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Executive Summary 
 

During the summer of 2012, the Graham Institute sponsored an evaluation of the University of 
Michigan’s 2010-2011 Campus Sustainability Integrated Assessment (CSIA). The evaluation, 
which examined stakeholder perspectives of the CSIA process, included interviews with 19 key 
stakeholders and a survey that was sent to the broader participant community (462 surveys 
were sent, 62 were returned). The aim of the evaluation was to provide U-M leadership and staff 
at the Graham Sustainability Institute with relevant and useful feedback about the CSIA 
process. This input covered a wide spectrum of opinions and reflections from a broad range of 
participants. Through the evaluation, several key themes emerged.  

One of the overarching themes that developed was a common appreciation for how the 
CSIA process was conducted. Interviewees commented that the CSIA helped establish and 
build upon informal relationships around the topic of sustainability. They also credited the 
process for broadening their understanding of sustainability and for raising awareness about 
sustainability on a larger level on campus. Participants admired how inclusive the process was 
and felt that many efforts were taken to ensure it was as all-encompassing and transparent as 
possible. 

Another theme that arose was the notion that full integration (cross-disciplinary and 
cross-departmental collaboration), was often difficult to achieve. Although the CSIA was 
structured in a way to foster collaboration, participants noted that it did not always occur. One 
central issue participants identified stemmed from the inherent differences between the 
academic approach to the CSIA (exploring innovative options) and the staff or operations 
approach to the CSIA (grounding options in what is possible within the University setting). 
Bridging this gap was perhaps one of the most significant challenges for the CSIA.  

A third theme that emerged was that participant expectations were not always consistent 
with what the CSIA set out to achieve. Specific areas where expectations were inconsistent 
included the CSIA’s role in fostering (versus creating) a culture of sustainability, the procedure 
in which the final decisions were to be made, and the role budgeting played in the CSIA. 
Participants tended to express the most dissatisfaction with aspects of CSIA process when their 
expectations did not align with the CSIA’s intentions.  
 A final and key theme revealed through the evaluation was the importance of saliency. A 
main reason the CSIA was ultimately successful in creating presidential-level goals was that it 
occurred at a time when leadership was ready and willing to commit to the process. Additionally, 
several other initiatives at the University were taking place that supported and complemented 
the work of the CSIA. The majority of participants agreed that the integrated assessment 
approach was a well-timed and worthwhile process for the University to undertake in an effort to 
establish sustainability goals.  
 In sum, stakeholder feedback made clear that despite some of the challenges 
experienced through the process, implementing an initiative as large and complicated as the 
CSIA offered numerous benefits for advancing sustainability at the University of Michigan. 
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Report 

Introduction 
Campus Sustainability Integrated Assessment (CSIA):  
Throughout 2010 and the first half of 2011, the Graham Institute and the Office of Campus 
Sustainability at the University of Michigan coordinated an integrated assessment to identify 
long-term stretch goals for campus sustainability efforts. Integrated assessments summarize 
knowledge to build consensus and guide decision making around a particular resource 

management, environmental, or sustainability issue.
 1 

The Campus Sustainability Integrated 

Assessment (CSIA) involved seven faculty-led analysis teams, 77 student research assistants, 
close involvement of dozens of operations staff, nearly 200 comments & ideas submitted by the 
campus community, and three town hall events which drew several hundred participants. 
Supported by U-M President Mary Sue Coleman and her Environmental Sustainability 
Executive Council, involving multiple academic units and operations departments across 
campus, and informed by an extensive stakeholder engagement process, the U-M CSIA 
represents one of the most comprehensive campus sustainability analyses completed at a US 
institution of higher education. (Complete description of process, timeframe, and 
recommendations can be found at: http://www.graham.umich.edu/ia/campus.php).  The 
structure and process employed for the CSIA are depicted in the schematic below.    
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The CSIA generated a final report outlining four high-level campus sustainability themes 
including Climate Action, Waste Prevention, Healthy Environments, and Community Awareness. 
Each theme incorporates a guiding principle, time-specific and quantifiable 2025 goals, and a 
list of potential actions for achieving each goal. (Appendix A: Goals and Guiding Principles) 
 
CSIA Evaluation Project: 
During the summer of 2012, the Graham Institute initiated an evaluation of the Campus 
Sustainability Integrated Assessment process. The evaluation focused on the perspectives of 
key stakeholders involved in the CSIA and aimed to identify any changes in campus culture and 
processes. Through an examination of stakeholder perspectives, the process evaluation sought 
to provide feedback to U-M decision makers and leadership, help guide future campus 
sustainability initiatives, and inform other Graham-sponsored integrated assessment evaluation 
efforts. This report is a synthesis of the findings from the evaluation initiative.  It is important to 
note that this report is not an evaluation of progress towards the goals established through the 
CSIA.  The Office of Campus Sustainability provides goal progress and other related initiative 
information at:  http://www.ocs.umich.edu/goals.html.  
 
Project Objectives:  
The evaluation project aimed to assess four primary objectives which address whether or not 
the CSIA: 

1. Helped foster a campus-wide culture of sustainability, 
2. Significantly advanced a framework for sustainable operations at the U-M, 
3. Facilitated effective coordination of sustainability efforts across U-M Campus, and 
4. Established a process that was considered: 

a. Legitimate: fair and impartial, as judged by stakeholders, 
b. Credible: conducted with appropriate academic rigor and perceived as technically 

adequate by relevant scientific and expert communities, 
c. Salient: produced information that is considered relevant and useful by key 

decision makers1 
 
Background Information on Evaluations: 
The first step in the evaluation process included a review of relevant literature. As integrated 
assessment is a relatively nascent field, minimal literature specifically related to evaluation was 
readily available. Evaluations of participatory methods similar to the integrated assessment 
proved to be the most informative for helping structure the evaluation process.  The evaluation 
of public participation in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Superfund community 
involvement program by Charnley and Engelbert (2005) offered particularly useful guidance.2 
Charnley and Engelbert identified three main purposes of evaluations. These included 
evaluating how successful public participation is: “[1] in democratizing agency decision-making; 
[2] achieving a set of broad social goals; and [3] achieving specific goals of one or more of the 
participants.” The purpose of the CSIA evaluation was a combination of the second two 
purposes in that it aimed to evaluate how well the broader objective of creating a culture of 
sustainability was achieved as well as how effective the participatory process was in helping 
University decision-makers establish campus-wide sustainability goals.  
 
