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TEFMA makes every effort to provide high quality information 
in this Guide, however, neither TEFMA, its members, nor the 
providers of information for this publication, give any 
guarantees, undertakings or warranties concerning the 
accuracy, completeness or up-to-date nature of the hypertext 
linking and/or information provided. Users should confirm 
information from another source if it is of sufficient importance 
for them to do so.

TEFMA was established in October 2003 as an independent 
association of facilities managers operating in the tertiary 
education sector in Australasia. TEFMA assists facilities 
managers in universities, colleges and other educational 
institutions by promoting excellence in the planning,
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facility planner, a project and facility manager, and as a 
teacher and researcher for 30 years. Kenn has consulted to 
over 30 universities in Australia, Asia, the Middle East and 
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Foreword 

TEFMA members are managers and operators of a physical 
asset with a total capital replacement valued in the hundreds 
of billions.

The recurrent costs of replacing, expanding, maintaining, 
upgrading and operating these assets can be measured in 
the billons.

With rapid advances in globalisation, wireless broadband 
and mobile communications devices, Universities are 
rethinking their business strategies to meet an increasingly 
complex online and campus-based face to face future.

Strategic Asset Management (SAM) is a means of 

TEFMA members clearly need to embrace such concepts as 
Total Asset Management and Strategic Asset Management 
to keep up with rapid advances in University business 
models.

This workshop was organised to engage in an inclusive 
process of re-engineering the current TEFMA Asset 
Management Framework and Guideline.

Many views were represented in the workshop, attended by 
some 80 participants.  Of particular interest were the widely 
varying views on SAM and at what level in the respective 
organisations it should be ‘owned’.
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Strategic Asset Management (SAM) is a means of 
developing ways of managing the integrated nature of 
university businesses and the impact that facilities has on 
these operations and aspirations.

Yet SAM is a concept which is in its infancy and is following 
on from such concepts as project management, facilities 
management and maintenance management which have 
emerged in the past couple of decades as specialties in their 
own right.

Increasing number of Universities are developing SAM 
frameworks and it is now time to develop a wide, more 
inclusive and agreed TEFMA understanding of the process.

The framework described hereunder is one that attempts to 
link all operational, planning and strategic elements in 
facilities management with University wide strategic planning 
process.

The case studies illustrate that there are numerous ways to 
operationalise SAM but the guidelines suggested in this 
document will begin to develop a commonly agreed 
language in the TEFMA network.

Geoff Dennis
President TEFMA 2007



This TEFMA publication on SAM would not have been possible 
if not for the commitment and hard work put in by the working 
group who contributed to the Dunedin Workshop in March 
2007. 

The workshop was organised by TEFMA members from the 
Otago Polytechnic and the University of Otago.

Key presenters at the Workshop were:

Mr. Wesley Benn, Benn Design Pty Ltd, Building Information 
Management and its contribution to SAM
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1.0  Introduction

1.1  Objectives, Definition and Scope

TEFMA hosted a seminar in Dunedin at the University of Otago in 
March 2007 to explore emerging approaches in Strategic Asset 
Management.  

Key issues  covered in the Workshop included:

1. What is the scope of SAM within TEFMA and the Australasian 
context?

2. How is it linked to the institutional strategic framework?

3. Management of the SAM process:
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In addition to SAM issues, TEFMA also wished to re-examine its 
Facilities Audit model. 

3. Management of the SAM process:

– Who owns it?

– How is it reported?

– Who is it reported to?

4. How to measure SAM? e.g. rankings

5. Customer feedback and benchmarking

6. Examples of best/good practice



2.0  Overview of SAM Models

2.1  TEFMA (AAPPA) Asset Management Framework 2000

The 2000 TEFMA’s Asset Management Framework has been 
an excellent model for the past six or seven years.

However, it is considered that the model could be better 
structured to take account of the broader institutional wide 
strategic context of SAM.

Furthermore the performance measures have been in need of 
some re-evaluation in the light of advances in evaluation in 
recent times.
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recent times.

Source: Guidelines for Strategic Asset Management: How to Undertake a Facilities Audit, Edition 1: 
October 2000

Figure 1: AAPPA Asset Management Framework 2000

Figure 2: AAPPA Planning Functions Structure



2.0  Overview of SAM Models

2.2  The International Infrastructure Management 
Manual 

This manual outlines a framework for SAM as illustrated.  
It recognises the levels of SAM as being:

1.  Strategic – Corporate Mission
2.  Tactical – Implementation and Review
3.  Operational – Preparation and Revision
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Source: International Infrastructure Management Manual – Version 3.0, 2006



2.0  Overview of SAM Models

Planning also occurs at discrete levels:

• Strategic planning considers long term 
corporate plans over say 5 year terms

• Corporate Planning considers responses in a 
range of portfolios to these strategic 
directions, including the Asset Management 
Strategy

• Operational planning develops annual plans 
responding to these broader strategies
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Key inputs include quality measures, 
consultation, resource allocation and so on.

In particular key outputs are related to various 
measures and indicators.

Source: International Infrastructure Management Manual – Version 3.0, 2006



2.0  Overview of SAM Models

SAM Methodology

In the context of ever-tightening funding constraints, SAM 
is taking a much higher profile as Higher Education CEO’s 
seek to optimise their resources.  SAM is therefore one of 
four key elements of the Financial Management of a 
Higher Education Institution.

SAM itself consists of four key elements – Strategy, 
Practice, Project Management and Benefit Realisation.  It 
is important to understand that the ‘audiences’ of these two 
levels are different – one is the University Council and 
Executive Management, the other the Property/Facilities 
Management Organisational level. Figure 5: SAM context
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Management Organisational level.
Source: http://www.mro.com/corporate/pdf/sam_wp.pdf

Figure 6: Sam HierarchyFigure 7: SAM relationships



3.1  RMIT Infrastructure Plan

3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

To achieve the aims set out in RMIT’s Strategic & 
Business Plans, a balanced approach to annual
capital investment is required to progressively address:

•Longer term strategic directions set out in RMIT’s 
strategic planning regarding future changes in profile, 
program delivery, modes of student engagement and the 
quality of facilities.
•Immediate operational requirements resulting from 
program renewal/change, student/staff concerns, 
organisational change.

Key elements considered in the infrastructure plan include:

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Changes to This Version of the Plan

2.0 Planning context
2.1 Space Usage
2.2 Sustainable Development
2.3 Design Excellence and Urban Design 

Framework
2.4 Property Strategic Review
2.5 City Campus Expansion
2.6 Backlog Maintenance / Infrastructure 
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Source: Chris White, Dunedin, Mar 2007
And RMIT Infrastructure Plan 2008-2012

organisational change.
•Improved student amenities and services across all 
major campuses to enhance student experience and 
support life long learning.
•Physical/virtual asset mix through realisation of 
underutilised assets and reinvestment in the upgrade of 
both property and IT assets.
•Reduction of the backlog maintenance through building 
improvements/major upgrade to meet quality 
expectations and provide a sustainable platform for future 
growth.

