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Represents State System

A10 year old company based in Guilford, CT
AOver 250 Member Institutions (many with multiple campuses)
ATracking $5.9 billion in operations budgets and $4.2 billion in capital projects
ADatabase of 23,500 buildingsand 825 million GSF %



Sightlines

Our QVQ process gives you the ability to make informed decisions

We Ensure Consistent and Comparable Anal sisF
ol

wSightlines collects and assembles data on Data

4

Measure campus to quantify, verify, and qualify (QVQ
Process) information.

Information
_ wSightlines then analyzes data and creates a
Monitor model to show the relationship between
operating and capital issues.
Knowledge

wUsing wekbased technology, members can
create custom benchmarks to document
performance, strategically plan, take specific
actions, and support the case for change.

Benchmark




A VVocabulary For Measurement
The Return on Physical AssetROPAM

The annual
investment
needed to insure
buildings will
properly perform
and reach their
useful lifed Y § S
L)/ 2a0a

E}JI

The accumulated
backlog of repair
and
modernization
needs and the
definition of
resource capacity
to correct them.

\

The effectiveness
of the facilities
operating

budget, staffing,
supervision, and
energy
management

\

\
The measure of

service process,
the maintenance
guality of space
and systems, and
the customers
opinion of
service delivery

Sightlines
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Annual

Operating

Stewardship Effectiveness

Asset Value Change Operations Success
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How Shippensburg Funding Fits the Model

Sightlines

The Return on Physical AssetROPAM

e N\ e 2 A
AAuxiliary Funds _

AKey 93 funds (e.g. dining hall, A Operating Budget

ACapital residence hall) A Utility Cost ACampug
Infrastructure AGifts A Energy Inspection
Reserve AGrants Consumption AService Process

AOperating Planned | |ABonds A Staffing levels ACugtomgr
Maintenance AOther OneTime A Work order Satisfaction Survey

Investments completion

Operating

Annual
Effectiveness

Stewardship ‘

Asset Value Change Operations Success
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Peer Institutions
Sightlines

Peer Institutions

Bloomsburg University
California University
CheyneyJniversity

ClarionUniversity
East Stroudsburg University
EdinboroUniversity

Indiana University
: : Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education
Kutztown University
Mansfield University
Millersville University
ShippensburdJniversity
Slippery Rock University

West Chester University



Key Observations F

w New spaces and renovations have made campus younget.

Spa_Ce w However, 51% of campus is 25 toyarsold, when
Profile major building components reach the end of their life
cycles.

wShippensburg fails to reach target investment zone
because of large decrease in FY10 project spending.

wFuture capital investment strategy should be aligned with
changing space profile, with a particular emphasis on a
robust stewardship source.

Capital
INVESgERS

wCommendable cut in energy consumption.

wWorkers are maintaining positive service results in the face
of staff reductions.

DETLY
Operations




Campus Age Profile

51 buildings; 2 M GSF, technical complexity 2.68

Campus Age

60%

Younger

50%

ANew residencd
halls

40%

% of GSF

AShearer Hall
ARowland Hall

31%
20% -

AReisner
Dining Hall

0% -
0-10
years old

10-25
years old

2550
years old

Older

ASeavers
Apartments
AMowery Hall

AHarley Hall
AKiefferHall
AlLackhoveHall
AMcLean Hall

m Construction Age
® Renovation Age

2015 Renovation Age

50+
years old
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Sightlines

51 buildings; 2 M GSF, technical complexity 2.68

Campus Age Profd€urrent Profile

Campus Age

60%

Younger Older

50%

40% B Renovation Age

% of GSF

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

0-10 10-25 2550 50+
years old years old years old years old
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Campus Age Profile

Comparing high concentration areas to peers F‘_nn Stghtlines
°/g0°f Space Under 10 - Renovation Age °4ooof Space 25 to 50 - Renovation Age
© Sightlines 2001-2010 © Sightlines 2001-2010
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Defining the Annual Investment Need @d

Renovations have positively impacted age profile, but majority of campus is over 25y Sightlines
Aqge Cateqgory Age Cateqgory Age Category
< 10 Years 10-25 Years Over 25 Years
Construction Age: 12% 6% 82%
Renovation Age: 31% 8% 61%
2015 Renovation Age: 50% 20% 30%
$60
$55
$50
$45
$40
m $35
O $30
&+
|
$20
$15
$10 | - _1- L _ _ _ I | Annual need:
$5 $7.21/GSF
$0 ____/‘\l |

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41 43 45
Years

= Annual Life Cycle Cash Flow - = Amortization of Life Cycle Expense:
for a typical Academic building in Sightlines databa: for Shippensburg's campus =



