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INTRODUCTION 

Each year, 1.7 million U.S. students call campus housing facilities “home.” 
Campus housing facilities are more than brick and mortar, thermostats and 
boilers. The delivery of residential services critically impacts the quality of 

life for students and, in turn, their achievement, engagement, recruitment and 
retention. 

Yet nearly 40 percent of housing and residence life professionals are unaware of their institution’s facilities management service 
strategy. As budgets dwindle and competition for enrollment intensifes, facilities management and housing/residence life 
professionals must understand the strategy, development, and deployment of residential services. 

To begin addressing the issue, ACUHO-I and Sodexo launched the Outsourcing of Facilities Management Survey in spring 2018. 
The survey measured presence and understanding of housing facilities management as it relates to service strategies, technology 
integration, alignment with sustainability goals and outsourcing. 

While this report sheds light on numerous insights, several considerable themes emerged. A large share of housing and residence 
life professionals are either unaware of a facilities management strategy or reported that their institutions didn’t have one. 
Moreover, these same respondents indicated some level of aversion to outsourcing due to perceived loss of control in housing 
facilities management. See Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1 – Awareness of Campus Housing Professionals Regarding Facilities 
Management Issues 

Collectively, these observations illustrate the impetus for residence life and facilities management 
professionals to synergize, strengthening effciencies and stewardship of physical and capital resources. 

Empowering all leaders involved in campus facilities to understand the overall strategy and the variety of services available to 
empower such a strategy should be a shared priority for public-private partnerships. 
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38 percent noted that they did not know what service 
strategy their institution held or deployed. About a quarter 
of respondents noted they used an individualized approach, 
and another quarter indicated they used a bundled 
approach. Only 12 percent of respondents applied an 
integrated approach. 

To execute an effective facilities management 
strategy, facility managers must understand 
their institution’s vision, culture and core 
values, digging deep to connect facilities 
to the student experience. However, is this 
knowledge reciprocal and free fowing? Do 
campus housing professionals understand 
the importance of a facilities management 
strategy and execution to students and 
campus learning and living communities? 
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BACKGROUND ON THE SODEXO – ACUHO-I PARTNERSHIP 

ACUHO-I is the leading organization for campus housing 
and residence life professionals. Sodexo and ACUHO-I 
share the mission of improving quality of life for college 
and university students; we also share the philosophy that 
improving quality of life requires data, knowledge and 
the application of best practices. ACUHO-I has long been 
involved in surveys and other data collection approaches, 
balancing quantitative tools with information gained 
qualitatively, through relationship-building and in-reach 
with members. Sodexo is equally committed to both 
partnership and to collecting and applying actionable data. 

In spring 2018, Sodexo and ACUHO-I launched a survey 
to learn more about the state of facilities outsourcing on 
college and university campuses. We designed questions 

SNAPSHOTS OF STRATEGY – 
AND CHALLENGES 

to elicit data regarding both opportunities and challenges 
regarding outsourcing for campus housing, dining, facilities 
management and other student affairs professionals. 
Sodexo is grateful for the opportunity to partner with 
ACUHO-I, supporting the organization’s exciting research 
capacity growth in fulfllment of its strategic plan. 

Most importantly, we are excited about the data and 
the unprecedented opportunities to improve the state of 
campus life for students and to assist campus housing 
and student affairs professionals in creating effciencies 
and in more effective stewardship of physical and capital 
resources. Sodexo’s collaboration with ACUHO-I represents 
the tremendous value of partnerships that focus on research 
and defning best practices. 

 OPPORTUNITIES 

The International Facility Management Association (IFMA) 
champions best practices, the most important of which is 
developing, deploying, and refning a facilities management 
strategy that is updated at least every fve years. Strategic 
facility planning leads to more proactive delivery of 
services, effciencies in human and budget capital, and 
physical plants that run more smoothly. On university 
and college campuses, these impacts can be signifcant – 
reduced maintenance coupled with declines in costs for 
renovation, new buildings, and building systems may mean 
more resources for student-facing academic and student life 
programs. In contrast, not having a comprehensive facilities 
management strategy results in lost effciencies, impacts on 
students and personnel safety, retention, recruitment and 
student achievement. 