Renewal

3.0 Emerging Trends, Stakeholder Issues and Discipline /                                      
Faculty Portfolio Priorities

3.1 Emerging Trends
3.2 Stakeholder Issues
3.3 Portfolio Priorities

4.0 Campus Plans and Planning Principles 2007-2012

5.0 Resource Allocation

5.1 Annual Process
5.2 Indicative Capital Program - Property 2008-

2012



RMIT Business Plan 
& Component Strategies

RMIT Strategic Plan

3.1  RMIT Infrastructure Plan

3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

Financials
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Infrastructure Plan
Property

Portfolio 
Priorities and

Requests

Staff 
Survey

Student 
Top 10
Survey

2003 Property
Strategic Review

2003 Urban Design
Framework

2002 Building Condition 
Assessment

2002 Campus Development 
Opportunities Report

Supply Chain Human Resources Customer Relations

Figure 8: RMIT Infrastructure Plan
Source: Chris White, Dunedin, Mar 2007



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.2  UNSW Infrastructure Plan

A SAM Plan is the document which describes how an 
organisation matches its physical assets to the strategic 
directions expressed in its corporate plan, service 
delivery strategy and business/operational plan. 

It defines the relationship between these high-level 
documents and the lower-level outputs of service 
delivery, capital works and other operational matters. 

The SAM Plan should integrate with the Human 
Resources Plan, IT Plan, Financial Plan and 
Environmental Management Plan in order to maintain 
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Environmental Management Plan in order to maintain 
the focus on the delivery of services. 

It also needs to be integrated into the annual budgeting 
cycle.  The SAM Plan adopts the asset life-cycle 
approach with plans and strategies for the planning, 
capital investment, maintenance, operation and eventual 
disposal of assets. 

A SAM Plan typically includes an Asset Strategy; a 
Capital Investment Plan; a Maintenance and Operations 
Plan; a Disposal Plan and a Non-Asset Solutions 
strategy.

Source: UNSW Strategic Asset Management Plan 2006-2010



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.3  Charles Sturt University

Charles Sturt University (CSU) has a simple model which 
links Strategic Inputs with Tactical Inputs to influence 
Facilities Asset Management.

Strategic decisions accommodate implications for business 
resource and subsequent operational requirements to arrive 
at strategies for achieving appropriate facilities.

Tactical Inputs focus on operational management issues 
and are related to appropriate service performance 
measures.
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The CSU Strategic Asset Management Model is aligned 
with the APPA Strategic Asset Management Model as 
illustrated.

This involves four key perspectives:

- Financial
- Customer
- Internal Process
- Innovation

These perspectives are discussed in greater detail in the 
Section on Benchmarking.

Source: Next Generation Benchmarks, Lennon, P, 2007 



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.4  University of Tasmania Total Asset Management

The University has adopted the philosophy of Total 
Asset Management (TAM) which provides a 
framework to manage all assets from an organisational
perspective.

The key focus areas to manage assets under a TAM 
framework comprise:

• provide an asset base that matches and supports the 
business needs of the University;

• consolidate existing corporate capital assets and 
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http://www.utas.edu.au/itr/mis/index.html

• consolidate existing corporate capital assets and 
optimising asset utilisation;

• meet statutory compliance obligations; and
• align asset operating costs with business planning 

and service delivery requirements.

Cognisant of this linkage, the SAMP should be viewed 
as a subordinate document to the University’s 
Strategic Plan and the ‘Academic Plan’.

The SAM is supported by an enterprise system database 
called MIRU which integrates the strategic decision 
and performance measures for the Institution.

Source: University of Tasmania –Strategic Asset Management Plan 2006-11



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.4  UTAS SAM Self Rating

UTAS Total asset management practices are based around the 
original TEFMA work on SAM.

The self-assessment tool shownis based on the 1999 
benchmarking work of Professor Ken McKinnon in 
collaboration with Brian Fenn at Queensland University of 
Technology. 

Its purpose is to measure, using a range of criteria, the extent 
to which an institution has embraced strategic asset 
management principles. A high score is indicative of an 
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management principles. A high score is indicative of an 
institution that has developed, documented and implemented
comprehensive plans across all FM functional areas. These 
plans are regularly reviewed and have institutional support.

Source: University of Tasmania –Strategic Asset Management Plan 2006-11



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.5  Griffith University

The principles of Strategic Asset Management are:

• assets only exist to support the delivery of services;
• asset planning is a key corporate activity that must be 

undertaken along with planning for
• human resources, information systems, knowledge 

creation and transfer, and finance;
• non-asset solutions, full life-cycle costs, risks and existing 

alternatives must be considered
• before investing in building assets;
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• before investing in building assets;
• responsibility for assets should reside with the elements 

that control them;
• management at campus and element level should reflect 

the University’s overall asset policy framework;
• the elimination of waste;
• the full cost of providing, operating and maintaining assets 

should be reflected in the delivery of services.

Strategic Asset Management provides a framework for better 
practice in the planning, provision, management, and 
eventual disposal or adaptation of assets for a new use.

Source: Griffith University Strategic Asset Management Plan 2005-2008



3.0  Best Practice and Case Studies

3.5  Griffith University

The framework provides a lateral perspective, to allow the 
University to develop strategies that match the quality, 
quantity and type of assets with the defined service need, 
and a vertical perspective that ensures the decisions taken 
about each asset or group of assets are supported with 
structured methodologies and decision making tools that 
take into account the total life of the asset.

SAM will take account of:
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• Service demand
• Strategic directions
• Resource planning
• Implementation
• New investments
• Disposal of surplus assets
• Service delivery
• Legislative frameworks
• Organisational frameworks
• Management levels
• Implementation components
• Competitive framework

The importance of good planning

The greatest savings and most enduring efficiencies are 
achieved in the earliest planning phases of the asset 
journey, with decreasing opportunities for savings as 
asset investment projects progress towards completion. 

Effective planning and an understanding of the various 
service delivery options can lead to large savings being 
made during the asset creation phase. Similarly, 
planning for effective management of the asset can lead 
to significant savings in the operational costs during its 
life cycle.



4.0  Benchmarking

(extract from Lennon, 2007)

The McKinnon benchmarks describe the purpose of 
benchmarking as:-

Whilst the current TEFMA benchmarks have addressed a 
significant number of these objectives, they have not been 
successful in linking FM to the main business of University’s
at either a regulatory or corporate level. 

For example, DEST are implementing Institutional 
Assessment Framework that has a focus on organisational 
and financial sustainability but does not include any facilities 
measures. This is in contrast with the UK, where the 
Funding Council organisational sustainability KPI’s include 5 
measures that directly relate to estate benchmarks.

Lennon argues that the main focus of the current TEFMA 

• Providing senior staff of University’s with the tools to review 
long term performance.

• Allowing performance comparison
• Allowing the comparative assessment of an organisation’s

relative competitive position.

This has been reinforced by the work undertaken by AUDE, 
where the benefits of benchmarking are described as:-
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Sources: 
McKinnon, KR et al, Benchmarking: A Manual for Australian Universities, Feb 2000
Lennon, P, Next Generation of TEFMA Benchmarks, 2007 
DEST: www.dest.gov.au
The Funding Councils are Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 
Scottish Higher Education
Funding Council (SHEFC), Higher Education Funding Council for Wales (HEFCW).

benchmarks is operational, with cost comparisons
provided for the majority of service areas.

Whilst the TEFMA benchmarks do include a number of 
measures that are strategic. Those measures include both 
qualitative and quantitative measures, and generally are 
aligned with the benchmarks identified by McKinnon (2000). 

where the benefits of benchmarking are described as:-

• Enhancing property portfolio performance
• Linking facilities management to the main business of 

University’s
• Demonstrated the added value of facilities teams, raising 

their profile
• Providing essential input into estates strategy
• Advancing common interest across the sector
• Disseminating best/good practice
• Creating awareness of strengths and weaknesses
• Making information available from which to develop 

priorities
• Learning from others.



