§scgenducted. A 95
percent confidence interval was established for each vafable 95percent confidence interval
for the proportion of all 178 institutions that had donors contributing toisabtbty programs
was determined to be between 41.9 percent and 71.7 percent. “Donor contritoutions
sustainability programs” is one of the variables within the cultuseistainability as defined by
this research. It is significant that the majority of institutidred tesponded to Survey Il have

contributions to their sustainability programs.

Strategy for recruitment of students-

Table 13: Frequency Distribution of Survey |l Respadents:

Uses Sustainability Practices for Recruitment of $idents

Response Cumulative
Frequency] Percent Percent
No 16 18.2 18.2
Yes 72 81.8 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Participants were asked: “Is being a ‘green’ or ‘sustainableeusity a source of
advertising or recruitment for the university?” A significant ongy of respondents, 81.8percent
reported “yes” to this question. A 95 percent confidence interval éomiman of all 178
institutions has a range of 79.5 percent-87.7 percent was establishedh&mange is above 50
percent in can be concluded that a minimum of approximately 80 percent of all tlift@adns

with Sustainability Coordinators use sustainability as a gfyaterecruit students.

 The form of the 95 percent confidence intervalganean x from 88 observations is x +/- 2*S/n.5 fpc,
where x is the sample mean, S is the estimatedatdmleviation, 2 is the critical value of t fob.and 88
degrees for freedom, and fpc is the finite popafatiorrection factor for small samples.
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ACUPCC Signatory-

Table 14: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il

Respondents: Signatory of ACUPCC

Response Cumulative
Frequency] Percent Percent
No 30 34.1 341
Yes 58 65.9 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Of those surveyed, 65.9 percent of the institutions are signatoriesACtHeCC. A 95
percent confidence interval places the mean number of all 178 insstutitmsustainability
coordinators as being between 58.7 percent and 73.2 percent. It isaigrifiiat the majority of

institutions that responded to Survey Il are signatories of the ACUPCC

AASHE-STARS Registrant-

Table 15: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il
Respondents: AASHE-STARS Registrant

Cumulative
Response
Frequency| Percent Percent
No 43 48.9 48.9
Yes 45 51.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Of the survey respondents, 51.1 percent of the institutions argaatgstf the AASHE-
STARS prograrti. A 95 percent confidence was established for the mean number obsemat
between 43.5 percent and 58.7 percent for all institutions avatdstablished a Sustainability

Coordinator position.

3 See Appendix 4 to review tables which display tagdor ACUPCC signatories and AASHE-STARS
registrants from all 178 institutions with Sustdiiidy Coordinators.
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Student body activism in sustainability programs-

Table 16: Frequency Distribution of Survey I

Respondents: Student Activism in Sustainability Prgrams

Cumulative
Response
Frequency| Percent Percent
No 30 34.1 34.1
Yes 58 65.9 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Figure 8: Frequency Distribution of Survey II Res pondents :
Student Activism in Sustainability Programs

Frequency

Student Activism in
Sus tainability Programs

0: No 1: Yes

Participants were asked whether or not the student body is “highlg’aictiv

Mean = .66
Std. Dev. = 477
N=288

sustainability programs at the institution. It was reported that 65c@menf institutions that

employed a Sustainability Coordinator had students that were “highhg’aict sustainability

programs. See section 2.25 for examples of sustainability prograneshagtier education level.

A 95 percent confidence interval concluded the range for the distriboiftistudent activism in

sustainability programs amongst institutions with Sustainability doators to be 58.7 percent-

73.2 percent.
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Summary of Culture of Sustainability

Table 17: Culture of Sustainability: Correlations between Factors Related to Institutional
Culture of Sustainability by Survey Il Respondents

Culture of Sustainability Variables AASHE-
Donor Student Recruitment| Signatory of STARS
Contributions|  Activism of Students | ACUPCC Registrant
Donor Contributions  Pearson Correlatio 1 456" 494" .019 134
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .862 212
N 88 88 88 88 88
Student Activism Pearson Correlatio 456" 1 469" .039 .160
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 718 136
N 88 88 88 88 88
Recruitment of Student: Pearson Correlatio 494" 469" 1 .096 .070
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 373 519
N 88 88 88 88 88
Signatory of ACUPCC Pearson Correlatio| .019 .039 .096 1 -.032
Sig. (2-tailed) .862 718 373 770
N 88 88 88 88 88
AASHE-STARS Pearson Correlatio 134 .160 .070 -.032 1
Registrant Sig. (2-tailed) 212 136 519 770
N 88 88 88 88 88

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levek@iled).

Table 17 displays the correlations for the variables which fallrui@léture of
Sustainability.” The majority of the variables are positively catesl with the exception of
“Signatory of ACUPCC” and “AASHE-STARS Registrant” which negealy correlate (though
not significantly) at the -.032 level. “Donor Contributions to Sustairtglifiiograms,” “Student
Activism in Sustainability Programs” and “Uses Sustainability Roog for Recruitment of
Students” are all variables that are significantly correlatezhth other. “Donor Contributions”
is correlated to “Student Activism” at the .456 level, and to “Rewoeiit of Students” at the .494
level. “Student Activism” and “Recruitment of Students” are corrdl&dezach other at the .469

level.

42



Objective 2 Summary-
Objective 2 is: “This research seeks to develop information and roak&isions on the
culture of sustainability at institutions that have establishethfdability Coordinators within the

scope of this project.”

As described previously, “Culture of Sustainability” was catiegdrinto three levels.
Level 1 was designated as “low” culture of sustainability; Level 2 designated as “medium”

culture of sustainability; and Level 3 was designated as “high” cultisesthinability.

