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Executive Summary 

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

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

independent methodology for benchmarking and encouraging sustainability within Higher 

Education Institutions. 

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

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

completed. 

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

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

draft scorecard has been considered and incorporated changes are summarised. 

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

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

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

be set to encourage continuous improvement. 

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

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

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

  

 

 

  



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

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

Page 2 
 

1 Introduction 

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

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

measure and monitor sustainability within the sector.   

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

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

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

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

particularly relevant to the sector.   

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

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

achieve in terms of sustainability.  

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

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

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

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

sustainability.   

1.1 Aims of the scorecard 

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

demonstrating progress and improvement. 

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

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

 Independent and apolitical  

 Credible within and outside the sector  

 Based on robust data that is simple to collate 

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

1.2 Scope 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

found in section 2.1. 
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1.3 Process 

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

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

completed and those in lighter green shows the future activities. 

 

1.4 Existing methodologies 

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

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

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

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

considered by the sector to be a valid exercise. 

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

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

exhaustive as a myriad of additional, specialist methodologies exist.  

Methodology Description 

Broad sustainability methodologies 

BREEAM 

 

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

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

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

is given a weighting. 

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

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

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

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

Green League 

 

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

impacts. 

LiFE 

 

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

specifically for colleges and universities to improve social responsibility and 

environmental performance through a whole institution approach. 

Key aspects defined 
(the six topics for 
the workshops)

Consultation 
workshops

Draft methodology 
produced

Review by the 
sector

Final methodology Develop web portal Pilot studies
Implementation for 

first year

Review of success 
and optimisation

Continued 
implementation
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Methodology Description 

UI Green Metric 

 

An international methodology that ranks and compares universities efforts towards 

campus sustainability and environmentally friendly university management. 

Topic-specific methodologies 

Carbon Trust 

 

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

respect of environmental sustainability, including: energy usage and greenhouse 

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

disposal. 

 

Green Flag 

 

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

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

ISO 14001 & Eco 

Campus 

 

ISO14001 is an environmental management system to help organisations handle 

environmental matters, prevent pollution, commit to environmental protection and 

meet objectives and targets. 

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

universities to meet ISO 14001. 

ISO 50001 

 

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

performance including energy efficiency, energy use and consumption. 

WRAP 

 

WRAP supports policies on waste prevention and resource efficiency by 

minimising waste, re-using, and recycling. 

 

2 Initial consultation 

A series of workshops took place between April and June 

in seven locations across the UK (Bristol, Stirling, 

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

intention of the workshops was to gather the sector’s 

opinion on various aspects of the new scorecard. They 

focused on the following six key aspects of the 

methodology:  

1. What should its scope be?  

2. What should its purpose be?  

3. How should it be structured?  

4. How flexible should it be?  

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

responses?  

6. How should the data collection be arranged?  

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

trends in responses for each of the six key aspects. 



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

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

Page 5 
 

2.1 Scope 

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

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

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

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

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

topics should be included.  

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

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

workshops.  

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

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

definitive quantitative conclusion is not possible. 