4.0  Benchmarking

measure of teaching space utilisation (Quantitative –
McKinnon Benchmark 5.12) as its measure. TEFMA 
currently does not collect and report this
performance measure.

Internationally APPA is examining an improved model of 
benchmarking with they are negotiating with AUDE.  
Lennon suggest that APPA be modified as illustrated.

Those measures include:-

•Strategic Asset Management (Quantitative – McKinnon 
Benchmark 5.8)
•Maintenance Index (Quantitative – McKinnon Benchmark 
5.9)
•Facilities Condition Index (Quantitative – McKinnon 
Benchmark 5.10)
•Space Planning (Qualitative – McKinnon Benchmark 5.11)

The TEFMA benchmarks also currently include a qualitative 
measure of Environmental Sustainability which appears to 
be effective and should be retained.
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The recommendations of McKinnon(2000) should also be 
noted. In the benchmarking manual, McKinnon(2000) 
devised a list of 67 measures that reflect an Institutions
performance. It was recognised that this was too many to be 
managed effectively at a corporate level and that a group of 
20 core measures would be more effective.

McKinnon(2000) recommended that the qualitative 
measures of Strategic Asset Management and Space 
Management be adopted. 

McKinnon also recommended that a measure of space 
utilisation should be used and adopted the standard



4.0  Benchmarking

AUDE uses an Estates Management 
Statistics approach to benchmarking as 
illustrated and commented on by Lennon.

These metrics can be analysed to inform SAM 
outputs.  Lennon also notes that ‘these 
measures are starting to be viewed externally 
as an integral part of the “trigger measures” 
that indicate financial sustainability of 
Universities.

The measures need to be able to address the 
following key questions:-
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•What facilities do we have?
•What condition are they in?
•What facilities are needed to support the 
organisations mission?
•What problems and issues need to be 
addressed?
•How much are we investing? How much do 
we need to invest?
•What are the results or outcomes of that 
investment?



4.0  Benchmarking

He suggests that the KPI’s that should be considered might 
include:

•The size/characteristics of the portfolio
•Alignment of the portfolio with the mission
•Portfolio performance measures covering
- Space
- Condition
- Functionality
•The level of investment covering
- Maintenance
- Recapitalisation
- Growth

Lennon describes the four key APPA elements in his paper 
and then ascribes the EMS metrics to the four categories, 
resulting in recommendations for TEFMA benchmarking.

He also illustrated an Asset Priorities Index which measures 
the abovementioned characteristics to develop priorities.
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5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines

The AAPPA 2000 document outlined a series of steps 
towards undertaking a condition audit.

Since that time the annual TEFMA benchmarking framework 
has been evolving and many Universities have conducted 
facilities audits.

The 2000 document outlines:

• A Uniform classification of building elements 
• A Condition Rating Scale
• A Risk Rating Scale
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The University of Melbourne has used that model and worked 
through a case study illustrating some of the issues which the 
Workshop considered, such as:

• Who should own the process?
• How it is reported?
• Who is it reported to?

The study also included rating scales for functionality and 
importance.  This case study is outlined in the following 
pages.

Figure 10: Chapter 5 AAPPA 200



5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice*

NCRB, 1995

Acknowledged underspend on building maintenance across the 
tertiary education sector:

– Desirable level of maintenance: 1-1.5% ARV
– Average University spend: 0.8% ARV
– Actual spend at UoM in 2005: 0.8% ARV

Group of 8, 2005 

TEFMA Benchmark Comparisons
– Based on 5 year average (2000 – 2004)
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“If the surroundings of a university were beautiful, then the spirit of a 
university would be better than if the surroundings were merely 
utilitarian.”

Sir John Latham, 2 September 1935

– Based on 5 year average (2000 – 2004)

University ANU Monash Adelaide UoM Sydney UNSW UQ UWA

% ARV 0.43 1.06 0.99 0.59 0.61 0.96 0.88 0.70

* Based on Workshop Presentation by Mr. Colin Reiter University of Melbourne



5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice

Internal Drivers

AUQA Audit Report 2005

“…recommends that UoM develop a plan for addressing the 
deferred maintenance problems that will not only prevent the 
situation from worsening, but will in the longer term provide 
sufficient additional funding, to clear this maintenance 
backlog within a specified timeframe.”

The Corporate Strategy

Backlog Maintenance Strategy

Definition

“Maintenance that is necessary to prevent the deterioration 
of the asset or its function but which has not been carried 
out.” (TEFMA)

Extent

Prior to undertaking a detailed condition assessment of 
each building, the extent of the backlog was estimated at 
$203M (2005).
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• “maintain the condition of the University’s property portfolio 
in line with the Melbourne experience”.
• “progressively renew physical infrastructure to support 
learning”.  
• “an important aspect of the Melbourne Experience is the 
provision of a safe, attractive campus with   outstanding 
educational, social, cultural and recreational amenities”.

Operational Review 2005

“a long term plan to reduce the maintenance backlog, and to 
report progress against this plan on an annual basis”.

$203M (2005).

Exclusions
– faculty equipment;
– room soft furnishings;
– buildings less than 5 years of age;
– buildings to be demolished in the next 10 years;
– normal items of routine maintenance; and
– service upgrades.



5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice

Existing TEFMA Model

AAPPA Guidelines for Strategic Asset Management (20 00)

• Uniformat II Classification for Building Elements

• Rating Tables for:

– Condition
– Risk
– Importance

Safety and 
Emergency

9%Upgrade and 
Replacement

5%

Refurbishment
15%

Statutory and 
Compliance

28%

Backlog
23%

Routine and 
Discretionary

20%

Figure 11: Funding for Maintenance UoM 2007
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– Functionality

• Facility Condition Index and Overall Rating System

• No classification system for Grounds

Figure 11: Funding for Maintenance UoM 2007
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5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice

Project Plan for Facilities Assessment Strategy

Stage 1: March – May 2006
– Researched the TEFMA Community and 

Commercial models
– Undertook a Pilot Study

Stage 2: May – March 2007
– Train Internal Assessment Team

Building Asset 
Replacement

Estimated Backlog 
Maintenance Costs

Overall
Facility 

1.00 -

0.95 -

0.90 -

Very Good

Good

– Undertake Assessment of Parkville Campus

Stage 3: January – May 2007
– Produce a prioritised Backlog Maintenance 

Program
– Conduct Stakeholder Consultation
– Develop Long Term Program
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Replacement
Value (ARV)

Maintenance Costs Facility 
Condition 

Rating

Wilson Hall
$5.9M $2.38M 2.5

Fair

Baillieu 
Library $46.5M $2.69M 3.95

Good

Babel 
Building $8.8M $0.52M 3.95

Good

0.75 -

0.50 -

0.20 -

0.00
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

0.80 -

0.70 -

0.60 -

0.40 -

0.30 -

0.10 -

Good

Fair

Poor

Demolish

TEFMA Condition Rating Figure 13: Pilot Study Results



5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice

Data Management

• Audit spreadsheets (Microsoft Excel) offer advantages 
when considering individual buildings but have limitations 
for campus wide data analysis.

• Considered BEIMS, Archibus and other proprietary tools.
• Selected BEIMS as the preferred tool because:

– SQL Server database offers required functionality 
for data storage, analysis and reporting in the long 
term;

– we already use BEIMS for work order 
management; 

Early Wins

• $61M Funding approved in May 2006:

� commencing 2007
� rising from $5M to $20M in 2011

• Support from Mercury Computer Systems to develop 
BEIMS Condition Audit module

• Could then focus on conducting a full audit of the 
Parkville campus
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management; 
– Mercury Computer Systems were prepared to work 

with us in developing a TEFMA-based Condition 
Audit module and data upload tools for our Audit 
spreadsheets; and

– control, custodianship, flexibility and value for 
money.