Other work that influenced the design of the CSIA process evaluation included T.C. Beierle’s 
work on the quality of stakeholder-based decisions.  Beierle suggested that the “political” nature 
of participatory processes may lead to poorer quality decision making.3 Evaluation questions 
that resulted from this included inquiries about perceived bias or influence due to decision 
makers and experts within the process. Additionally, Mark S. Reed’s analysis of emerging best 
practices for stakeholder participation in environmental management4 expanded the scope of 

http://www.ocs.umich.edu/goals.html
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the questions examined to include questions about transparency, consistency, and appropriate 
constituent representation. Finally, the evaluation themes of salience, credibility, and legitimacy 
that emerged in Parris and Kates work “Characterizing and Measuring Sustainable 
Development”5 played a significant role in forming the fourth objective of the evaluation and 
shaping the questions that were asked.  
 

Methods: 
Two methods were used to collect data during the evaluation process: a survey and in-person 
interviews. 
 

● Survey: A process evaluation survey was sent to 462 individuals identified as 
contributing to the CSIA in some way.  Sixty-three completed surveys were returned for 
a 14% response rate.  Given the large number of students involved in the CSIA, 
response rates may have been lower due to students graduating and leaving U-M. 
Survey results were primarily qualitative rather than quantitative in nature. Complete 
survey results and comments are found in Appendix B.  Selected survey results are 
included below to provide additional perspective on interview results.  
 

● Interviews:  Nineteen participants were interviewed during the evaluation. These 
interviewees were part of an original list of 63 participants that were identified by the 
Graham Institute as key stakeholders in the CSIA process. All 63 participants were 
invited via email to be interviewed and 19 interviews (30%) were successfully scheduled 
as a result of this invitation. The standard interview questions are included in Appendix 
C. 

 

 
The above numbers represent the breakdown of interview participants and survey respondents from each 
stakeholder group. 
 

 
Anonymity of Evaluation: In both the survey and the interview, participants’ identity 
was protected in order to allow for open and honest feedback. This allowed interviewees 
to be candid and honest with their responses. For the purpose of this evaluation, 
respondents will be referred to as “s/he” rather than “he” or “she” in order to protect their 
identity. 
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Findings: 
The following findings represent a synthesis of the feedback collected 
through in person interviews and related summary results from the survey. 
The findings are organized according to the main objectives (as stated 
above) of the evaluation process. Participants provided many thoughtful 
comments regarding both the strengths and areas for improvement of the 
overall integrated assessment process. This summary of findings is intended 
to highlight those comments that were echoed by many as well as unique 
perspectives offered by individuals.  

Objective 1: Foster a Culture of Sustainability: 

A primary objective of the CSIA was to foster a culture of sustainability at the 
University of Michigan. This was a rather broad objective with room for 
various interpretations. For the sake of this evaluation, the interviewer used 
several measures to gauge the CSIA’s success in achieving this objective. 
These included whether or not the CSIA influenced participants knowledge of 
sustainability, whether or not the CSIA resulted in participants feeling 
supported in taking action on sustainability, and whether or not the CSIA 
resulted in enhanced or new relationships around sustainability. As will 
become a common theme throughout this evaluation, feedback was mixed 
regarding how well this goal was (or was not) achieved.  

One of the major strengths identified by nearly all interviewees was a 
shared appreciation of the CSIA’s ability to establish and build upon 
informal relationships between staff, students, and faculty that 
otherwise may never have happened. As one analysis team member 
described, s/he felt that the assessment process “opened up an avenue of 
dialogue between faculty, administration, and staff which has resulted in other 
project initiatives and discussions taking place that otherwise never would 
have happened.” Another major benefit discussed by many interviewees was 
the process’s ability to broaden their understanding of what 
sustainability means. To certain interviewees, this meant learning more 
about the different fields of sustainability. While some were familiar with 
particular aspects of sustainability like energy and transportation, through the 
CSIA they learned more about fields such as food systems and waste 
management. Others felt the CSIA broadened their knowledge of 
sustainability by exposing them to varying perspectives of what sustainability 
means. Some expressed appreciation because as a result, they have since 
had more productive and multi-dimensional conversations around issues of 
sustainability. There were also those that felt the CSIA introduced them to 
specific implementation obstacles when it comes to sustainability initiatives. 
As one interviewee described, the most valuable lesson they gained from the 
CSIA process was a better grasp of “entrenched bureaucratic obstacles” that 
exist in the face of sustainability at the University of Michigan. 

Several decision makers noted that an important strength of the CSIA 
was its ability to help raise awareness and focus efforts around 
sustainability. Many interviewees think the public nature of both the process 
itself as well as the goals and guiding principles that were announced by the   
President of the University have certainly helped raise awareness and 
University commitment to a higher level across campus.  

partnerships 
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Interviewees also had numerous insightful comments for areas of 
improvement. One thought that was repeated by several interviewees was 
that although many informal relationships sprouted up or where enhanced as 
a result of the CSIA, several were hoping that more formal multi-
disciplinary, cross-departmental collaborations would continue 
following the CSIA. Interviewees also raised concerns that those outside 
the “sustainability/environmental bubble” at the University were 
perhaps not aware of the process (“bubble”: people already interested 
and/or actively involved in sustainability efforts) and thus the CSIA did not 
reach as broad of an audience as they hoped it would have. 

Finally, one of the most frequently repeated concerns heard from a 
majority of staff and analysis team participants was that although 
sustainability initiatives were clearly achieved, the culture of what 
sustainability at the University of Michigan remains somewhat divided 
between operations and academics. In large part, the staff perspective 
focused on implementation within a U-M setting. On the other hand, those in 
academia tended to have a more envelope-pushing, idealistic view of 
possible sustainability solutions for the campus. Academia and staff both 
brought important views to the issue; however at the end of the assessment 
period, it seemed to many interviewees there was still a cultural gap between 
those two worlds of sustainability. This issue was a reoccurring theme 
throughout the majority of interviews conducted and one that will be 
discussed throughout this evaluation report. 

