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Legal Caveat

EAB Global, Inc. (“EAB”) has made efforts to 
verify the accuracy of the information it provides 
to partners. This report relies on data obtained 
from many sources, however, and EAB cannot 
guarantee the accuracy of the information 
provided or any analysis based thereon. In 
addition, neither EAB nor any of its affiliates 
(each, an “EAB Organization”) is in the business 
of giving legal, accounting, or other professional 
advice, and its reports should not be construed as 
professional advice. In particular, partners should 
not rely on any legal commentary in this report as 
a basis for action, or assume that any tactics 
described herein would be permitted by applicable 
law or appropriate for a given partner’s situation. 
Partners are advised to consult with appropriate 
professionals concerning legal, tax, or accounting 
issues, before implementing any of these tactics. 
No EAB Organization or any of its respective 
officers, directors, employees, or agents shall be 
liable for any claims, liabilities, or expenses 
relating to (a) any errors or omissions in this 
report, whether caused by any EAB Organization, 
or any of their respective employees or agents, or 
sources or other third parties, (b) any 
recommendation by any EAB Organization, or (c) 
failure of partner and its employees and agents to 
abide by the terms set forth herein.

EAB is a registered trademark of EAB Global, Inc. 
in the United States and other countries. Partners 
are not permitted to use these trademarks, or 
any other trademark, product name, service 
name, trade name, and logo of any EAB 
Organization without prior written consent of EAB. 
Other trademarks, product names, service 
names, trade names, and logos used within these 
pages are the property of their respective 
holders. Use of other company trademarks, 
product names, service names, trade names, and 
logos or images of the same does not necessarily 
constitute (a) an endorsement by such company 
of an EAB Organization and its products and 
services, or (b) an endorsement of the company 
or its products or services by an EAB 
Organization. No EAB Organization is affiliated 
with any such company.

IMPORTANT: Please read the following.

EAB has prepared this report for the exclusive use 
of its partners. Each partner acknowledges and 
agrees that this report and the information 
contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) are 
confidential and proprietary to EAB. By accepting 
delivery of this Report, each partner agrees to 
abide by the terms as stated herein, including the 
following:

1. All right, title, and interest in and to this 
Report is owned by an EAB Organization. 
Except as stated herein, no right, license, 
permission, or interest of any kind in this 
Report is intended to be given, transferred to, 
or acquired by a partner. Each partner is 
authorized to use this Report only to the 
extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each partner shall not sell, license, republish, 
distribute, or post online or otherwise this 
Report, in part or in whole. Each partner shall 
not disseminate or permit the use of, and shall 
take reasonable precautions to prevent such 
dissemination or use of, this Report by (a) any 
of its employees and agents (except as stated 
below), or (b) any third party.

3. Each partner may make this Report available 
solely to those of its employees and agents 
who (a) are registered for the workshop or 
program of which this Report is a part, (b) 
require access to this Report in order to learn 
from the information described herein, and (c) 
agree not to disclose this Report to other 
employees or agents or any third party. Each 
partner shall use, and shall ensure that its 
employees and agents use, this Report for its 
internal use only. Each partner may make a 
limited number of copies, solely as adequate 
for use by its employees and agents in 
accordance with the terms herein.

4. Each partner shall not remove from this 
Report any confidential markings, copyright 
notices, and/or other similar indicia herein.

5. Each partner is responsible for any breach of 
its obligations as stated herein by any of its 
employees or agents.

6. If a partner is unwilling to abide by any of the 
foregoing obligations, then such partner shall 
promptly return this Report and all copies 
thereof to EAB. 

Project Director
Michael Fischer

Managing Director
Ann Lippens

Facilities Forum
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Overview of Project

Higher Education Project Management Facing Significant Challenges

Project management (PM) is an essential component of capital construction and renewal work. 
However, a variety of factors—an expanding pipeline of projects, growing project costs, increasing 
project complexity, and reduced campus resources—have strained the capacity of higher education 
project managers to deliver on-time, on-budget performance. Therefore, leaders must improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of their project management functions to meet their campuses’ needs.