Strikingly, most respondents noted that they were unsure 
about their institution’s strategy for facilities management 
outsourced services. When presented with choices for 
individualized, bundled or an integrated approach, 
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The 38 percent of respondents who were unaware of their university’s service 
strategy model represent a vital data point worthy of more questions. 
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Figure 2 – Approach to Facilities Management (FM) Service Delivery 



Are these respondents unaware of their university’s strategy because the strategy is only known and 
deployed by others? Or, do their institutions NOT have a strategy? 

Clarifying this point is essential; 47 percent of respondents noted that their institution’s service 
delivery model was likely to remain unchanged, and 32 percent responded that they were unsure if 
their model was likely to change. 

Less than 10 percent (each, respectively) responded that they envisioned their services model strategy was likely to become 
more bundled, more individualized, or more integrated. 

While there are challenges in interpreting these data, opportunities are signifcant. When housing and residence life 
professionals understand approaches to facilities management strategies and potential outsourcing with a unifed approach, the 
resulting synergy of shared leadership over the selected strategy creates effciencies and improves understanding of processes 
across campus. Ensuring all leaders involved in campus facilities services understand the variety of service strategies as well as 
the selected strategy and future goals for such a strategy should be a shared priority for public-private partnerships. 
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Data from Sightlines’ The State of Facilities In Higher Education Report 2017 highlights an 
upward trend in both space and enrollment growth, specifcally for doctoral universities. While 
other Carnegie Classifcations are expanding, perhaps to attract new students, they do not have 
the enrollment growth to support taking a risky strategy. 

Figure 3 – Space Growth vs. Enrollment Growth
Space Growth vs. Enrollment Growth 

By Institution Type 
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To that end, we see that doctoral institutions have a slightly higher maturity level to 
outsourcing: 24% of doctoral institutions use a fully integrated model for outsourcing, 
compared to 15% and 16% for masters and baccalaureate, respectively. Further, we see 
more consistency in the strategy for doctoral as 55% state their strategy is consistent across all 
asset types compared to 50% and 48%, respectively. 

Concerning Tech, 59% of doctoral institutions are using IWMS across all assets compared 
to 50% and 27% for masters and baccalaureate, respectively. We also see higher adoption rates 
for BAM as well: 61% for doctoral and 56% and 42% for masters and baccalaureate. 

This could indicate a more robust strategy for this Carnegie classifcation – as they tend to 
manage the pace of building in tandem with enrollment growth. 



KNOWLEDGE AND APPLICATION OF 
KEY TOOLS AND METRICS 

Facilities management professionals still service outdated 
control systems. A staff member’s morning may be spent 
troubleshooting a decades-old boiler while an afternoon 
may be spent reviewing operational data from building 
automation, fre alarm control, security and access, and 
lighting controls systems – with fully digital, integrated 
circuits wired to the internet. 

Over the last few decades, opportunities to gain effciencies 
through technology and metrics have changed the face 
of facilities management. Increasingly, campuses are 
using Building Information Modeling, a process that 
involves the generation and management of digital 
representations of physical and functional characteristics 
of a place. These tools can be extracted, exchanged and 
networked to support strategic decision making about a 

building or facility asset. Likewise, campuses are more 
regularly supplementing their wired networks of sensors, 
thermostats, and actuators with Building Automation 
Systems (BAS) that evaluate data and make real-time 
adjustments to reduce the amount of energy used for tasks. 
Collectively, these tools continue to reduce facility costs, 
but they take time and up-front investments of money 
and strategy to correctly confgure. We know effective 
deployment and utilization of these tools require a coherent 
strategy. Additionally, funding these tools requires long-term 
strategic investments that may confict with other budget 
priorities that are student-facing. We asked a series of 
questions to elicit knowledge and understanding of current 
tools and metrics and to gauge understanding of the value 
of each. 
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Figure 4 – Approach to Building Automation and Building Management Systems 
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Over 20 percent of respondents indicated their institution 
does not use a building management system (BMS) or 
buildings automation system (BAS), and another 22 percent 
indicated that they did not know if their institution used 
a system. Again, much like the understanding of strategy, 
this data point represents a tremendous opportunity for 
building knowledge across the spectrum of university and 
college facilities and housing/residence life leaders. Campus 
housing leaders and residence life professionals understand 
the day-to-day environment in signifcant university 
investments, recognizing the effects of either good or poor 
facilities management strategies. Their staff is on the front 
lines of felding facilities complaints and preparing work 
orders. Understanding the strategic drivers of facilities 
decisions and priorities informs their communication 
to facilities management leaders. Likewise, as annual 
and capital budgets are formulated, campus housing 
and residence life leaders can better inform decisions, 
complementing and supplementing data collected by 
facilities management leaders. 

