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Editorial note 

University leaders increasingly face two competing pressures: provide responsive support at all 

hours, and account for the staff time, money and risk involved in delivering it. AI agents offer a 

practical way to address a portion of that demand. Published success stories, however, often mix 

interaction volume, automated containment and true resolution. This review separates those 

measures and looks beyond the headline claims. 

The evidence is uneven. There are randomised studies on student nudges and high-quality studies 

of worker productivity, alongside supplier-issued university deployments and analyst forecasts. No 

single source answers the full question of service quality, cost and governance. For that reason, the 

report presents evidence grades, a transparent cost model and a protocol for measuring results 

locally. 

 

Executive summary 

Published university case studies suggest that automated assistants can handle a substantial share 

of routine student enquiries without an immediate human hand-off. Two frequently cited 

deployments report 82% and 93% containment or unassisted-answer rates. These are deployment-

specific, largely self-reported measures-not independently audited resolution rates or a 

performance guarantee. The more consequential question is whether students obtain accurate 

answers, complex cases reach the right staff member and the institution can demonstrate a 

sustainable reduction in workload. Controlled research provides evidence of benefits for some 

student outcomes; operational returns remain much less consistently measured. 

 

Ten key findings 

•  High containment has been reported in selected deployments, although the measurement 

basis varies. Material published about the University of Cape Town (UCT) reports that 93% of 

users were answered without human support in the first 90 days after its 2025 generative-AI 

upgrade, compared with 84% for the previous rule-based service. A vendor case study for the 

University of Houston reports 82% resolution across more than 33,000 conversations. 

•  Escalation fell in the UCT comparison, but no route disappeared. Requests to speak to a 

person reportedly declined from 11% to 8%; live-chat requests from 6% to 3.3%; and ticket 

submissions from 6% to 4.7%. Houston reported a 28% year-on-year reduction in financial-aid 

calls. Different reporting windows and definitions prevent direct comparison. 

•  Use extends beyond staffed hours. UCT reported that 59% of messages arrived outside 

office hours. In a separate EAB data analysis, 75% of enquiries were outside business hours and 
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32% arrived between midnight and 7 a.m. These patterns help explain the accessibility case for 

round-the-clock support.  EAB 

•  Controlled trials provide stronger evidence of student outcomes than case-study service 

metrics. In an early Georgia State University trial involving more than 7,000 admitted students, 

the reported summer-melt reduction was 21.4%, alongside a 3.9% enrolment increase relative 

to the control group. A separate pre-registered study involving 2,483 students reported a four-

percentage-point increase in the proportion earning an A or B. These interventions were 

student-support nudges; they should not be read as direct proof of administrative cost 

savings.  Campus Technology; Meyer, Page et al., EdWorkingPaper 22-564 

•  Productivity effects vary substantially by setting. A study involving 5,179 customer-support 

agents found a 14% average improvement in issues resolved per hour and 34% for novice or 

lower-skilled workers. A UK public-sector trial reported time savings of 26 minutes per day, 

while Danish research covering roughly 25,000 workers found time savings of 2.8% of working 

hours without a measurable effect on earnings or total recorded hours. Neither the 

populations nor the measures are interchangeable.  NBER w31161; UK Government Copilot 

report 

•  Accuracy and accountability remain critical constraints. A study of specialist legal retrieval 

systems reported false answers for 17–33% of tested questions. The Air Canada chatbot 

dispute also shows that incorrect automated policy advice can carry consequences for the 

organisation operating the service. These cases illustrate risks; they do not establish a 

university-specific error rate.  ABA summary 

•  Forecasts about implementation failure warrant caution. Gartner projected that more than 

40% of agentic-AI projects would be cancelled by the end of 2027; a separate enterprise-AI 

industry report described a steep fall-off between initial evaluations, pilots and production. 

Neither figure should be treated as a measured failure rate for universities.  Outlook Business; 

Virtualization Review 

•  Potential unit-cost differences are substantial but highly assumption-sensitive. An older 

Gartner estimate put live-channel contacts at about US$8.01 and self-service contacts at 

US$0.10. A 2025 platform pricing example quoted US$0.10 per agent action. Those 

benchmarks use different definitions, dates and cost boundaries: the financial scenario in 

Chapter 5 is illustrative only.  Gartner, 2019; Business Wire 

•  Institution-wide capability is still uneven. In the cited EDUCAUSE study, 22% of respondents 

reported a campus-wide AI strategy, while 2% reported new funding sources dedicated to AI. 

These are survey responses, not a census of all institutions. 

•  Regulatory requirements are becoming more specific. The European Union's AI Act sets 

different application dates for transparency obligations and high-risk uses of AI in education. 

India's Digital Personal Data Protection Rules were notified in November 2025 with phased 

commencement. Compliance depends on each system's actual purpose, data access and 

jurisdiction, rather than its label as a chatbot or agent.  Gibson Dunn; Deccan Herald 

https://eab.com/resources/blog/student-success-blog/what-are-students-asking-university-chatbots/
https://campustechnology.com/articles/2017/03/07/using-ai-chatbots-to-freeze-summer-melt-in-higher-ed.aspx
https://edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai22_564_v3.pdf
https://www.nber.org/papers/w31161
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/683db42bd23a62e5d32680d0/M365_Copilot_Experiment_Findings_Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/683db42bd23a62e5d32680d0/M365_Copilot_Experiment_Findings_Report.pdf
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/business_law/resources/business-law-today/2024-february/bc-tribunal-confirms-companies-remain-liable-information-provided-ai-chatbot/
https://www.outlookbusiness.com/artificial-intelligence/over-40-of-agentic-ai-projects-will-be-scrapped-by-2027-says-gartner
https://virtualizationreview.com/articles/2025/08/19/mit-report-finds-most-ai-business-investments-fail-reveals-genai-divide
https://www.gartner.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/2019-09-25-gartner-says-only-9--of-customers-report-solving-thei
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20250515332990/en/Salesforce-Introduces-New-Flexible-Agentforce-Pricing-to-Accelerate-the-Digital-Labor-Revolution
https://www.gibsondunn.com/eu-ai-act-omnibus-agreement-postponed-high-risk-deadlines-and-other-key-changes/
https://www.deccanherald.com/india/centre-notifies-dpdp-rules-implementation-planned-in-phases-spread-over-12-18-months-3798465
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1  Research scope, questions and evidence standards 

The report addresses three practical questions: which administrative interactions can be 

automated, how service quality changes, and what financial or operational value can credibly be 

attributed to the change. It synthesises published institutional cases, public statistics, controlled 

research and vendor material across ten countries; no new institutional fieldwork is claimed. 