Sustainability 

topics 
Definitely within scope  Consensus to be within scope 

Consensus to be outside of 

scope 

Carbon & 

Energy 

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

Building carbon emissions 
Emissions from fuel used in 

owned vehicles 
Scope 3 from staff commuting 

Total Scope 1&2 emissions 
Percentage of renewables 

purchased with green tariffs 

Scope 3 from student 

commuting 

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

  
Percentage modal split for low 

carbon travel 
ISO50001 accreditation 

  
Proportion of fleet that are 

electric vehicles 
Carbon Trust Standard 

Water 
Water reduction targets 

Proportion supplied by rain-

/grey-water 
Carbon Trust Water Standard 

Water consumption     

Waste 

Proportion of waste diverted 

from landfill 
Waste to landfill Carbon Trust Waste Standard 

Recycling 
WRAP toolkit used on building 

projects 
  

  Construction waste   

  Segregation of food waste   

Climate 

change 

adaptation 

Flood risk assessment 
Signed off adaptation 

strategy/policy 
  

  
Climate change risk assessment 

carried out 
  

  
Adaptation incorporated into 

building projects 
  

Social impacts   Community engagement 
Living Wage paid to university 

staff 
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Sustainability 

topics 
Definitely within scope  Consensus to be within scope 

Consensus to be outside of 

scope 

    
Local up skilling/procurement 

policy for contractors 

Procurement 

Sustainable Food Fairtrade food   

Energy/ Utilities     

Local sourcing     

Construction     

Student Views 

Staff views sought on 

sustainability priorities 

Students' views sought on 

sustainability priorities 
Curriculum 

Energy awareness     

Overall 

EPC Ratings 
BREEAM used on all relevant 

building projects 
  

EMS ISO14001   

  BS8555   

Biodiversity 
  Hard surfaces  SuDS 

  Grounds and estates   

Miscellaneous 

  
Percentage of campus which 

allows water infiltration 
Wellbeing 

  Innovation   

  
Percentage of university budget 

for sustainability effort 
  

  Low-GWP refrigerant use   

  
Research funds dedicated to 

sustainability issues 
  

2.2 Purpose 

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

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

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

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

preference. 

 Purpose Ranking 

Outward-facing 

Influence future students 6 

Improve the image of the sector 4 

Provide a way to influence policy 5 

Inward-facing 

Drive innovation and knowledge transfer within the sector 2 

Provide a framework continued sustainability effort within individual 

institutions 
1 

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

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

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

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

methodology to be inward-facing. 

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

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

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

2.3 Structure 

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

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

comment on the most appropriate structure: 

 

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

for the methodology.  

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

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

 Help to highlight areas for improvement 

 Provide a degree of context to the results 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fully Quantitative

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

Semi-quantitative

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

Fully qualitative



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

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

Page 8 
 

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

entirely of sustainability professionals) 

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

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

comparisons with other universities. 

2.4 Flexibility 

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

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

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

Degree of flexibility Ranking 

No flexibility – all institutions report using the same methodology 2 

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

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

flexibility. Once chosen they are fixed 

1 

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

be kept for five ‘years’ 

4 

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

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

6 

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

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

options and the three which were more flexible. 

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

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

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

knowledge sharing. 

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

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

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

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

‘signing up’ to a particular solution. 

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

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

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

2.5 Robustness 

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

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

submit the information.  

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

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

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

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

does not exist.  

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

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

relatively consistent across the four types of issue discussed: 

 Externally accredited schemes 

 Wide ranging issues within a defined scope 

 Single issue supported by numerous external schemes 

 Wide ranging issues within a variable scope 

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

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

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

be preferable to provide the methodology with credibility. 

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

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

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

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

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

be very time consuming. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

included with little impact on the underlying methodology. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

No documentary back-up 
in response to questions 

that are open to 
interpretation 

No documentary back-up 
but with tightly defined 

questions 

Links to or copies of 
policies and other high-

level documents 

Links to or copies of 
secondary-level 

documents (for example 
showing implementation 

of policy 

Complete audit trail 
available for all levels of 

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

structured. 

2.6 Data Collection 

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

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

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

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

qualitative responses. 

 

3 Scorecard Overview 

3.1 Purpose 

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

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

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

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

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

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

the control of Estates teams. 

3.2 Categories 

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

Team within a HEI. These are: 

 Energy & Emissions 

 Transport 

 Water 

 Waste 

 Adaptation 

 Procurement 

 Biodiversity & Landscape 

 Overall 

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

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

of each issue. 
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3.3 Indicators 

The indicators within the categories consist of two types: 

 Numerical indicators based on current and previous EMR submissions 

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

(in a similar way to AUDESAT) 

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

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

 

4 Scorecard indicator set 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

within the EMR process. 