There is some confusion in the associated question 
regarding application of BAM and BAS. Sixty-four percent 
of respondents noted that BAM or BAS are deployed for 
all (23 percent) or some (40 percent) of buildings. While 
56 percent of respondents confrmed that their institution 
deployed BAM or BAS, only 18 percent responded that they 
were unsure of the extent of BAS and BAM usage across 
campus; and additional 16 percent of respondents noted 
that their institution’s BAS or BAM was not being utilized. 

Further opportunities for data gathering exist with regard 
to Integrated Workplace Management Systems (IWMS). 
Housing and residence life professionals may interact 
with School Dude or any of the other common IWMS 
applications, but may view the systems as tools for work 
orders, rather than understand the full scope of analytics 
and management capabilities and connections to larger 
facilities management strategies and oversight. While 
uncertainty exists regarding deployment of BAS or BAM, 
over 62 percent of respondents noted that an IWMS tool 
was used on their campus for all assets. An additional 25 
percent noted that IWMS was used for some assets. There 
are opportunities to learn more about why respondents 
choose to use or not use IWMS when it is available. 
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GOING GREEN AND SAVING GREEN – KNOWLEDGE AND 
APPLICATION OF ENERGY MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 

Few colleges and universities operate today without a sustainability plan or sustainability strategy. It is crucial to understand how 
facilities management strategies and methods align with sustainability goals—both to reduce effects on the environment and to 
provide better stewardship over budget. 

As respondents considered energy management priorities, a nearly identical number prioritized comparatively simple tools 
(lighting retrofts) and more complex tools (infrastructure renewal).The construction of new net-zero facilities was the least 
popular choice. Understanding respondents’ perceptions of cost, return-on-investment, and both opportunities and barriers 
appears an important consideration for future surveys. Understanding, too, the intersections in knowledge and awareness 
regarding capital investments, green construction, and the current state of capital planning on campuses also may be important 
to consider with future research. 

Thinking of energy management initiatives, how important are the following? 

Figure 5 – Prioritizing Energy Management Initiatives 
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Renovation Age, Technical Rating and Energy Efficiency 

Insight: While institutions have a strong desire to renew infrastructure, they need to be mindful of the increased 
energy costs associated with high tech spaces. Seventy three percent of renovated academic or administrative 
buildings on campus are mid or high tech, meaning they use at least 36% more fossil fuel and 76% more 
electricity than older, low tech buildings. Institutions will need to fnd a balance between their desires for renewed 
infrastructure and managing energy costs. 

From Sightlines: As colleges and universities renovate or replace buildings, they often upgrade mechanical systems 
to a higher level of technical capability. This includes introducing more systems to support a new capability (such 
as central cooling) or installing systems with more sophisticated capabilities (such as more complex controls). 
During renovations, design choices are constrained by existing conditions; in contrast, new construction allows for 
a great deal of fexibility constrained only by budget. To acknowledge this, the data is segmented to distinguish old, 
renovated and new construction buildings. 

The data indicates that as technical capability rises, energy consumption (normalized by square foot and degree 
day) tends to rise as well. Mid tech buildings consume 36 percent more fossil fuel and 76 percent more electricity 
than low tech buildings, and high tech buildings consume 96 percent more fossil fuel and 70 percent more 
electricity than mid tech buildings (Figure below). 

When evaluating APPA data to assess utilities spend, we see that doctoral spend $2.34 per square foot on 
utilities, masters $2.34 and baccalaureate $1.50. 



As we reach campus 
leaders, we must come 
to listen and then to link 
facilities management goals 
with student living goals 
— this means we bridge 
the knowledge, interest, 
and experience of facilities 
management leaders and 
housing and residence life 
professionals. 
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PERSPECTIVES ON OUTSOURCING – 
OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES 

Some of the most compelling data comes from questions related to respondents’ 
perceptions of facilities management outsourcing and characteristics sought in an 
outsourcing partner. 

