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We are a membership based organization
95%+ annual retention rate of member campuses

Å 260+ member campuses

Å 120+ public and 140+ private institutions

Å Developed a useful tool based on:
Common vocabulary
Consistent analytical methodology
Credibility through benchmarking

0 1-5 6-11 12-17 18-23 24-above
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Our QVQ process gives you the ability to make informed decisions

ωSightlines collects and assembles data on 
campus to quantify, verify, and qualify (QVQ 
Process) information. 

Measure 

ωSightlines then analyzes data and creates a 
model to show the relationship between 
operating and capital issues.

Monitor 

ωUsing web-based technology,  members can 
create custom benchmarks to document 
performance, strategically plan, take specific 
actions, and support the case for change.

Benchmark 

Data

Information

Knowledge

Action



A vocabulary for measurement
The Return on Physical Assets ςROPASM

Asset Value Change Operations Success

Annual 
Stewardship

The annual 
investment needed 
to insure buildings 
will properly 
perform and reach 
their useful life 
άYŜŜǇ-¦Ǉ /ƻǎǘǎέ

Asset 
Reinvestment

The accumulated 
backlog of repair 
and modernization 
needs and the 
definition of 
resource capacity to 
correct them. 
ά/ŀǘŎƘ-¦Ǉ /ƻǎǘǎέ

Operations 
Success

The effectiveness 
of the facilities 
operating budget, 
staffing, 
supervision, and 
energy 
management

Service

The measure of 
service process, the 
maintenance 
quality of space and 
systems, and the 
customers opinion 
of service delivery
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Shippensburg terms with Sightlines analysis
The Return on Physical Assets ςROPASM

Asset Value Change Operations Success

Annual 
Stewardship

ÅKey 93 funds
ÅCapital 

Infrastructure 
Reserve
ÅOperating Planned 

Maintenance

Asset 
Reinvestment

ÅAuxiliary Funds 
(e.g. dining hall, 
residence hall)
ÅGifts
ÅGrants
ÅBonds
ÅOther One-Time 

Investments

Operations 
Success

ÅOperating 
Budgets
ÅStaffing reports
ÅUtility Logs
ÅWork order 

production

Service

ÅCampus 
Inspection
ÅService Process

5



Comparative Considerations

All PASSHE Institutions

6

Institution Location

Bloomsburg University Bloomsburg, PA

California University California, PA

Cheyney University Cheyney, PA

Clarion University Clarion, PA

East Stroudsburg University East Stroudsburg, PA

Edinboro University Edinboro, PA

Indiana University Indiana, PA

Lock Haven University Lock Haven, PA

Kutztown University Kutztown, PA

Mansfield University Mansfield, PA

Millersville University Millersville, PA

Slippery Rock University Slippery Rock, PA

West Chester University West Chester, PA

Defining a peer group for benchmarking
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Slightly bigger buildings than peer average
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I. Space Profile: 
Å Majority of campus falls in the 25-50 year-old age category, when many of the 

building components reach the end of their life cycles
Å Renovations have helped to positively shift the age profile, but more annual 

stewardship is needed to preserve the younger space

II. Asset Value Change:
Å Identifying the investment need, and projecting deferral due to loss of Key 93
Å One-time investments are strong, enabling Shippensburg to reach the annual 

investment target and decrease the backlog

III. Operating Effectiveness: 
Å Facilities is maintaining the level of their daily service budget with a higher PM 

allocation than peer average, and is building a cushion for electric cost increases
Å Supervision levels are low for custodians and grounds crews, which negatively affects 

the operating effectiveness 

IV. Carbon Footprint:  
Å FY09 decrease in energy consumption; however, fossil consumption remains above 

peer average and the campus burns coal, so the carbon emissions per square foot is 
higher than peer average

Å Future energy savings project will substantially decrease 
{ƘƛǇǇŜƴǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ
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Annual need: 
$6.77/GSF

Renovations have positively impacted age profile, but majority of campus is over 25 years old
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Younger academic space at Shippensburg, but older residence halls
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I. Space Profile: 
Å Majority of campus falls in the 25-50 year-old age category, when many of the 

building components reach the end of their life cycles
Å Renovations have helped to positively shift the age profile, but more annual 

stewardship is needed to preserve the younger space

III. Operating Effectiveness: 
Å Facilities is maintaining the level of their daily service budget with a higher PM 

allocation than peer average, and is building a cushion for electric cost increases
Å Supervision levels are low for custodians and grounds crews, which negatively 

affects the operating effectiveness 

IV. Carbon Footprint:  
Å FY09 decrease in energy consumption; however, fossil consumption remains above 

peer average and the campus burns coal, so the carbon emissions per square foot is 
higher than peer average

Å Future energy savings project will substantially decrease 
{ƘƛǇǇŜƴǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ
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II. Asset Value Change:
Å Identifying the investment need, and projecting deferral due to loss of Key 93
Å One-time investments are strong, enabling Shippensburg to reach the annual 

investment target and decrease the backlog
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Strong investments in envelope and building systems

17%
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13%

31%

8%

Total Project Spending of 
Shippensburg- 6 years

13%

27%

22%

26%

12%

Total Project Spending of 
Peer Group- 6 years

ESCO Projects

ESCO 
Projects
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Setting goals to arrest the rate of asset deterioration

$0.1



16

FY2009:

Stronger Annual Stewardship compared to peer averages: cyclic nature of Key 93
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$4.0 M 

$2.8 M 

$3.9 M 
$7.1 M 

$4.8 M 

$27.4 Million deferred to backlog between FY10 and FY13

$7.7 M 

$3.9 M  

FY06: LuhrsPerforming Arts 
Center

FY09: Student RecBuilding
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Using one-time capital  infusionsǘƻ άŎŀǘŎƘ-ǳǇέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ



19

Spending to the investment target has helped decrease the backlog



I. Space Profile: 
Å Majority of campus falls in the 25-50 year-old age category, when many of the 

building components reach the end of their life cycles
Å Renovations have helped to positively shift the age profile, but more annual 

stewardship is needed to preserve the younger space

II. Asset Value Change:
Å Identifying the investment need, and projecting deferral due to loss of Key 93
Å One-time investments are strong, enabling Shippensburg to reach the annual 

investment target and decrease the backlog

IV. Carbon Footprint:  
Å FY09 decrease in energy consumption; however, fossil consumption remains above 

peer average and the campus burns coal, so the carbon emissions per square foot 
is higher than peer average

Å Future energy savings project will substantially decrease 
{ƘƛǇǇŜƴǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ
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III. Operating Effectiveness: 
Å Facilities is maintaining the level of their daily service budget with a higher PM 

allocation than peer average, and is building a cushion for electric cost increases
Å Supervision levels are low for custodians and grounds crews, which negatively 

affects the operating effectiveness 
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Slightly  higher daily service budget than peers

Ship
Peer 

Average
Peer 
Min

Peer 
Max

PM as % of Total Budget 5.8% 3.3% 0.8% 6.4%



Increase in PM since 2003
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Higher unit costs require an increase in budgeting for utilities
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Additional maintenance supervision as a strategy for adding value

General Impression
Inspection Scores

FY08 FY09

Shippensburg 3.9 3.9

Peer Avg. 3.9 4.0

Database Avg. 3.9 3.9

*All benchmarks ordered by tech rating
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Daily Service Work Orders
Longitudinal View, By Shop View
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Work Order Production
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