Research questions 

•  Automation: How far can AI agents automate enquiries, scheduling and routine services such 

as ID cards, letters, IT access, fee and aid queries? 

•  Quality: What happens to end-to-end quality - resolution time, errors, escalations and 

satisfaction - when they do? 

•  Value: How does the effort to implement them compare with the operating benefits actually 

realised? 

Coverage includes admissions enquiries, registry and records, financial aid and fees, IT helpdesks, 

student support, advising and appointment scheduling. AI used primarily for teaching, formal 

assessment or academic research is excluded, apart from selected student-message trials that help 

explain how assisted communication may influence student outcomes. 

Definitions and operational boundaries 

•  AI agent: software that understands a request in natural language, retrieves institutional 

information and can take an action (book, update, route, raise a ticket). A rule-based chatbot 

only matches scripted answers. 

•  Containment: share of conversations closed without a human. It is not the same as verified 

resolution, which also needs the answer to be correct and the issue not to come back. 

•  Escalation: a hand-off to a human, whether the agent triggers it or the user asks for it. 

Evidence-strength framework 

Table 1. Evidence grades used to assess the published material 

Grade Type of evidence Example in this report How to use it 

A 
Randomised trial or peer-

reviewed study 

Georgia State trials; NBER 

customer-support study 
Causal claims 

B 
Government, regulator or 

official statistics 

NCES, AISHE, OfS, UK and 

Australian government trials 
Context and benchmarks 

C Institution-reported results 
UCT, Deakin, Staffordshire, 

Federation University 

Direction and scale; not independently 

audited 

D 
Vendor or analyst claims 

and forecasts 

Gartner forecasts; vendor case 

studies 
Hypotheses to test, never as proof 

 

Evidence provenance. This multi-institutional synthesis draws on public material listed in the 

References. The compiled source review was dated 12 October 2026; selected high-impact claims 
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and regulatory references received additional direct-source checks during publication preparation. 

There is no primary interview, task-log extract or operational pilot dataset behind this edition. 

'Derived' figures denote arithmetic based on cited source numbers. 

Reuse and interpretation. External studies remain attributable to their original authors and 

publishers. The estimates in this report do not constitute institutional promises, a pricing quotation 

or legal advice. Readers republishing externally sourced data should review the licence and 

attribution terms of the underlying material. 
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2  Global context: administrative pressure and AI adoption 

Universities are considering AI-enabled administration at a time of budget pressure, heavy cyclical 

demand and high expectations for digital service. Yet the evidence points to a gap between 

widespread individual use of AI and the policies, budgets and service redesign needed to deploy it 

responsibly across an institution. 

Financial pressure and institutional investment 

•  England: 45% of institutions (124) face a deficit in 2025–26 without mitigating action, up from 

34% in May 2025 forecasts. Nearly one in six is projected to have under 30 days' liquidity 

(Office for Students, 20 Nov 2025). 

•  California: the 23-campus, 460,000-student CSU system signed a US$16.9–17 million ChatGPT 

Edu deal in February 2025, during a year with a US$144 million budget cut and proposed 

layoffs (Tech Policy Press). That is roughly US$37 per student (derived). 

Size of the administrative workforce 

Table 2. Administrative workforce indicators in the United States and India 

Country Measure Value Source 

United 

States 

Total employees, Title IV institutions, 

fall 2022 
3,935,708 NCES Digest 314.10 

United 

States 
Non-faculty "other staff" 

1,999,728 (50.8% of 

employees) 
NCES Digest 314.10 

United 

States 

Growth in other staff, fall 1999 to fall 

2022 

+21% (derived from 

1,649,808) 
NCES Digest 314.10 

India Non-teaching staff, 2021–22 
12,08,446 (about 1.21 

million) 
AISHE 2021–22 

India Teachers, 2021–22 
15,97,688 (about 1.60 

million) 
AISHE 2021–22 

India Students per non-teaching staff 
about 36 (derived from 4.33 

crore enrolment) 
AISHE 2021–22 

 

Administrative continuity is also a workforce issue. In a 2022 CUPA-HR survey of 3,815 

respondents across 949 US institutions, 57.2% indicated some likelihood of seeking other 

employment within twelve months. This is a stated intention, not an observed attrition rate. 

Consistent knowledge bases may reduce the operational disruption caused by staff turnover, 

although the survey itself did not evaluate AI agents.  Higher Ed Dive 

AI adoption: individuals ahead of institutions 

Table 3. Survey evidence on AI access and institutional adoption 

Indicator Value Source 

UK full-time undergraduates using any AI tool (Dec 

2024, n=1,041) 

92% (66% a year 

earlier) 
HEPI/Kortext 2025 

https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/significant-challenges-continue-to-face-higher-education-finances-with-nearly-half-facing-deficits-in-2025-26/
https://techpolicy.press/how-cal-state-became-ground-zero-for-the-fight-over-ai-in-higher-education
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_314.10.asp
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_314.10.asp
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d23/tables/dt23_314.10.asp
https://education.gov.in/sites/upload_files/mhrd/files/statistics-new/AISHE%20Book_2021-22_4.pdf
https://education.gov.in/sites/upload_files/mhrd/files/statistics-new/AISHE%20Book_2021-22_4.pdf
https://education.gov.in/sites/upload_files/mhrd/files/statistics-new/AISHE%20Book_2021-22_4.pdf
https://www.highereddive.com/news/over-half-of-higher-ed-employees-likely-to-seek-another-job-survey-finds/627926/
https://www.hepi.ac.uk/reports/student-generative-ai-survey-2025/
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Indicator Value Source 

