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A vocabulary for measurement
The Return on Physical Assets – ROPASM

Asset Value Change Operations Success

Annual 
Stewardship

The annual 
investment 
needed to insure 
buildings will 
properly perform 
and reach their 
useful life “Keep-
Up Costs”

Asset 
Reinvestment

The accumulated 
backlog of repair 
and 
modernization 
needs and the 
definition of 
resource capacity 
to correct them. 
“Catch-Up Costs”

Operating 
Effectiveness

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

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

Peers:
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Physical characteristics in context

Density Impacts –
• Wear & Tear of Space
• Custodial Staffing & Supervision
• Custodial Materials Spending
• Cleanliness Scores

Grounds Intensity Impacts –
• Grounds Staffing & Supervision
• Grounds Materials Spending

3200 More Students

11 More Buildings
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Core Observations for IUP

I. Age isn’t New vs. Old, it’s Auxiliary vs. E&G
Though IUP has seen significant rejuvenation, it has not been split equally 
between E&G and Auxiliary spaces.

II. Growing younger requires more stewardship
The capital profile must complement the age profile in order to protect your 
recent investments.

III. Changing daily operations
Strategic operating changes have taken place in the current (FY11) and recent 
(FY09-10) fiscal years.

IV. School Dude becomes fully implemented
Utilizing School Dude’s PM module will foster the implementation, tracking, 
and reporting planned, preventative, and ‘proactive’ work.
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Growing younger



40% of campus space is less than 25 years of age
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Core Observations for IUP

I. Age isn’t New vs. Old, it’s Auxiliary vs. E&G
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between E&G and Auxiliary spaces.
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The capital profile must complement the age profile in order to protect your 
recent investments.

III. Changing daily operations
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(FY09-10) fiscal years.

IV. School Dude becomes fully implemented
Utilizing School Dude’s PM module will foster the implementation, tracking, 
and reporting planned, preventative, and ‘proactive’ work.
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Sizeable investment into campus
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Spending less into existing facilities
Averaging $2.69/GSF

$-

$1.00 

$2.00 

$3.00 

$4.00 

$5.00 

$6.00 

$7.00 

$8.00 

$/
G

SF

Total Project Spending

Annual Stewardship Asset Reinvestment

Peers’ Longitudinal Average: $4.34/GSF

IUP’s Longitudinal Average: $2.69/GSF

Peer Average IUP

Peers’ Longitudinal Average: $0.72/GSF

IUP’s Longitudinal Average: $0.69/GSF



$31.6

$12.2
$9.1

$15.8

$5.5

$0.00 

$5.00 

$10.00 

$15.00 

$20.00 

$25.00 

$30.00 

$35.00 

3% Replacement Value Life Cycle Need
(Equilibrium)

Functional Obsolescence
(Target)

$ 
in

 M
ill

io
ns

Envelope/Mechanical Space/Program

FY2010 Stewardship Targets

12

Defining stewardship investment targets

Industry Standard Sightlines Recommendation
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“Chasing a moving target”
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“Chasing a moving target”
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Total Project Spending by Package
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Quantified compared to reported
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Core Observations for IUP

I. Age isn’t New vs. Old, it’s Auxiliary vs. E&G
Though IUP has seen significant rejuvenation, it has not been split equally 
between E&G and Auxiliary spaces.

II. Growing younger requires more stewardship
The capital profile must complement the age profile in order to protect your 
recent investments.

III. Changing daily operations
Strategic changes have taken place in the current (FY11) and recent (FY09-10) 
fiscal years increasing effectiveness and results.

IV. School Dude becomes fully implemented
Utilizing School Dude’s PM module will foster the implementation, tracking, 
and reporting planned, preventative, and ‘proactive’ work.
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Facilities Operating Budget
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Energy Consumption Decreasing
IUP has decreased 22% since 2003, while peers have only decreased 13%

22% decrease13% decrease
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Maintenance Performance
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Database distributions - Maintenance

Maintenance Coverage
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IUP FY07

-1 SD                                  +1 SD
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Density Impacts Coverage
Database shows relationship between coverage and density
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Custodial Performance
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Database distributions - Custodial
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Density Impacts Coverage
Database shows relationship between coverage and density
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Grounds Performance
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Grounds intensity impacts coverage
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Core Observations for IUP

I. Age isn’t New vs. Old, it’s Auxiliary vs. E&G
Though IUP has seen significant rejuvenation, it has not been split equally 
between E&G and Auxiliary spaces.

II. Growing younger requires more stewardship
The capital profile must complement the age profile in order to protect your 
recent investments.

III. Changing daily operations
Strategic operating changes have taken place in the current (FY11) and recent 
(FY09-10) fiscal years.

IV. School Dude becomes fully implemented
Utilizing School Dude’s PM module will foster the implementation, tracking, 
and reporting planned, preventative, and ‘proactive’ work.



Descriptive text goes here
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Service Process
Benchmarking the capabilities and usage of the work request system



Closer tracking of PM & Dollars
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Concluding Considerations



Closing remarks

1. Protect your investments by stewarding your campus.

2. Monitor daily service operations ‘post-change’ to ensure 
the output meets or exceeds desired levels.

3. Fully utilize the planned/preventative tracking & 
reporting capabilities included in School Dude’s PM 
Module.

4. Continue to gauge customer expectations and 
satisfaction levels  with an update of the survey.
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Questions & Discussion
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