The changes made to the scorecard have been summarised below: 

Issue ID Issue name Changes made from the draft issue 

E1 Change in building energy consumption – 

absolute 

Changes made to the description 

E3 Renewables generated Changes made to the description and EMR data 

references 

E5 Change in total carbon emissions (scope 

1&2) 

Changes made to the description 

E6 Reduction from 2005 baseline Clarifications have been added 

E7 Carbon reduction targets Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

E9 Energy Awareness Changes made to the scoring criteria 

E10 ISO5001 Issue has been added 

T1 Emissions from fuel used in HEI owned 

vehicles 

Changes made to the EMR data references. 

Changed to a “core” issue 

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

T3 Percentage modal split of zero carbon 

travel by staff 

Changes made to the EMR data references and 

clarifications have been added 

T4 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by staff – improvement 

Changes made to the issue name, EMR data 

references and clarifications have been added 

T5 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by staff – absolute 

Issue has been added 

T6 Percentage modal split of zero carbon 

travel by students 

Changes made to the issue ID and EMR data 

references 
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Issue ID Issue name Changes made from the draft issue 

T7 Percentage modal split of low carbon 

travel by students 

Changes made to the issue ID and EMR data 

references 

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

Wt3 Water consumption – absolute Issue has been added 

Ws4 Proportion of buildings waste diverted 

from landfill – absolute 

Issue has been added 

A2 Flood risk – existing campus Clarifications have been added 

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

clarifications have been added 

A5 Overheating – new projects Changes made to the scoring criteria 

A6 Adaptation Policy Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

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

and clarifications have been added 

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

have been added 

P3 Sustainable construction – local 

procurement 

Clarifications have been added 

P5 Use of flexible framework Issue has been added 

B2 Greening buildings Changes made to the description, scoring criteria 

and clarifications have been added 

B3 Species richness Changes made to the description and scoring 

criteria 

B4 Protection of ecological features and 

habitats 

Changes made to the issue name, description, 

scoring criteria and clarifications have been added 

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

and clarifications have been added 

- Management Category Changed category name from Overall 

M2 Alternative sustainability rating schemes Changes made to the description 

M4 Environmental management systems Changes made to the scoring criteria and 

clarifications have been added 

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

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

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

Energy & Emissions Transport Water Waste 

 Change in building 

energy consumption - 

absolute 

 Change in building 

energy consumption - 

normalised by floor 

area 

 Renewables generated 

 Renewables purchased 

with green tariffs 

 Change in total scope 

1&2 emissions 

 Reduction from 2005 

baseline 

 Carbon reduction 

targets 

 Low GWP refrigerant 

use 

 Energy Awareness 

 ISO5001 

 Emissions from fuel 

used in HEI owned 

vehicles 

 Proportion of fleet that 

are electric vehicles 

 Percentage modal split 

of zero carbon travel by 

staff 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

staff - improvement 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

staff - absolute 

 Percentage modal split 

of zero carbon travel by 

students 

 Percentage modal split 

of low carbon travel by 

students 

 Water reduction targets 

 Water consumption - 

improvement 

 Water consumption - 

absolute 

 Proportion supplied by 

rain water and grey 

water 

 Carbon emissions from 

wastewater treatment 

 Total waste generate 

 Operational waste 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste diverted from 

landfill - improvement 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste diverted from 

landfill - absolute 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste recycled 

 Proportion of buildings 

waste composted 

 Minimisation of 

construction waste 

 Segregation of food 

waste 

 

Adaptation Procurement Biodiversity/Landscape Management 

 Climate change risk 

assessment 

 Flood risk - existing 

campus 

 Flood risk - new 

projects 

 Overheating - existing 

campus 

 Overheating - new 

projects 

 Adaptation Policy 

 Sustainable food - 

animal welfare 

 Sustainable food - 

human rights issues 

 Sustainable 

construction - local 

procurement 

 Sustainable 

construction - 

education and 

environment 

 Sustainable Drainage 

Techniques 

 Greening buildings 

 Species richness 

 Protection of ecological 

features and habitats 

 Biodiversity Action 

Plan 

 BREEAM 

 Alternative 

sustainability rating 

schemes 

 Management of 

sustainability on 

construction projects. 