UK students saying staff are "well-equipped" to work 

with AI 
42% (18% in 2024) HEPI/Kortext 2025 

UK students whose institution gives them access to AI 

platforms (n=15,398, 30 providers) 
23% Jisc 2024/25 

Administrators using AI personally 91% (84% in 2024) Ellucian 2025 survey 

Institution-wide AI adoption reported 66% (49% in 2024) Ellucian 2025 survey 

AI adoption, Financial Aid units 
43%; nearly a third 

have no plans 
Ellucian 2025 survey 

AI adoption, Marketing, Admissions & Enrolment units 47% Ellucian 2025 survey 

Data security and privacy as top institutional barrier 56% Ellucian 2025 survey 

Institutions with an institution-wide AI strategy 22% (55% ad hoc) EDUCAUSE 2025 via EdScoop 

Respondents reporting new funding sources for AI 2% EDUCAUSE 2025 via EdScoop 

 

The institutional constraint is organisational rather than merely technical. Units with substantial 

enquiry loads cannot realise dependable benefits without an accountable content owner, funding 

for integration, escalation design and quality assurance. Departmental AI adoption percentages 

should not be interpreted as measures of agent deployment specifically.

https://www.hepi.ac.uk/reports/student-generative-ai-survey-2025/
https://digitalinsights.jisc.ac.uk/reports-and-briefings/our-reports/2024-25-uk-higher-education-students-digital-experience-insights-survey-findings/
https://www.ellucian.com/en-gb/blog/ai-higher-education-2025-survey-findings-move-strategic-integration
https://www.ellucian.com/en-gb/blog/ai-higher-education-2025-survey-findings-move-strategic-integration
https://www.ellucian.com/en-gb/blog/ai-higher-education-2025-survey-findings-move-strategic-integration
https://www.ellucian.com/en-gb/blog/ai-higher-education-2025-survey-findings-move-strategic-integration
https://www.ellucian.com/en-gb/blog/ai-higher-education-2025-survey-findings-move-strategic-integration
https://develop.edscoop.com/higher-education-warming-ai-survey-educause-2025/
https://develop.edscoop.com/higher-education-warming-ai-survey-educause-2025/
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3  Workflow automation across university services 

The 12 deployments assembled in the source material illustrate different stages of automation, from information retrieval to service requests and 

transaction handling. They are drawn from heterogeneous periods and reporting methods. Reported interaction volumes demonstrate scale; they do not 

by themselves demonstrate accurate resolution or savings. 

Documented deployments by institution 

Table 4. Documented university and public-sector deployments 

Institution Country Year Workflow automated Scale reported Grade 

University of the Punjab Pakistan 2026 Admissions enquiries 
115,915 conversations in 65 days (about 1,783 a day); 351,376 

messages in 30 days; applications rose 29.9% to about 113,000 
C 

UAE Ministry of Higher 

Education 
UAE 2026 National student and institution e-services Services cut from 38 to 18; no outcome data yet C 

University of Cape Town South Africa 2025 
Prospective-student and international 

enquiries 
43,600 users and 245,000 answers in 90 days; 65 languages 

D (supplier-

issued) 

University of Houston United States 2020s Financial aid, admissions, IT 33,000+ conversations, February–October D (vendor) 

Nanyang Technological 

University (Leodar) 
Singapore 2024 Course administration questions 12,000+ questions from 150+ users; run by 3 tutors C 

ISEG, University of Lisbon Portugal 2020s Student enquiries Up to 60% fewer repetitive enquiries D (vendor) 

Federation University Australia 2018–2024 IT service desk Self-service rate 11% to 60%; 15 virtual-agent topics D (vendor) 

Staffordshire University 

(Beacon) 
United Kingdom 2019 Student services, ID cards, letters, wayfinding 10,000 queries and 2,500+ tasks in month one C 

York University with IBM Canada 2019 Student support routing, English and French 75,000+ interactions in the pilot C 

Deakin University (Genie) Australia 2018–2019 Timetables, assignments, campus services 25,000+ downloads; up to 12,000 conversations a day at peak C 

Universidad de Murcia (Lola) Spain 2018 Entrance-exam and admissions enquiries 2,108 users, 5,568 conversations, 16,398 messages in about 3 weeks C 

Georgia State University 

(Pounce) 
United States 2016 Pre-enrolment tasks for admitted students 50,000+ student messages; about 200,000 messages exchanged A (RCT) 

https://www.samaa.tv/2087354791-pu-launches-ai-admission-chatbot-handles-115-000-queries
https://gulfnews.com/amp/story/uae/uae-ministry-of-higher-education-drives-ai-powered-digital-transformation-to-streamline-student-and-university-services-1.500571919
https://gulfnews.com/amp/story/uae/uae-ministry-of-higher-education-drives-ai-powered-digital-transformation-to-streamline-student-and-university-services-1.500571919
https://www.itweb.co.za/article/how-uct-used-edubot-to-serve-43-600-students-in-90-days/DZQ587V8X9RqzXy2
https://gravyty.com/resources/case-studies/university-of-houston-student-support-ai-efficiency/
https://www3.ntu.edu.sg/CorpComms2/Documents/2025/06_Jun/More%20AI%20chatbots%20for%20NTU,%20NUS%20to%20answer%20questions,%20boost%20efficiency%20and%20cut%20errors_The%20Straits%20Times.pdf
https://www3.ntu.edu.sg/CorpComms2/Documents/2025/06_Jun/More%20AI%20chatbots%20for%20NTU,%20NUS%20to%20answer%20questions,%20boost%20efficiency%20and%20cut%20errors_The%20Straits%20Times.pdf
https://noesis.pt/en/Success-Stories/chatbot-iseg--generative-artificial-intelligence
https://www.servicenow.com/content/dam/servicenow-assets/public/en-us/doc-type/resource-center/case-study/cs-federation-university.pdf
https://timeshighereducation.com/node/671886
https://timeshighereducation.com/node/671886
https://yorku.ca/news/?p=13251
https://www.deakin.edu.au/about-deakin/news-and-media-releases/articles/deakins-genie-a-virtual-digital-assistant-out-of-the-bottle
https://www.metared.org/content/dam/metared/pdf/Chatbot-Lola-Universidad-de-Murcia-España.pdf
https://campustechnology.com/articles/2017/03/07/using-ai-chatbots-to-freeze-summer-melt-in-higher-ed.aspx
https://campustechnology.com/articles/2017/03/07/using-ai-chatbots-to-freeze-summer-melt-in-higher-ed.aspx
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Enquiry concentration. During Murcia's 2018 admissions period, five leading topics-grade 

publication (7.6%), exam re-marking (5.5%), cut-off grades (3.8%), application instructions (3.1%) 

and app access (3.0%)-accounted for a notable portion of interactions. At Deakin, common 

requests included timetables, assignments, unit materials, term dates, card balances and campus 

maps. The operational implication is to prioritise a reliable, maintained answer set before 

extending coverage to less predictable cases. 