Objective 2: Advance Sustainable Operations at U-M 

The intent of evaluating this objective was to determine whether or not 
participants felt that the Campus Sustainability Integrated Assessment truly 
helped move the University of Michigan forward as a leader in sustainable 
operations on campus. Interviewees were asked about whether or not they 
noticed sustainability initiatives being given a higher priority since the CSIA 
and if they noticed any changes to budgets that would support more 
sustainability action on campus. Feedback was mixed. 

Nearly every participant answered questions about sustainable 
operations by first discussing the nature of the goals that were ultimately 
established (Appendix A). Several pointed out that the publicly announced, 
presidential-level goals have proved to be very important tools in 
motivating departments and units to act on sustainability initiatives, 
even those units which previously may have been reluctant or slow to 
participate. One staff member described a long list of projects related to the 
sustainability goals that U-M operations are currently working on as a result 
of the CSIA goal announcement. The list included transportation projects, 
food purchasing guidelines, and reducing the use of harmful pesticides and 
fertilizers used by athletics. According to one interviewee, this University-wide 
participation stemmed from the fact that the University of Michigan highly 
values accountability and thus holds all units and departments responsible for 
doing their part to ensure that goals are met. This same interviewee said that 
now the norm for every new project in operations is to ask what sustainability 
elements have been or will be considered prior to launching any new 
initiatives. Several staff members from different departments even 
discussed how their unit is strategizing and working towards reaching 
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the goals established by the CSIA, including waste reduction plans and 
food purchasing guidelines.   

Among the areas for improvement identified by participants was the 
actual framing of the goals themselves. Specifically, many participants were 
concerned that the means for achieving goals were not clear. Most 
participants were grateful that the leadership showed such commitment 
towards campus sustainability. However, major decision makers aside, few 
interviewees seemed to have a clear idea of what the strategy was for 
reaching those goals. They weren’t sure who would necessarily be holding 
them accountable or how. 

A second issue heard from many participants about the goals was the 
ambiguity when it came to budgeting for the goals. Most interviewees on 
the operations side had little to no idea how the administration 
expected to fund the initiatives necessary for reaching the goals. Many 
were also unsure whether they were expected to reprioritize their 
departmental budget or if their budgets would be supplemented with new 
funding to reach the goals.  

Some interviewees were also concerned that the goals were not truly 
stretch goals for the University. For those that agreed with the general 
substance of the outcomes, many shared the idea that the goals were good 
for the short term but were not strong enough for the long term (2025). One 
analysis team member said that s/he felt the goals were not particularly 
aggressive nor did they radically improve upon existing University practices. 
Because of this, they felt that the University was not living up to its true 
leadership potential.  

On the other hand, several decision makers and integration team 
members felt that the goals were appropriate yet challenging for the 
University. Aware of the frustrations some analysis teams felt about the 
goals, one integration team member suggested that the root of the problem 
was related to scope. S/he stated that analysis teams were given too 
broad and too unrestricted a scope, therefore their research produced 
some information that was not necessarily relevant or usable for the 
purpose of campus sustainability goal setting. Multiple decision makers 
and integration team participants indicated that they translated what was 
relevant and significant from the recommendations and merged it with what 
was actually possible at U-M in order to produce goals that were suitable for 
the University 

Objective 3: Coordinate Efforts across Campus 
To ground the feedback discussed in this section, it is important to recall the 
extent of the CSIA process. The U-M CSIA represented one of the most 
comprehensive campus sustainability analyses completed at a US institution 
of higher education. The CSIA set out to coordinate efforts between multiple 
stakeholder groups, across a large, decentralized campus, and took place 
over a two year time period. Thus, evaluation of this objective (whether or not 
the CSIA effectively coordinated efforts across the U-M campus) related 
directly to process improvement for the integrated assessment, a massive 
and complex procedure. To evaluate this goal, interviewees were asked to 
give feedback about whether or not their expectations were appropriately 
managed and whether the process and the outcomes were fairly 
representative of the multiple campus constituents. This was perhaps one of 
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the most revealing of all the objectives primarily because it most directly 
addresses whether or not the process truly was as integrated as it intended to 
be.   

Overall, participants generally admired how inclusive the process 
was and felt that many efforts were taken to ensure it was as all 
encompassing as possible. Efforts included three town halls and an online 
comment submission process, both of which were open to the campus. As 
one interviewee said and others echoed, “For being as big as it was, it was 
reasonably inclusive and anybody who wanted to be heard could be heard. 
Participation was definitely invited.” Still, some participants wanted to see 
even broader engagement. Specifically, they were hoping to engage more 
departments within the University as well as more individuals that are not 
typically part of the “sustainability bubble.”  

One decision maker was particularly pleased with the administrative 
coordination that took place, especially around goal setting. S/he said that 
despite the numerous meetings towards the end of the process, s/he felt the 
CSIA was effective at bringing together leaders from many different 
leadership units within the University. S/he said that this “cross-university 
review and discussion really ensured ownership on the highest level.”  

Another strength mentioned by multiple interviewees was the integration 
team’s constant effort to communicate clearly and consistently. Up until the 
decisions were made, the majority of participants felt that the integration 
team worked hard to communicate expectations and was open to 
suggestions. There were however, a few interviewees that disagreed with 
this perspective. A few analysis team participants felt that project 
expectations were not clear and that after they signed on they were 
misled regarding what was possible in terms of latitude for their work. 
This led to frustration later in the process when they were confronted with 
what they considered to be unanticipated project limitations.  

Ultimately, the biggest challenge the CSIA had when it came to 
integration was bridging the gap between operations and academia. 
One analysis team participant described this issue in the following way: 
“faculty were really looking to push boundaries, ask a lot of questions, and 
explore somewhat radical seeming ideas while staff were very resistant to 
change – even those that wanted sustainability action – for fear that it would 
interfere, or add more, to their job.” On the flip side of the same issue, a staff 
member described the matter as “analysis teams had too much latitude, 
creating an unchecked hunger, and they didn’t utilize the steering committee 
enough – all which resulted in operations having to defend why suggestions 
couldn’t be reconciled or implemented. There was a lot we could take from 
the recommendations but ultimately, we had to blend the ideal with reality.” 