Key Achievements

• Established Assessment Team comprised of internal 
trade staff and external services contractors

• Approximately 50 Buildings and 7 Grounds Zones 
assessed to date

• Established Audit Schedule
• Routine Maintenance activities captured during 

assessment
• Developed Progress Reporting Tools
• Consultants engaged for:

- Specialist Assessment (i.e. facades and 

Condition and Appearance

Risk and Importance

Total Estimated Backlog ($200+ Million)

5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice
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- Specialist Assessment (i.e. facades and 
structures)

- Database Management
- Data Analysis, Reporting and Prioritisation
- Consultation Framework

Functionality

Figure 14: Program of Works for 2007 – 2011  ($61 mi llion)
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Condition Rating 

• Level 2+ audit by internal staff and specialist contractors.
• Interior elements of every room are assessed to identify 

backlog maintenance projects plus all general building 
elements.

• ‘Appearance Condition Index’ (ACI) for each building based 
on sum of works identified for Interior elements. Rating of 1, 2 or 3 (Action 

considered)

Rating of 4 or 5 (No further 
action)

Risk Rating Figure 15: Condition Rating Scales
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Rating of 1, 2 or 3 (Action to be 
prioritised)

Risk Assessment 
(Consequence versus 

Likelihood )

• Priority to be given to ‘Very High’, ‘High’ and ‘Medium’ risks.

• Risk Considerations: include hazardous materials, personal 
safety, environmental, etc.

Figure 16: Risk Rating Scales
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Consequence

Likelihood

Very Likely Likely Unlikely Very Unlikely

Catastrophic
Very High

(1)
Very High

(1)
High
(2)

Medium
(3)

Major
Very High

(1)
High
(2)

Medium
(3)

Low
(4)

Moderate
High
(2)

Medium
(3)

Low
(4)

Very Low
(5)

Medium Low Very Low Very Low
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Minor
Medium

(3)
Low
(4)

Very Low
(5)

Very Low
(5)

Note: equivalent TEFMA Risk Rating shown in brackets.Figure 17:  Risk Assessment

Assessment by Building and Project

Rating of 4 or 5   (Action to be 
prioritised)

Importance Rating

• All buildings rated according to TEFMA classification.

• ~20 buildings at Parkville classified as ‘Very Important’ based 
on heritage, usage, patronage, profile, etc.

• Consultation: developed a Facility Condition Survey form to 
understand how faculty staff view their facilities.

Figure 18: Importance Rating Scale
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Consultation

• Developed a 20 question Facility Condition Survey form.
• Questions have been aligned to individual building and 

grounds elements to facilitate comparison.
• ~50 key stakeholders identified across all faculties to 

coordinate surveys within their own buildings.
• Currently determining correlation between responses and 

condition audit.

Functionality Rating
Practical Assessment of strategic 
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• Consideration given to planned refurbishments, demolitions, 
etc. – reality check so that the outcome has maximum effect.

• Consideration given to changes in regulations and other 
strategic initiatives (i.e. energy and water conservation).

• Consideration of appropriate source of funding (i.e. Backlog 
Maintenance, Compliance, Discretionary, etc.) Determination of Timing and 

Funding

Practical Assessment of strategic 
initiatives

Figure 19:  Functionality Rating Scale



Major Element Building
Group Element

Wilson 
Hall

Baillieu
Library

Frank
Tate

Various
Buildings

Substructure

Shell Roof Repairs
Façade Repairs

$335k
$25k

$500k
$120k $500k

Interiors Walls, Ceilings, Floors, 
Doors, Fittings, etc.

$80k $500k

Services Lifts $1,800k

Expenditure Strategy: 2007 Buildings

5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice
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Plumbing
HVAC / BAS Controls
Fire Protection
Electrical

$35k
$10k
$20k

$200k

Equipment & 
Furnishings

Special 
Construction

Hazardous Materials 
Abatement (Asbestos)

$375k

Total ($) $850k $850k $500k $2,300k

Figure 20: Expenditure Strategy for Selected Buildi ngs



Major Element Element
Grounds 
Various

Services External Lighting $50k

Surfaces Paving $250k

Horticulture Landscaping $250k

Fixtures & Structures Signage
Furniture
Bike Racks
Waste Bins

$250k
$100k
$50k
$50k

Sports Precinct

Total ($) $1,000,000

5.0  Building Condition Audit Guidelines – Best Practice

Analysis and Reporting

• Using analysis and reporting functions within new 
BEIMS ‘Condition Audit’ module.

• Reports available:
– by element and priority / condition within a 

specific building
– by element and priority / condition across all 

buildings
– by overall building condition or appearance
– and by various combinations and selections
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Total ($) $1,000,000

 

K e y  B u i l d i n g  E l e m e n t s

E s t i m a t e d  
B a c k l o g  

M a i n t e n a n c e  
T o t a l

S t r u c t u r e 2 , 5 0 0 , 0 0 0$     
W a l l s ,  W i n d o w s  &  D o o r s 4 , 2 5 7 , 1 0 0$     
R o o f i n g 3 , 0 5 0 , 2 0 0$     
In t e r i o r s 5 , 6 8 9 , 1 0 0$     
L i ft s 1 4 , 0 4 6 , 7 0 0$   
P l u m b i n g 2 , 2 7 8 , 0 0 0$     
H V A C 9 , 2 1 5 , 5 0 0$     
B A S 4 , 1 7 8 , 2 0 0$     
F i r e  P r o t e c t i o n 2 , 2 4 6 , 0 0 0$     
E l e c t r i c a l 9 6 0 , 5 0 0$        
E q u i p m e n t  &  F u r n i s h i n g s 1 9 5 , 0 0 0$        
S p e c i a l  C o n s t r u c t i o n  &  D e m o l i t i o n 3 , 5 6 4 , 0 0 0$     

T o t a l : 5 2 , 1 8 0 , 3 0 0$   
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B u i ld in g  N a m e
B u i l d in g  
N u m b e r

