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Brief history to the project
At the 2003 annual conference for the Environmental Association for Universities and Colleges a request was put forward by the members to HEFCE to run an environmental benchmarking scheme for the Higher Education sector and to link that scheme to funding applications. The aim being to accelerate the take up of good environmental management within the sector.
The request was based on the demonstrated improvements made by organisations completing Business in the Communities (BITC) environment index in the Yorkshire and Humber region. This index has demonstrated the following improvements across a large range of sectors in the region:
Management question
1999 % score
2004 % score
% improvement
Leadership 
86
100
+14
Policy
93
100
+7
Objectives
50
90
+40
Targets
71
79
+8
Audit
21
71
+50
Supplier
29
42
+13
Employee
0
73
+73
Stakeholder
39
84
+45
Source: Business in the Community
As a result HEFCE recommended that a bid was submitted to the LGM fund to test how appropriate BITC’s Environment and Corporate Responsibility Indices are for the sector. This bid was accepted in 2004 with Leeds Metropolitan University being the lead project manager and BITC, University of Sheffield and the EAUC forming the project team.
Project summary
HEFCE awarded the project a budget of £66, 970 based on the following requirements:
1) That 30 institutions are recruited for the project
2) That the results are delivered by July 2005
3) That Progress, conclusions and lessons learnt from the project will be disseminated via the EAUC’s news letter, annual conference and in a summary report available on the BITC and EAUC websites with additional outside publicity from publications like Education Higher and professional bodies such as IEMA.
The project was delayed by almost a year due to two key members from the University of Sheffield and BITC leaving the project group. In total 12 institutions took part in the project. 6 outside of the Yorkshire and Humber Region and 6 from the Yorkshire and Humber Region. Out of the 12 institutions taking part 9 completed BITC’s Environment Index and 3 completed the CR Index. 
The results of both where presented at the EAUC conference in April 2006. Further publicity has not taken place as HEFCE, BITC, the EAUC and Leeds Met have agreed to extend the project to Dec 2006. By extending the project it is anticipated that a further 10 organisations will complete the environment index as a minimum thus giving a more comprehensive data set to work from.
Results
The result of the project can not be taken as conclusive. However, they show some interesting trends in environmental performance within the sector. See appendix A & B for a full breakdown of the results.
Headline results – Environment Index
· When the overall index score for the sector is compared to the 11 other sectors taking part in BITC’s national index the HE sector scores lowest at 62%. Followed by IT with 77%.
· The HE sector follows the same trend as all other sectors in that it scores higher in the management section than the performance section.
· The sector scores 61% for assurance but 67% for willingness to disclose.
· Some universities do not have a formal risk assessment process to identify their key issues.
· Top management are assigned environmental responsibilities, but some do not discuss environmental issues regularly.
· All universities have a policy in place, but some institutions do not review them regularly or make them publicly available. This conflicts with the fact that 67% where willing to disclose information from the Index.
· Institutions are better in setting objectives than in setting targets. The sector score for setting targets was 59%.
· 1/3 of universities in the project did not have an EMS in place or conduct environmental audits.
· Dealing with the supply chain is the weakest area in the index both nationally and as part of this project. Surprisingly the sector scores higher in this area than for having an environmental management system.
· In terms of product stewardship the sector has difficulty in identifying its services, products and clients and how they influence them.
· Design was the most popular self selected impact area – reflecting the concern with university facilities and estate.
Headline results – CR Index
· The three institutions completing the CR Index performed best in the environment index. Showing that these institutions have mature environmental management systems and a natural desire to broaden the scope of their submission.
· Although universities showed they had a high level corporate statement (92%), the same trend was not observed in terms of specific CR principles (66%).
· The HE sector scored 4% for remuneration and bonuses compared to the national CR average of 70%.
· Other weak areas include CR principles integration, strategic decision-making, training and development and scope of reporting.
· However, the sector scored high (90%) in terms of business conduct. Compared to the national CR average of 97%.
· Out of the four pillars of the CR index (community, market place, environment and workplace) the results suggest that the sector is behind in managing its community, market place and workplace when compared to the national CR averages.
· The sector scores higher than the national CR average (78%) for workplace diversity but only 35% for community investment.
Institutional feedback
Time, ease of use and training – all institutions agreed that the indices were easy to use. All stated that everyone who needs to input into the completion of the index need to complete the training as well as the individual responsible for the submission. All agreed that completing the indices was time consuming and adequate time scales need to be given.
Future participation – all institutions said they would complete the index again. 
Driver for change – All institutions agreed (most strongly) that the index would help drive change. Some specifically stated that it highlighted the need for an energy and/or environment manager. Others stated that the index highlighted performance issues, such as waste management, as priority issues. 
Raised Board Awareness – All institutions agreed that is raised board level awareness of environmental and CR issues.
Flexible – most agreed that the emphasis of some questions needed to change and that the definitions of some questions are difficult to apply to the sector. This was especially relevant in the CR Index where it related to human rights issues in the supply chain and Health & Safety assessments of products.
Other surveys – people who completed the feedback forms said they where not aware of / looking at other surveys or felt that other surveys are more relevant to the sector. However, the University of York has looked at the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) as a possible alternative.
High profile – all institutions felt that the high profile of the index nationally, and BITC in general, would influence the board to continue with the Index, even if there was another index that is more relevant.