Table 18: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respadents:

Culture of Sustainability Level

Cumulative
Level
Frequency Percent Percent
Low 13 14.8 14.8
Medium 30 34.1 48.9
High 45 51.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Figure 9: Frequency Distribution of Survey II Respondents:
Culture of Sustainability Level

The majority of survey participants

i ez,
qualified for a “high” culture of sustainability o N=88

60
representing 51.1percent. A “medium” culture of Z,- 50
sustainability followed at 34.1percent. Finally, a § 407

[T

“low” culture of sustainability represented ZZ:
14 .8percent of those who participated in Survey 107

0= T T
” 1 2 3

Culture of Sustainability Level

1: Low 2: Medium 3: High

Based on the respondents of Survey Il (shown in Table 18 and Figure 9) it is

appropriate to conclude that institutions that have established a Sustainadmlitiyn@tor
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do indeed have a certain culture of sustainability. The majority of four-geedited
institutions expressed a “high” level for culture of sustainability. H@nen order to

truly test culture of sustainability leading to the establishment of aiSaisiay

Coordinator, one would need to evaluate an equal sample of institutions that do not have
a Sustainability Coordinator. One would then need to determine if institutionsexpres

the same level and frequency of culture of sustainability despite the |&tlstainability
Coordinator, to ensure that the variables are related. Ultimately, $bisrch has sought

to determine if the institutional culture in strongly in favor of sustainable g@nogr This
research can firmly conclude that within the scope of this research, insttutithn
Sustainability Coordinators at four-year, accredited institutions in thedJatses do

indeed have an institutional culture that is strongly in favor of sustaiggimtigrams.

4.4 Further Discussion of Survey Il Data
In addition to developing the data to supplement the hypotheses for #asctesSurvey
Il asked questions which lead to conclusion on the nature of the position He&lkever, this
data, within the scope dfis research, is not being used to make any type of predictions about the

position, but rather to provide current reports on the status of this psition

4.41 Motivators in Developing a Sustainability Coordinator Position

In order to understand the priorities of their motivations in establishing theposi
participants were asked to rank each motivator (ranked 1-6) for relevancebiiskestg

the position. See Appendix 2, Question 2 for the provided list of motivators which the

1 For more information on the nature of this posificonsult theédiring Education Sustainability Staffing
Surveyconducted by the AASHE organization. The resouerebe found at
www.aashe.org/publications/survey. This resourctuges Community Colleges as well as institutions
outside the United States.
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participants ranked.

Table 19: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Participants: Need Figure 10: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respondents:

for Collaboration of Sustainability Programs Need for Collaboration of Sustainability Programs

Rankin Valid Cumulative 60
9 Mean = 1.40
Frequency Percent| Percent Percent > ] R Dev. =709
2 a0
.00 10 114 114 114 [
3 307
1.00 55 62.5 62.5 73.9 <
w20
2.00 17 19.3 19.3 93.2 10
|
3.00 4 45 45 97.7 0= T T T
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00
4.00 2 23 23 100.0 Need for Collaboration of
Sustainability Programs
Total 88 100.0 100.0

The “Need for Collaboration of Sustainability Programs” was the @mivmost
frequently ranked number 1. This motivator represented 62.5 percend mmkamber 1,
distantly followed by a rank of number 2 by 19.3 percent of respondents. 11.4 pércent

respondents chose not to answer this question.

Table 20: Frequency Distribution of Rankings of Swey I Figure 11: Frequency Distribution of Rankings
Respondents: Student Demand for Position of S.u.rvey Il Respondents: Student Demand for
Position
Ranking valid Cumulative Student Demand for Position
Frequency] Percent Percent Percent 251 Vean = 260
ﬁlg.BDBev. =2.136

.00 23 26.1 26.1 26.1 ]
1.00 11 12.5 12.5 38.6 ]
2.00 8 9.1 9.1 47.7

g 15
3.00 16 18.2 18.2 65.9 [ ]

o

[
4.00 6 6.8 6.8 72.7 w

1071 —
5.00 14 15.9 15.9 88.6
6.00 10 11.4 11.4 100.0 + o
Total 88| 1000 100.0 \
U T T T T T T
-2.00 .00 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00

Student Demand for Position
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Participants most frequently ranked “Student Demand for the Posiidhird most

significant (18.2 percent) motivator in developing the Sustainakifityrdinator position. This

motivator is also frequently ranked fifth amongst 15.9 percent of paritsipa

Table 21: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Figure 12:Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: An Attempt to Create Cost

Respondents: An Attempt to Create Cost Savings Savings An Attempt to Create Cost Savings

Ranking Valid Cumulative ]
Frequency| Percent Percent Percent [ ]

.00 27 30.7 30.7 30.7

1.00 3 3.4 3.4 34.1 . 207]

2.00 7 8.0 8.0 42.0 § ]

3.00 12 13.6 13.6 55.7 g

4.00 17 19.3 19.3 75.0 104

5.00 15 17.0 17.0 92.0

6.00 7 8.0 8.0 100.0 /

Total 88 100.0 100.0

T
-2.00

T
.00

T
2.00

T
4.00

T
6.00

An Attempt to Create Cost Savings

T
8.00

Participants most frequently ranked “An Attempt to Create Cosh§sivas the fourth

motivator in developing the Sustainability Coordinator position at 19.2perthis motivator

was also ranked at fifth by 17 percent of participants.
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Table 22: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Respondents: Develop Sustainability in Curriculum

Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Percent Percent

.00 24 27.3 27.3 27.3
1.00 1 1.1 11 28.4
2.00 4 4.5 4.5 33.0
3.00 7 8.0 8.0 40.9
4.00 13 14.8 14.8 55.7
5.00 16 18.2 18.2 73.9
6.00 23 26.1 26.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 13: Frequency Distribution of Rankings
from Survey Il Respondents: Develop
Sustainability in Curriculum

Develop Sustainability in Curriculum

25
Mean = 3.41
Std. Dev. =2.381
20 N=88
>
2
o 157
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Develop Sustainability in
Curriculum

“Developing Sustainability in Curriculum” was ranked as the sixtht sigsificant

motivator in establishing the Sustainability Coordinator position by 2éckpeof participants.