Benchmarks Critical to Maximizing Project Management Function Efficiency

Two critical components of improved deployment of limited project management resources and talent 
are trustworthy data and benchmarking. However, few project management industry surveys separate 
education data or provide comparative data across software platforms and campus environments. This 
lack of higher education- and Facilities-specific project management data has resulted in institutions’ 
use of informal observations and unverified trends to drive major decisions in project management 
structure and investment.

2018 Survey Provides Detailed Information on Most Critical Project Management Statistics

To provide reliable higher education-specific project management benchmarks for institutions to 
reference, EAB deployed a survey of the project management function in 2018. The following report 
provides national benchmarks on critical project management statistics, including project delivery, 
staffing, technological investment, structure, and funding. Thanks to the responses of 36 partner 
institutions, this report offers overall benchmarks, as well as graphical displays, quartile ranks, and 
data cuts between public and private institutions.

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Executive Summary
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Survey Design and Research Definitions

Data Collection and Presentation

EAB collected data for this benchmark report from 36 North American higher education institutions 
during the fall of 2018. Participating institutions represent colleges and universities of varying sizes, 
locations, and type. For more information about participant demographics, please see page 10.

This report defines project management as the function that oversees new capital construction, major 
capital renewal, and smaller Facilities projects on higher education campuses. The report provides 
overall project management staffing and productivity benchmarks, including detailed tabular results, 
quartile rankings, and data cuts between public and private institutions. In some instances, sample 
sizes for data cuts are relatively small. Leaders should consider results with smaller sample sizes only 
as guidelines because they may not necessarily reflect national results.

Survey Design and Deployment

The 2018 Project Management Survey contained 45 questions across six categories:

• Demographic information

• Project management definitions

• Project management structure

• Projects delivered

• Project managers

• Project management tools 

Questions were designed in consultation with feedback from senior Facilities officers, project 
management directors, and industry experts at various institutions and organizations. Some questions 
were made available to participants based on their responses to previous questions in the survey.

Participants were asked to provide data on their projects delivered from January 1, 2017, to 
December 31, 2017. The complete survey is available at the end of this report. 

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Executive Summary
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Survey Design and Research Definitions

Research Definitions

Project management function: All project management staff who report through Facilities. It does not 
include project management staff who reside in and report through individual academic units or non-
Facilities departments.

Capital projects: Larger Facilities efforts that require substantial funds, approvals, and planning.

New construction: A type of project that involves the planning, design, and construction of from-
scratch space on campus.

Major renovation: A type of capital project that involves the planning, design, and renovation of 
existing spaces on campus (from a single space to an entire floor up to an entire building). May also 
be described as capital renewal.

Smaller projects: Facilities work that requires less funding, approvals, and/or planning than capital 
projects. Most institutions have a dollar amount threshold (either formal or informal) that separates 
smaller projects from major renovation or new construction capital projects. Participants were asked 
to self-report this number as part of their data; the average of these results was $1.2 million.

Full-time equivalent (FTE): The number of hours worked by one employee on a full-time basis (for 
most institutions, 40 hours a week). This is used to calculate accurate staffing and workload amounts 
when employees may perform multiple roles. For example, two half-time project management 
employees (i.e., 20 hours each) would sum to one project management FTE.

Support staff: Individuals who work more 50% of their time in the project management function but 
who are not project managers, designers, engineers, or architects.

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Executive Summary
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1. Despite Evolving Approaches, Project Delivery Methods Remain Conservative.
While newer delivery models such as public-private partnerships and integrated project delivery 
have received significant press, the vast majority of projects are still delivered using design-bid-
build (59.5% of projects) or construction manager/general contractor (34.9%). For more 
information, please see page 15.

2. Change Order Spending Seems to Depend on Thresholds.
Institutions report a median of 10 change orders per project. As well, across all percentiles the 
average ratio of percentage of project budget spent versus set aside for change orders remains 
relatively consistent. This suggests that some institutions may be allowing for unnecessary change 
orders due to high change order resource allocations. For more information, please see page 15.

3. Campus Budget and Footprint Are Better Predictors of Staffing Than Projects Delivered.
There is a positive correlation between both larger operating budget and larger campus footprint 
with increased project management FTEs. However, the correlation between number of projects 
delivered and project management FTEs is much weaker. This is most evident with capital 
projects, as some institutions delivered 8-10 times more capital projects compared to similarly 
staffed campuses. For more information, see page 16.

