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Industry leaders, the National Association of College and University Business Officers 
(NACUBO) and APPA [Leadership in Educational Facilities], are collaborating to raise 
awareness over basic campus metrics through the annual Key Facilities Metrics 
Survey. The goal is for campus finance and facilities professionals to be aligned  
on a handful of important annual consumption metrics. Just as leadership can recite 
pertinent campus facts—cost of tuition, types of academic programs, and number 
of students, it is critical to know basic facilities data such as BTU, electrical, water, 
waste, and carbon to heighten awareness and improve strategic planning.

Results are in for the 2014–15 APPA/NACUBO Key Facilities Metrics Survey, and 
we have compiled the summary data from the survey. This 2014–15 survey consisted 
of answers from 279 campuses—up 16 percent from last year. Participants are from 
institutions of all sizes and from various regions. Our hope is that you utilize this 
research as a useful tool to help learn and plan on your own campus. 
 

Additionally, if you would like assistance in evaluating, reviewing options for 
improvement, getting suggestions for funding sources, or seeking a mentor from 
another campus, contact Sally Grans Korsh at NACUBO at sgranskorsh@nacubo.org 
or 202.861.2571. We are glad to assist you in improving your campus sustainability 
in energy, electrical, water, waste, and carbon—all reductions can improve both financial 
and environmental concerns. 

Sponsored by:

2014–15 Key Facilities Metrics Results
www.appa.org/research/nacubo.cfm

BENEFIT YOUR CAMPUS!
FILL OUT THE 2015–16 SURVEY

BY DECEMBER 12.
www.appa.org/nacubosurvey16/ 

Key Facilities Metrics ... that every business officer should know 

Where Measurements Occur, Improvements Are Likely to Follow

It is estimated that higher education institutions spend approximately $6–7 billion 
on utilities and $14 billion on operations*. Those expense categories are usually 
the second highest budgetary expense for an institution after salaries. Initiated by 
NACUBO’s Sustainability Advisory Panel (SAP), the Key Facilities Metrics Survey 
provides specific data points finance and facilities leaders can use to plan, develop 
strategic decisions, and operate the campus more efficiently, with the goal of making 
improvements from one year to the next. The Key Facilities Metrics Survey consists 
of five key (and relatively simple) elements that come from vendor or utility bills—
energy BTU, water, waste, electrical, and carbon footprint. 

* Based on estimated 4.5 million sq. ft. and $1.25 - $1.55/sq. ft for all utilities and $3.10 operational costs. 

“Awareness and specific 
focus is the beginning 

of  intentional and 
long-term planning.”

FRED ROGERS
Vice President and Treasurer

CARLETON COLLEGE
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“In the past, these metrics were used primarily 
by technical staff  in the facilities department; 

participating in the Key Facilities Metrics Survey 
increased awareness and understanding of  these 

issues among our business office. Our current 
ESCO program is projected to reduce our long term 

energy costs by approximately $952,000 annually 
and our greenhouse gas emissions by 10 percent.”

AMIR MOHAMMADI, Ed.D
Vice President of  Finance, Administrative Affairs and Advancement Services

SLIPPERY ROCK UNIVERSITY
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OVERVIEW

Compare Your Campus to Schools Like Yours

When analyzing your own campus’s data, it is important to look at schools that are 
similar to yours as an indicator of where your school stands as a starting point. To assist 
campuses, we have created medians using the NACUBO categories for the 2014–15 
survey of community colleges, small institutions, comprehensive/doctoral, and research 
universities. There are some differences from the 2013–14 APPA categories due to region, 
weather (degree days), and programs, and not all campuses entering data were the same. 

The results are more informative than exact because of annual changes in weather, 
demographics, number of community participants, and many other program factors 
beyond the raw consumption data supplied by vendors or utilities. The survey reports 
raw data by gross square feet (GSF) and by student full-time equivalent (SFTE). The 
raw data can be used to evaluate and reduce consumption. For example, in energy use, 
a campus might have a high ratio on the GSF, as it has many students and is open long 
hours on multiple days. That campus would be higher in consumption for GSF, but it 
would have less energy use per FTE.  

Throughout the survey, campuses are urged to look at their own campus numbers and 
evaluate those numbers year-over-year to make improvements. 

Below shows the breakdown of survey participants:

The Gateway to Better Decision Making

The following shows the year over year comparison of results from the survey, as well as 
comparisons by type of institution. We encourage you to explore these next few pages 
as a starting point to better inform your campus decisions. We have also included success 
stories that share how other schools have used data to make significant changes across their 
campuses, in an effort to improve and grow each year. 
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37% Comprehensive Universities

30% Research Universities

23% Small Institutions

10% Community Colleges



ENERGY: BTU

Schools Becoming More Efficient with Energy Use
Knowing your own energy usage per square foot can assist in overall planning—
whether it is in operations, incremental, or long-term strategic planning. While 
energy usage did not decrease within all schools that participated in the survey, 
about half of the schools surveyed did become more efficient with their energy 
use since 2013–14. 

