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● Campus Sustainability - FCS houses the administrative mission for campus sustainability, with a focus on energy 
efficiency and waste reduction 

● Community interface and Agency Coordination 
o Regular interface with state and municipal departments, community councils, and utilities to mitigate 

project impacts to campus operations 
o Involvement with area planning efforts that have an impact on the Anchorage campus. (e.g., UMED 

District Plan, UMED Traffic Demand Management Study, Midtown Congestion Relief, MOA Land Use 
Plan, etc.) 

● Central Support 
o Work Management is responsible for providing support to the maintenance, operations, and the 

campus community. The first point of contact in receiving work requests and notification with campus 
needs.  Relays requests and emergencies to the staff in the field. Responsible for data entry of 
benchmarking and measurable performances.  

o Responsible for fiscal and cost center duties. Leverages the data collected to provide benchmarking and 
measure department performance. 

 

2) If one or more of these functions was reduced or discontinued, what would be the 

impact on: 

a. More students persisting and completing educational goals?  

b. Supporting overall student, faculty and staff success in meeting UAA’s mission?  

c. Impacts to UAA’s reputation, and ability to attract and retain students and/or external support?  

 
● Reduced safety and accessibility including downstream effects related to mission and reputation. 
● Delayed service for maintenance, operations, and planning on campus which reduces our ability to support the 

programmatic mission, accreditation requirements, and ultimately impacts our students academic success. For 
example response to:  hot/cold calls, plumbing leaks, roof leaks, unsafe conditions, and deteriorated aesthetics. 

● The appearance of campus and grounds has a direct impact on individual recruitment decisions. 
o Campus environment was the top reason for selecting an institution – EAB 2017 

https://eab.com/insights/expert-insight/facilities/4-of-the-most-iconic-

https://eab.com/insights/expert-insight/facilities/4-of-the-most-iconic-campus-landscapes-and-the-impact-they-have-on-students/
https://eab.com/insights/expert-insight/facilities/4-of-the-most-iconic-campus-landscapes-and-the-impact-they-have-on-students/
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○ Focusing on PM has been a top priority for the Maintenance team 60% of our work orders are related to 
prevention.  Our peers average half of this at 30%.   

○ $1 (prevention) spent now saves $3 (Reactive Maintenance) later - EAB, APPA 
● Density at UAA is:  345 users (FTE)/100,000 gross square feet (GSF), our peer average and the higher education 

facility average is 438 and 391 respectively.   
● Classroom utilization ties directly to courses in classrooms where there are enrolled students 
● Customer Service - via a survey as part of the Sightlines evaluation 
● Energy Consumption and Cost Savings 
● Facility Condition Index (Deferred Maintenance/Cost Replacement Value) 
● Annual evaluation of the cost to operate at each building (Anchorage Campus Only), (Maintenance, Grounds, 

Custodial, and Utilities) 
● FCS represents UAA on and currently chairs the UA Statewide Facilities Council championing system-wide 

initiatives such as streamline data administration, contract improvements, system-wide key performance 
indicators, and driving for continuous process improvement. Additionally, as a member of the Facilities Council 
FCS has led the charge in advocacy to the legislature for funding that can help not just maintain but improve our 
building environment ultimately supporting every facet of the University's mission. 

 
These measures help to inform where best to invest capital dollars to get the best return on investment. These 
measures help us to know where to look for strategic operational modifications or investment decisions. 
  
4) What improvements have been achieved over the last five years?  

● Space Utilization:  Shared use of resources and space compression relocating and reducing departmental space 
needs.  Over 122,000 GSF sold, lease terminations, or freeing up of space to lease for revenue over the last 3 
years.   This fact has produced savings in maintenance and operations (M&O) and is creating a revenue source 
that offsets the cost implications of the related facility stewardship including deferred maintenance and 
renewal. 

● Safety: Investment in safety with a focus on hazard mitigation, staff training, and code required safety initiatives 
and increased departmental accountability with the renewal of the Building Blitz program. 