4. Project Management Delivers a Significant Number of Capital and Smaller Projects.
As campuses continue to grow and age, the number of projects that project management delivers 
remains substantial. The median number of capital projects delivered by an institution in 2017 
was nine, costing $44 million and impacting 235,000 gross square feet on campus. The median 
number of smaller projects delivered by an institution in the same period was 130. For more 
information, please see page 18.

5. Higher Education Project Managers Are Older, More Senior Than Industry Averages.
It has long been observed that higher education tends to employ veteran project managers who 
have significant experience in the private sector. Results from the survey confirm this observation. 
Project managers working in higher education are four years older on average than project 
managers in US industries (47 years vs. 43 years). These project managers also tend to be senior 
(30%) rather than entry-level (17%) and have 10 or more years of experience (70%). For more 
information, please see page 23.

6. Project Managers Perform a Variety of Lower-Skill Tasks.
Project managers are essential for ensuring the strategic and customer-facing activity of a project 
are performed but can be prevented from doing so due to administrative and lower-skill work. The 
survey found that most institutions have the majority of all project managers creating and 
completing forms (71%), reviewing systems (50%), and procuring furniture (45%). Offloading 
tasks like these to dedicated specialists, support staff, or student interns can create capacity for 
project management-specific activities. For more information, please see page 23.

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Key Takeaways from Project Management Survey
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7. Project Management Workloads Vary Significantly by Institution.
There is significant deviation in project management workload based on staffing and institutional 
size. Institutions at the 25th percentile have 0.3 capital projects per project manager, consisting of 
$2.02 million in portfolio. Institutions at the 75th percentile have 2.8 capital projects per project 
manager, consisting of $14.02 million in portfolio. For smaller projects, the project management 
workload interquartile range (25th to 75th percentile) spans from 5 to 19. For more information, 
please see page 24.

8. Capital Project Workloads Decrease as Project Management FTEs Increase.
Institutions with more project managers tend to have smaller capital project workloads. While 
theoretically capital project workload should remain constant as institutions hire more project 
managers to meet rising need, a variety of factors—including long recruitment cycles, increased 
project complexity, and growing amounts of smaller projects—instead decrease effectiveness. 
While the smaller project pipeline impacts this correlation, the magnitude of the effect is less on 
smaller project workloads as staffing increases. For more information, see page 24.

9. Among Institutions, There Is No Consensus on Assignment of Projects to Managers.
Institutions use a variety of overlapping methods to assign projects to project managers. This 
includes assigning projects by unit (25% of institutions), by space type (33% of institutions), and 
by project type (44%, e.g., utilities or infrastructure projects). Nevertheless, 81% of institutions 
assign at least some projects by availability of project managers, which may lead to decreased 
customer satisfaction and increased project risk. (Note that the sum of results is greater than 
100% as institutions may use multiple assignment methods simultaneously.) For more 
information, please see page 26.

10. Institutions Have Largely Completed Centralizing Project Management Functions.
86% of institutions have all project managers report to a single Facilities executive. As well, 75% 
of institutions do not use contracted project managers, and those that do have them working on a 
small proportion of projects. This centralization of in-house staff, a transition that occurred over 
the last decade, has helped many institutions complete more projects with fewer resources. For 
more information, please see page 28.

11. Institutions Are Divided on Approach to Project Management Technology Systems.
While 61% of institutions use a vendor platform instead of homegrown software to oversee 
projects, there is no consensus among institutions on preferred vendors. 22% of institutions use 
their computerized maintenance management systems (CMMS) project management module. 
39% use an independent project management software, with the majority of them deploying 
eBuilder. For more information, please see page 29.

12. Among Institutions, No Consensus on Project Management Funding Models.
While 27.7% of institutions fund project management through a central allocation, the use of 
single rate fees and banded rate fees (or some combination of the three) is also common. For 
more information, please see page 29.