The overarching conclusion to be drawn from these responses is clear – the onus 
is on outsourcing partners to demonstrate value and lead education to ensure 
campus leaders understand the benefts of an integrated facilities management 
approach that includes outsourcing. As we reach campus leaders, we must come 
to listen and then to link facilities management goals with student living goals — 
this means we bridge the knowledge, interest, and experience of facilities 
management leaders and housing and residence life professionals. Respondents 
clearly noted they needed to understand that outsourcing partners would create 
effciencies, drive value for the price and integrate with existing university 
infrastructure. Both proven effciency and technical experience ranked the two 
highest priorities for value propositions. Interestingly, options for fnancing 
capabilities ranked the least of the priorities. 

This conclusion is further supported by respondents’ perceptions of risk and their 
thoughts regarding barriers to outsourcing. It is notable that some conclude that, perhaps, outsourcing partners don’t understand 
the complexity of higher education (even in facilities management). We see this refected in the nearly 45 percent of respondents 
who perceived loss of control as the most signifcant risk. Both reputational risk (23 percent) and operational risk (nearly 20 
percent) ranked high among the secondary concerns. Understanding these perceptions and concerns as barriers will be essential 
in additional research. 



When respondents were asked what drives their selection in facilities management partners, 
cultural integration was selected as a top driver only second to price-value ratio. This 
underscores the need for facilities organizations to understand the culture of higher education 
institutions, how that culture may differ across institution types and how to drive a partnership 
in close alignment with stakeholders at each. 

As seen from the recent APPA Thought Leaders Series, culture is often leveraged to mitigate risk. 
Depending on Carnegie classifcation, that culture could provide a strong network of local resources 
to draw upon when faced with a crisis. It could also provide a wealth of knowledge through 
partnerships with distinguished faculty and their students. 

It is important for providers of facilities services to fnd their ft with each institution’s culture, 
and service as strategic partner for operations, risk management and risk mitigation. 

DATA FROM APPA: 
Private colleges and universities. Representatives of private institutions emphasized the 
strong relationships they’ve formed with the local community. Campuses have worked with 
local governments and built good town/gown relationships, the sort of relationships that 
beneft the institution in the case of a natural disaster or crisis. Facilities organizations also 
have connections with local vendors and subcontractors that they can draw upon when 
needed. 

Public research institutions. Participants from large public colleges and universities 
pointed to the strength of partnerships with research faculty on their campuses. The 
facilities organization can serve as a living lab in cooperation with engineering, architecture, 
planning, and environmental programs, just to name a few. 

Smaller public institutions. Representatives from smaller public colleges and universities 
highlighted the facilities organization’s familiarity with cross functional teams. While many 
units of the campus tend to congregate in silos, facilities must work across disciplines every 
day. As well as forming teams of planners, architects, designers, and engineers, facilities 
organizations regularly work with the fnance organization to fund new projects, with the 
IT organization to integrate technology, and, of course, with risk management to assess and 
mitigate risks. 
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Barriers to Outsourcing 
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Figure 7 – Risk Perceptions: Loss of Control 
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Perceptions of Risk 

At the aggregate level, loss of 
control is one of the leading 
drivers of risk to outsourcing. 
When this is broken down by 
Carnegie classifcation, we 
actually see that percentage 
rise as the institution grows 
in size and sophistication. 
For baccalaureate it’s 33%, 
masters 50% and doctoral 
53%. This is an interesting 
fnding, considering that 
doctoral institutions have 
a higher adoption rate of 
integrated outsourcing. 

Future studies should dig 
more deeply into this risk to understand how the size of an institution affects stakeholder 
perception of control. In a recent APPA Thought Leadership report, a series of risks were 
plotted alongside their probability. The following were considered both high risk and high 
probability: 

» Financial shortfalls and facilities failures » Utility failures 

» Natural disasters » Compliance issues 

» Lack of a qualifed workforce » Institutional curb appeal/frst impression 

» Technology failures 

Facilities outsourcing partners need to understand how they can strategically work with higher 
education institutions strategically to manage risk together. 



