
Western Washington University Associated Students

Sustainable Action Fund Committee
Monday, November 20th, 2017 4:00 PM VU 460

Members:
Present: Annie Gordon (ASVPfor Student Life), Alex LaVallee (ASVPfor Business and 
Operations), Katie Winkelman (Environmental & Sustainability Programs Director), Johnathan 
Riopelle (AS Sustainable Action Fund Grant Program Coordinator), Kate Rayner Fried (AS 
Sustainable Action Fund Education Coordinator), Jasmine Goodnow (Faculty Representative), 
Jordan Lucia (Student at Large), Crow Chloupek (Student at Large), Scott Dorough (Rep from 
Business and Financial Affairs) and Pauline Mogilevsky (Student at Large).
Absent: Greg McBride (Assistant Director of Viking Union Facilities)
Advisor: Greg McBride
Secretary: Chloe Callahan
Guests: Jillian Hardy and KP Hartman

Motions:

SAF-17-F-1 Approval of the October 30th, 2017 minutes. Passed.
SAF-17-F-2 Approval of the conceptual application of the Right to Risk proposal.

Passed.
SAF-17-F-3 Approval of the conceptual application of the Tool-Lending Library

proposal. Passed.
SAF-F-17-4 Approval to move the grant development for electric research small

grant proposal from an information item to an action item. Passed. 
SAF-F-17-5 Approval of the grant development for electric research small grant

proposal. Not Passed.

Annie Gordon called the meeting to order at 4:04 PM.

I. Approval of the Minutes
MOTION: SAF-17-F-1 by Winkelman 
Approval of the October 30th, 2017 minutes.
Second: Lucia Vote: 7-0-0 Action: Passed.

II. Action Items
a. Right to Risk conceptual proposal

Winkelman clarified that the committee would be voting to see a more a 
detailed final project. She stated the biggest debate the previous week was 
knowing were the numbers in the budget would be coming from. She would 
like to see the line by line budget in the future proposal. Winkelman said the 
other note of debate was what the impact on the campus would be, felt it would 
be localized to the participants, but the documentary could solve this issues.



Winkelman asked if the speaker applications was accepted for the team 
members present. Hardy said that their application had not been accepted. 
Hartman stated that their first round application was accepted and they were 
going through the process of the second round application. Winkelman asked 
the team how the video was going to be done and whether or not they would 
need funding. Hardy stated their thought was to have the participants come 
back together after the microadventure to create the video and if not they would 
utilize their resources already in place to create the video at no cost. Gordon 
clarified with the team that the committee would like to see a more detailed 
budget, some specifics on the video, confirmation of the TedxWWU 
application and a risk management plan in the final proposal. Lavallee 
mentioned they would like to see the potential impact and outreach the team 
expects in the final proposal.

MOTION: SAF-17-F-2 by Chloupek
Approval of the conceptual application of the Right to Risk proposal.
Second: Lucia Vote: 7-0-0 Action: Passed.

b. Tool-Lending Library conceptual proposal
Riopelle clarified that conceptual applications were just skeletons of the project 
and the job of the committee was to provide feedback for the teams to make 
adjustments for the final proposal. He made sure that the teams received the 
feedback. Gordon stated that approving conceptual applications did not 
approve funding for that project. Chloupek mentioned the committee would 
like to see more information on the teams outreach efforts and education for 
the tools. Gordon also mentioned how the educational component would be 
important to separate the proposal from what was already in place with 
professors. Lavallee felt the committee needed more clarification on where the 
equipment would be kept and on the student employee’s job description in 
regards to their hours and duties. He wondered if it would be more fiscal 
resources than warranted. Winkelman stated they felt the point of SAF was to 
be a pilot granting fund so that the impact could be evaluated. She asked the 
committee to keep in mind if the proposal would be a cost the committee would 
be willing to incur if the predictions of engagement were incorrect. Lavallee 
stated maybe the student employee tracked the usage of the tools, and if the 
program was failing after year one then the committee could reassess. 
Winkelman said that a program shouldn’t be judged based on the first year 
because projects take time to implement and be successful. She mentioned that 
it might be strategic to have the team continually apply year to year. Lavallee 
said he felt that the committee could tier how much money was provided to the 
team based on how well the project was going. Gordon stated that right now 
the committee was deciding whether or not they would like to support this 
conceptual proposal. Riopelle said the committee can make concessions with 
the group later down the line during the final proposal. The committee again 
covered what accepting a conceptual application means.