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Key Takeaways from Project Management Survey
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Project Management 
Data and Benchmarks

• Respondent Demographics

• Project Delivery

• Project Managers
• Project Management Offices

SECTION 1
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.
1) Regions as defined by the US Census Bureau.
2) Data from IPEDS; Canadian institutions sorted by EAB based on IPEDS criteria.
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Respondent Demographics

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Institutional Operating 
Expenses

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile $369,615,250 $363,306,750 $465,781,000

50th Percentile $652,040,000 $597,322,000 $693,026,500

75th Percentile $1,343,909,000 $1,343,909,000 $1,338,211,750

Enrolled Student FTE

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 10,939 13,393 9,438

50th Percentile 21,990 23,365 11,852

75th Percentile 29,547 31,693 19,032

Campus Gross Square 
Footage (GSF)

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 3,425,000 3,426,505 3,125,000

50th Percentile 7,200,000 7,796,026 6,050,000

75th Percentile 15,062,500 15,709,750 12,200,000
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Gross square footage.

Project Delivery
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Gross square footage.

Project Delivery

2

5

16

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Number of Projects
n=32

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Dollars Spent
n=32

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

GSF1 Impacted
n=25

Major Renovation

20

128

225

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Number of Projects
n=32

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Dollars Spent
n=30

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

GSF1 Impacted
n=17

Smaller Projects

$4.9M

$15.5M

$38.8M

54K

100K

198K

$4.3M

$7.4M

$15.8M

50K

170K

447K



©2020 by EAB. All Rights Reserved. 37205. 15 eab.com

Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Delivery
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Comparative Analysis

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Delivery
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Comparative Analysis

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Gross square footage.

Project Delivery
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Gross square footage.

Project Delivery

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Number of Capital Projects 
(New Construction and Major 

Renovation)

n 31 24 7

25th Percentile 5 5 4

50th Percentile 9 9 5

75th Percentile 20 16 64

Dollars Spent on Capital 
Projects (New Construction 

and Major Renovation)

n 31 24 7

25th Percentile $12,588,659 $13,294,329 $15,025,000

50th Percentile $42,000,000 $38,200,000 $50,799,585

75th Percentile $106,911,762 $95,055,881 $104,000,000

GSF1 Impacted by Capital 
Projects (New Construction 

and Major Renovation)

n 27 20 7

25th Percentile 129,550 137,775 102,500

50th Percentile 234,545 242,273 198,000

75th Percentile 421,813 446,296 351,842

Number of New 
Construction Projects

n 31 24 7

25th Percentile 0 0 1

50th Percentile 1 2 1

75th Percentile 3 3 2

Dollars Spent on New 
Construction Projects

n 24 19 5

25th Percentile $7,700,000 $6,400,000 $18,500,000

50th Percentile $36,473,241 $32,000,000 $40,946,482

75th Percentile $153,521,553 $159,847,702 $118,000,000
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Delivery

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

GSF Impacted by New 
Construction Projects

n 20 15 5

25th Percentile 48,039 61,128 50,000

50th Percentile 167,750 140,000 195,000

75th Percentile 362,500 400,000 237,334

Number of Major 
Renovation Projects

n 32 25 7

25th Percentile 2 2 3

50th Percentile 5 6 3

75th Percentile 16 14 63

Dollars Spent on Major 
Renovation Projects

n 32 25 7

25th Percentile $4,875,000 $7,500,000 $4,475,000

50th Percentile $15,493,444 $15,986,888 $9,853,103

75th Percentile $38,775,600 $37,000,800 $45,000,000

GSF Impacted by Major 
Renovation Projects

n 25 18 7

25th Percentile 54,239 55,404 48,675

50th Percentile 100,000 90,184 100,000

75th Percentile 198,000 210,000 161,500

Number of Smaller Projects

n 32 25 7

25th Percentile 20 21 20

50th Percentile 128 144 50

75th Percentile 225 216 213
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Delivery