Table 23: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Respondents: Help Satisfy Mission of Institution

Ranking Cumulative
Frequency] Percent| Valid Percen Percent

.00 14 15.9 15.9 15.9
1.00 11 12.5 12.5 28.4
2.00 25 28.4 28.4 56.8
3.00 16 18.2 18.2 75.0
4.00 13 14.8 14.8 89.8
5.00 7 8.0 8.0 97.7
6.00 2 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
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Participants ranked the motivator in establishing the Sustaigabdibrdinator position

of “Help Satisfy the Mission of the Institution” most frequently as tlo@iseé most significant at

28.4 percent.

Table 24: Frequency Distribution of Rankings fromSurvey I

Resondents: Relieve Duties from Faculty or Staff

Ranking Cumulative

Frequency| Percent | Valid Percenf] Percent
.00 24 27.3 27.3 27.3
1.00 5 5.7 5.7 33.0
2.00 13 14.8 14.8 47.7
3.00 13 14.8 14.8 62.5
4.00 11 125 12.5 75.0
5.00 6 6.8 6.8 81.8
6.00 16 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 15: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: Relieve Duties from Faculty

or Staff
Relieve Duties from Faculty or Staff
25+
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Participants ranked the motivator in establishing a Sustainabdibydthator of “Relieve

Duties from Faculty or Staff” most frequently as sixth as ranked by 18.8rpetparticipants.

Note: This ranking is unexpectedly low because several comments on Sumdieated that

their need to establish a Sustainability Coordinator was in order to ligigevork load of many

faculty and staff who had the essential job functions of a Sustaipdbdldrdinator added to their

already full work load. For this reason, there are a number of if@tisutvhich have faculty

members servings as the acting Sustainability Coordinator as@pef their job description.

However, because they are not serving the position full-time, thosédimals were not included

within the scope of this study outside of the voluntary commentary includedday participants

of Survey .
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Table 25: Summary Table of Position Motivator Rankings by Survey Il Repondents

Motivating Reason RANK 1 2 3 4 5 6 rbar.

Collaboration of Sustainability Programs 53 22 2 2 0 9 1.88
Student Demand 15 8 14 8 12 31 399
Cost Savings 3 6 19 18 13 29 4.35
Curriculum Development 2 2 5 11 20 48 >15
Focus Institution Mission 9 26 16 13 6 18 340
Faculty Relief of Duties 4 11 13 11 10 39 4.51

Table 25 provides a collaboration of the frequency tables presentéeé fankings from
Survey Il respondents on the motivators for establishing the Sust@in@oibrdinator position.
Each option is shown with its frequency of rankings. A Friedman testuitivariate rankings
was used to determine if the rankings were random. The respective meanch of the
motivating reasons were. The Friedman test tells whether tieeddfarences in the overall
ranks but does not indicate which specific mean rankings are diffeCentlef and Foreman,
2009, p. 95). It was found that there are significant differences iakéngs at the .010 level
with a chi-squared value of 15.086, but it was not determined which rankingse.araarbvious
distinctions in the variables of “Collaboration of Sustainability Paots,” which is frequently
ranked as the highest motivator, and “Curriculum Development” which iséntly ranked as

the least important motivator.

4.42 Reported Roles of the Position:

The participants were asked to rank the roles (or tasks) therfaibdiay Coordinator
performs at their institution. The survey provided eight options whichateipants ranked (1-

8). See Appendix 2, Part I, Question 3 for the full list of Role of tsenability Coordinator.
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The responses that were provided on the survey were derived from theegosnflty reported

responses from Survey .

Ranking of Duties of the Sustainability Coordinator

Table 26: Frequency Distribution of Rankings fromSurvey I

Respondents: Collaborating Sustainability Programs

. Valid Cumulative
Ranking Figure 16: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il
Frequency] Percent Percent Percent Respondents: Job Duty: Collaborating Sustainability
Programs
.00 3 3.4 3.4 3.4 ] o
Collaborating Sustainability Programs
1.00 47 53.4 53.4 56.8 50
] Mean = 2.90
2.00 14 15.9 15.9 72.7 5 40 NG .= 1447
=
3.00 12 13.6 13.6 86.4 g 307
T
4.00 6 6.8 6.8 93.2 E 207
5.00 3 34 34 96.6 107
T T T T T T T T 1
6.00 1 11 11 97.7 .00 1.002.003.004.005.006.007.00 8.00
7.00 2 2.3 2.3 100.0 Collaborating
Sustainability Programs
Total 88 100.0 100.0

“Collaborating Sustainability Programs” is shown to be a major componeut diities as
reported by 53.4 percent of respondents who ranked it as the number 1 joRdlilsporation of
programs is essential to this job position, not only because it is ifléhdtit because of the
nature of the position itself. A Sustainability Coordinator is not anpgrson to execute specific
job duties, but also a resource for students and staff to utilize intordergress their goals for
sustainability at the institution. Due to this collaboration ofaénability programs, so provides

an excellent opportunity for efficiency amongst those programs for the iastitut
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Table 27: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey |l

Respondents: Energy Reduction
Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency] Percent Percent Percent
.00 3 34 34 34
1.00 18 20.5 20.5 23.9
2.00 11 12.5 12.5 36.4
3.00 10 11.4 11.4 47.7
4.00 11 12.5 12.5 60.2
5.00 11 12.5 12.5 72.7
6.00 14 15.9 15.9 88.6
7.00 9 10.2 10.2 98.9
8.00 1 1.1 1.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 17: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: Energy Reduction