 Environmental 

Management Systems 

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

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

responses. 
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5 How the scorecard will be used 

5.1 Selecting relevant issues 

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

different issues and priorities.  

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

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

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

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

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

indicators across the categories. 

 

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

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

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

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

reflecting on the scorecard outputs. 

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

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

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

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

5.2 Setting targets 

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

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

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

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

align with resource planning and issue prioritisation. 

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

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

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

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

5.3 Entering results to generate scores 

5.3.1 Numerical indicators 

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

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

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

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

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

currently in effect.  

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

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

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

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

reduction is desired such as energy consumption): 

 Zero points: indicator has increased 

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

 Two points: indicator decrease is within second quartile of sector 

 Three points: indicator decrease is within third quartile of sector 

 Four points: indicator decrease is within top quartile of sector 

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

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

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

accordingly. 

 

0 1 2 3 4 
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Many of the indicators that rely on EMR data are expressed as an improvement from 

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

scorecard rewarded improvement as opposed to absolute values which would unfairly 

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

control (such as location).  

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

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

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

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

then is not reflected at all in subsequent years. 

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

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

remaining budget. 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Reduction from three 

year rolling average 

19% 

(4 points) 

12% 

(3 points) 

5% 

(2 points) 

-2% 

(0 points) 

Reduction from 

previous year 

18% 

(4 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

-1% 

(0 points) 

5.3.2 Qualitative indicators 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

provide context and explanation. 
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5.3.3 Weighting 

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

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

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

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

weighting between the categories. 

 

6 Scorecard Outputs 

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

score against the targeted score for each category. 

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

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

scoring benchmarks: 

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

optional indicators 

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

indicators selected by the university 

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

visualised: 

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

number of issues within each category. 

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

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

potential score indicated visually within maximum score. 

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

the centre). 

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

scoring). 
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 No normalisation 

 

 Maximum score 

normalised  

 

 Potential score 

normalised 

 

 

 



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

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

Page 19 
 

 

Each of these styles has advantages and disadvantages: 

Output style Advantages Disadvantages 

No normalisation Most accurate representation of the scores 

achieved in each category. Allows complete 

comparison between HEIs 

Exact position of categories with smaller 

scores are difficult to discern. 

Maximum score 

normalised.  

Visually simpler whilst keeping the 

representation of what proportion of issues 

each university has chosen to appraise itself 

against. Direct comparison between 

institutions still possible. 

The achievement of a single ‘point’ in 

categories with fewer issues has a 

disproportionately large effect. 

Potential score 

normalised  

Easier comparison between HEIs with subtly 

different number of optional indicators 

adopted.  

No indication of number of indicators 

selected within each category as maximum 

score is not represented – therefore university 

could be seen to be performing well when in 

fact has chosen to appraise itself against very 

few indicators. 

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

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

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

comments were received to indicate that another approach is preferable. 

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

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

normalised.  

 

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

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

the example on the following page. 

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

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

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

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

identifies where the HEIs are performing against their targets for each issue. This can help the 



Association for University Directors of Estates HE Sector Sustainability Evaluating Methodology 

Summary Report 
 

 ASAC/AUDE/REP1 | Issue | 14 January 2016  

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

Page 20 
 

HEIs to establish in which areas their sustainability 

efforts could be more focused. An example of how 

this might look for the Energy & Emissions category 

is shown below.  

Further detail could be provided for each of the 

issues that are based on EMR data, either 

representing within a graph where a university sits 

within the sector or providing the figures that 

represent each quartile.  

6.1 Implementation phase 

It should be noted that the options for graphical 

representation presented above are a first iteration. 

There is the possibility that once the web portal is 

developed in the implementation phase, further 

visualisation style or options become available 

including allowing universities to tailor their outputs.  



 

 

Appendix A 

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

 