Estim a te d  
B a c k lo g  

M a in te n a n c e  
T o ta l

B a ck lo g  
M a in te n a n c e  

In te r io r  
A p p e a ra n c e

B a ck lo g  
M a in te n a n ce  

S tru c tu re  &  
S e rv ic e s

O v e ra l l  
F a c i l i ty  

C o n d it io n
W ils on  H al l 1 51 2 , 155 ,33 5$     199 ,90 0$        1 ,9 55 , 4 35$      F a ir
N a tu ra l P h ilos o phy  (B o t an y ) 1 43 2 , 452 ,42 5$     31 ,20 0$         2 ,4 21 , 2 25$      F a ir
B a ldw in  S p en c er 1 13 2 , 611 ,66 0$     84 ,00 0$          2 ,5 27 , 6 60$      G o od
C h em is t ry  E a s t 1 54 1 , 507 ,65 3$     549 ,30 0$        9 58 , 3 53$        G o od
Joh n  M ed le y  (E as t  &  W e s t ) 1 91 2 , 512 ,90 0$     321 ,90 0$        2 ,1 91 , 0 00$      G o od
E lis a bet h  M urdo c h  (O ld P a th o log y ) 1 34 1 , 421 ,03 0$     27 ,70 0$          1 ,3 93 , 3 30$      G o od
O ld  C o m m e rc e 1 32 621 ,46 5$        18 ,50 0$          6 02 , 9 65$        G o od
O ld  G eo lo g y 1 55 512 ,70 0$        60 ,20 0$          4 52 , 5 00$        G o od
O ld  G eo lo g y  S ou t h 1 56 351 ,80 0$        14 ,80 0$          3 37 , 0 00$        G o od
U n ion  H o us e 1 30 3 , 040 ,10 8$     65 ,20 0$         2 ,9 74 , 9 08$      G o od
B a be l B u ild ing 1 39 560 ,67 5$        20 ,65 0$          5 40 , 0 25$        G o od
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B a be l B u ild ing 1 39 560 ,67 5$        20 ,65 0$          5 40 , 0 25$        G o od
M c C oy  B u ild ing 2 00 977 ,82 5$        156 ,50 0$        8 21 , 3 25$        G o od
B a i llie u L ib ra ry 1 77 2 , 661 ,50 0$     444 ,25 0$        2 ,2 17 , 2 50$      G o od
R e dm on d  B a rry 1 15 1 , 895 ,90 0$     121 ,40 0$        1 ,7 74 , 5 00$      G o od
R ic ha rd  B e rry  H o u s e 1 57 65 ,10 0$          34 ,80 0$          30 , 3 00$          G o od
R a y m on d  P ries t le y 1 52 921 ,52 0$        13 ,00 0$         9 08 , 5 20$        G o od
O ld  P h y s ic s 1 28 318 ,70 0$        23 ,70 0$         2 95 , 0 00$        G o od
R ic ha rd  B e rry  1 60 1 , 157 ,90 0$     141 ,40 0$        1 ,0 16 , 5 00$      G o od
S p o rts  C e n t re 1 03 1 , 000 ,00 0$     3 ,00 0$           9 97 , 0 00$        V e ry  G o od
O ld  A rts 1 49 722 ,25 0$        251 ,60 0$        4 70 , 6 50$        V e ry  G o od
P h y s ic s  (N e w ) 1 92 1 , 434 ,45 0$     192 ,40 0$        1 ,2 42 , 0 50$      V e ry  G o od
C h em is t ry 1 53 1 , 395 ,20 0$     702 ,30 0$        6 92 , 9 00$        V e ry  G o od
O ld  Q ua d  (O ld  L aw ) 1 50 633 ,45 0$        183 ,30 0$        4 50 , 1 50$        V e ry  G o od
A rc h itec t ure  1 33 552 ,80 0$        92 ,30 0$          4 60 , 5 00$        V e ry  G o od
S o u t h C a r P a rk 1 95 11 ,80 0$          9 ,80 0$           2 , 0 00$            V e ry  G o od

T o ta l s 31 , 496 ,14 6$   3 , 763 ,10 0$     27 ,7 33 , 0 46$    

C o lo u r K e y : V e ry  G o o d G o o d F a ir P o o r D e m o l ish
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Lessons Learnt

• Using internal staff provides control and saves money but 
it takes longer, especially if assessors have other 
responsibilities.

• Assessing stairwells and circulation areas has been 
problematic.

• Building floor plans are not always up to date.
• Specialist assessment from external consultants and 

contractors adds significant value to the audit process.
• Consistency needs to be checked regularly and enforced.
• Generates positive PR but faculty expectations need to be 

• High Risk / Safety related works need to take priority.
• Need to differentiate between Backlog Maintenance 

versus Routine Maintenance works.
• Backlog Maintenance Funds are separate to capital 

works, refurbishments, Faculty funded works, Routine 
Maintenance, etc.
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• Generates positive PR but faculty expectations need to be 
managed.

 

Zone  N a m e
Zone  

Num be r S e rvic e s S ur fa c e s H or tic u ltu re
Fix tu re s  &  
S truc tu r e s Tota l

Tin  A lle y  to  Ma s s o n  Rd . (NE Pa rkv ille ) 1 2 9 ,0 0 0$    2 9 ,2 5 0$    8 ,4 5 5$           4 5 ,8 0 0$       1 1 2 ,5 0 5$    
Ma s s o n  Rd . to  Mon a s h  Rd . ( EC Par kv ille ) 2 2 7 ,7 0 0$    6 0 ,6 5 0$    9 ,1 4 0$           7 3 ,4 5 0$       1 7 0 ,9 4 0$    
Mo n as h  Rd . to  G ratta n  S t. (S E Pa rkv ille ) 3 1 4 ,5 0 0$    1 0 ,4 5 0$    2 0 ,3 1 0$        5 0 ,9 5 0$       9 6 ,2 1 0$      
Un io n  L a w n/Tin  A lle y /R.B ar r y  (NC Par kv ille ) 4 1 7 0 ,4 5 0$  2 8 9 ,2 1 0$  3 5 ,3 6 5$        8 2 ,9 0 0$       5 7 7 ,9 2 5$    
Eng ine e r in g  Pre c in c t (S C Pa rkv ille ) 5 1 8 ,9 0 0$    2 1 ,8 0 0$    1 5 ,1 3 0$        4 2 ,4 0 0$       9 8 ,2 3 0$      

To ta ls : $ 2 6 0 ,5 5 0 $ 4 1 1 ,3 6 0 $ 8 8 ,4 0 0 $ 2 9 5 ,5 0 0 $ 1 ,0 5 5 ,8 1 0
Figure 24: Audit Process Grounds
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Summary

The Condition Audit process sets out to:
- identify projects
- estimate costs
- identify risks
- provide a sense of priority

The Prioritisation Model will be based on:
- condition
- appearance

Future Directions

• Active participation in the TEFMA Grounds Workshop, 
Brisbane May 2007

• Continue to develop the ‘science’ behind our approach to 
Grounds classification and prioritisation

• By 2016, we anticipate that the extent of the backlog will 
have reduced from $200M to $75M

• What level of Backlog Maintenance is sustainable?
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- risk
- planned refurbishment works
- and consultation with the Faculties.

The Asset Protection Program is an ongoing process that
will need to be funded over many years to address the
~$200M backlog.
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Figure 25: 10 Year Outlook 2007-2016 



Building Information Modeling

Leverage
• Coordination – changes in one view automatically 

reflected everywhere
• Drawing management – no more renumbering of 

sections, view titles etc.
• Design intent – setup relationships between objects, 

leave it to the software to maintain

Prototype
• 3D modeling – working with ‘real’ objects (walls, doors, 

6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Building Information Modelling

Source: Mr. Wesley Benn, Dunedin 2007

Facilities Management
• Revit is a building database with a graphic front-end
• Data rich – architectural model contains data on 

rooms, areas, occupancy, equipment scheduling, and 
many other areas

• Robust / reliable – any data within the file can be relied 
on to be consistent and coordinated throughout
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• 3D modeling – working with ‘real’ objects (walls, doors, 
windows)

• Parametrics – objects have intelligence – they know 
what they are, and how they interact with other objects

• 2D Annotation – flexible documentation methodology

Consequence
• Changes affect other objects – make sure this is what 

you want!
• An understanding of buildings is important 
• BIM ‘front loads’ the design process