Frequency

Energy Reduction

20

:

Mean = 3.68
Std. Dev. =2.195
N=88
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T
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T
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4.00 6.00 8.00 10.00

Energy Reduction

Participants ranked “Energy Reduction” as the number one most saghifib role at

20.5 percent of the institutions. However, energy reduction was rankeedmesecond and

seventh in importance by 10 to 15 percent of the respondents. A greatergueradnt

participants ranked “Collaborating Sustainability Programs” asuinger one most significant

job role represented by 53.4 percent.
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Table 28: Frequency Distribution of Rankings fromSurvey Il

Respondents: Waste Reduction

Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency] Percent Percent Percent

.00 4 45 4.5 45
1.00 3 34 34 8.0
2.00 12 13.6 13.6 21.6
3.00 12 13.6 13.6 35.2
4.00 12 13.6 13.6 48.9
5.00 12 13.6 13.6 62.5
6.00 16 18.2 18.2 80.7
7.00 11 12.5 12.5 93.2
8.00 6 6.8 6.8 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 18: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from

Survey Il Respondents: Waste Reduction

Frequency

Histogram

20

5

T
-2.00 .00

T
2.00

T
4.00

T
6.00

Waste Reduction

T
8.00

T
10.00

The job role of “Waste Reduction” was ranked by Survey Il respondentsagasntly

as sixth most significant at 18.2 percent but 12 to 13 percent of thatioas ranked the role as

second to fifth and seventh in importance.

Table 29: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Respondents: Outreach

Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Percent Percent

.00 1 11 1.1 11
1.00 4 45 4.5 5.7
2.00 18 20.5 20.5 26.1
3.00 14 15.9 15.9 42.0
4.00 16 18.2 18.2 60.2
5.00 17 19.3 19.3 79.5
6.00 4 45 4.5 84.1
7.00 9 10.2 10.2 94.3
8.00 5 5.7 5.7 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
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Figure 19: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from

Survey Il Respondents: Outreach
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Respondents of Survey Il most frequently reported “Outreach” astoed most

significant job duty of the Sustainability Coordinator at their instituat 20.5 percent. This

ranking was closely followed by the fifth and fourth ranking representing 1&8mieand 18.2

percent respectively.

Table 30: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey |l

Respondents: Focusing Master Plan Initiatives
Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Percent Percent

.00 7 8.0 8.0 8.0
1.00 4 4.5 4.5 12.5
2.00 11 12.5 12.5 25.0
3.00 6 6.8 6.8 31.8
4.00 8 9.1 9.1 40.9
5.00 11 12.5 12.5 53.4
6.00 11 12.5 12.5 65.9
7.00 20 22.7 22.7 88.6
8.00 10 11.4 11.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Survey Il respondents most frequently reported “Focusing Master Rédivésit as

the seventh most significant job role for the Sustainability Coomliétheir institution. This

Figure 20: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: Focusing Master Plan Iinigat
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was represented by 22.7 percent of participants. However 12dnpefche respondents ranked

“Focusing Master Plan Initiatives” as number 2, 5, 6, and 7’th in importance.
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Table 31: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Resondents: Student Engagement and Support

Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

.00 3 3.4 3.4 3.4
1.00 4 4.5 4.5 8.0
2.00 12 13.6 13.6 21.6
3.00 14 15.9 15.9 37.5
4.00 18 20.5 20.5 58.0
5.00 13 14.8 14.8 72.7
6.00 12 13.6 13.6 86.4
7.00 7 8.0 8.0 94.3
8.00 5 5.7 5.7 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 21: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: Student Engagement and 8uppo
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Participants most frequently ranked “Student Engagement and Suppdrt”’fasitth

T
10.00

most significant job duty for the Sustainability Coordinator at 26r6gmt. However 13 to 15

percent of the respondents ranked this role second, third, fifth, ahdrsirtportance.

Table 32: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey Il

Respondents: Auditing and Reporting Program Develoment

Ranking Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Percent Percent

.00 7 8.0 8.0 8.0
1.00 5 5.7 5.7 13.6
2.00 10 114 114 25.0
3.00 19 21.6 21.6 46.6
4.00 15 17.0 17.0 63.6
5.00 11 12.5 12.5 76.1
6.00 11 12.5 12.5 88.6
7.00 6 6.8 6.8 95.5
8.00 4 45 45 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0
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Figure 22: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from

Survey |l Respondents: Auditing and Reporting Paogr
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The job duty of “Auditing and Reporting Program Development” was reported as the

third most significant by Survey Il respondents at 21.6 percent. Agare,\wWas a wide range in

responses as 10 to 17 percent of the institutions ranked the duty as number 2, 4,15, and 6 i

importanc

e.

Ranking of Curriculum Development as a Duty of the Sustainability Coordiator

Table 33: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from Sirvey |l

Respondents: Curriculum Development

Ranking Cumulative

Frequency| Percent | Valid Percent Percent
.00 10 114 114 114
1.00 3 3.4 3.4 14.8
2.00 1 11 1.1 15.9
4.00 2 2.3 2.3 18.2
5.00 5 5.7 5.7 23.9
6.00 8 9.1 9.1 33.0
7.00 14 15.9 15.9 48.9
8.00 45 51.1 51.1 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

Figure 23: Frequency Distribution of Rankings from
Survey Il Respondents: Curriculum Development
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Conversely, “Curriculum Development” has been reported as the lowedtydido job

duties. Participants ranked the role 4@ 8 possible) and reported by 51.1percent of

responses. See Appendix 6 for the complete set of roles of thepasiti how they were

ranked amongst respondents at institutions that employ a full-timergmsiisy Coordinator.