This gap between faculty and staff was echoed in many different forms 
and for many different reasons. In one case, a staff member said that s/he felt 
the process coordination was sometimes difficult because minds were made 
up prior to the start of the CSIA and thus people were not open-minded when 
it came to collaboration. In her/his opinion, this may have slowed down 
negotiations and overall process efficiency. 

Of course, this wasn’t the case for all. Some staff interviewees indicated 
that while they experienced certain analysis teams to be closed minded they 
found others to be very responsive to feedback and even saw their feedback 
incorporated in the recommendations that were produced by the team. An 
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optimistic analysis team member went on to suggest that perhaps it was a 
“healthy conflict” that took place and that this actually helped produce 
“reasonable” goals in the end. However, it seems that the perceived 
agreement of this observation depended on just how well staff and analysis 
teams were able to work together, a measure that varied widely throughout 
the CSIA.  

Objective 4: Establish a Process that is Legitimate, Credible, and Salient 
In addition to adding insight into process improvement, the evaluation of this 
final objective was an important step in adding to the emerging field of 
integrated assessments as a whole. The themes of process legitimacy, 
credibility, and saliency occur frequently throughout integrated assessment 
literature and are important pillars to moving the field forward.  

To assess process legitimacy, participants were asked questions 
regarding whether or not they felt the CSIA was a fair and appropriately 
conducted process. Specific topics addressed were process transparency, 
process authenticity, and an overall ranking of the engagement experience. 
Assessing process credibility addressed whether the process was suitably 
rigorous. Participants were asked whether they felt it was the suitable 
process and if they felt it was biased in any way. Finally, in evaluating 
process saliency, interviewees were asked about whether the process was a 
appropriate initiative for the University to undertake. 

One of the areas that received the most complimentary feedback 
throughout the whole evaluation process was the integrated assessment 
process itself (not necessarily the outcomes). Participants were both 
appreciative and impressed by how many opportunities there were to 
provide input throughout the CSIA process. The multiple town halls and 
the online comment submission system made the process very accessible to 
the broader campus community. And those that participated on analysis 
teams felt they played an important role in producing the final 
recommendations. Nearly all those that were on a team felt that their voice 
was heard within their team and that true consensus was reached when it 
came to the decision making within their team. 

Most participants were also impressed with the general transparency 
of the process. Nearly all felt that the timeline and deliverable expectations 
were clear and consistently communicated. As one analysis team member 
articulated, “the general actions that would transpire were usually 
transparent.”  

Feedback around the outcomes, in many cases, starkly contrasted with 
process feedback, particularly from those who were on the analysis teams 
and the staff. While many integration team and decision makers felt very 
confident that the decisions were made fairly and in a transparent 
manner, many analysis team members and staff personnel disagreed. (It 
is important to note that many of the decision makers and integration team 
members were a part of the decision making process while the analysis team 
and staff members were not.) Although efforts were made to organize and 
conduct a wrap up session for participants, many were either unaware of 
these sessions or did not attend. This resulted in many sharing the 
sentiments articulated by one analysis team member who stated that once 
the recommendations were submitted, there was “no disclosure of the 
nuanced discussion that surrounded the final decisions.” Another analysis 

process 
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team participant said s/he felt as if the final goals and guiding principles were 
decided in a “black box.” In contrast, an integration team member felt that the 
goal setting process resulted in goals that were “balanced, intentional, 
deliberate, and carefully reviewed… an example of higher education at its 
finest.”  These differing perspectives and experiences demonstrate that there 
was either a gap in communication or that there was declining stakeholder 
participation (or both) towards the end of the CSIA process.  

A second concern about the outcomes shared by several interviewees 
was that goals were too vague or too general to carry any true significance. 
Because of this, many were unsure how the goals are to be implemented. 
Participants wanted to better understand the specifics of the goals, including 
their scope, who would be measuring the goals, and how. Several 
participants also weren’t sure if the health care system and the athletic 
department were included in the goals. Some felt that the goals were not 
clear about what standards the targets were being measured against. Without 
these further specifics, several said the goals appeared to be somewhat 
arbitrary. Of course, many interviewees said that they assumed these 
specifics were addressed at some point during the higher level discussions 
about goals setting but that the details never made it the public 
announcement of the goals. They suggested that without public 
understanding of the specifics, some of the goals remained rather general 
and lacked the significance they would otherwise carry. 

To consider yet another perspective about credibility, one analysis team 
member suggested that the decision makers were so committed to the 
language of “process” that the integrated assessment process was used to 
deflect any substantive suggestions, issues, or debate. In other words, the 
idea of an integrated assessment was clearly something the decision makers 
were invested in but that the substance of what was produced was something 
decision makers did not engage in, and in the end, the goals did not reflect. 
Thus, s/he felt the goals were empty of meaningful impact and s/he 
questioned the credibility of the CSIA outcomes. 

Finally, the majority of participants felt that the integrated 
assessment approach was the appropriate process for what the 
University was setting out to accomplish. In addition to establishing the 
sustainability goals and guiding principles, the CSIA also resulted in a 
number of additional benefits, many of which have already been discussed. 
These benefits included such things as broadened and more nuanced 
understandings of what sustainability means, new and enhanced social 
connections formed around the subject, and large-scale campus buy-in and 
focus around the goals that were established. One participant said s/he felt 
the integrated assessment process was appropriate “given the large, 
decentralized nature of U-M.” Another said that “despite my belief that the 
process wasn’t truly integrated, I do feel like it was a good process because it 
was highly inclusive, really sought advice from the campus rather broadly, 
and it included a lot of dedicated, smart, and talented people.”  It is important 
to note though that several interviewees said that they were not aware of any 
other process that was a possibility and accordingly, didn’t feel it was a 
reasonable question to be asked.  
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Conclusion 
As can be expected with any attempt to tackle so many challenges at once, 
the Campus Sustainability Integrated Assessment process had strengths and 
areas for improvement. The feedback from the evaluation was diverse and 
like the CSIA itself, represented a variety of opinions and stakeholder 
interests. Below is a compilation of some of the themes to consider for future 
initiatives of a similar nature.  