Traditional methodology
• Manual drafting – one off drawings are fast – until 

changes are required…
• CAD packages simply repeat manual processes in a 

computer
• Rippling changes through a document set is prone to error
• Poor use of resources in chasing down corrections
• Requires multiple translation – 3D to 2D to 3D – lather, 

rinse, repeat
• Documentation does not capture knowledge or intent

Building Information Modelling

6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Building Information Modelling
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Building Information Modelling
• Captures intent
• Coordinates documents
• Reduces error
• Carries information at micro and macro scales
• User free to spend more time at point of greatest value
• Improves communications between stakeholders

Future technologies
• Hardware   - tablets, goggles, data gloves

• GPS and accelerometers, live data linking

• Multi-discipline coordination – consultants, owners, 
managers
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Figure 26: Ability to impact cost and functional ca pabilities over time



Inadequate interoperability
• Massive efficiency losses
• US $15.8 Billion (2002) for capital buildings alone
• Owners and operators shoulder nearly 2/3 of that 

burden
• Data is not transferred across stages
• Facility managers end up working manually to 

reproduce pre-existing information

Data value
• Is the data in the documents worth sharing?
• Conventional methods can produce unreliable data

6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Building Information Modelling
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• Conventional methods can produce unreliable data
• BIM produces coordinated, consistent, computable 

information
• BIM data can be carried through the building 

lifecycle
• BIM data can convey both breadth and depth of data

CAFM
• FMDesktop – reads information from Revit
• Collects room and area data – automatically 

prepped for spatial analysis
• Eliminate manual polylining, multiple data sources
• The data is reliable!
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Design Build Operate, 
Manage, Renew

Data Creation & Collection Data Reuse
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6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

Asset Management - NAMS definition

The combination of management, financial, 
economic, engineering and other practices applied to 
physical assets with the objective of providing the 
required level of service in the most cost-effective 
manner.

There are many definitions of the aims of asset 
management, this is a typical one:  ‘To deliver an 
acceptable level of service, at the lowest sustainable 
life cycle cost, at a level of risk acceptable to the 
community’.

Asset Replacement value around $2.5 billion
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community’.

Asset metrics for Dunedin City Council 

• Population - 121,000
• Water – 12 treatment plants, 1390 km pipes
• Wastewater - 8 treatment plants, 850 km pipes
• Stormwater – 8 pumping stations, 350 km pipes
• Roading – 1000 km sealed, 750 km unsealed
• Property - Housing, Investment, Operational
• Parks & Reserves, Botanic Garden
• Cemeteries/Crematoria

Figure 27: 

Source: Mr. Peter Morton, Dunedin City Council



Key Elements

External Drivers
– Local Government Act 2002 increased requirements
– Audit Office Focus
– Check underlying assumptions behind LTCCP

Internal Drivers
– Senior Managers focus
– Activity Managers focus
– Asset Managers need for improved knowledge, 

systems and predictive ability

6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

Infrastructure assets are a major proportion of local authority 
expenditure.  OAG has obligation to satisfy itself that local 
authorities exercise prudent stewardship of these assets and 
comply with legislation and disclosure provisions
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systems and predictive ability

Community Plan
� Senior Managers focus
� Community outcomes (10 years)
� A long-term focus for decision making
� Outlines action priorities (3 years)
� 10 year financial projections

Office of Auditor General (OAG) takes a significant and 
continuing interest in local authority asset management
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Asset revaluation processes
� Linkages between asset management, business planning, 

financial planning and levels of service
� Criticality identification and risk management
� Confidence levels in underlying data, and assumptions 

made

Council Drivers
� Effective Management 
� Public Accountability
� Political Accountability
� Community Ownership

Council Reality

• Decision on utilities spend a complex one
• New Zealand has participatory democracy provisions and 

also is now gaining increased asset management 
knowledge

• Collide over the rates
• Elected representatives decide

• Puts a healthy requirement on asset managers to 
understand and document the asset needs

• Where funds are scarce, pleas for funding are likely to fail 
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� Community Ownership

Engineering Department
� Rational, data-based, technical engineering approach
� Extra asset needs identified
� Their view - should be funded

Councillor’s role - allocation of scarce monetary resource
Balance:

– Competing views of community
– Own views
– Advice from professional staff

Based on AMP

• Where funds are scarce, pleas for funding are likely to fail 
if rational case is not made

• Governance and technical needs for information line up 
quite nicely

• Council has adopted an integrated Activity Management 
Plan approach

• 41 Activity Management Plans (AMPs) across the Council

• Managing the activity, not the asset
• “Asset Management Plan”

– Part of the AMP
– A key component for “asset rich” activities
– Increased focus on the assets
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Operational View of Assets

• Shortcomings can often be addressed by staff and 
management intervention

• It is easy to be lulled into a feeling of security when taking 

Valuation

To value infrastructural assets the owner needs to know such 
things as:

• What assets are owned
• Technical details, sizes, materials etc
• When built or acquired
• Remaining useful life
• Unit replacement costs

For infrastructural assets this information is variable in its 
completeness

• Most asset owners are comfortable at the operational 
level

• Systems and processes usually deliver
• Downtimes and outages are usually under control
• Service levels are sensibly met
• Funding and annual needs are usually aligned within 

reason
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• It is easy to be lulled into a feeling of security when taking 
an operational view in isolation

• Asset Renewals are the less visible, sometimes ignored, 
and expensive responsibility of asset owners

Asset Needs Overview

• Financial tools can provide a quick overview of a situation
• Valuation and depreciation requirements force an asset 

owner into a degree of analysis of asset data
• In the long term there should be an explainable relationship 

between depreciation and asset renewal requirements

completeness
For local authorities, the basic asset data is much harder to 
obtain for buried assets (eg pipe networks) than it is for visible 
assets (eg roads)
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A lot of assumptions have to be made, based on the best 
indicators that exist, for example pipe installation dates 
can be estimated from subdivision dates, and material use 
envelopes.  Remaining useful lives are assigned for all 
assets

Renewals Planning

Historically, asset renewals have tended to be undertaken 
to address problems when they arise – a very short-term 
focus
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Renewals budgets therefore have had little resemblance 
to long-term asset needs

This is one of the key drivers for better asset management

Based on the known and assigned remaining useful lives, 
a simple view of renewal patterns is possible
The view can be quite revealing

Figure 28: Strategic View of Assets – Hamilton City Canada
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Replacement Cost of DCC Water Asset Renewals Over T ime
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Age Based Renewals

• Provides only part of the story
• The long term picture gives an essential insight for general 

planning
• The detail of asset needs cannot be obtained from this 

approach

• Unless you are extremely fortunate, most of your 
assumptions on remaining useful life will take little account 
of asset condition, or alternative ways of addressing 
problems
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problems
• This is where a much more structured approach to asset 

management comes into the picture

The Structured Management Approach

• Very fortunate in New Zealand to have the NAMS Group, 
world leaders in Asset Management thinking

• Provide excellent resources for anyone involved in asset 
management
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Figure 30: Pipe Material Age Assumptions



6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

National Asset Management Steering (NAMS) Group

www.nams.org.nz

• The International Infrastructure Management Manual
• Optimised Decision Making Guidelines 
• Depreciation and Valuation Guidelines
• Creating Customer Value From Community Assets
• Property Asset Management Guide

• Asset descriptions
• Levels of service
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• Levels of service
• Future demand
• Lifecycle management plan
• Financial summary
• Asset management practices
• Monitoring and improvement programme



6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

Lifecycle Management

Background data
– Physical parameters
– Capacity/performance
– Condition
– Valuations
– Historical data

Routine maintenance plan
– Maintenance plan
– Standards and specifications

Report on Proceedings, Strategic Asset Management Workshop, Dunedin March 2007 57