The variety of tasks that the Sustainability Coordinator typicaltfopms contributes to the

concept of the “Triple Bottom Line,” which is composed of the issuegrifiial, environmental,

and social performance” (c2e3, p.10).
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Table 34: Summary Table of Position Role Rankings by Survey Il Respdents

Job Roles IRANK 1 | 2 3 4 5 | 6| 7| 8 |Man

Curriculum Development 3 1 0 2 5 8| 14| 55| 7:09
Energy Reduction 18| 11| 10| 11| 11| 14| 9| 4| 396
Waste Reduction 3| 12| 12| 12| 12| 16| 11| 10| 482

Collaboration of Sust Programs | 47 14| 12 6 3 1| 2| 3| 220

Outreach 18| 14| 16| 17| 4| 9| 6| 416

Focusing Master Plan 11 6 8| 11| 11| 20| 17| ©°38

Auditing & Reporting 10| 19| 15| 11| 11| 6] 11| 44

HOB~ |~

Student Engagement 12| 14| 18| 13| 12| 7| 8| 446

. Table 34 provides a collaboration of the frequency tables from theySurespondents
ranking the position roles (or tasks) of the Sustainability Coordinatbei institution. Each
option is presented with their corresponding frequency of rankings. Friedrnawées run on
the rankings. It was found that the differences were significant @d1Bdevel with a chi-squared
value of 15.086 with five degrees of freedom. The most apparent distinictithresrankings of
the position roles are those of “Collaboration of Sustainability Pragramast frequently ranked
as number one and “Curriculum Development” which his most frequently ranked bsmeight
(last). The rankings of motivators to establish the position alkmfohis trend- “Collaboration
of Sustainability Programs” ranking high and “Curriculum Development”ingnkw (see table

25).

4.43 Position Funding (Costs/ Benefits)-

Creating a new position inherently has costs associated wittatdishment. Funds will
have to be generated in order to pay the salary of the individual séreipgsition, possibly a
budget within the department of the position for operational costs, and otherdrydgetds as
determined by the individual institution.

Participants were given five choices from where their funding wesaged. The choices
provided are as follows:
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e Derived from a budget or combination of budgets
e Student Fee

e Endowment

e Cost Savings

e Grant

Table 35: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respodents: Funding Source of the Position

Source of Funding Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Derived From Budget or 70 79.5 79.5 79.5
Combination of Budgets
Student Fee 2 2.3 2.3 81.8
Endowment 1 11 11 83.0
Cost Savings 1 11 11 84.1
Grant 1 1.1 11 85.2
Budget and Student Fee 2 2.3 23 87.5
Budget and Endowment 3 3.4 3.4 90.9
Budget and Cost Savings 1 11 11 92.0
Budget and Grant 5 5.7 5.7 97.7
Student Fee and Cost Savings 1 11 11 98.9
Budget, Student Fee, and Grant 1 11 11 100.0
Total 88 100.0 100.0

The overwhelming majority of respondents, 79.5 percent, reported that therpasis
funded through a budget or a combination of budgets. Some respondents reporteditigt f
came from a combination of sources which can be observed in Table 22ipRatsi were not

limited in the number of funding sources they were allowed to select inySiirve
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Cost Savings Generation Due to Establishment of Sustainability Coadrthtor Position

Table 36: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respndents:

Cost Savings Greater than Cost of Position

Cumulative
Response
Frequency| Percent Percent
No 56 63.6 63.6
Yes 32 36.4 100.0
Total 88 100.0

Furthermore, participants were asked about the nature of cost sauiingjs mstitution.
Sustainability Coordinators have a unique position in which their effoti atllege or
university can provide enough cost savings (typically through energy redubib@xceed the
cost of the salary of the position. This is not true in all cas@ssome institutions have a full-
time position specifically dedicated to energy reduction. Howewusrcém be a motivator in
developing the Sustainability Coordinator position at an institutiohpakticipants were able to
comment on this question and 63.6 percent reported that cost savimgsvale not great enough
to fund the position. Some respondents commented that their institut®nateseek this data

and does not use it as a means to establish merit for the pSsition

Table 37: Frequency Distribution of Survey |l Respadents:

Non-tangible Benefits of Position Merit Position

Cumulative
Response
Frequency| Percent Percent
1.00 47 53.4 100.0
Missing .00 41 46.6
Total 88 100.0

15 participants were only asked whether or not caings were great enough to fund the position.
However, it is important to note that at some tositins, Sustainability Coordinators could be cartihg
grant writing efforts which provide monetary medmsthe position. Figure 24 shows that “Grant Wigti
to Fund Sustainability Programs at the Institutiombe a benefit to the institutions of 57 percargurvey
respondents.
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As a supplemental question, those participants who reported cost savinys graat
enough to fund the position were asked if the non-tangible benefits werergregh¢o merit the
position. Examples of non-tangible benefits of the position includeesttiaiculty satisfaction
with heightened sustainability focus at the institution; an enharmgiire of sustainability” at
the institution; more opportunities to promote green marketing the ir@titat feeling of
environmental stewardship; enhanced student/faculty relationsinipgyh sustainability
programs. Of those who responded “no” (n=56) to the question regarding ¢ogss4v
reported that the non-tangible benefits were great enough to merit cogtihaiposition at the
institution. This information would imply that up to 82 of 88 (93.2 peroant¢spondents
believed that either direct cost savings and/or non-tangible bendfits pbsition were sufficient
to justify the position of a Sustainability Coordinator at their ingtin.