Integration 
Integration was a main priority of the CSIA (as is evident by the name) and 
one area where much improvement can be made. Perhaps the first step 
should be to define what “successful” integration entails. The CSIA did a 
worthy job of including a diversity of stakeholders and allowed for great open 
public input. However, the question must be asked: is broad inclusion enough 
to qualify this assessment as successfully integrated? The feeling of many 
interviewees is that given the University of Michigan’s strength as an 
academic trailblazer, the answer is no, inclusion is not enough. It was no 
doubt an excellent first step. However, many would like to see integration in 
more capacities. Below are a few of the areas where participants expressed 
that better integration would have strengthened the overall process and 
outcomes. (Recommendations for how to go about making these 
improvements is beyond the scope of this report.) 

 Academia and Operations: Though collaboration among staff and 
analysis teams was perhaps intended, the process framework did 
not ensure that staff and analysis teams actually collaborated. 
Participants felt that better integration in this area would have helped 
to reconcile and even better calibrate expectations on both sides. 
Also, many felt that more explicit interaction between academia and 
staff would have led to more realistic recommendations grounded in, 
and even advancing, ongoing efforts at the University.  Finally, some 
suggested that a more team-oriented relationship between analysis 
teams and staff may have reduced the tension that impeded progress 
in some situations.  

 Staff: The staff category itself represents a large number of people at 
the University of Michigan. Given the size of operations and staff at U-
M, some felt that staff were underrepresented as a group. One 
participant suggested that a future improvement may be to coordinate 
more extensive collaboration among staff departments especially 
because in many cases, there are multiple units that address similar 
issues, such as food purchasing, waste, and energy. 

 Academia and Decision Makers: Similar to the analysis teams and 
staff relationship, participants indicated that additional built-in 
interactions between analysis teams and decision makers may have 
enhanced the end results and helped everyone feel more satisfied 
with the outcomes. Several participants remarked that increased 
interactions might lead to analysis teams better understanding the 
nuanced challenges central administration faces in managing an 
enormous and decentralized university. Some suggest that as a 
result, analysis teams would be inclined to examine more feasible 
options for the University. Others propose that increased interactions 
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would help build stronger relationships, something both students and 
faculty members expressed great interest in. Finally, some 
participants speculate that more contact with decision makers would 
lead to a greater sense of trust in the final decision making process.  

 
Clarity of CSIA Intentions, Scope, and Purpose: 
A second overarching theme to emerge from this evaluation is the lack of 
clarity around the integrated assessment’s scope and purpose. It is not 
surprising that given the large number of stakeholders involved, over time a 
degree of clarity was lost. As a result, participant expectations did not always 
align with what was possible. Several areas in which expectations strayed 
from the CSIA scope and purpose are highlighted below. 

 Fostering v. creating a culture of sustainability: An important 
distinction that became blurred (perhaps over time) was the difference 
between fostering versus creating a culture of sustainability. While the 
CSIA set out to promote or nurture a culture of sustainability through 
the CSIA processes, several participants perceived one of the goals 
to create this culture. This is reflected in the sentiment of one 
interviewee who expressed that they felt that an opportunity had been 
missed by not seizing the momentum generated by the CSIA. In 
her/his opinion, immediately following the CSIA would have been an 
extremely beneficial and appropriate time for the University to 
establish a formal space for staff, faculty, students, and administration 
to come together to discuss campus sustainability issues on a regular 
basis. Others suggested that if the CSIA truly wanted to grow a 
culture of sustainability at the campus, other means could have been 
used to reach the mainstream, broader public. 

While the CSIA did have a culture-focused analysis team and a 
general goal related to promoting the sustainability culture on campus, 
the primary intent of the CSIA was to focus on setting operational 
goals for the University. Cultural impacts related to the CSIA were 
mostly intended to be intangible byproducts of the collaborative 
stakeholder process that made up the CSIA.  

 Decision Making Process: As stated by several interviewees, many 
felt that the decision making process took place in a “black box” and 
were dismayed by the fact that they felt cut out of the loop towards the 
end. Several expressed interest in learning more, and perhaps even 
being involved in the ultimate discussions that led to final 
determination of goals. Though understandable, it is important to note 
that this sentiment does not align with the structure of the CSIA 
process in which the integration team is the locus through which 
information passes. The purpose of the analysis teams was to come 
up with proposals. These were then passed on to the integration team 
to be compiled and prepared for the decision makers. The decision 
makers were then given the task of coming up with feasible and viable 
sustainability goals based on these proposals and further financial 
analysis. Once goals were determined, the integrated assessment 
team was then responsible for sharing relevant decision making 
processes with analysis teams and staff as a means for closing the 
feedback loop.  
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Based on interviewee feedback, it seems this process and the 
distinct roles of each stakeholder group were not always fully 
understood by participants. This lack of clarity may have led to some 
of the frustration felt by some participants regarding how the goals 
were determined and how the process was concluded. 

 Budgeting: Several interviewees commented that expectations about 
budgeting for CSIA outcomes were vague, particularly for staff 
responsible for implementing goal-related actions. A lack of clarity 
regarding how recommendations would affect budgeting led some 
staff members to act very conservatively throughout the process. This 
uncertainty was also cited by some participants as reason for 
questioning the credibility of the CSIA outcomes.  

Timing 
A theme that was discussed by many participants was the importance of 
timing. Several emphasized that the CSIA happened roughly around the 
same time as Planet Blue Operations Teams (a campus building energy 
efficiency program) was getting off the ground and the Office of Campus 
Sustainability (OCS) was beginning to gain traction. Several interviewees 
suggested that it was hard to tease apart the impact of just one component 
and that these multiple initiatives worked well to complement and enhance 
one another’s impact. For instance, the existence of OCS made it possible 
for many staff members to participate in the process and Planet Blue  
Operations Teams was a huge boost to awareness on campus. Some 
interviewees even questioned if the CSIA would have been truly possible 
without the other initiatives taking place simultaneously.  
 
Moving Forward: Now What? 
Despite the diverse array of opinions discussed, including strengths and 
weaknesses, nearly every participant felt like outcomes achieved 
through the CSIA process were worthwhile. As one participant described, 
the CSIA demonstrated that the University of Michigan is truly a leader in so 
many senses of the word.  