From information to action. Agents add operational value when they can perform an authorised 

task, not just answer a question. Staffordshire's Beacon reportedly completed more than 2,500 

tasks in its first month, including ID-card and letter requests; the university compared this with the 

capacity of five support officers. Federation University consolidated request portals and introduced 

virtual support for passwords, multi-factor authentication and Wi-Fi. Its reported six-week fall in 

phone traffic was 10%. These figures are case-study claims rather than controlled savings 

estimates. 

Scheduling and reminders. Appointment booking, confirmations and reminders are relatively 

bounded initial use cases. A 2013 Cochrane review in healthcare-not higher education-covered 

eight trials and 6,615 participants. Across the relevant comparisons, attendance was 67.8% without 

reminders and 78.6% with text reminders (risk ratio 1.14). The evidence supports piloting 

reminders, not assuming the same magnitude of effect for university advising, wellbeing or visa 

services.  Cochrane CD007458 

Seasonal peaks. Admissions, examination results and the opening of term create concentrated 

service demand. Deakin reported as many as 12,000 conversations a day at the start of a trimester, 

while the Punjab case material reported around 1,783 conversations a day during its admissions 

window. These volumes point to a capacity and availability opportunity, provided escalation 

staffing and knowledge maintenance keep pace. 

https://www.cochrane.org/evidence/CD007458_mobile-phone-messaging-reminders-attendance-healthcare-appointments
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4  Service quality: resolution, errors and student experience 

Published experience suggests that AI support can improve access and reduce hand-offs for 

routine requests. However, institutional datasets seldom report the more demanding measures: 

fully verified resolution, repeat contacts, harmful errors and end-to-end handling time. A reduction 

in human contact should therefore be treated as an intermediate operating signal, not conclusive 

evidence of better service. 

 

Figure 1. UCT's reported change after replacing a rule-based chatbot with a generative assistant, as summarised from UCT data in 

material issued through ITWeb by Verge AI, 2 January 2026. Figures are publisher-reported and not independently audited for this 

edition. 

The UCT comparison is one of the more detailed public before-and-after accounts: unassisted 

responses rose while requests for a person, live chat and support tickets declined. Because the 

published account was issued by a solution provider, it remains useful directional evidence rather 

than independent validation of causal impact. 

Time to resolution. Universities rarely disclose comparable handling-time distributions. The 5,179-

agent customer-support study provides evidence of faster staff throughput in a different sector, 

not a university response-time benchmark. Federation University reports a 70% first-contact 

resolution rate for IT incidents, while UCT reported an average of 19 messages per conversation. 

Message count alone does not establish timeliness or successful resolution.  NBER w31161 

What the error evidence reveals 

•  Murcia's 2018 bot could not answer 10.3% of interactions (derived answer rate about 90%) 

(MetaRed case). 

•  Specialist retrieval tools gave false answers to 17–33% of legal questions, showing retrieval 

alone does not remove errors (Magesh et al., 2025). 

•  New York City's MyCity bot told businesses they could take workers' tips and refuse housing 

vouchers, both unlawful; ten reporters got inconsistent answers to the same question (The 

Markup). 

https://www.nber.org/papers/w31161
https://themarkup.org/news/2024/03/29/nycs-ai-chatbot-tells-businesses-to-break-the-law
https://themarkup.org/news/2024/03/29/nycs-ai-chatbot-tells-businesses-to-break-the-law
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•  In Australia's whole-of-government trial (2,000+ staff, 50+ agencies), checking and fixing 

outputs sometimes cancelled the time saved, and up to 7% said the tool added time (Digital 

Transformation Agency). 

Escalation. Georgia State's pre-enrolment assistant reportedly required staff attention for fewer 

than 1% of more than 50,000 incoming student messages. The Houston vendor case study 

reported year-on-year decreases of 28% in financial-aid calls, 10% in admissions calls and 75% in 

IT live chat. The essential test is whether remaining escalations identify sensitive or complex 

matters correctly and reach an appropriate decision-maker. 

Satisfaction. The UCT account reports an average 4.8/5 rating from 3,823 responses and 97% 

satisfaction; Federation University reports IT satisfaction above 90%. These are valuable signals, but 

samples can over-represent users who complete a digital interaction. Gartner's older self-service 

research used a different definition of full resolution and should not be compared directly with in-

bot satisfaction ratings.  Gartner, 2019 

Equity and variation. Georgia State's 2021–22 educational messaging trial reported heterogeneous 

outcomes, including an 11-percentage-point improvement in the probability of a B or higher for 

women in Microeconomics, with no comparable effect reported for men. Larger effects were also 

reported for first-generation students. Administrative pilots should similarly test whether accuracy, 

escalation and satisfaction vary across student groups.  Meyer, Page et al. 

An agent may close an interaction without resolving the underlying problem. For that reason, 

containment must always be accompanied by an accuracy audit and a measure of repeat contacts. 

Chapter 9 provides a common measurement framework for both human and automated routes. 

https://digital.gov.au/initiatives/copilot-trial/summary-evaluation-findings/cts-evaluation-findings
https://digital.gov.au/initiatives/copilot-trial/summary-evaluation-findings/cts-evaluation-findings
https://www.gartner.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/2019-09-25-gartner-says-only-9--of-customers-report-solving-thei
https://edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai22_564_v3.pdf
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5  Operating value: staff capacity, total cost and implementation 

The operating proposition is attractive because staff-handled contact can be expensive. Yet lower 

contact volume does not automatically translate into released expenditure: capacity may shift into 

complex service work, knowledge maintenance or checking AI outputs. A credible business case 

must distinguish cash savings, staff capacity released and service improvements. 