This provides interesting data that could be further explored on thesyaligens ofr colleges
and universities. Cost savings is an obvious benefit that any imstitutiuld like to enjoy.
However, how much weight does monetary gain have versus non-tangible bermtiga@ssly
listed? Unfortunately, these topics are not within the scopesofabkéearch, but it would be

valuable if they were expanded on.
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4.44 Reported Benefits of the Position

Figure 24: Bar Graph: Benefits of the PositiorRaported by Survey Il Respondents
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Within Survey I, participants were given a list of benefits assediaith the position.
Participants were asked to “check all that apply.” There feeresubjects that were checked by
the vast majority of the participants. Those benefits most frdguepbrted where “Central
resource for students and staff to promote their sustainabdgiu@s” at a reported 93 percent.
“Raise awareness for sustainability programs on campus” was repor®@doeycent of
participants, “Tracking and reporting progress of sustainability pnugy(anergy reduction, etc)”
represented by 94 percent and “Enhanced culture of sustainability’heelsec! by 97 percent of
participants. “Grant writing to fund sustainability programs at tlieeusity,” “Developing
requirements of AASHE STARS registration,” and “Developing requiresrfentACUPCC”
were reported at 57 percent, 55 percent, and 74 percent respectivehumbers represent
lower levels than the previously listed benefits, but still representajority of participants in

every category.
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4 .45 Year of Position Establishment-

Table 38: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respadents:

Position Establishment Year

Year Cumulative
Established . . s gar e .
Frequency| Percent| Percent Figure 25: Frequency Distribution of Survey I Respondents:
Position Establishment Year
1990 1 11 11
25
1999 2 2.3 3.4 — Mean = 2007.08
Std. Dev. = 2.987
2001 2 2.3 5.7 201 N=88
2002 2 2.3 8.0 > —
(5]
2004 2 2.3 10.2 g 157 ]
' ' =
=2
2005 6 6.8 17.0 o
(-
= 107
2006 7 8.0 25.0
2007 17 19.3 44.3 5
2008 23 26.1 70.5
o [1[T]
2009 15 17.0 87.5 0 T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
2010 10 11.4 98.9 .. .
Position Establishment Year
2011 1 11 100.0
Total 88 100.0

It is interesting to understand the trend at which the position of airgalstity
Coordinator is developing. Survey Il was conducted in the early months of 2011k, so it
understandable that only one of the survey respondents reported the pasitngnbeen
established in 2011. Position establishment peaked in 2008 at 26 percent. $tieatese
closest to the peak of 2008 were 2007 at 19.3 percent and 2009 at 17 percenareThenember
of factors that could contribute to the decline in the number of neitigpesadded after 2008.
Many institutions were forced to tighten their budgetary capabilities the financial collapse of
2008. Furthermore, only 88 of the 178 Sustainability Coordinators respondedstoviige. It is
possible that an up-ward shift was exhibited by the entire 178 positions thighésope of this

research.
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4.46 Sustainability Habits at University Affecting Future Planning

It has been suggested that the benefits of having a Sustainability 2dordire not
limited to those received by the student solely during their time abilege or university. What
effect do habits learned from sustainability practices (encouragkpramoted by a
Sustainability Coordinator) at the higher education level have ornvédsedi students beyond
their time at the college or university? Lunardini (2002), when spgak living in residence
halls suggests “Exchange among student in this setting often prove ttubatiaf components
of the major decisions in students’ lives” (p. 537). One can infer fingrstatement that lessons
learned in residence halls and essentially higher education could méileende in habits
learned and future behavior of students and faculty. This is aipéaie in the case of
residence halls because often times sustainability within the resitialis is a major focus for
universities seeking to advance their sustainability programslets are encouraged to recycle,

reduce their energy usage, and to be innovative in sustainability issbhestiaé residence halls.

Cost savings and/or carbon foot print projections could be a very iimgraspect of this
concept. While this is not within the scope of this research, it caeutebeficial to calculate
how much an average individual could reduce their carbon footprint ovetimdéfby practicing
sustainability habits learn while attending a college or universiifig time cost savings could be
projected by determining the average reduction in consumption as learneditidnding a
college or university; compare the percentage reduction to thagavife time cost of energy
consumption cost (adjusting for inflation). As stated earlier jnfdgsmation is not within the
scope of this research, although it could be very beneficial and evenpaahioting the position

of a Sustainability Coordinator at a college or university.
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Table 39: Frequency Distribution of Survey Il Respadents: Sustainability Habits

Learned at Institution Affecting Future Planning

Response Cumulative
Frequency] Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Very Little 8 9.1 9.3 9.3
Moderately Successf 62 70.5 72.1 81.4
Very Successful 16 18.2 18.6 100.0
Total 86 97.7 100.0

Missing .00 2 2.3

Total 88 100.0

Participants were asked, “To what extent

Figure 26: Pie Chart: Frequency Distribution of Survey I
Respondents: Sustainability Habits Learned at Institution
Affecting Future Planning

has establishing the Sustainability Coordinator

focused the behavior of faculty/students to B very Littie

.Nbderately
. . e . . » Successful
include sustainability in their future planning? myey

They were given the options of “none,” “very
little,” “moderately successful,” and “very

successful.” The significant majority of

participants, 70.5 percent, reported “moderately
successful.” There were not any participants that reported “none,fdteeiewas not included in

the table or graph. There were 2 participants that chose not to dhewgeiestion.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Conclusions

The position of a Sustainability Coordinator is a new concept beirtglisls&l across
college and university campuses not only in the United States, but tieragsrld. Many
institutions are becoming aware of the significant benefit that aiSaisilély Coordinator can
afford their institution. These benefits can come in the form ofliEnbenefits such as cost
savings through energy consumption reduction or through non-tangible benefits suttaaced
morale for sustainability programs or a sense of environmental stevparéstFiorino states,
“Sustainability must move from being a concept that is debated andamab one that guides
decision making and action at all scales of governance and policysséptd886). Establishing
a Sustainability Coordinator is a method of developing policy and progreasitosustainability
goals at an institution. Fully understanding the roles and benefits of thiepesit create an
opportunity for administrators to be best prepared to establish the positisme3earch has
clarified two important concepts within a subject that is limiteceferences due to the recent,
rapid emergency of the position at institutions across the United .Stheesoncepts concluded

in this research:

1) Accredited four-year institutions with Sustainability Coordinaf&i3) in the United

States can be typified by a set of characteristics. The chaséiceemost common of
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these institutions are: They are categorized as Large, Resaaddive a “Highly
Residential” residential status. It was also found that theirss¢atdPublic or Private
Institution did not have any relevance within this study. Finally, Geogradmation
based on region had little relevance as those institutions withgttpe of this research
were relatively evenly distributed.