Support – most felt that the support from BITC was good and crucial to being able to complete the survey, especially when setting the scope and definitions of the questions. Guidance notes are definitely needed in order to complete both indices properly.
Networking – this was something that could have been improved and can be easily be rectified by December 2006.
Knowledge – all agreed that individual knowledge of projects by other departments in their institutions increased as a direct result of the project. Hence, participants gained a better understanding of their own institution, encouraged two way dialogue and more of an integrated approach.
Lessons learnt
The initial project brief identified that members of the project team leaving would be a risk. However, it did not recognise how long it would take to replace those people. In the case of the University of Sheffield a replacement was not found. 
For stage 2 of the project a greater emphasis has been placed on one dedicated resource from BITC to administer the process from workshops to analysis. This is a significant risk - If this person leaves it is unlikely that stage two will be completed.
Although HEFCE’s terms and conditions stated that an update should be provided on a six monthly basis this was not carried out. Completing a regular report for HEFCE would have allowed them to provide advice/support at crucial stages of the project. For example, greater support in recruiting participants could have been provided after the first workshop in November 2005. 
For stage2 of the project the project leader will write a monthly update report detailing progress towards the project plan, variance on the project, reasons for the variance and recommended actions.
Despite the promise to keep individual feedback and rankings private, recruiting institutions to take part was difficult. The project team could have made better use of HEFCE’s contacts and communication methods within the sector to encourage greater take up. 
The project team will ask HEFCE to have a greater input into this for stage 2.
The amount of time needed to recruit institutions was also under estimated. This impacted on the time scales needed to train the right number of people from each university and provide adequate networking opportunities. Hence, a period of three months should be allowed for recruitment with two months for training and one month for analysis in stage two. 
Greater emphasis should also be placed on the support available from individual account managers from BITC. Coupled with greater promotion by HEFCE it should be possible to recruit a further 10 institutions by December.
The initial budget for the project was tight in terms of the amount of input required from all members of the project team. This is mainly due to the large proportion of the budget being allocated to marketing and under estimating the cost per institution, usually £3,000 per organisation. 
For stage two the marketing proportion of the budget will be used to fund recruitment, training and analysis. This means a greater emphasis will have to be put on pdf versions of the final results and electronic systems.
Conclusions
Institutions are good at setting policy, and to a certain degree objectives/CR principles, but they do not commit to setting specific targets that are measurable and in the public domain. Hence, there is an aversion the being held accountable by stakeholders for fear of negative PR. However, the institutions taking part felt that the index would drive change and as a result will increase confidence in setting specific, measurable and public targets.
Keeping results private will only be possible for the project itself. If it is decided that BITC’s indices are relevant for the sector then the institutions scores will have to be published. Institutions who have taken part in the project will therefore have an advantage.
Overall the indices highlighted specific areas of concern, such as waste, energy and the estate, as well as the desire for greater board room acceptance and commitment. This reflects the general feeling of EAUC members for greater emphasis on good environmental management.
If the lessons learnt are implemented and increased use of HEFCE’s communication methods used then stage two should provide a minimum of another 10 institutions.
Finally, when the results of the project where presented at the EAUC conference it was felt that the indices would greatly help HEFCE in achieving its sustainability strategy.
Next steps
1) If appropriate this intermediate report should be distributed via HEFCE to Vice-Chancellors and at the same time HEFCE should ask for their support in stage 2.
2) Compile feedback on the individual reports provided to each institution and the effect of rankings on senior managers.
3) The scores of the six institutions outside of the Yorkshire and Humber region will be compared to the fist entries of the Yorkshire and Humber universities. This will show if environmental performance has improved as a matter of course over the last six years or not. 
4) Use EAUC and HEFCE networks to launch stage 2 in June 2006. The main focus being to recruit institutions from the midlands and south to give an even representation across England.
5) Recruit over June, July and August. Run extra training session on completing the index over September and October and analyse results in December.
6) Produce and launch final results in Jan 2007.
APPENDIX A – full graphical results, environment index.
1) Overall sector scores
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2) Section scores – management, performance, assurance & willingness to disclose
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3) Breakdown of management scores
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4) Breakdown of performance scores
	[image: image12.emf]70%

41%

53%

49%

69%

86%

78%

84%

72%

89%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Stakeholder

Communications

EMS Environmental Audit Supply Chain Stewardship


	[image: image7.wmf]75%

60%

87%

83%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Biodiversity

Self-selected

impact area




APPENDIX C – Full graphical result, CR index
1) Overall scores 
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2) Corporate strategy
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4) Breakdown of how certain elements of corporate responsibility are integrated into activities
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5) Breakdown of management scores
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6) Breakdown of performance scores
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CPI - Corporate Responsibility Principles Integration


BC - Business Conduct


PM - Performance Management


RB - Remuneration and Bonus


SD - Strategic Decision-making


TD - Training and Development


SM/BM Senior Managers and Board member Training/Briefing


SE - Stakeholder Engagement


R - Reporting


SR - Scope of reporting





PHS - Product Health & Safety


OHS - Occupational Health & Safety


LRSC - Labour Rights in the Supply Chain


WD - Workplace Diversity


CI - Community Investment
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