Capital Profile




Sightlines

Significant decrease in FY2010 spending: $4 million less thg@at hverage

Capital Investment Existing vs. New Constructio
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Sightlines

Significant decrease in FY2010 spending: $4 million less thg@at hverage

Capital Investment Existin
p .
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FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010
m Existing Space

Existing Space, ljear Average: $ 7.9 M ;‘,—‘ﬁ
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Capital Investment by Funding Source
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Total Project Spending
7
? Peer Average Shippensburg
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‘m Sightlines

Total Project Spending
Peer Average Shippensburg
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Sightlines

FY2010 Shippensburg Targets »
$18 Replacement Value of $548 million

Life cycle is discounted for th
coordination of modernization

2 and renovation.
o
= $10
=
£ $8
&
$6
$4
$2
$0
3% of Replacement Valu Life Cycle Neec Target Investment
$14.3M $7.5M
|
Sightlines Recommendations
I /
m Total Need m Envelope/Mech m Space/Program S N
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Stewardship needs will drastically increase as the new residence halls are o

Recurring Capital Falls Short of Target Investme %
d | Sightlines

$14.0 — Source of Stewardship Dollars
' Res Hall: Phase 3\ /
$12.0 +— 7/
Res Hall: Phase 2\ {
$10.0 +——— Capital /
Infrastructure Res Hall: Phase L\ /
" Reserve: 14% /
S $8.0 FY09: Studen o=
S FY06LuhrsPerforming RecBuilding
- Arts Center A
& $6.0
$4.6 M ?
$4.0 average annual deferral = $6.3 M
< $4.2 million / year > -
$2.0
$OO - T T T T T ]

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

B Envelope & Mechanica mmmm Space & Progran e=gsm|nvestment Target ==& Projected Need
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Total Capital Investment Over Time
VS UAYS OF LAl AyTdah2ya ahapdRin KVLEms

$16

$14

Increasing Net

12
3 Asset Value

$10

Sustaining Net
Asset Value

$8

$ in Millions

%6 easing Net

I set Value

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
® Annual Stewardshig m Asset Reinvestmen
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Looking Ahead Tying Space to Capital

Changes in campus age profile will continue to affect spending needs

FY10 Campuhge

FY10 Fundintrategy

m Under 25

m Over 25

mAS
WAR

FY14 Campuhge

FY14 Funding Strategy

® Under 25
m Over 25



Renovate through replacement = Decrease Bac E‘{ﬂ

Sightlines

Demolishing the old residence halls cuts the DM list by 41%

Total Project Spending
$200

$180
$160
$140
$120
$100
$80 -
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mFY2010 &
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$ Millions

w Less Residence
Hall Demo's

Deferred Capital Renewal
Maintenance Amount- PASSHE |
Amount Reported B35
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Daily Operations




Context for Operational Effectiveness

Three factors in addition to age and capital investment that affect service le Eﬂﬂ Sightlines

Tech Rating Sl Density Factor

© Sightlines 2001-2010 (© Sightlines 2001-2010

3.50

3.001

2.50

2.001

1.501

Tech Rating
Users/100,000 sq ft

1.00+

0.50+

0.00-

P e 0 9 ¢ @ O R N % & v
)

50.00 Building Intensity

(© Sightlines 2001-2010

Buildings/1,000,000 GSF

PO 0 0 ¢ Q@ O R N > & v
2

Ty

PN

¢

SHIPPENSBURG: 24

H
UNIVERSH



Operating Budget

Greater reduction in utility spending brings budget below peers for FY10 Emﬂ Sightlines

2 Olgacilities Operating Budget Actuals
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Facilities Operating Budget Actuals
; Peer Averages ; Shippensburg University l
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$/GSF

$/GSF

Bl Actuals Total Utilities /GSF
Bl Actuals Planned Maintenance /GSF
| Actuals Total Daily Service /GSF

EAverage 6.31

Institutions Ordered By: Tech Rating

Bl Actuals Total Utilities /GSF EAverage (5.88)
Bl Actuals Planned Maintenance /GSF EEYour Average (5.88)
Actuals Total Daily Service /GSF
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Utilities Budget

Saving money by spending less than budgeted utilities values

$/GSF

2.25

2.001
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1.257

1.001
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0.501

0.251

0.00-

Utilities Budget v. Actuals
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2003

2004

|

2005

Shippensburg spent $1.2M le
than budgeted for utilities.

F

2006 2007 2008 2009

B Actuals Total Utilities /GSF
B Budget Total Utilities /GSF

ElAverage 3.17
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Historical Energy Consumption
B

Sightlines

Reduced fossil consumption by 11.2%

D > | 11.2% drqp in fgssil

consumption brings
Shippensburg closer
to peers.




