EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE

 SPACE MANAGEMENT

 IN HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT

1
Introduction to the Project


· The project, jointly funded by the HEFCE Good Management Practice programme and the University, ran from May to November 2001.

· Its objectives were to develop good space management practice at Newcastle University and to provide guidelines for the HE sector.

· The project had three components:

a) research and peer working to identify best practice in other institutions,

b) practical development aimed to improve data collection, updating and analysis, together with developing techniques and measures for space allocation, utilisation and planning,

c) policy and strategic work at the institutional level, to achieve policy and procedural change, for adoption into the Estate Strategy and Institutional Plan.

2
The Development of Higher Education Space Management

· Despite a decade of attention being paid to Space Management in HEIs, progress towards improving the efficiency of their estates has been slow. Space management practice is variable and there has been little progress in raising awareness of the space costs and the potential for savings from improved space management. 

· A lack of will at top management level within HEIs has meant that even where space management techniques are in place, they have often not been used to drive significant efficiencies.

· The two prerequisites for increased efficiency are

a) Sophisticated data analysis

b) A space management champion at high level within the organisation, to progress change over a protracted time period.

· The space management ‘toolkit’ includes:

· space data systems, space audit and data analysis

· space allocation by standards or by agreement with users

· central timetable for some proportion of teaching rooms

· space utilisation surveys

· re-configuration of space

· space charging

· new ways of using space

· benchmarking, including EMS data in the UK

· performance indicators

· But neither the detail of how to implement these tools, nor their effectiveness, are well-understood by the sector as a whole.

· Issues of efficiency and effectiveness of space should be brought to the attention of top university management.

3
Case Study Methodoogy

· The project used a literature review to design a pilot agenda for interviews with space managers believed to be operating good space management practice.

· After a pilot interview, the space managers at six other HEIs were interviewed over the period July to October 2001.

· A combination of different approaches was used to select institutions for interview, including the AUDE mailbase.

· The study is based on the views of space managers, not the employees using space, and to that extent is a partial view of the subject.

4
University Management Structures

· The managerial/collegiate dichotomy in HEI management is being replaced by a more complex range of structures. Price and Matzdorf (1999) characterise these by different degrees of managerial control and connectivity of the parts with the institution as a whole. The collaborating institutions provided examples of variation in both respects.

· Responsibility for space management is usually one of many Estates Directorate (ED) functions, but at the collaborating HEIs its various components are also operated by the Registrar’s Department, a University Planning Department, the faculties and departments.

· Commitment at top management level, by the VC or PVC is critical in making space management effective. In several instances although systems are operating, they fail to improve efficiency significantly because of 

· lack of management will or interest,

· calibrating the space management systems so that they had little impact on users

· A space management committee, including a PVC, the Estates Director and officers operating the space management systems, meeting frequently, can effectively drive forward space management improvements.

· The space management objectives should reflect the University’s mission.

· The EMS data (2001) shows that at some universities substantial proportions of the estate are devoted to research or to support space. Space management systems need to address efficiency and effectiveness of these functions as well as teaching.

· Differences in learning and teaching styles mean that space management approaches differ between institutions.

· HEIs with higher teaching space allocations per student tend also to have higher office space allocations per staff member (EMS, 2001) – they are ‘space rich’. This may be because their wealth enables them to bear the cost, and they choose a spacious estate as an expression of an elite status.

· An institution’s estate is an effective expression of its image, and enables it to market itself to its stakeholders, whether students, providers of research funds, business customers or staff.

· HEIs can position their estate on a spectrum, from high to low density use. However, as depreciation advances, there is a trade-of between spaciousness and quality, which has become a major issue for the collaborating HEIs.

· Effective space management requires staff resources.

· The collaborating HEIs failed to implement change management programmes of the sort recommended by DEGW (2000), although CURDS (2000) identifies this as particularly important given the nature of university management culture.

· Educating staff about the cost of space is perceived as one of the main objectives of space charging, but ironically such systems have been introduced without communicating anything about them to staff below head of department level. This reflects top management’s managerial approach.

5 
Data Systems

· The range and detail of the data held by the collaborating HEIs varies considerably and all are expanding their data to enhance their understanding of space use.

· The best systems in use include:

· Web access for the whole institution

· Plan based visualisation and analysis tools

· Comprehensive data tailored to the space management systems in use

· Occupation and room quality data

· Classification of rooms by teaching, research, administration and other uses.

· Annual space data updates are carried out at most HEIs, using data provided by the occupying departments, informally verified by the space managers’ detailed knowledge of the estate. Records for updating are usually provided in paper or spreadsheet form.

· HR data is usually unsuitable for identifying space occupiers because it lacks details such as job description, includes individuals who do not occupy space and excludes visiting and emeritus academics who do. E-mail lists often provide the most regularly updated source of occupier names, but do not coincide with staff FTE numbers.