What the productivity studies actually measure 

Table 5. Published studies of workload and time saved 

Study Population Measured effect Grade 

Brynjolfsson, Li & 

Raymond (NBER w31161) 

5,179 customer-support 

agents 

+14% issues resolved per hour; +34% 

for novices; better retention 
A 

Humlum & Vestergaard 

(2025) 

About 25,000 workers, 7,000 

workplaces, Denmark 

Time saved = 2.8% of work hours; no 

effect on earnings or hours; 80% reuse 

saved time on other tasks; 17% of users 

got new workloads 

A 

UK Government Copilot 

experiment 

20,000 licences, 12 

organisations, Sep–Dec 2024 

26 minutes a day saved (self-reported); 

scheduling and communication saved 

about 9 minutes per task 

B 

Australian Government 

Copilot trial 
2,000+ staff, 50+ agencies 

About 1 hour a day on summaries, drafts 

and searches; 40% moved time to 

higher-value work 

B 

Staffordshire University Student services, month one Interactions equal to 5 support officers C 

 

Two points are especially relevant to universities. New and less experienced support staff may 

benefit disproportionately from AI assistance. Equally, staff hours saved are not equivalent to a 

reduced payroll unless the institution can document changes in staffing, agency cover, overtime or 

vacancies. Otherwise, the value should be recorded as capacity redeployed to higher-priority work. 

A transparent total-cost model 

The report's simplified annual cost model is: 

C = N × cₐ + N × (1 − k) × cₕ + N × k × r × cₕ + F 

where N is the number of annual contacts; k is the initial containment rate; r is the proportion of 

initially contained contacts that return to a human; cₐ is the per-conversation agent cost; cₕ is the 

cost of a staff-handled contact; and F represents recurring fixed costs for the platform, integration, 

content upkeep and governance. 

Illustrative sensitivity analysis-not a measured institutional outcome. Take 200,000 annual contacts, 

a staff-handled contact cost of US$8.01 and an agent conversation cost of US$0.30 (three actions 

at US$0.10). The staff-only comparator is US$1,602,000 before fixed costs. The assumed contact 

and usage costs are drawn from different years and sources, so institutional procurement decisions 

require current local costs. 

https://www.nber.org/papers/w31161
https://www.nber.org/papers/w31161
https://bfi.uchicago.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/BFI_WP_2025-56-3.pdf
https://bfi.uchicago.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/BFI_WP_2025-56-3.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/683db42bd23a62e5d32680d0/M365_Copilot_Experiment_Findings_Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/683db42bd23a62e5d32680d0/M365_Copilot_Experiment_Findings_Report.pdf
https://digital.gov.au/initiatives/copilot-trial/summary-evaluation-findings/cts-evaluation-findings
https://digital.gov.au/initiatives/copilot-trial/summary-evaluation-findings/cts-evaluation-findings
https://timeshighereducation.com/node/671886
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Table 6. Illustrative agent operating-cost sensitivity analysis 

Scenario Containment k Return rate r Variable cost (US$) Saving before fixed costs 

Conservative 50% 20% 1,021,200 US$580,800 (36%) 

Base 80% 15% 572,640 US$1,029,360 (64%) 

UCT-level 93% 10% 321,126 US$1,280,874 (80%) 

 

The arithmetic is internally consistent, but the return-contact assumption strongly affects 

outcomes. At 50% containment, a ten-percentage-point increase in return rate adds approximately 

US$80,100 in staff contact costs under these assumptions. The totals above exclude fixed cost F; 

they are not net savings, and the 2019 cross-industry unit-cost figures should not be treated as 

current university prices.  Gartner; Business Wire 

What implementation requires 

Enterprise adoption often stalls between evaluation and production. A 2025 MIT NANDA report, as 

described in secondary coverage, characterised substantial drop-off from evaluation to pilot to 

scaled implementation and reported deployment periods ranging from roughly three months at 

medium-sized companies to nine months or more at larger organisations. The methodology and 

population differ from higher education, so these observations should be considered a risk signal 

rather than a university forecast.  Virtualization Review 

Budget and governance risk. Gartner's forecast of more than 40% project cancellations by 2027 is 

a prediction, not an observed cancellation rate. Similarly, its estimate of genuine agentic vendors 

was an analyst assessment. The cited EDUCAUSE finding that 34% believe senior leaders 

underestimate AI costs reinforces the need for explicit cost ownership and auditability.  Outlook 

Business 

Knowledge content is the less visible implementation workload. In UCT's case, staff supplied the 

approved material and links used to construct responses. Nanyang Technological University's 

course support example relied on three tutors; Federation University describes converting 

avoidable tickets into new knowledge articles. These are recurrent human activities, even when the 

interaction itself is automated. 

Platform reuse may lower the marginal cost of later services. Federation University's case material 

reports a 50% reduction in the effort required to launch an additional service once its underlying 

platform was established. This should be tested against a university's own integration landscape, 

rather than incorporated automatically into a forecast. 

Business-case coverage should include licences or metered usage; integration with student 

records, customer relationship management, ticketing and calendars; content design and revision; 

safety testing; weekly accuracy audits; staff training; privacy and security assessment; change 

management; and contract-exit or migration costs.

https://www.gartner.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/2019-09-25-gartner-says-only-9--of-customers-report-solving-thei
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20250515332990/en/Salesforce-Introduces-New-Flexible-Agentforce-Pricing-to-Accelerate-the-Digital-Labor-Revolution
https://virtualizationreview.com/articles/2025/08/19/mit-report-finds-most-ai-business-investments-fail-reveals-genai-divide
https://www.outlookbusiness.com/artificial-intelligence/over-40-of-agentic-ai-projects-will-be-scrapped-by-2027-says-gartner
https://www.outlookbusiness.com/artificial-intelligence/over-40-of-agentic-ai-projects-will-be-scrapped-by-2027-says-gartner
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6  International and regional evidence 

Evidence quality varies more by study design than by country. The United States contributes 

randomised student-support trials; South Africa has a detailed but supplier-issued before-and-after 

university case; and numerous regions have implementation descriptions without measured 

accuracy or cost outcomes. The cross-country table summarises the reviewed evidence and 

relevant legal frameworks, not a harmonised international ranking. 