MOTION: SAF-17-F-3 by Lucia
Approval of the conceptual application of the Tool-Lending Library proposal. 
Second: Winkelman Vote: 8-0-0 Action: Passed

Information Items
a. Grant Development for Electric Research

Gordon reviewed the proposal, stating that it would be a grant from the SAF 
to employ someone to write an external grant. Rayner-Fried said they were 
concerned about SAF providing a paid role without having an application 
process for the role, which was what the committee had done in the past. She 
wondered if the grant writing could function without the individual 
participating. Her main concern was that it was not a position someone could 
apply for so the committee would be assuming that this person was the best 
person for the role. Goodnow said that they believed the grant might not get 
off the ground without this persons participation because they were the only 
person that was not a faculty member. She said the individual had a wide 
knowledge on e-bikes and if the grant was written without them the team might 
need to take longer to complete the grant. Goodnow stated she thought this 
person was the best for the job at Western. Gordon asked the committee how 
the committee would feel if they didn’t have the knowledge from Goodnow, 
since normally small grants do not present to the committee. She wanted to 
make sure the committee was being respectful to other small grants. Lavallee 
said they didn’t feel there needed to be an application pool for the role in this 
proposals because a position was not being created but it was an individual 
asking for funding for the grant writing. He also said that having Goodnow in 
the meeting was helpful and if she was not there the committee would have 
asked the individual, Beth Hartsoc, to present to the committee. Lavallee asked 
what the committee thought about the students who would be reached through 
this proposal. Goodnow said they would be studying the effects of e-bikes on 
students both within the dorms and outside the dorms, through multiple 
different measures. Riopelle wondered whether it was a temporary position 
because the line items stated, salary and benefits, which to him meant it was a 
position. Riopelle said he had wanted the committee to decide because this 
would create a precedent for future decisions. Goodnow wondered if the 
committee wanted to fund the writing of larger grants. She asked if the 
committee thought this was a good use of student fee money. Gordon added 
did the committee want to fund grant writing by non-students because the 
committee was student driven. Goodnow mentioned there was a student on the 
grant writing committee. Lucia mentioned that if the committee did set a 
precedent of paying someone to write a grant then in the future the committee 
could see the extreme where a full team of people ask to be paid for writing an 
additional grant. He stated he was not comfortable using the student money on 
something like that. Dorough brought up the idea that the students would be 
benefited if the grant writing was successful. Riopelle wondered if the student 
would actually be benefited or would if the students simply be a data creator. 
Dorough said they were looking at the proposal from the prospective of a



potential investment. Winkelman said they were concerned about creating a 
precedent of funding a position.

MOTION: SAF-17-F-4 by Chloupek
Approval to move the grant development for electric research small grant 
proposal from an information item to an action item.
Second: Mogilevsky Vote: 6-0-2 Action: Passed

Goodnow asked whether they felt they should leave for the vote because of 
their involvement. The committee agreed that they would prefer Goodnow 
leave. Gordon mentioned to the committee the different reasons for abstention. 
Before the vote Lucia clarified that since this was a small grant this would not 
get a final proposal.

MOTION: SAF- 17-F-5 by Winkelman
Approval of the grant development for electric research small grant proposal. 
Second: Chloupek Vote: 1-5-2 Action: NotPassed

Annie Gordon adjourned the meeting at 5:01 PM.