Taking on a project as challenging as the CSIA undoubtedly left many 
frustrated but it is exactly the type of initiative that the University needed to 
conduct to move the conversation, and more importantly, the actions of 
sustainability, forward. Through this process, connections were established, 
conversations were held, and campus-wide sustainability decisions were 
made. Now the University needs to address how they will keep this going.  

One interviewee was worried that momentum was lost by the lack of 
immediate follow up. After interviewing a variety of stakeholders, it appears 
this is not so. Sustainability is still a predominant part of the dialogue on 
campus for faculty and students, among staff, and within the administration. 
However, part of what the CSIA set out to accomplish was to foster a campus 
wide culture of sustainability. To continue nurturing sustainability at the 
University will require ongoing and public efforts. The University should 
consider, and in fact already has, how it will continue to institutionalize this 
culture through efforts like the Student Sustainability Initiative, Planet Blue 
Ambassadors program, the Planet Blue Student Innovation Fund, and the 
Sustainable Workplace program. Most importantly, what will make all of these 
efforts successful, and what will make University of Michigan stand-out as a 
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created creative 

capital (unique ideas 

& solutions) 

 

leader, is an ongoing commitment to integrated collaboration.  Sustainability 
is a challenge. It requires large-scale cooperation, investment, and support. 
The CSIA proves that the University of Michigan is ready and willing to take 
on the challenge.  

General Thoughts on Integrated Assessments: 
In addition to obtaining feedback from CSIA stakeholders regarding their 
experiences relating to the process, this evaluation also set out to guide 
process improvements for future integrated assessments. Accordingly, the 
content below highlights lessons learned as they relate to the dominant 
themes in integrated assessment literature, namely legitimacy, credibility, and 
saliency.  
 
Legitimacy: When considering legitimacy (fair and impartial as judged by 
stakeholders), a general lesson that emerged from this evaluation was the 
importance of distinguishing between process legitimacy and outcome 
legitimacy. Many stakeholders perceived the process as legitimate due 
to the multiple opportunities for public feedback and representation, the 
consistent communication about process expectations, and the overall 
transparent nature of the integration team during the process. However, 
the CSIA’s legitimacy came into question when it turned to outcomes. The 
manner in which final decisions were reached was perceived by several 
participants as not transparent and perhaps because of this, there was 
a perceived bias related to the final outcomes. Considering these two 
together, it seems that one of the primary ways in which legitimacy can be 
achieved is by establishing transparency. 
 
Credibility: Lessons about how to achieve credibility were not as evident. 
This may be because there was a separate internal review process of 
analysis team reports that measured credibility outside of this evaluation. It 
also may be due to a lack of specific measures within the evaluation for 
defining credibility (conducted with appropriate rigor and perceived as 
technically adequate by relevant scientific and expert communities). For 
instance, It is not entirely clear who the “relevant scientific and expert 
communities” were, and to what part of the CSIA “appropriate rigor” and 
“technically adequate” actually refer. Do they refer to the research process? 
The collaboration process? Or perhaps they refer to the decision making 
process? It seems that determining credibility is a much more elusive 
task than anticipated. A first step for resolving this in future integrated 
assessments would be to set out a very specific definition of how 
credibility will be measured and should include explicit reference to who 
the relevant communities are and what parts of the integrated assessment 
are to be measured for credibility. 
 
Saliency: Contrary to credibility, the importance of saliency was an 
unavoidable lesson from this evaluation. Saliency (production of 
information that is considered relevant and useful by key decision 
makers) was clearly one of the greatest strengths of the CSIA. This is 
evidenced by the fact that several units began working on implementing the 
sustainability goals shortly after they were announced. A major factor in 
achieving saliency was that decision makers did not just participate in the 
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process, they championed it from the start. Other contributing factors to CSIA 
saliency included ongoing awareness campaigns (Planet Blue), supportive 
operational departments (Office of Campus Sustainability), supportive 
students groups (Student Sustainability Initiative) and other complementary 
initiatives taking place on campus.  Saliency was crucial to the CSIA’s overall 
success and is a factor that should not be overlooked for future efforts. 

Final Take-Away: Why an Integrated Assessment 

Finally, the question must be asked: Was the integrated assessment 
approach the appropriate process given what the University hoped to 
achieve? In short, the answer is yes. As many interviewees of the CSIA 
evaluation stated, the University certainly could have hired a number of 
consultants to produce sustainability goals for the University. President 
Coleman also could have signed the President’s Climate Commitment like so 
many other universities across the country. While it is uncertain whether 
either of these avenues would have reached better (or worse) operational 
goals, it is clear that neither would have resulted in the numerous benefits 
mentioned in the above pages. As a result of the CSIA, more and more 
cross-disciplinary and cross-operational dialogue and collaboration is taking 
place on campus. This is evidenced in the survey results as well as the 
statement made by one analysis team member who said s/he felt that the 
assessment process “opened up an avenue of dialogue between faculty, 
administration and staff which has resulted in other project initiatives and 
discussions taking place that otherwise never would have happened.” 

The IA process is far from perfect but the unique benefits it provides 
make it a process worth investing in and improving upon, especially at a 
leading academic institution like the University of Michigan 
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Appendix C: Standard Interview Questions  
 
Sample of Interview Questions: Analysis Team 
Timing: Interviews will last approximately 1 hour 

Framework: Interviews will be structured to match the priorities and goals of the evaluation.  

 

Questions: 

Did the CSIA foster campus-wide culture of sustainability? 

1. Do you think the CSIA process resulted in new and sustained partnerships or 

collaborations between units (student groups, sustainability committees, etc.) and 

departments? 

2. Do you think the CSIA process strengthened already existing partnership collaboration 

efforts between units and departments? 

3. Have you noticed an increase in “sustainably” focused conversations around campus? 

4. Did the overall process of the IA give you a broader understanding of sustainability? Did 

it advance your knowledge around the subject? How/how not? 

5. Do you feel that the CSIA provided leverage to prioritize sustainability related action on 

campus? 

 

Did the CSIA framework significantly advance sustainable operations at the University of 

Michigan? 

6. Do you feel that the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) have influenced 

sustainability decision making on campus? If so, how? 

7. Do you think the CSIA framework created any opportunities for the University to 

participate in off-campus initiatives? (with the city of Ann Arbor, Detroit, other 

universities, etc).  If yes, can you provide an example? 