One campus in the Midwest noticed that it was comparatively higher than other 
campuses in its region. It retained a consultant to evaluate how well its digital 
control system was working. Considering the 300,000 square foot campus had 
recently undergone updates to its system, it should have been working efficiently. 
The consultant found a glitch in the programming, resulting in all the toilet fans 
running 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year. This required 
unnecessary ventilation, heating, and cooling costs. By correcting this small 
digital error, the campus saved $18,000. 

Significant savings can occur when campuses undertake larger-scaled mechanical 
replacements, retrofits, and upgrades. Evaluate your campus infrastructure and your 
utility suppliers to verify how savings can occur and be cost effective, saving money 
for your campus. 
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“As our utility costs increased yearly and 
our buildings continued to age, Northwest 
College utilized capital funds to upgrade 

lighting and install motion sensor switches. 
This resulted in flat line electrical costs over 

the past few years. 

Northwest College has upgraded all control 
systems to direct digital controls for HVAC in 
our academic buildings. This has improved 

efficiency and reduced consumptions, as well 
as implemented setbacks in unoccupied periods. 

Northwest College has been able to reduce 
consumption and offset utility increases resulting 

in smaller increase to utility expense.”

LISA WATSON
Vice President of  Administrative Services

NORTHWEST COLLEGE
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Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. 
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“Georgia Tech is developing means to 
conserve, gather, store, and reuse water, 
with a plan being implemented to reduce 
runoff  by 50 percent. We have grown our 

capacity to store 2.25 million gallons of  water, 
which can be used for irrigation and flushing 
toilets. This saves significantly in domestic 

water usage and lowers utility costs.”

STEVEN G. SWANT
Executive Vice President for Administration and Finance

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

WATER
Water Usage Rises on Most Campuses

Water usage among most campuses increased between 2013–14 and 2014–15.
Decreasing water usage is not only a benefit for drought areas, but can be a significant 
cost reduction for any school. Sewage and water costs, as well as the impact on 
communities, are all justifications to reduce water consumption. Campuses that have 
been successful in implementing water conservation save money for their campus by 
installing xeriscaping landscape, rainwater harvesting, low flow toilets, water miser 
faucets, irrigation with moisture management, and other water conservation devices. 

Keeping faculty and students informed of water use can be critical. One campus noticed 
high water usage was likely due to an extensive horticulture training and research 
program. The chief financial officer discussed this high water usage with the faculty 
that subsequently offered various creative water-saving methods. When these methods 
were implemented the campus benefited with lower water usage, as well as teaching 
students about strong conservation practices. By presenting basic water usage metrics,
it is possible to change behavior and reduce consumption. 
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Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. 



CARBON FOOTPRINT
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Decreases in Carbon Footprint Across Most Schools 

Calculating your carbon footprint can seem daunting. While it is recommended that 
schools to do a more detailed study, not all campuses can do this. Including basic 
metrics such as campus BTU and electrical in the Key Facilities Metrics Survey 
allows schools to gauge their carbon footprint. This is the perfect gateway metric 
for a school starting to understand its impact. 

\\
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“The University of  California is committed to 
carbon neutrality by 2025. Ultimately, we 

recognize that there will be a cost to abate all 
carbon emissions, and our goal is to reduce 
this cost to a manageable level by reducing

energy consumption, campus-wide, as much 
as possible through a comprehensive program 

of  deep energy efficiency. 

‘Deep’ energy efficiency focuses on energy 
retrofits that attain 50 percent or greater
 energy savings, and we consider this the 

greenest form of  renewable energy. 

Fortunately, this comprehensive energy 
efficiency program pays for itself, which is 

equivalent to yielding carbon abatement at a 
negative net cost. For these reasons, our deep 
energy efficiency program is our first priority 

toward our ultimate goal of  carbon neutrality.”

WENDELL C. BRASE
Vice Chancellor, Administrative and Business Services

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE

Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. 



WASTE
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Using the FTE student enrolled ratio for both recycled waste and garbage is powerful. 
This is a ratio that campus students and staff can relate to.

In 2014–15, community colleges had created 48 pounds of recycled waste and 88 
pounds of garbage annually, adding up to 132 pounds. Compare that to the 2014–15 
research universities with 125 pounds annually of recycling and 247 pounds of 
garbage a year. 

While comprehensive/dioctoral schools decreased in the amount of garbage waste, 
community colleges, small institutions, and research universities all saw an increase. 
Campuses can increase recycling in many ways, including adding more recycle 
stations, making signage more clear, or implementing semi-annual shred days.  