– Future costs
Renewal/replacement

– Renewal plan
– Standards
– Future costs

• Creation/Acquisition/Augmentation plan
• Disposal Plan
• Effective Lifecycle Management cannot be approached 

on the back of an envelope
BUT
• Here is where the plot can be lost by focussing on 

systems and data as an end in themselves

Figure 31: Depreciation Renewals Major Assets 2005- 2016 



6. 0 Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

Lifecycle Management

3 Key elements cannot be ignored
– Asset data
– Asset Management Systems (AMS)
– Decision Support Systems, Optimised Decision 

Making (ODM)

Data

• Both necessity and slave driver
• You will never have enough

• There are a number of purpose-built software solutions 
available, all with different strengths, generally significant 
cost

• All systems require setting up, data, customising and 
ongoing commitment

• Take care in sorting out your needs, looking at the best 
system for your needs, and identifying the setup and 
ongoing requirements to run such a system
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• You will never have enough
• Data collection, and hoarding is not asset management
• Data collection is of no value without an intended use
• Data collection is a huge undertaking

Asset Management System

• Typically, asset owners have a range of asset databases, 
including spreadsheets, home-grown MSAccess 
databases, old unsupported systems etc

• These might be unlinked, unreliable and have inconsistent 
processes for keeping data up to date



6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

Optimised Decision Making

• Take a simple single asset, and figure out the steps and 
factors involved in deciding whether to maintain, renew 
soon, defer renewal, renew to high or holding standard etc

• Figure out the steps to address that thinking across a 
network of assets, or a group of assets

• Bring in the factors of changes in level of service, 
exposure to risk, growth patterns, constraints on funding

• Optimising the decisions on this basis is a key to prudent 
lifecycle management - it cannot be meaningfully done by 
hand 

• Use outside help as necessary but don’t lose ownership of 
asset management thinking

• All kinds of asset management related systems take a 
major commitment to be of ongoing value

• Don’t rush into a system, sort out what you want, what 
you expect from a system, where a system supports 
strategy and what alternatives exist

• Identify the ongoing commitment and costs necessary to 
implement and operate a system
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• Systems exist to assist with this, but the choice requires 
the same discipline as moving into a new AMS

Lessons Learnt

• Structured asset management is not a luxury, it is 
essential

• It is a long-term process
• It is never too early to start
• Writing an asset management plan is not an end in itself
• The ongoing asset management approach is more 

valuable than the plan



6.0  Emerging Best Practice – Local Government Practice

What we have learnt

• The strategic asset situation is easy to misinterpret if a 
short term perspective is taken

• Data collection is not an outcome - analyse what you have 
- that will help clarify your priorities for data needs

• Don’t become a slave to process
– Sort out what is meaningful to your business, and 

choose your priorities accordingly
– The guidelines, and expert opinion are there as a 

key resource to assist but they do not remove your 
responsibility to formulate specific plans of action
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responsibility to formulate specific plans of action
– Slavishly following best practice guidelines will not 

on its own produce good quality asset 
management planning

• Decision making on assets is better when knowledge of 
assets is better

• The quality of asset management  links right through to 
customer service and operations planning



7.0  National Facilities Management Agenda

The Facilities Management Action Agenda launched by 
DTIR in 2005 is a programme of activities directed at 
formalising the profession of Facilities Management. 
(http://www.fmactionagenda.org/index.php)

The Facilities Management Action Agenda aims to 
develop a strategic framework for the growth of a 
sustainable and internationally competitive Australian 
facilities management sector. 

A Strategic Industry Leaders Group (SILG) was 
appointed by the Minister to develop the Action Agenda 
comprising 15 people with a wide range of industry Figure 32: Facilities Management Action Agenda Fram ework 
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comprising 15 people with a wide range of industry 
expertise, including a representative from Higher 
Education (HE).

The SILG adopted the following vision for the Australian 
facilities management industry:

‘The facilities management industry will be the foremost 
contributor to a productive and sustainable built 
environment through excellent and innovative 
management of facility services.’

Five main strategic areas which constitute the main 
areas of focus for the Action Agenda.  The areas

Figure 32: Facilities Management Action Agenda Fram ework 

Figure 33: Exemplar Reports 



7.0  Facilities Management Competencies

identified were: facilities 
management in the 
Australian economy; 
innovation; education and 
training; regulation; and 
sustainability.

Each of these areas has a 
series of Actions 
associated with them 
totalling 20 in all.
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Figure 34: SWOT of Facilities Management



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Defining SAM for higher education - its scope and ho w it 
should be linked to the institutional framework 

There are contested views about how SAM can be linked to 
the institutional mission1.  Some approaches include:

• Higher level definition/mission statement required.  
Currently not linked and should be SAM fed down 

• Link in IT and other infrastructure plans and simplify 
process for SAM - can't link to IT and other areas eg fleet, 
IT, other as they all have separate plans 

• Strategic Plans already in place for other areas, but they 

• Can we encompass all activity related functions in the 
framework?  What is the masterplan and how does this 
relate?

• Space planning, masterplan, academic level plans, etc 
should all be on the side and refer to SAM 

• Remove "strategic" out of individual plans and move only 
into SAM title 

• Make plan/definitions/etc more generic to match individual 
institutional plans 

• Separate strategic from operational eg capital, 
maintenance, disposal plans are all linked to strategy 
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should link to each other - very political to link strategic 
plans between other major asset management groups 

• Each strategic plan should refer to each other in terms of 
SAM

• Strategically need to link infrastructure upgrades, funding, 
etc 

• What is the purpose of the higher level strategy? Need to 
determine structure/linkages then the next level is the plans 
- what is this structure? 

• SAM serves the current goals of the institution 

1.  Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Defining SAM

• Aligning an institution’s asset management strategies with 
corporate objectives/strategies

• Planned alignment of physical assets with service demand
• Systematic management of all decision-making processes 

taken through the life of an asset
• Delivering acceptable level of service of the lower 

sustainable life cycle costs at acceptable risk
• Looking to the future – what assets are required?
• A process which establishes assets to support the University 

in achieving its strategic outcomes

• Opportunities – sale – capital – invest
• Must be linked to strategic plan

Other Key Elements

• Objectives must be flexible
• Facilities
• Users – objectives
• Owners – interpret this in context of users
• Regulatory requirements
• Linked to strategy
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in achieving its strategic outcomes

Framework - what should it include?:

• Gap analysis, info gathering
• Utilisation
• Functionality
• Sustainability
• Added Value – student experience; brand recognition
• Change
• Client/user consultation and feedback
• Space management guidelines
• Legislative guidelines

• Loop of plans
• Standards; optimisation
• Maintenance
• Flexible
• Services – cleaning; energy; security; sustainability
• Record of assets current state
• Support Learning Endeavour
• Effective Policy
• Measuring and Monitoring
• Stakeholder involvement

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Possible key factors for SAM

1. Fit for purpose; state of the art
2. User friendly; people oriented
3. Flexible and future oriented
4. Regulatory and statutory compliant
5. Environmentally sustainable
6. Effective, efficient and economic

Possible Key Measures in SAM

Other Issues to Consider

1. Life Cycle / Risk /  Sustainability
2. Risk Management
3. Future optimisation
4. Customer feedback 
5. Survey
6. KPI’s (SLA and Subjective Feedback)
7. Number of complaints
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1. Capacity
2. Availability
3. Reliability
4. Maintainability
5. Functionality