2) Institutional culture is skewed towards a “culture of sustainabilityfistitutions with
Sustainability Coordinators within the scope of this research based on esspmas
survey. It was found that a majority of the participating instingiqualified for a “high”
level for culture of sustainability. It is unknown if the culture of sustaility contributes
to the establishment of a Sustainability Coordinator, or if the esitaidint of a
Sustainability Coordinator contributes to the culture or sustaityabil

Ultimately, the position of a Sustainability Coordinator is sparkmeerest at institutions

across the world. This is due to institutions seeking to creatauasg for efficiency along with
society as a whole beginning to comprehend their impact on the natural envitamués
making an effort to make adjustments accordingly. The long-term tseagéstablishing a
Sustainability Coordinator will be unique to each individual instituthased on their intentions,
inputs, and mission. Some institutions will reap enough cost savings te ftreding for new
programming and positions. Other institutions will win awards for envirorahstgwardship,
while other institutions will be pioneers in developing new technoldgresustainable
development. If established a nurtured appropriately, the position of an8bsiy Coordinator

could be limitless in the benefits that it could provide to an institufitiigher education.

5.2 Recommended Further Study:
The position of a Sustainability Coordinator is one which there if1iyeicto be learned.
This research has established information on those institutions thettbuemploy

Sustainability Coordinators. It would be valuable to utilize the dasdlestted in this research in
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order to make predictions on which institutional characteristicmdieative of institutions likely
to establish a Sustainability Coordinator. This information would allotitutisns to assess

themselves and determine if they are best suited to establisram&loisity Coordinator.

It was found in this research that the majority of the respondents\af\Sl|
(representing 49.4 percent, 88/178, of the entire population of those nteetergeria of this
research) experienced a high level of “culture of sustainabilitfieat institution. It is
recommended that the culture of sustainability is evaluated at alhnequizer of institutions that
do not have Sustainability Coordinators. This could provide valuable insightsaoaulture of

sustainability affects the sustainability progress at ingirat

As this position gains momentum, it would be valuable to do any type of further study
which adopts a more in-depth approach to any of the topics explored withirstrasate It
would also be valuable to further extend the topics of this researchudermmmmunity colleges
and perhaps institutions outside the United States. It would be intersstinge any distinctions

in the comparisons.
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APPPENDICES

Appendix 1: Survey |

Sustainability Coordinator Research Survey
Conducted by: Shanna McFeeters, Oklahoma State University

A Sustainability Coordinator (sometimes referred to as a Sustaipdbificer) is staff or faculty
position hired by a university that coordinates the sustainability €6 university through a
variety of duties such as working with student programs, energy cotiseyvacycling
management, construction management, research etc. The followingisuntepded to gather
data that seeks to understand the driving factors of why some unigethitiese to hire a
sustainability coordinator while others do not. Please fill out the gaovihe best of your
knowledge.

(For an electronic copy, please contact Shanna McFeeters at shanrtans@fekstate.edu)

Your Name:

University Name:

Public or Private University:
Position at University:
Email Address:

The information provided above will in no way be published with the findings ofdbesarch. It
is requested in order to understand regional differences as they pedagtdinability
coordinators. Furthermore it is requested that you provide contact inikmnnsa that the results
from this study can be sent to you after it is complete.

1) Does your university employ a full time Sustainability Coordinabr?

If yes, please continue to 2a-11a
If no, please continue to 2b-7b

2a) What is the official title of the “Sustainability Coordinator” at y our university if it is
different from “Sustainability Coordinator.”
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3a) What are the general job duties of this position?

4a) Who supervises this position? What is their title?

5a) What is this position’s approximate salary?

6a) When was this position established?

7a) What, if any, were some of the obstacles associated with estsitilng this position?

8a) Has this position been associated with cost reduction for tiéniversity (i.e. energy cost
reduction)?

9a) Does the person who occupies this position regularly work on profsonith members of
the student body?

10a) What has been the most beneficial aspect of establishing thisjtion?

11a) Since the establishment of this position, has your universig/“College Sustainability
Report Card'® score increased?

Please return this completed survey to:
Shanna McFeeters

35757 S 4205 Rd

Inola, OK 74036

-OR-

Shanna.Mcfeeters@okstate.edu

®The College Sustainability Report Card is “designed to identify colleges and universities that are leading
by example in their commitment to sustainability. The aim is to provide accessible information for schools
to learn from one another's experiences, enabling them to establish more effective sustainability
policies”. Information regarding the report card and any school’s status is available at
www.thegreenreportcard.org
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Please fill out the following section if your university does naturrently
employ a full time sustainability coordinator.

2b) Are you aware of any discussions among administration at your univatg in regards to
the potential for hiring a sustainability coordinator?

3b) What have been the major inhibiting factors for establishing @ustainability
coordinator position?

4b) Have student groups expressed an interest in such a positiorifgeestablished at your
university?

5b) Is the administration aware of their Green Report Card Score?”?

6b) Is the administration of your university satisfied with ther green report card score? If
not, what are any recent developments that have been made towards iraping their score?