\\

“By using a team approach for measurement 
and aggressive goal setting, ASU was able to 

divert 99.97 percent of  demolition waste during 
a recent building project, while developing 

new diversion channels and partners.”

MORGAN R. OLSEN
Executive Vice President, Treasurer and CFO

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY
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Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. 
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“The University of  Washington tracks 
utility costs avoided through conservation 
measures. In the most recent fiscal year, 

these added up to more than $14.5 million. 
Those numbers allow us to quickly and easily 
show the campus community how the UW is 
committed to conservation and why it makes 

a difference, not only for the environment, but 
in significant cost savings for the university.”

RUTH JOHNSTON
Associate Vice President, Sustainability and

 Chief  of  Staff, Planning and Management

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

ELECTRICAL
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Schools Becoming More Efficient with Electrical Use

Many of the campuses that participated in the 2014–15 survey saw a decrease 
in electrical usage from 2013–14. While some of this decrease is due to the 
prevalence of changing out lightbulbs, it is critical to have a focus on continued 
electrical savings. Motion detectors, reducing phantom electrical charges, and 
encouraging students and staff to reduce usage are all proven methodologies. 
Great strides are also being made in “Green Revolving Funds,” where the 
savings that are incurred from reducing electrical usage are then given back 
to fund additional energy savings projects. 

Graphics indicate annual consumption from Key Facilities Metric. 
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“Through continuous monitoring of  the on-site solar 
energy systems, ASU can be proactive in identifying 

problems that can be addressed sooner.” 

MORGAN R. OLSEN
Executive Vice President, Treasurer and CFO

Arizona State University

How ASU is Using Data to Proactively Address Campus Issues

The tracking of  key metering metrics 
at the West Campus Central Plant 
cooling towers provided ASU with 
critical information needed to secure 
a $49,500 internal grant to install 
nanofiltration, leading to 

REDUCTION
in the cooling tower 

water demand55%

A diverse portfolio of  energy efficiency 
and renewable energy projects, resulted in

REDUCTION
in emissions17%

“If  you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it.” 

125
 WATER meters ELECTRICAL meters

450
STEAM meters

50+

This guiding principle was ASU’s motivation to install meters that feed 
the Energy Information System steering efforts toward conservation.
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“We reduced our maintenance costs due 
to the long lifespan of  fixtures added.” 

THOMAS W. GAFFERY IV
Parking and Transportation Manager

California State University, Fresno

How CSU, Fresno is Using Data to Reduce Maintenance Costs

Improvements made at 
CSU, Fresno include

Better lighting color for 

visibility in the evening

All parking lots and roadways 

converted to LED 

Installed LED fixtures 
throughout campus exterior 

860+ 

$60,519
Annual utility savings

$118,941
Received in incentives

which equates to greenhouse 
gas reduction equivalent to 
removing 68 cars 
from the road 

Savings generated include 
an annual reduction of

550,178 kwh

Replacing old lighting with approximate 

annual energy savings
$10K

re
su

lt
e

d
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$90,000  in utility 
incentives+

16,809
LED fixtures 
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“By actively having students and staff  participate in
Recyclemania, the campus recycles approx. 26,000 lbs
of  trash a year and saves about 32 metric tons of  CO2.” 

GENE GOOCH
Vice President, Finance and Administration

McLennan Community College

How MCC is Using Data to Improve Its Campus and Reduce Costs 

MCC reduced water usage by 

$78,000 despite an 

increase of  15,000 sq. ft, by adding

Rainwater 
Harvesting

Xeriscape
Landscaping

Low Flow 
Toilets

Water Miser 
Faucets

LEED Certified 
buildings added on campus4

$360,055
Amount saved from adding 

two solar arrays for energy 

production and one solar 

array for instruction, along 

with energy efficient lighting

Natural gas was reduced over two 
years by adding variable speed 
drives on all HVAC, along with 
energy monitoring and control 

systems with meters in every building. 

$61,800
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“Financially, our conservation efforts provided
a significant return on investment (ROI).” 

RUTH JOHNSTON
Associate Vice President, Sustainability and Chief  of  Staff, Planning and Management

University of Washington

How UW is Using Data to Invest in Its Campus

UW’s Waste Diversion 
Program generated 

a cost savings of  

$1.9 M

Due to investments made in low 

flow toilets and urinals in the 

main administration building at 

the University of  Washington

Estimated annual
 utility bill savings

$53K
Installation of  

Low Flow Toilets

$2.3 M
Energy project  that will 

pay for itself  over six years 
due to grants and rebates

$14.5 M
Utility costs avoided through 

conservation measures at UW

Savings due to 
reduction in BTU