 

Did the CSIA facilitate effective coordination of sustainability efforts across UM Campus? 

8. Compared to your original expectations when you first became involved with the CSIA, 

did the end results fall short, match up, or exceed expectations? How so? 

9. Were expectations clearly and consistently communicated to and your team  

10. Do you feel you were given adequate time to complete what was expected of you? 

11. Do you feel you were under-compensated, adequately compensated, or over-

compensated for the work that was expected of you? 

12. In your opinion, was the assessment PROCESS (the work conducted by the analysis 

teams and the integration team) representative of multiple campus constituencies and 

their interests? How or how not? 

13. In your opinion, were the assessment OUTCOMES (guiding principles and 2025 goals) 

representative of multiple campus constituencies and their interests? How or how not? 

14. Do you feel there was a low, medium, or high level of consensus within your analysis 

team?  

15. Was your team effective in completing the analysis assigned to you? Why or why not? 

 

Did the CSIA establish a process/framework that is considered legitimate by stakeholders? 
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16. How would you describe the overall level of transparency of the process? (Open process 

with ample opportunity for feedback and input or very closed, etc) 

a) Do you feel there were adequate opportunities to provide input throughout the 

process? 

b) Do you feel you were heard and that your ideas and/or concerns were addressed 

appropriately? 

17. What is your impression of the overall process’s ability to encourage and support 

creative ideas and strategies? Were they welcomed? 

18. Do you feel that the decision makers were committed to the process? How? 

19. Did you/do you have trust that leadership would do something with the outcomes of the 

assessment? 

 

Did the CSIA establish a credible integrated assessment process/framework? 

20. Do you feel that the integrated assessment method was the right choice for developing 

long-term stretch goals for campus sustainability at U-M? Why or why not? 

21. Do you feel the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) were biased in any way? 

How? 

a. Do you feel biased results may have occurred from process facilitation or 

manipulation? 

22. In your opinion, did the CSIA process create: 

b. Social Capital (Meaningful connections were made around the subject of 

sustainability; big influence on the culture of sustainability?) 

c. Political Capital? (More campus decision making is involved/focused on 

sustainability on campus, etc) 

d. Creative Capital? (new, innovative ideas, ongoing sparks, etc) 

 

 

Is there anything else you like to mention about the CSIA and the process? 

 

 
Sample of Interview Questions: Staff 
Timing: Interviews will last approximately 1 hour 

Framework: Interviews will be structured to match the priorities and goals of the evaluation.  

 

Questions: 

Did the CSIA foster campus-wide culture of sustainability? 

1. Do you think the CSIA process resulted in new and sustained partnerships or 

collaborations between units (student groups, sustainability committees, etc.) and 

departments? 

2. Do you think the CSIA process strengthened already existing partnership collaboration 

efforts between units and departments? 

3. Have you noticed an increase in “sustainably” focused conversations around campus? If 

so, can you give an example? 

4. Did the overall process of the IA give you a broader understanding of sustainability? Did 

it advance your knowledge around the subject? How/how not? 
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5. Do you feel that the CSIA provided leverage to prioritize sustainability related action on 

campus? 

 

Did the CSIA framework significantly advance sustainable operations at the University of 

Michigan? 

6. Do you feel that the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) have influenced 

sustainability decision making on campus? If so, how? 

7. How has the CSIA influenced budgeting? 

8. Do you think the CSIA framework created any opportunities for the University to 

participate in off-campus initiatives? (with the city of Ann Arbor, Detroit, other 

universities, etc).  If yes, can you provide an example? 

 

Did the CSIA facilitate effective coordination of sustainability efforts across UM Campus? 

9. Compared to your original expectations when you first became involved with the CSIA, 

did the end results fall short, match up, or exceed expectations? How so? 

10. In your opinion, was the assessment PROCESS (the work conducted by the analysis 

teams and the integration team) representative of multiple campus constituencies and 

their interests? How or how not? 

11. In your opinion, were the assessment OUTCOMES (guiding principles and 2025 goals) 

representative of multiple campus constituencies and their  interests? How or how not? 

 

Did the CSIA establish a process/framework that is considered legitimate by stakeholders? 

12. How would you describe the overall level of transparency of the process? (Open process 

with ample opportunity for feedback and input or very closed, etc) 

a) Do you feel there were adequate opportunities to provide input throughout the 

process? 

b) Do you feel you were heard and that your ideas and/or concerns were addressed 

appropriately? 

13. Do you feel that the decision makers were committed to the process? How? 

14. Did you/do you have trust that leadership would do something with the outcomes of the 

assessment? 

 

 

Did the CSIA establish a credible integrated assessment process/framework? 

15. Do you feel that the integrated assessment method was the right choice for developing 

long-term stretch goals for campus sustainability at U-M? Why or why not? 

16. Do you feel the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) were biased in any way? 

How? 

 

Is there anything else you like to mention about the CSIA and the process? 

 

 

Sample of Interview Questions: Decision Makers/Steering Committee 
Timing: Interviews will last approximately 1 hour 

Framework: Interviews will be structured to match the priorities and goals of the evaluation.  
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Questions: 

Did the CSIA foster campus-wide culture of sustainability? 

1. Did the overall process of the IA give you a broader understanding of sustainability? Did 

it advance your knowledge around the subject? How/how not? 

2. Do you feel that the CSIA provided leverage to prioritize sustainability related action on 

campus? 

3. Have you noticed an increase in individuals or units championing sustainability related 

action on campus? 

 

Did the CSIA framework significantly advance sustainable operations at the University of 

Michigan? 

4. Do you feel that the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) have influenced 

sustainability decision making on campus? If so, how? 

5. How has the CSIA influenced budgeting? 

a. Has there been an increase in new funding for action related to the sustainability 

goals? 

b. Has there been a re-prioritizing of existing campus funds related to the 

sustainability goals?  

c. Has there been an increase in external funding related to the sustainability 

goals? 

6. Do you think the CSIA framework created any opportunities for the University to 

participate in off-campus initiatives? (with the city of Ann Arbor, Detroit, other 

universities, etc).  If yes, can you provide an example? 

 

Did the CSIA facilitate effective coordination of sustainability efforts across U-M Campus? 