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Dollars Spent on 
Smaller Projects

n 30 23 7

25th Percentile $4,250,000 $5,447,422 $2,620,000

50th Percentile $7,383,816 $10,000,000 5,000,000

75th Percentile $15,789,000 $18,056,000 $7,155,768

GSF Impacted by 
Smaller Projects

n 17 11 6

25th Percentile 50,000 36,000 81,250

50th Percentile 169,500 169,500 152,046

75th Percentile 447,000 457,769 379,909

Average Number of Change 
Orders per Project

n 28 21 7

25th Percentile 4 3 5

50th Percentile 10 12 6

75th Percentile 24 30 10

Average Percentage of 
Budget Spent on Change 

Orders per Project

n 31 23 8

25th Percentile 3.6% 3.6% 3.0%

50th Percentile 6.5% 7.5% 4.4%

75th Percentile 8.3% 8.8% 6.2%

Average Percentage of 
Budget Allocated for Change 

Orders per Project

n 31 23 8

25th Percentile 5.0% 5% 6.3%

50th Percentile 8.0% 8% 10%

75th Percentile 10.0% 10% 10%
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Total number of projects reported with delivery method per category.

Project Delivery

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Number of Projects 
Delivered Using the 
Described Method

n1 2,452 1,837 615

Design-Bid-
Build 1,459 1,040 419

Construction 
Manager/
General 

Contractor

855 681 174

Construction 
Manager at 

Risk
65 50 15

Design-
Construct-
Maintain

44 44 0

Design-Build 21 17 4

Public-Private 
Partnership 5 5 0

Integrated 
Project 
Delivery

3 0 3
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Managers

7

12

20

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Number of Project Managers
n=36

2

5

7

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Number of Project 
Management Support Staff

n=36

0.26

0.47

0.7

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Support Staff per 
Project Manager

n=36

0.18

0.4

1.53

25th
Percentile

50th
Percentile

75th
Percentile

Support Staff per 
Capital Project

n=31
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Answers do not sum to 100% due to rounding.

Project Managers

30%

53%

17%

Project Manager Seniority
n=548

3%

9%

18%

70%

Project Manager Experience
n=493

2 years 
or less

3-5 years

6-9 years

10 years 
or more

Senior

Mid-level/
Mid-career

Junior/
Entry-level

Performance of Lower-Skilled Project Tasks1

Institutions answering the question “What proportion of PMs/support staff perform the following task?”
n=36

No one does this Support staff do this Minority of PMs do this

Majority of PMs do this All PMs do this

Form creation 
and completion

Systems 
review

Furniture/asset 
procurement

25%

17%

17%

44%

28%

33%

8%6% 17%

17%

3% 22%25%

28%11%
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Comparative Analysis

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Managers

Workload Metric n 25th Percentile 50th Percentile 75th Percentile

Capital Projects 
per Project Management FTE 32 0.30 projects 0.60 projects 2.81 projects

Capital Dollars 
per Project Management FTE 31 $2,024,304 $4,472,285 $14,019,013

Capital GSF Impacted 
per Project Management FTE 26 10,158 GSF 28,286 GSF 38,586 GSF

Smaller Projects 
per Project Management FTE 32 2.45 projects 8 projects 17.29 projects

Total Projects (Capital + Smaller) 
per Project Management FTE 32 5.2 projects 7.29 projects 18.53 projects

Project Management Workload Metrics

Project Management FTE Versus Capital Project Workload

R² = 0.2122
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Managers

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Number of Project Managers

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 7 7 6

50th Percentile 12 14 10

75th Percentile 20 20 12

Number of Support Staff

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 2 2 2

50th Percentile 5 5 3

75th Percentile 7 8 5

Number of Support Staff per 
Project Manager

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 0.26 0.23 0.31

50th Percentile 0.47 0.47 0.45

75th Percentile 0.70 0.77 0.54

Number of Support Staff per 
Capital Project

n 31 24 7

25th Percentile 0.18 0.19 0.22

50th Percentile 0.40 0.33 0.50

75th Percentile 1.53 1.50 1.33

Average Project 
Manager Age

n 33 25 8

25th Percentile 45 43 45

50th Percentile 45 45 45

75th Percentile 50 50 51
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.
1) Total greater than 100% because institutions could 

indicate multiple assignment methods used.