Table 7. Country and regional evidence at a glance 

 

Country / 

region 
Sector context 

Best published deployment 

evidence 

Main data-protection 

frame 

Evidence 

strength 

United States 

3.94m employees, 2.0m 

non-faculty (fall 2022); 

57% of staff likely to 

leave (2022) 

Georgia State RCTs: melt −21.4%, 

enrolment +3.9%; A/B grades +4 

pts. Houston: 82% resolution, aid 

calls −28% 

FERPA; state privacy laws High (RCTs) 

Canada - 

York University with IBM: 75,000+ 

interactions in a bilingual pilot 

(2019) 

Provincial and federal 

privacy law 
Low 

United 

Kingdom 

45% of English 

institutions face a 2025–

26 deficit; 92% of 

students use AI 

Staffordshire Beacon: 10,000 

queries in month one, equal to 5 

officers. UK Government trial: 26 

min a day 

UK GDPR, Data Protection 

Act 2018 
Medium 

European 

Union (Spain, 

Portugal) 

AI Act transparency 

since 2 Aug 2026; high-

risk education duties 

from 2 Dec 2027 

Murcia Lola: about 90% answered 

(derived). ISEG: up to 60% fewer 

repetitive enquiries (vendor) 

GDPR; AI Act 
Low to 

medium 

South Africa 
UCT about 30,000 

students 

UCT: 93% unassisted, hand-offs 

11%→8%, 97% satisfaction, 65 

languages 

POPIA Medium 

United Arab 

Emirates 

National ministry 

consolidating 38 e-

services into 18 

No outcome data published yet Federal PDPL Low 

Pakistan 

About 113,000 

applicants at one 

university, Fall 2026 

University of the Punjab: 115,915 

conversations in 65 days 
Check current status 

Low (volume 

only) 

India 

4.33 crore students; 

12.08 lakh non-teaching 

staff (2021–22) 

IP University admission chatbot 

(2025); no outcome data published 

DPDP Act 2023 and Rules 

2025, phased over 12–18 

months 

Low 

Singapore 

Universities scaling AI 

tools (NTU, NUS AI-

Know) 

NTU Leodar: 12,000+ questions; 

tutor email fell from several a day 

to a handful a week 

PDPA 
Low to 

medium 

Australia 

Whole-of-government 

Copilot trial: about 1 

hour a day saved 

Deakin Genie: up to 12,000 chats a 

day. Federation University: self-

service 11%→60% 

Privacy Act 1988 Medium 
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Table source note. Source material for institutional examples and statistics is provided in the References. The Pakistan, India and 

United Arab Emirates examples draw on media sources and do not constitute independently audited operating results.  Samaa TV; 

Shiksha; Gulf News 

The largest evidence gap concerns locally auditable results. India's AISHE 2021–22 data record 

more than 43 million students and about 1.2 million non-teaching staff, but the reviewed examples 

do not provide comparable published Indian measures for agent accuracy, repeat contact or cost. 

A similar lack of operational outcome detail is apparent in the Gulf examples. This is a limitation of 

the reviewed corpus, not a claim that no relevant deployments exist. 

https://www.samaa.tv/2087354791-pu-launches-ai-admission-chatbot-handles-115-000-queries
https://www.shiksha.com/news/humanities-social-sciences-ip-university-introduces-admission-chatbot-service-for-quick-query-redressal-blogId-193886
https://gulfnews.com/amp/story/uae/uae-ministry-of-higher-education-drives-ai-powered-digital-transformation-to-streamline-student-and-university-services-1.500571919
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7  Risk, governance and regulation 

Universities remain responsible for the official services they provide, including when a system 

supplier helps deliver them. Actual legal obligations differ across jurisdictions and use cases. 

Governance should therefore combine approved knowledge, human escalation, data-access limits, 

documented testing and a clear owner for every consequential decision. 

Operational risk register 

Table 8. Risk exposures and control responses 

Risk Evidence Control 

Wrong answers treated as 

official policy 

Air Canada held liable for its chatbot's 

wrong refund answer; correct information 

elsewhere on the site was no defence 

(ABA) 

Answer only from approved sources; cite 

the source page; human sign-off for fees, 

deadlines and eligibility 

Confident errors in regulated 

topics 

MyCity gave unlawful advice on tips, cash 

and housing (The Markup) 

Block or hand off topics with legal effect: 

visas, appeals, discipline, refunds 

Errors despite retrieval 
17–33% false answers in specialist 

retrieval tools (Magesh et al.) 

Weekly sampled accuracy audit (Section 9) 

with a stop threshold 

Unequal effects across 

students 

Trial gains differed by gender and first-

generation status (Meyer, Page et al.) 

Report KPIs by student group; offer non-

digital routes 

Data protection and shadow 

AI 

56% of institutions name privacy as the 

top barrier (Ellucian); workers at 90%+ of 

firms use personal AI tools (MIT NANDA) 

Data-processing agreements; no student 

records in unapproved tools; approved 

institutional tool 

Vendor hype and lock-in 
Only about 130 of thousands of "agentic" 

vendors judged real by Gartner 

Exit clause; data and content export; pilot 

before contract 

Staff trust and job fears 

Administrators worried about AI job loss 

rose from 7% to 14% (Ellucian); CSU deal 

drew 1,600+ petition signers (Tech Policy 

Press) 

Publish a redeployment commitment; 

involve staff in content and review 

 

Regulatory considerations as at October 2026 

European Union - AI Act. AI-literacy provisions have applied since 2 February 2025. The general AI 

Act application date is 2 August 2026, with amended dates for certain high-risk systems: 2 

December 2027 for stand-alone Annex III systems and 2 August 2028 for specified product-

integrated systems. The classification of admissions, monitoring and assessment applications 

depends on their function and the regulatory tests. Institutions should check the consolidated 

legislation rather than infer status from the generic label 'student chatbot'.  Gibson Dunn 

India - DPDP Act and Rules. The Digital Personal Data Protection Rules, 2025 were notified on 14 

