President’s Advisory Council for Sustainability Planning

November 18, 2010

Present: Jessica Bilecki, Geoff Buckley, Jill Carlson, Sujit Chemburkar, Lynnette Clouse, Sonia Marcus, Michele Morrone, Wendy Parker, Matt Rapposelli, Steve Scanlan
Absent: Erin Dame, Ed Newman, Ben Stuart, Harry Wyatt
Notes: Kim Criner

· Housekeeping
· Steve reported on 11/15 EEC meeting: Interest and enthusiasm expressed about role of monitor for Sustainability Plan.  

· Announcements   
· Working Groups: Benchmarks & Metrics I
· Grounds working group went over their draft of benchmarks and strategies.  Feedback was given.
· Susan Calhoun expressed concern over naming specific uses of grounds, such as food production.  Could give misleading expectations.  

DECISION: Bring these specific uses up in the objective description, so not named up front. 

· Would increasing open space compete with walkability of campus?  This should be considered when addressing the Master Plan.

· Could the Sustainability Plan prioritize certain types of spaces?  These could be listed in objective descriptions; also tie into Stewardship and Justice.

· Regional campuses will be expanding.  This will need guidance on preserving particular spaces. 

· Our own Environmental Impact Statements could be called for when new development is proposed.  Plan could outline methodology for these.  Students could be involved and they should apply to everything on campus grounds regardless of ownership.

· Could we seek to get rid of sprinklers or not use potable water on athletic fields and Baker flowerbeds? 
· Low & No Cost Energy Conservation working group shared proposed for objective 2.1.  Feedback was given.
· “Will reduce” should come first to strengthen.  “In accordance with” standards or commitments made by OU is missing.
· Working Groups: Benchmarks & Metrics II

· Fundraising working group is in agreement with revised objectives, needs to being looking over STARS document.

· Transportation benchmarks and strategies are missing.  Sonia will work on over break.

· Discussion of STARS treatment of faculty research.

· First we need to define qualifying activities.

· Max points given for either 25% of faculty meeting definition, and/or 75% of departments.

· The latter was favored because it shows permeability.  But departments with several involved faculty deserve recognition too.  

· Potential to incentivize faculty to reach targets by a certain year.

DECISION: We will make a rough estimate to see where we are and where we could go in 10 years. 

· Next Steps

· Meeting Adjourned.