Sodexo regards the challenges facing higher education as opportunities – to 
collaboratively problem solve and to continuously improve. At universities 
across the world, campus housing leaders, facilities managers, and 
business offcers grapple with the challenges of aging plants, deferred 
maintenance and increasing costs for energy and equipment upkeep and 
repair. New buildings are substantial investments, and creating an effcient 
campus infrastructure requires sustained strategic capital planning. 

Collaborative research creates better solutions and better outcomes 
for our shared mission of student recruitment, retention, achievement, 
and satisfaction. On behalf of Sodexo, I am grateful for our research 
partnership with ACUHO I, the leading organization for campus housing 
and residence life professionals. 

Like ACUHO I, Sodexo’s interest and involvement in quality of life and 
market changing research spans decades. We design and conduct studies 
and research to (1) build knowledge and facilitate improvements; (2) better 
understand issues and opportunities; (3) create successful and mutually 
benefcial partnerships; and (4) identify, assess, and seize trends in the 
marketplace. 

We share your commitment to student quality of life and the sustainability 
of campus communities for generations to come. We are grateful for 
opportunities to continue our collaboration with ACUHO I. 

BARRY 
TELFORD 
CEO, Universities, 
Western US and Canada, 
Sodexo 

Barry Telford 
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CONCLUSION 

As we look forward to opportunities to share knowledge – to listen and refect on the input from ACUHO-I stakeholders – and 
to partner on future research, we consider carefully a vital question. Among respondents, 84 percent indicated that facilities 
management outsourcing was mature or progressing. Given the diversity of campus size and demographics among ACUHO 
members, will a mature model be consistent? What comprises strategy, methods, and metrics for a mature facilities management 
model, and how do campus housing leaders infuence and inform the development of that model? 

Finally, we seek to collaborate in the crucial messaging and mission of student achievement – recruitment and retention. Housing 
is more than thermostats and boilers, and roofs that keep students dry. How facilities support academics and components of 
student quality of life is our shared mission. We are hopeful that this research serves as a conduit for education and shared 
understanding of priorities among ACUHO-I members and outsourcing partners, with a recognition that future research and 
collaboration can begin to generate both knowledge and confdence as housing and residence life professionals consider their 
interests and infuence in facilities management strategy. 
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About the Survey and Descriptive 
Overview of Respondents 

Sodexo and ACUHO-I collaborated in developing the survey 
tool and in designing the approach to its dissemination. 
Best practices gleaned from similar research in other felds 
in higher education guided specifc topics and questions; 
survey design and validation began in the winter of 2017 
and concluded in early spring of 2018. In April, ACUHO-I 
emailed the survey to members who identifed facilities 
management as a core competency. Sodexo and ACUHO-I 
dedicated the summer of 2018 to analyzing survey results. 

Respondents self-identifed in several categories: 

§ Administrator – Higher education administrative 
professional at the Vice Provost (VP) level or above 
who has authority to make outsourcing decisions 

§ Educational Leader – Higher education educational 
professional at the VP level or above 

§ Working Professional – Professional below the VP 
level 

§ Business Executive – Business professional at the VP 
level 

§ Practitioner – Student affairs professional 

Involvement in outsourcing decisions varied. Nearly 
half of respondents indicated they were not involved in 
outsourcing decisions, while approximately 20 percent of 
respondents indicated they were key decision-makers or 
infuencers in decisions, while another approximately 20 
percent identifed as a subject matter expert in outsourcing 
decisions. Given the variety of senior and management 
campus leadership positions held by many respondents, 
it will be worthwhile on future surveys to explore the 
relationship between position and infuence in facilities 
management decisions. 

We also sought to understand size and profle information 
for respondents’ institutions. Nearly 45 percent of 
respondents’ institutions are comprised of multiple 
campuses located in unique geographies, nearly 22 percent 
are part of a publicly- or privately managed system, and 
approximately 33 percent noted their campus stands in a 
single location. Almost 44 percent of respondents work 
on campuses with more than 20,000 students, six percent 
on campuses with 15,000-20,000 students and 32 percent 
on campuses with fewer than 15,000 students. We also 
gathered data on the square footage of each respondent’s 
campus real estate portfolio. As we refne the tool in future 
years, we may also consider including questions that elicit 
data regarding the age and condition of facilities. 
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