● Automation Initiatives and reducing administrative support while improving customer service 
● Leveraging volunteers and departmental resources to increase customer care:  building manager program 
● Combined the Grounds and Horticulture teams into one integrated operation. Reduction in the management 

structure.  This has increased the bench strength for both needs, allowing us to better shift resources based on 
needs. This nimbleness has enabled the team to ensure quality grounds and interior plants with reduced staff.  

● Energy savings through project investments, continuous lighting upgrades, and through recommissioning of 
buildings leveraging building automation setpoints.  These energy consumption reductions have helped to offset 
the rising cost of energy. 

o 154,905 BTU/GSF in 2014 to 108,157 BTU/GSF in 2019.  This energy stewardship translates to a net 
annual savings of $2.9M/year based on 2019 energy costs. 

● In response to our obligation to provide accessibility in and to our learning environments, we place an emphasis 
on equitable design of our spaces and on the built environments. 
 

 
5) What efforts have your unit made to improve efficiencies and reduce costs? What was 

the result?  

Reduced staff positions across the department – realigned duties across fewer people to ensure continued execution 
Impact: staff are stretched thin. Critical areas are 1 or 2 people deep.  There is a delay in the performance of service 
work.  There is a greater reliance on contracting services that may not be the most cost-effective way to accomplish the 
work. These delays and higher co
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to keep some systems operational.  Repeatedly repairing obsolete equipment requires resources 
needed for other important objectives, causes frustration, and impacts the morale of our technical staff.   
They often repair/rebuild what they know should be replaced.  These efforts almost always end up 
involving our most skilled tradespersons.  

o Result: Maintenance staff reduced by 9 FTEs  
● Outsourced snow plowing.   This was a cost-neutral decision that improved in-house maintenance staff 

resilience and service capabilities during normal operational hours.  The prior model was a volunteer snow 
removal structure. This was risky (staff fatigue) and failing due to labor constraints. 
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● Fatigue and burnout on maintenance staff not having the parts and equipment available. An impact 
on employee safety or well being. 

● Preventative maintenance cycles may have to be increased. Monthly or quarterly scheduled routine 
maintenance may move to a semi-annual or annual schedule or typical parts that get replaced could 
be used past its normal operating life. Short-term it would suffice. Long-term may impact the useful 
life of the system.  An impact on campus safety, accessibility, and affordability.  

● Light bulbs that fail, may not get replaced or only a fraction of bulbs to provide adequate lighting.  An 
impact on campus safety and accessibility. 

● Filters within building Air Handling units would be replaced less frequently impacting air quality and 
employee health. 

● Sidewalks and paths may see a reduced sanding/ice-melt schedule. An impact on campus safety.  

● Reduced materials for grounds would impact the overall look and impression of the campus. 

● Ability to provide additional custodial cleaning as needed 

 

3. Move Fleet Services to 100% self-support.  The cost of fleet operation is $450k of this $180k is funded by UGF at 
this time.   

○ Fleet Services is about 40% UGF and 60% self-support. Moving to 100% self-support would better 
appropriate operational costs to departments with fleet vehicles. This would increase the shop rate 
from  $60/hr to $90/hr. This proposed rate is less than comparable third party shop rates. 

○ It would require a broader evaluation of whether departments can utilize off-campus fleet maintenance.   
○ A cost shift rather than complete reduction.  

 
Broader Input needed: 

● Launch Task Force to assess current Transportations services and recommend next steps 
○ Transportation services are currently split between Facilities and Parking. Facilities operates the Seawolf 

Shuttle, which Parking funds through their revenue streams (Transportation Fee, permit sales, etc.). In 
addition, Parking operates the U-PASS program.  

○ The U-PASS and V-PASS costs Parking roughly $120,000/year and the Seawolf Shuttle is $375,000/year, 
all through Auxiliary revenue 

○ In 2019 Parking sought an increase to the Transportation Fee to better fund these activities without 
using permit revenue. The increase was not approved, but it was clear that a campus-wide discussion 
was needed on the future of transportation programs, their funding, and their structure.  