· All the universities said centrally provided data could be relied on only after being checked by departments.

· In most cases Estates Departments do not access financial data directly for performance measurement.

· Some universities believe making occupation and utilisation data transparent increases efficiency for three reasons:

· it puts pressure on occupiers to relinquish space when they have an unfair share

· it educates occupiers about space use and the cost of space

· it helps users plan their space efficiently

· Relatively little data is required for the least sophisticated forms of space charging, more for space allocation based on space standards, while central timetabling and utilisation analysis add a further data requirement.

6
Central Timetable of Pooled Teaching Rooms

· Central timetabling of pooled teaching spaces is taking place in many universities, but the proportion of rooms included varies considerably. 

· Development of e-mail and web delivered timetables is in progress, offering improved communication for students, lecturers, timetable staff and departmental administrative staff.

· In order to drive space efficiency, a large proportion of teaching space needs to be pooled and rooms may need to be withdrawn from teaching use to the extent that classes have to take place outside popular sessions. Two of the six institutions visited had very substantial surplus teaching space, despite room pooling.

· The unsuitability of space can be a disincentive to its use. To drive effectiveness as well as efficiency, the balance of room types may need to be changed. Room quality and equipment are also factors.

· Student attendance may be low and staff are unwilling to give classes at times or in locations which their experience tells them will depress it further. Changes in student and staff expectations are required to overcome this problem.

· The data from comprehensive central timetabling of pooled teaching rooms clarifies whether or not new build is needed.

· In order to be an effective driver of space efficiency, room bookings should be transparent and followed up with utilisation surveys.

7
Space Norms and Space Standards

· Space managers value a yardstick enabling them to judge whether departmental space is adequate or not. This is critical to inform decisions on refurbishment, new build, space alteration and to adjudicate on departmental requests for change. 

· UGC space norms are outdated and complex but nevertheless are widely used for this purpose and have credibility with academic departments. 

· Office space standards can contribute to efficiency (Gerald Eve, 2001) if based appropriately. The office space survey provides national data against which benchmarking will soon be possible.

· In some instances universities have constructed their own space standards or reference areas, based on detailed appraisal of each department’s space needs. They are a useful tool for analysing space use compared to space need. 

· Space standards are time and resource consuming to assemble and agree, but appeal to users for their transparency and fairness.

· The standards can be chosen to encourage progress towards efficiency goals.

At some collaborating universities tight space standards contribute to high efficiency, although the resulting effectiveness of the space would be considered unacceptable at other HEIs. Elsewhere, space standards are extremely generous, arguably perpetuating space inefficiency

8
Space Utilisation Surveys

· The EMS figures (IPD & GVA Grimley, 2001) suggest that HEIs achieving good frequency rates also tend to achieve high occupancy either because their core teaching space is well managed, or because space shortages force efficient use.

· There are three main reasons for undertaking space utilisation surveys:

· to identify unused bookings and free space, especially at times or in locations that are under pressure.

· to monitor space use and inform decisions about providing more, withdrawing space from use, changing its function and so on.

· to educate users about space use

· Utilisation surveys are carried out at four of the six HEIs visited and planned at a fifth. The other devolves almost all space to departments and considers that there is no role for centrally organised utilisation surveys. 

· Surveys of pooled teaching space are usually developed first, and some HEIs later survey departmentally controlled teaching rooms and finally offices and specialist space such as teaching laboratories.

· Space managers believe making space use transparent encourages greater efficiency.

· Survey data is reported annually to the HEI’s Space Management Committee, or whichever group takes responsibility for space, but management often subsequently fails to take measures to improve utilisation rates.

· Surveys of pooled teaching space are most common and are usually carried out in November and February. Spot checks early in each semester, on the most heavily used slots, can effectively release space at peak times.

· Students, maintenance staff or cleaning staff carry out the surveys, using pre-planned routes. They record:

· rooms booked but not used

· percentage occupancy, either headcount or in 25% bands

· frequency of room usage

· Different utilisation targets may be adopted for morning, afternoon and evening periods.

· Analysis of student registrations, frequency and occupancy can reveal whether bookings reflect actual class sizes and the level of student attendance.

· Low student attendance, rather than overbooking, is the main contributor to low utilisation rates. It is impossible to attain 50% utilisation when student attendance is at or below 50%, which is the norm for many HEIs. Comparison of bookings with registered class sizes is therefore more useful than occupancy rates.

· The utilisation rate is calculated for each hour, across the whole week, and for each day. Analysis of these figures for different room sizes, types and locations can reveal where there is overprovision. 

· In one HEI, where a single department has virtually total control of space booking, its practice was less disciplined than for pooled space.