November 2025. The government provided a staggered commencement schedule, with provisions 

taking effect on notification, after one year and after 18 months. Universities handling student 

personal data must review their role and duties under the provisions applicable to their particular 

processing activities.  Deccan Herald 

https://www.americanbar.org/groups/business_law/resources/business-law-today/2024-february/bc-tribunal-confirms-companies-remain-liable-information-provided-ai-chatbot/
https://themarkup.org/news/2024/03/29/nycs-ai-chatbot-tells-businesses-to-break-the-law
https://edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai22_564_v3.pdf
https://virtualizationreview.com/articles/2025/08/19/mit-report-finds-most-ai-business-investments-fail-reveals-genai-divide
https://techpolicy.press/how-cal-state-became-ground-zero-for-the-fight-over-ai-in-higher-education
https://techpolicy.press/how-cal-state-became-ground-zero-for-the-fight-over-ai-in-higher-education
https://www.gibsondunn.com/eu-ai-act-omnibus-agreement-postponed-high-risk-deadlines-and-other-key-changes/
https://www.deccanherald.com/india/centre-notifies-dpdp-rules-implementation-planned-in-phases-spread-over-12-18-months-3798465
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United States - FERPA. Where an agent processes education records, institutions must evaluate 

whether the chosen provider fits the relevant exception and contractual control requirements 

under the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act. Access controls and permitted purposes 

should be explicit. 

United Kingdom, South Africa, Singapore and Australia. The relevant regimes include the UK GDPR 

and Data Protection Act 2018, South Africa's Protection of Personal Information Act, Singapore's 

Personal Data Protection Act and Australia's Privacy Act 1988. Specific legal bases, exemptions, 

notices and transfer rules require jurisdiction-level assessment. 

This regulatory discussion is intended as a research overview, not legal advice. Current official 

texts, regulator guidance and institutional counsel should govern live deployment decisions. 
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8  Proposed primary-research protocol for commissioned studies 

A prospective 16-week institutional study can combine five complementary instruments. It is 

presented here as a research protocol for future commissioned work, not as fieldwork already 

conducted for this publication. The design combines a historical baseline, structured observation, 

blind accuracy reviews, stakeholder interviews and a controlled pilot. 

Five instruments for an institution-level study 

Table 9. Proposed instruments for an institution-specific field study 

Instrument What is collected Sample Measures it feeds 

Workflow observation 

Timed, step-by-step records of 

how staff handle enquiries, 

bookings and service requests; 

hand-offs and rework 

40–60 hours across 3–5 

offices, peak and off-peak 

weeks 

Handling time, touches 

per case, rework, staff 

workload 

Authorised task logs 

Exports from ticketing, CRM, 

phone, email, chat and booking 

systems, under a signed data-

sharing agreement 

All contacts for 12 weeks 

before and 6 weeks during 

the pilot 

Volume, resolution time, 

escalation, repeat 

contacts, channel mix 

Quality audits 

Blind double-marking of 

sampled agent and staff 

answers against policy 

200 conversations per 

month, stratified by topic 

and risk 

Accuracy, critical-error 

rate, tone, policy 

compliance 

Staff and student 

interviews 

Semi-structured interviews and 

short surveys 

15–20 staff; 25–30 students 

across levels, modes and 

groups; pulse survey to all 

users 

Satisfaction, trust, effort, 

reasons for escalation, 

workload change 

Measured pilot baseline 

A controlled comparison: agent 

switched on for some topics, 

channels or cohorts, with others 

as control 

2–4 topics; randomised or 

staggered rollout where 

possible 

Causal estimate of change 

in every KPI 

 

Six-stage study plan 

•  Weeks 1–2 - Authorise and scope. Ethics or service-evaluation approval; data-sharing 

agreement; data-protection impact assessment; choose pilot topics by volume and risk. 

•  Weeks 2–4 - Map and observe. Map current workflows; run timed observations; agree KPI 

definitions (Chapter 9). 

•  Weeks 3–6 - Baseline. Extract 12 weeks of historic logs; audit 200 staff-handled cases for 

accuracy; run baseline staff and student surveys. 

•  Weeks 6–8 - Prepare the pilot. Build and test the knowledge base; set hand-off rules; run a 

red-team test of 300+ questions including edge and adversarial cases; agree stop thresholds. 

•  Weeks 8–14 - Run the pilot. Agent live for treatment topics or cohorts; weekly quality audits; 

incident log; mid-point interviews. 

•  Weeks 14–16 - Analyse and report. Difference-in-differences or randomised comparison of 

KPIs; full cost model with local costs; board-ready recommendation. 
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Research and participant safeguards 

•  Logs are pseudonymised before analysis; no free-text student data leaves the institution's 

systems. 

•  Interviews use informed consent and can be withdrawn. 

•  Audit markers are blind to whether a human or the agent wrote the answer. 

•  A pre-agreed stop rule pauses the agent if the critical-error rate passes 1% in any audit week.
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9  Performance measurement and benchmark framework 

The proposed measurement set contains twelve key performance indicators (KPIs) spanning timeliness, accuracy, escalation, workload, satisfaction and 

total cost. Each measure is connected to a source of data and, where available, a published reference value. As the evidence is not standardised across 

institutions, these figures are reference points for testing-not universal quality thresholds. 

Table 10. Twelve KPIs, definitions and reference points 

Measure KPI Formula Data source Published reference point 

Resolution time End-to-end resolution time 
Median hours from first contact to verified close, all 

channels 
Task logs No university benchmark published; set locally 

Resolution time First-contact resolution Cases closed in first contact ÷ all cases Task logs, audits 70% (Federation University IT) 

Resolution time Staff throughput Cases resolved per staff hour Logs, observation +14% with AI help; +34% for novices (NBER) 

Error Verified accuracy Correct, complete answers ÷ audited answers Quality audits 
No university benchmark; specialist legal tools 

free of hallucination in about 67–83% of 

answers (derived) 

Error Critical-error rate 
Answers that could cause financial, legal or academic harm 

÷ audited answers 
Quality audits Stop rule: 1% (this report) 

Escalation Containment 
Conversations closed without a human ÷ all agent 

conversations 
Agent logs 82% (Houston); 93% (UCT) 