7b) Does your university have any other sustainability programs that redte a full time
staff position such as recycling, energy reduction, etc?

Please return this completed survey to:
Shanna McFeeters

35757 S 4205 Rd

Inola, OK 74036

-OR-
Shanna.Mcfeeters@okstate.edu

Y The College Sustainability Report Card is “designed to identify colleges and universities that are leading by example
in their commitment to sustainability. The aim is to provide accessible information for schools to learn from one
another's experiences, enabling them to establish more effective sustainability policies”. Information regarding the
report card and any school’s status is available at www.thegreenreportcard.org
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Appendix 2: Survey |l

Sustainability Coordinator Research Survey
Conducted by: Shanna McFeeters, Oklahoma State University

A Sustainability Coordinator (sometimes referred to as a Sustaipdbificer or other similar
titles) is a staff or faculty position hired by an institution of highercation that coordinates the
sustainability efforts of an institution through a variety of dusiech as working with student
programs, energy conservation, recycling management, construction manageseamth etc.
This research seeks to report findings on full-time SustainaBitityrdinators at four-year
accredited universities in the United States. The following sus/gended to gather data that
seeks to understand the rationales for institutions of higher educatioattisbsand continue
maintaining a Sustainability Coordinator position. Please fill oustineey to the best of your
knowledge by checking the appropriate spaces with “x” or ranking themeRtedk& comments
as necessatry.

Your Name:
University Name:
Position at University:

l. Institutional Culture regarding Sustainability

1) Generally speaking, is your president supportive of sustainable initiatives
_Y__N

2) How is the position funded?

____ Derived from a budget or combination of budgets
____ Student Fee

____Endowment

____ Cost Savings

____ Grant (which:)

3) Is being a “green” or “sustainable” university a source of advegtisin
recruitment for the university?
Y _ N

4) Have donors made contributions towards the success of sustainability programs?
Y N
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5)

6)

1)

2)

3)

4)

Is the student body highly active in sustainability programs?
Y N
Examples:

To what extent has establishing the Sustainability Coordinator focused the

behavior of faculty/students to include sustainability in their future planning.

___None ___ Very Little __ Moderately Successful __ Very Successful
History and Functions of the Sustainability Coordinator

When was the position established?
Year:

Why was the position establishedPldase rank 1-

____Need for Coordination/Collaboration of University Sustainability Programs
____ Student Demand

____An Attempt to Create Cost Savings

____Need to Develop Sustainability in Curriculum

____Helps Satisfy the Mission of the University

____Relieve Other Faculty/Staff Members of the Duties Associated with the
Position

What are the major roles for the Sustainability Coordinator at the university?
(Please rank 1-3

____ Curriculum Development

____Energy Reduction

____Waste Reduction

____Collaborating Sustainability Programs on Campus

____Outreach

____Master Plan Initiatives

____Auditing & Reporting Program Development

____Student Engagement & Support

Benefits resulting from creating the Sustainability Coordinator positiveckcall
that apply)

____ Central Resource for students and staff to promote their sustainable@sitiati
____Raise awareness of sustainability programs on campus

____Tracking & reporting progress of sustainability programs (energgtiedu

etc)

____Grant writing to fund sustainability programs at the university
____Developing requirements for AASHE STARS registration

____ Developing requirements for ACUPCC
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____Enhanced Culture of Sustainability at the University

5) Do the tasks that the Sustainability Coordinator performs generate enough cost
savings to pay for the position?
___Y__ N
If no, are the non-tangible benefits great enough to merit continuing the egistenc
of the position?
Y __ N

Comments:
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Appendix 3: Survey 1 (Part 2) Institutions With Out Sustainability Cootolisd&Results

Table 40: Survey | (Part 2)- Institutions With Out Sustainab@itprdinators:
Most Common Responses

Most Common Responses

Inhibiting Factors Funding &
Lack of
Interest
Student Interest 24/39 Yes
15/39 No

Green Report Card Awareness 18/39 Yes
21/39 No

Other Sustainability Programs 26/39 Yes
13/39 No

Participants at institutions that did not have a full-time SudidityaCoordinator were
asked about the inhibiting factors in developing the position at th&tutien. Questions were
open ended. The most common responses reported that funding for the position anal éagkner
of interest for the establishment of the position. Participants werd dske student body was
interested in developing the position. The majority of participant8924éported that the
students had expressed interest in the position at their institution. iicgopats were then
asked if they were aware of their Green Report Card score. The ;né3dv89) reported that
they were not aware of their score. It was later found that a seymtifrmimber of the participants
in the survey were not part of the Green Report Card Program which helas éfxpir lack of
knowledge. Finally, participants were asked if their institution enga@nother full-time
position that focused on sustainability such as an energy manager steanaaager. A

significant majority (26/39) reported that their institution had a jpwsif this type established.
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Appendix 4: ACUPCC Signatories and AASHE STARS Registrants for alBlig&inability
Coordinators

Within the body of this research, the status as signatories of the ACERCEASHE
STARS Registrants were evaluated as they pertained to imstalitiulture by those respondents
of Survey Il. Figures 28 and 29 display the frequencies of the institutioms wWie scope of this

research (178) as a whole as signatories of the ACUPCC and AASHESSEgistrants.

Table 41: Frequency Distribution of Institutions with Sustainability

Coordinators: ACUPCC Signatories

Status Cumulative 0= No
Frequency| Percent Percent
0 62 34.8 34.8 1=Yes
1 116 65.2 100.0
Total 178 100.0
Table 42: Frequency Distributions of Institutions with Sustainability
Coordinators: AASHE-STARS Registrants
Status Cumulative 0=No
Frequency| Percent Percent
0 95 53.4 53.4 1=Yes
1 83 46.6 100.0
Total 178 100.0
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