Key Audience for the SAM

1. Target the Exec Level
2. Target Strategic Institutional Plan
3. Alignment with this

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

KPI – utilisation and functionality targets

• Condition assessment score
• Service delivery
• Endorsed – Y or N

• Stay subjective
• Identifying the performers
• A best practice SAM
• Recognising the individual needs of the institution
• Higher level vs operational level

• TEFMA Benchmarking – 10 weeks into the process –
external goal

• Subjective vs hard data
• Strategic supported by detailed plans
• Aspirational Goals
• Compared benchmarks
• Asset vs Activity
• Is the SAM too big?
• Driven from the bottom
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• Corporate Plan

• KPI

• Strategic

• Build existing base – eg TEFMA
• Recaptialisation
• Condition audit of all sites on a consistent basis `
• Trends

Recap value
FCI
Corporate buy-in: does it make reference?
Utilisation

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

TEFMA Framework

• Strategies
• Plan composition
• Standards/measurement
• Survey & feedback
• Benchmarking
• Balanced scorecard/league tables
• Tactics – audits (4 x Part); Reporting Languages
• Data Management System (AMS)

Ownership of SAM

• University/Institution owns
• Resides within FM Department (Director FM 

Responsible)
• Reporting KPI’s
• Benchmarking
• Language - $’s or Data (%)
• Split into Strategic and / or Portfoliol FCI; 

Benchmarking
• Report to: Board; Council; Budget and Review; 

Director Finance/DFO
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Key Stakeholders

• Student Survey
• Customer Satisfaction Survey
• Focus Groups (key customers)
• Correlation with Benchmark Results and other Audits
• Guidance Principles
• Reporting and Language

Director Finance/DFO

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Institutional 
Mission

Academic 
Plan

Financial 
Plan

Research 
Plan

Corporate 
Services Plan

Community 
Plan

Human 
Resources 

Plan

Student 
Services

Plan

Infrastructure
Plan

International
Plan

Marketing 
Plan
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Plan Plan
Plan PlanPlan

Strategic Asset 
Management 

Plan

Service 
Delivery 
Strategy

Maintenance 
Strategy

Asset
Disposal
Strategy

Asset 
Investment

Strategy

Non Asset 
Strategy

ICT 
Strategy

Figure 9: Integrated SAM Framework



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Measuring SAM

• IT Systems

• Matrix only measures the levels of your documentation

• Measures ARV

• Compliance

• Incidents

• FCI 80%; 90%
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• FCI 80%; 90%

• MI – DM 0.83

• $/m2/EFTSU

• Compliance with your corporate plan

• Customer satisfaction

• Implementation, understandability of SAM by stakeholders



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Measuring SAM – Customer Feedback

• Measuring Customers

• Series of meetings

• Annual survey

• Interviews by 3rd party

• Who is customer?

• Building occupants

• Campus users

• Presentation/branding

• Students

• Benchmarking

• POE

• New

• Refurbished

• Reconditioned

Report on Proceedings, Strategic Asset Management Workshop, Dunedin March 2007 70

• Campus users

• Management

• Executive

• Building owner

• Managing customers

• Who sets the information? (feedback to customers)

• External audits available to customers Customer
Service

$/sm/eftsu

• Annual customer surveys of stakeholders and 
customers

• Service Levels

• Performance



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Managing the SAM Process

• Who owns (not the users) – legal ownership = VC and 
FM….also non asset owners; FM = Funds

• What is good practice and knowing when to replace?
• Accounting for the backlog – how to ensure funds when 

needed? – 3 year operational window
• Reporting – annual Facilities Condition Report; strategic 

asset management plan; accruate and credible
• Annual Report; environment report
• Who to report to? – Executive + Institutional Community; 

Funding authorities

• Linked to Uni and mission – strategic plan
• Needs to establish real facilities drivers
• What you’ve got – need GAP
• Functionality, Flexibility – monthly, daily, yearly
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Funding authorities

Balanced Scorecard approach

• Relevant?
• What is it – more structured way of measuring what we 

do?
• Other outputs rather than economic?
• Requires institutional involvement
• More emphasis on institutional sustainability



8.0  Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Who owns FM?

• Report to whom?
• University executive
• Auditors
• Wider University community
• TEC, DET, DEST
• External funding opportunities
• Legislative groups for compliance

How to report
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• Minimal annual summary
• Extensive use of images/pictures
• Linked to broad strategic outcomes KPI per university.
• Concise as possible – high level without under-selling 

background into
• Examples of good process



9.0  Glossary  

Facility Plan – related to internal building accommodation requirements e.g. functional requirements and area and space 
standards

Master Plan – related to campus public domain and potential building site development strategies

Maintenance Plan – focuses on backlog, accrued, preventive and corrective strategies

Facilities Audit – relates to building and engineering services condition

Benchmarking – relates to KPI’s across institutions

KPI’s – the key measures agreed on by various institutions for comparative purposes
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KPI’s – the key measures agreed on by various institutions for comparative purposes

IIMM – International Infrastructure Management Manual 

AAPPA – Forerunner of TEFMA associated with APPA (US)

AUDE – Association of University Directors of Estates (UK)

DEST - Department of Education, Science and Training (Aust)

AUQA – Australian Universities Quality Agency

TEC – Tertiary Education Commission (NZ)



10.0  Appendices - Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Corporate 
Strategic 

Plan

SAM CDSCorporate 
Guidance

Location of university -
right place, right
size, right people,
metrics, right quality
of facilities

Models of SAM - Activity Management Plan

Report on Proceedings, Strategic Asset Management Workshop, Dunedin March 2007 74

AMP

Non AssetDISMPCMP

How to maintain
Assets & levels of 
service

of facilities

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007
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Corp
Plan

Client 
Students &

staff

Models of SAM – Top Down

Corporate

FM
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Service 
Delivery

Capital

Maint Disposal

AMP

FM

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007
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Corporate Plan

Corporate Delivery StrategyC
or

po
ra

te
Models of SAM – Bottom Up

Report on Proceedings, Strategic Asset Management Workshop, Dunedin March 2007 76

SAM

Capital Maintenance Disposal

F
M

Non asset strategies

Service delivery strategy
Space data
Condition Audits

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007



9.0  Appendices - Proposed SAM Model for TEFMA

Corporate Plan

Service Delivery Strategy

Clients

Asset Management Plan
Non

Asset

Drives priorities 
for service deliv.

Where are they heading

Future directions

2 Levels, corporate

Models of SAM - Possible Integrated Model
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Asset Management Plan

Capital 
Investment

Asset 
Maintenance

Asset 
Disposal

Acquire
Maintain
Operate

Disposal

ReNew
Adapt

Asset
Strategies

2 Levels, corporate
and FM

Balance

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007
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Risk 
Management 

Strategy

Corporate
Strategic

Plans and 
Objectives

• Teaching & Research Plans
• Service Plans

AMP

Compliance

Models of SAM - Possible Integrated Model
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Capital Investment
And Space 

Strategy

Maintenance
And Operations

Strategy
Disposal Plan

• Non Asset Strategy
• Lease
• IT
• PPP

Collaborate with industry
• Joint venture

Acquire, Build, 
Extend

Maintain
Operate

Disposal

Renew, Adapt

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007
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Space management

SAM
Strategic KPI

Utilisation plan/report

Possible Framework – Role of Strategic Facility Plan
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Facility
Plan

Condition Audit

Capital Plan

Sustainability Plan

Operational Plan
Reinvest

Financial Plan

Maintenance 
Audit

Source: Workshop Groups Dunedin 2007
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