Escalation Escalation rate Hand-offs to a human ÷ all agent conversations Agent logs 8% (UCT, from 11%) 

Escalation Repeat-contact rate 
Same person and topic again within 7 days ÷ contained 

cases 
Logs Not published; key driver of cost 

Workload Staff hours on routine work 
Observed and logged hours per week on enquiry types in 

scope 
Observation, logs 26 min a day (UK Government, self-reported) 

Workload Channel shift Change in phone, email and live-chat volume, year on year Telephony, CRM 
Aid calls −28% (Houston); phone −10% in 6 

weeks (Federation) 

Satisfaction Student satisfaction Mean post-contact rating; share 4–5 of 5 Surveys 4.8/5, 97% (UCT); 90%+ (Federation IT) 

Total cost Cost per resolved case 
Total annual cost (Section 6 formula) ÷ verified resolved 

cases 
Finance, logs 

US$8.01 live vs US$0.10 self-service (Gartner, 

2019) 
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Rules for interpreting KPIs 

•  Always report containment beside verified accuracy and repeat contacts; containment alone 

rewards confident wrong answers. 

•  Report every KPI by channel, topic, time of day and student group. 

•  Compare like periods (results week with results week) to control for seasonality. 

•  Count freed hours as capacity unless posts are actually released or vacancies left unfilled. 

•  Treat vendor-reported figures as targets to test, not benchmarks to quote. 
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10  Recommendations and implementation roadmap 

The strongest starting point is a narrow, auditable deployment. Institutions should agree in 

advance what success means, including no deterioration in accuracy, equal access to human 

support and a demonstrable reduction in the full cost of resolving a case-not merely fewer 

enquiries reaching staff. 

Eight actions for university leadership 

•  Pick high-volume, low-stakes topics first: dates, timetables, campus services, IT access, 

application status. Leave appeals, visas, discipline and refunds with humans. 

•  Measure a 12-week baseline before go-live. Without it, no saving can be shown; this is the 

most common gap in published cases. 

•  Fund the content, not just the licence. Name owners for each knowledge area and a review 

cycle; budget staff time for it. 

•  Design the hand-off as carefully as the bot. Pass the full conversation to staff, give students 

a clear human route, and track why they escalate. 

•  Audit accuracy weekly with a stop rule. Pause any topic whose critical-error rate passes 1%. 

•  Go beyond answers to actions in stages: booking and reminders first, then record updates 

and requests, each behind its own test. 

•  Decide in advance what freed time is for: queue reduction, proactive outreach, or vacancy 

savings. State it in the business case. 

•  Buy with an exit: data export, content ownership, usage-based pricing caps and an audit right 

in every contract. 

Implementation stages and decision gates 

•  Months 0–3 - Foundation. Baseline, governance, data-protection assessment, vendor 

selection, knowledge base for 2–4 topics. Gate: baseline complete; DPIA signed off. 

•  Months 3–6 - Controlled pilot. One channel, 2–4 topics, weekly audits. Gate: verified accuracy 

at or above the staff baseline; critical errors under 1%; repeat contacts not above baseline. 

•  Months 6–12 - Scale enquiries. All high-volume topics and channels; 24/7 cover for peaks 

such as admissions and results. Gate: cost per resolved case below baseline; satisfaction at or 

above baseline in every student group. 

•  Months 12–24 - Agentic services. Scheduling, reminders and routine transactions through 

system integrations. Gate: action error rate under 0.5%; full audit trail. 

Indicative 12-month planning targets for a mature deployment-not evidence-based guarantees-

include 75–90% containment within approved topics, escalation below 10%, audited accuracy at 

least equal to the staff baseline, and a 10–30% reduction in relevant phone or email contacts. Every 

target should be adjusted to the institution's initial service mix, risk profile and measured results. 
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11  Interpretation, research limitations and conclusion 

Interpretation of the evidence 

The five methods answer different questions. System logs establish volume and journey time but 

not correctness; blind audits establish correctness but not workload; interviews explain experience 

and trust; observation identifies unrecorded effort; and comparison across treatment and control 

groups offers a more credible estimate of change than a before-and-after headline alone. 

University AI-agent programmes can plausibly extend access, absorb seasonal peaks and reduce 

repetitive enquiries. The more rigorous outcome evidence comes from a small set of controlled 

trials of student communications and studies of productivity outside higher education. These 

findings support careful experimentation, not an assumption that every university will obtain the 

same gains. 

The distinction between a contact that avoids a member of staff and a case that is correctly 

resolved is decisive. Reliable operating improvement depends on a maintained institutional 

knowledge base, transparent human escalation, careful treatment of personal data and a cost 

model that includes repeat contacts and fixed implementation costs. 

Limitations 

•  No primary student, staff or institutional data were collected for this synthesis. The proposed 

16-week study is prospective. 

•  Published university implementations often report volumes and containment but not 

independently verified accuracy, follow-on demand, comparable response times or full cost. 

•  Vendor and press-source results may be subject to selective reporting. Forecasts are not 

observed outcomes, and cross-sector labour and customer-service studies are not university-

specific estimates. 

•  Some published studies and case reports do not disclose full measurement definitions, while 

laws and technology pricing can change after the date of review. Interpretation should be 

updated before application to a particular institution. 

Conclusion 

The most useful question is not whether universities can deploy AI agents. They can. It is whether 

each deployment resolves the right tasks, correctly and fairly, at lower total effort than the 

alternative. An institution that records a baseline, tests low-risk journeys, checks every 

consequential error and decides how released staff capacity will be used can answer that question. 

Without those measures, even impressive conversational volumes remain an incomplete account 

of operating value. 
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Research methodology and re-use notes 

The evidence framework uses four classes: A, controlled or scholarly studies; B, official and 

regulator sources; C, institutional case material; and D, vendor and analyst assertions. Supplier-

issued case accounts must be assessed as D-level where independent institutional validation is not 

available. The sources themselves remain third-party intellectual property. 

Source methodology: secondary evidence synthesis. Geography: country case material across ten 

countries. Publication period: source periods vary, approximately 2013–2026; national workforce 

and adoption statistics retain their source reporting years. This is not a systematic review or meta-

analysis and does not yield a pooled cross-university causal effect. 
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