· At Newcastle, real time utilisation surveys were carried out for teaching rooms and specialist rooms, and desktop surveys of offices and research space, as part of a fundamental review of accommodation. They revealed opportunities for increasing efficiency of space use.

9
Space ‘Charging’ or Cost Attribution

· About one quarter of HEIs and five of the six collaborating universities currently operate a space charging system. The charge is a facilities charge, relating to the revenue cost of running the estate.

· Upgrading the estate to maintain fitness for purpose is not allowed for by current methods of handling depreciation in the accounts. HEI teaching and research incomes are probably inadequate for this purpose so departments are unlikely to be able to pay space charges that include a realistic depreciation contribution.

· The academic cost centres, on which space charges are levied, are usually schools/departments or faculties.

· Distribution is by means of a floorspace driver, usually usable floorspace including, but sometimes excluding, a share of centrally pooled teaching space. The space may be adjusted for ‘bad fit’ to allow for unalterable and inefficient room configurations

· Whereas academic departments’ space is subject to transparency and charging, that of administrative departments is not. Most systems fail to drive administrative department space efficiency despite support staff office occupancy being on average less efficient than that of academic staff. (IPD & GVA Grimley, 2001).

· Some HEIs charge a single rate per sq. m. of space occupied, but others refine the charge to account for variations in quality, energy, cleaning and utility costs. Charges vary from below £90 to £130 per sq.m., with most around £100 per sq.m.

· Departments challenge details of the basis on which they are charged. A date is set annually for measurement of space occupied and interim changes do not result in charges being adjusted.

· Most space managers accept any space that departments relinquish, although one has rules ensuring it must be accessible to other users and of substantial size.

· Most HEIs have found charging causes departments to relinquish space and is a disincentive to taking more space. The size of the unit charge, and the department’s income dictates whether significant efficiencies result. 

· Low income departments such as arts departments without access to high value research and consultancy income, are often in deficit as a result of charging. In most cases the University decides to support them to maintain its overall subject provision.

· Space charging has failed to increase awareness of space costs below the level of head of department. This may be largely because systems have not been effectively introduced to staff at large. 

10
Performance Indicators

· The collaborating HEIs have not developed PIs as a space management tool, apart from utilisation rates and occasional references to sq.m. per staff or student FTE.

· Space managers interviewed believe that differences in earning capacity and space use between subject areas mean PIs would be difficult to use as a space management tool. They had been trialled and dropped in one university, because of data uncertainties and for political reasons.

· At Newcastle University PIs are being developed as a means of meeting the three objectives of :

a) raising awareness of property performance and developing senior management team responsibility.

b) feeding space information into institutional strategic planning.

c) integrating different data streams for planning purposes.

· the PIs will examine space/student, space/staff and financial data/space

· the PIs provide a way to compare the space needs of different departments or research groups to their performances and each other

· they are being developed as a tool for planning space in the context of a major re-structuring of the university and review of its estate.

· PIs will mainly serve to identify outlying performers and any action based on them will require subjective judgement by senior management

· In considering space performance and target PIs, estate considerations such as the physical constraints of the buildings have to be taken into account, and detailed space studies will always be required to deal with particular circumstances.

· the usefulness of the PIs will be tested over the coming year and during the ongoing process of estate rationalisation and modernisation.

· all HEIs should assess the difference between estate spending and a realistic estimate of the level of long-term maintenance and updating necessary to support the estate’s fitness for purpose. A benchmark PI should be developed to express this relationship.

11
New Ways of Using Space

· Space managers at the collaborating universities are aware of some opportunities for introducing new work practices, as suggested by DEGW (2000) but have little experience of new practices in the HE context. 

· Managers at the collaborating universities expressed opinions about the types of space academics, researchers and other staff could or should use, but they largely appear not to be backed up by systematic investigation, factual evidence or consultation. 

· Before introducing change the workspace and support needs of different types of work should be systematically studied. Effectiveness must be considered alongside efficiency.

· Administrative staff use open plan offices in some universities. One has undertaken extensive refurbishment providing rooms for eight open plan academic staff workstations, which can alternatively be used as classrooms. Students meet staff by appointment in small rooms provided for the purpose. 

· Space managers at all the other universities were adamant that this arrangement would be unacceptable to academic staff, especially in the four where small group teaching takes place in academics’ offices.

· Universities have made different choices between conflicting effectiveness and efficiency objectives.

· A ‘showcase’ open plan office for research students or administrative staff has successfully been used to sell the idea of non-cellular refurbishments to departments.

· Two instances of successfully shared laboratories were found.

· There were no existing examples of research ‘hotels’, although one institution is reviewing accommodation for research students in preparation for building one.

· Academics sometimes work at home informally and unsupported by their employers. The extent of this is not known.
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