Project Managers

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Project Manager 
Assignment1

n 36 28 8

By Unit 
Sponsor 25% 14% 63%

By Type of 
Project 44% 36% 75%

By Type of 
Space 33% 25% 63%

No Formal 
Mechanism 81% 79% 88%

Senior Project Managers as a 
Percentage of Total

n 35 28 7

25th Percentile 18% 17% 29%

50th Percentile 30% 26% 33%

75th Percentile 41% 40% 45%

Mid-Level Project Managers 
as a Percentage of Total

n 35 28 7

25th Percentile 38% 39% 39%

50th Percentile 56% 58% 50%

75th Percentile 70% 76% 59%

Entry-Level Project 
Managers as a Percentage

of Total

n 35 28 7

25th Percentile 0% 0% 10%

50th Percentile 13% 9% 18%

75th Percentile 26% 26% 25%
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Managers

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Project Manager Time Spent 
on New Construction 

Projects

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 10% 10% 15%

50th Percentile 15% 15% 20%

75th Percentile 30% 23% 30%

Project Manager Time Spent 
on Major Renovation 

Projects

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 30% 30% 34%

50th Percentile 35% 34% 53%

75th Percentile 50% 41% 60%

Project Manager Time Spent 
on Smaller Projects

n 36 28 8

25th Percentile 20% 20% 24%

50th Percentile 42% 50% 28%

75th Percentile 56% 60% 41%

Project Manager Training

n 36 28 8

By Institution 39% 36% 50%

By Third Party 
or State 44% 43% 50%
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.1) Project management.

Project Management Offices

86%

14%

Project Management Centralization

n=36

92%

8%

Internal Reporting Structure

n=36

75%

25%

Outsourcing Project Management
n=36

47%53%

Outsourcing Construction Services

n=36

Some 
project 

managers 
outsourced

All project 
managers 
in-house

All 
construction 

services 
outsourced

Some in-
house 

construction 
services

Design, Planning, and 
Construction report to 

different Facilities 
executives

Design, Planning, and 
Construction report to 

same Facilities executive

Decentralized 
PM1

Centralized 
PM1
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Cohort Benchmarks

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.
1) Values do not add up to 100% due to rounding.
2) A list of vendors can be found on page 31.

Project Management Offices

Distribution of Project Management Funding Mechanisms1

n=36

Banded 
rate fee

Single 
rate fee

Central 
allocation

27.7%

16.7%

11.1% 16.7%

11.1%

2.7%

13.9%

39%

22%

22%

17%

Prevalence of Project 
Management Software2

n=36

Use homegrown 
system

Use same 
vendor as CMMS

Use independent 
vendor solution

Use 
Excel

51%

37%

12%

Status of Project 
Management Software

n=35

Deployed 
and not 
satisfied

Deployed 
and satisfied

Under contract 
or implementing

AiM and eBuilder were the two 
most prevalent vendors used by 
deployed and satisfied institutions
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.

Project Management Offices

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Unionization Rates (% of 
institutions where function is 
partially or fully unionized)

n 36 28 8

Planning 8.3% 10.7% 0.0%

Design 11.1% 14.3% 0.0%

Trades 47.2% 50% 37.5%

Construction 38.9% 46.4% 12.5%

Institutions Using Described 
Project Funding 
Mechanism(s)

n 36 28 8

Single Rate 
Fee 5 5 0

Banded Rate 
Fee 6 5 1

Central 
Allocation 10 5 5

Single and 
Banded Rate 

Fees
4 3 1

Single Rate 
Fee and 
Central 

Allocation

4 4 0

Banded Rate 
Fee and 
Central 

Allocation

6 5 1

Single, 
Banded, and 

Central 
Allocation

1 1 0
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Detailed Report

Source: EAB Project Management Survey, 2018; EAB interviews and analysis.
1) Excluded from data due to zero responses were Autodesk, 

Dude Solutions, IBM/Maximo, PlanGrid, and no software.

Project Management Offices

Entire Cohort Public Institutions Private Institutions

Institutions Using Described 
Project Management 

Software1

n 36 28 8

Homegrown 8 5 3

Excel 6 5 1

Accruent/
FAMIS 1 1 0

AiM/
Asset Works 6 5 1

eBuilder 6 6 0

Oracle 1 0 1

PMWeb 2 1 1

Procore 2 1 1

TMA Systems 2 2 0

Other 2 2 0
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Copy of Project 
Management Survey

SECTION 2
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Project Management Survey Questions
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)
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Project Management Survey Questions (cont.)



Washington DC   Richmond   Birmingham   Minneapolis   New York

202-747-1000   eab.com