7. Compared to your original expectations when you first became involved with the CSIA, 

did the end results fall short, match up, or exceed expectations? How so? 

8. Compared to the utility of the CSIA outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) do you 

feel the overall LENGTH of the CSIA project (~2 yrs) was too short, just right, or too 

long? Why? 

9. Compared to the utility of the CSIA outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles), do 

you feel the overall COST of the CSIA project (~$300,000 + staff time) was cheaper than 

expected, just right, or too expensive? Why? 

10. In your opinion, was the assessment PROCESS (the work conducted by the analysis 

teams and the integration team) representative of multiple campus constituencies and 

their interests? How or how not? 

11. In your opinion, were the assessment OUTCOMES (guiding principles and 2025 goals) 

representative of multiple campus constituencies and their interests? How or how not? 

12. Do you feel there was a low, medium, or high level of consensus among decision 

makers regarding the CSIA? (around the process, the outcomes, the associated 

decisions, etc) 

 

Did the CSIA establish a process/framework that was considered legitimate by stakeholders? 
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13. How would you describe the overall level of transparency of the process? (Open process 

with ample opportunity for feedback and input or very closed, etc) 

a) Do you feel there were adequate opportunities to provide input throughout the 

process? 

b) Do you feel you were heard and that your ideas and/or concerns were addressed 

appropriately? 

14. What is your impression of the overall process’s ability to encourage and support 

creative ideas and strategies? Were they welcomed? 

 

Did the CSIA establish a credible integrated assessment process/framework? 

15. Do you feel that the integrated assessment method was the right choice for developing 

long-term stretch goals for campus sustainability at U-M? Why or why not? 

16. In your opinion, did the CSIA process create: 

a. Social Capital (Meaningful connections were made around the subject of 

sustainability; big influence on the culture of sustainability?) 

b. Political Capital? (More campus decision making is involved/focused on 

sustainability on campus, etc) 

c. Creative Capital? (New, innovative ideas, ongoing sparks, etc) 

 

Did the CSIA produce salient and useful information for the University of Michigan? 

17. Would you consider the CSIA a useful tool in addressing sustainability issues on 

campus? 

18. Did the CSIA process advance the university's ability to evaluate and report 

sustainability actions? 

 

Is there anything else you like to mention about the CSIA and the process? 

 

 

Sample of Interview Questions: Integration Team 
Timing: Interviews will last approximately 1 hour 

Framework: Interviews will be structured to match the priorities and goals of the evaluation.  

 

Questions: 

Did the CSIA foster campus-wide culture of sustainability? 

1. Did the overall process of the IA give you a broader understanding of sustainability? Did 

it advance your knowledge around the subject? How/how not? 

2. Do you feel that the CSIA provided leverage to prioritize sustainability related action on 

campus? 

3. Have you noticed an increase in individuals or units championing sustainability related 

action on campus? 

 

Did the CSIA framework significantly advance sustainable operations at the University of 

Michigan? 

4. Do you feel that the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) have influenced 

sustainability decision making on campus? If so, how? 
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5. How has the CSIA influenced budgeting? 

a. Has there been an increase in new funding for action related to the sustainability 

goals? 

b. Has there been a re-prioritizing of existing campus funds related to the 

sustainability goals?  

c. Has there been an increase in external funding related to the sustainability 

goals? 

6. Do you think the CSIA framework created any opportunities for the University to 

participate in off-campus initiatives? (with the city of Ann Arbor, Detroit, other 

universities, etc).  If yes, can you provide an example? 

 

Did the CSIA facilitate effective coordination of sustainability efforts across U-M Campus? 

7. Compared to your original expectations when you first became involved with the CSIA, 

did the end results fall short, match up, or exceed expectations? How so? 

8. Compared to the utility of the CSIA outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) do you 

feel the overall LENGTH of the CSIA project (~2 yrs) was too short, just right, or too 

long? Why? 

9. Do you feel you were given adequate time to complete what was expected of you? 

10. Compared to the utility of the CSIA outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles), do 

you feel the overall COST of the CSIA project (~$300,000 + staff time) was cheaper than 

expected, just right, or too expensive? Why? 

11. In your opinion, was the assessment PROCESS (the work conducted by the analysis 

teams and the integration team) representative of multiple campus constituencies and 

their interests? How or how not? 

12. In your opinion, were the assessment OUTCOMES (guiding principles and 2025 goals) 

representative of multiple campus constituencies and their interests? How or how not? 

13. Do you feel there was a low, medium, or high level of consensus among decision 

makers regarding the CSIA? (around the process, the outcomes, the associated 

decisions, etc) 

 

Did the CSIA establish a process/framework that was considered legitimate by stakeholders? 

14. How would you describe the overall level of transparency of the process? (Open process 

with ample opportunity for feedback and input or very closed, etc) 

a) Do you feel there were adequate opportunities to provide input throughout the 

process? 

b) Do you feel you were heard and that your ideas and/or concerns were addressed 

appropriately? 

15. What is your impression of the overall process’s ability to encourage and support 

creative ideas and strategies? Were they welcomed? 

16. Do you feel that the decision makers were committed to the process? How? 

17. Did you/do you have trust that leadership would do something with the outcomes of the 

assessment? 
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Did the CSIA establish a credible integrated assessment process/framework? 

18. Do you feel that the integrated assessment method was the right choice for developing 

long-term stretch goals for campus sustainability at U-M? Why or why not? 

19. Do you feel the outcomes (2025 goals and guiding principles) were biased in any way? 

How? 

a. Do you feel biased results may have occurred from process facilitation or 

manipulation? 

20. In your opinion, did the CSIA process create: 

a. Social Capital (Meaningful connections were made around the subject of 

sustainability; big influence on the culture of sustainability?) 

b. Political Capital? (More campus decision making is involved/focused on 

sustainability on campus, etc) 

c. Creative Capital? (new, innovative ideas, ongoing sparks, etc) 

21. Do you think this process can easily be replicated? Under what conditions? 

 

Did the CSIA produce salient and useful information for the University of Michigan? 

22. Would you consider the CSIA a useful tool in addressing sustainability issues on 

campus? 

23. Did the CSIA process advance the university's ability to evaluate and report 

sustainability actions 

 

Is there anything else you like to mention about the CSIA and the process? 


