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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Council of Ontario Universities (COU), through the Council of Senior Administrative Officers
(CSAQ) and the Ontario Association of Physical Plant Administrators (OAPPA) agreed in 1999 to
develop a facilities condition assessment program to catalogue infrastructure requirements
associated with deferred maintenance, system and equipment renewal and the required funding
for the adaptation and on-going maintenance of capital physical infrastructure of Ontario
universities.

Since the first report was published in 2000, the Facilities Condition Assessment Program has
been very successful in identifying the condition of university buildings at both the institutional
and the system level.

As of February 17, 2010, the overall Facility Condition Index (FCI)' system average was 0.10,
which means that, overall, buildings in the university sector are in poor condition. While past
investments of the provincial government have helped Ontario universities address the costs of
building renewal, major sustained investments are required to improve the condition of buildings
in Ontario universities.

The FCI system average for 2010 shows no change from the 2007 figure. Between 2007 and
2010, the Current Replacement Value (CRV) of universities’ physical infrastructure increased by
19% ($3 billion) and the costs of deferred maintenance (DM) increased by 25% ($390 million).
Although the deferred maintenance figure has grown significantly, we have not seen an increase
in the FCI because there has been a significant expansion in university facilities which has
resulted in an increase in the CRV.?

Audited Buildings 2007 2010
CRV $16.3 billion $19.3 billion
Deferred Maintenance $1.6 billion $1.97 billion
FCL! 0.10 0.10
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' FCl is an overall indicator of campus condition.
? Please see the Methodology section (page 10) for an explanation about the FCI figure.
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This graph shows the change in CRV and deferred maintenance of audited buildings since 2001.
In the past 9 years, the CRV of audited buildings increased by 137%, while the deferred
maintenance increased by 85%. During this time period, the FCI has remained relatively
constant; the FCI was 0.11 between 2002 and 2004 then declined to 0.10 in 2005, resulting from
the fact that the deferred maintenance and CRV have increased at a similar rate.

The generally accepted minimum industry standard of re-investment in building renewal is 1.5%
of the CRV. By comparison, the funding level under the provincial governments’ Facility Renewal
Program (FRP) for the past few years has been $27 million, which represents 0.16% of the CRV.
In 2010-11 the figure has declined to $17.3 million, which will represent 0.10% of the CRV.

The deferred maintenance/capital renewal model indicates that if funding levels for the next 10
years are assumed to remain at the provincial government’s funding rate up to 2009-10 (0.16%
of the CRV), the FCI for the existing buildings will increase to 0.37 and building conditions will
deteriorate at a serious rate.

The deferred maintenance/capital renewal model also shows that just to maintain our campuses
in their current condition would require annual expenditures in the order of $380.8 million per
year (based on a ten year average).

The provincial government, through various one-time capital funding programs, has recognized
the importance of capital funding. In particular, the supplement to the FRP ($133.3 million), the
campus renewal program ($135 million) and the university campus renewal fund ($200 million)
program, have shown the government’s priority for capital funding. These investments have
contributed to the universities’ ability to hold the FCI to 0.10, but have not stopped the growth in
the total cost pressures of deferred maintenance. Major sustained investments are required to
improve the condition of buildings in Ontario universities.

Summary of Provincial* Capital Funding for Universities, 2005 to 2010

Date Funds Purpose

May 2005 $133.3 million  One time only funding announced in the May 2005 Ontario budget for 2004-
05: $133.3 million supplement to the Facilities Renewal Program

June 2005 $600 million  $50 million to increase medical enrolment and $550 million to increase
graduate enrolment by 14,000. The $600 million is a 5-year notional
amount, with payments over a 20 year period.

January 2006 $26.7 million  2005-06 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

January 2007 $26.7 million  2006-07 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

October 2007 $26.7 million  2007-08 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

January 2008 $135 million  2007-08 Campus Renewal Program

March 2008 $200 million  University Campus Renewal Fund announced in provincial budget

December 2008 $26.7 million  2008-09 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

July 2009 $26.7 million  2009-10 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

March 2009 $1.074 billion  Knowledge Infrastructure Program: $500.3 million from federal government
Strategic Capital Infrastructure Program and 2009 Budget: $607.1 million
from provincial government

May 2010 $17.3 million 2010-11 Facilities Renewal Program allocation

* Includes KIP funding in 2009.
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Ontario Universities’ Facilities Condition Assessment Program
As of February 17, 2010

1.0 BACKGROUND

The Council of Senior Administrative Officers (CSAO) and the Ontario Association of Physical Plant
Administrators (OAPPA) have taken a lead role in cataloguing the infrastructure requirements
associated with deferred maintenance, system and equipment renewal and the required funding
for the adaptation (including code compliance and renewal) and on-going maintenance of the
basic physical infrastructure of Ontario universities.

The Council of Ontario Universities (COU) recognized the need to improve the reporting and
tracking of deferred maintenance. It was agreed that a Facility Condition Assessment reporting
system be developed to assist institutions in monitoring the condition of their facilities.

In March 1999, when COU prepared Ontario Students, Ontario’s Future, Ontario universities
agreed to work with the Ministry to improve space standards and establish an agreed upon
mechanism to monitor the condition of university facilities.

CSAO, an affiliate of COU, has committed Ontario universities to undertake a comprehensive and
consistent facility condition assessment and the subsequent reporting of the results to COU using
common software. CSAO members agreed that the Facilities Condition Index (FCI) would be
based on data derived from the systematic and ongoing audit of the facilities of Ontario
universities.

A joint Task Force of CSAO and OAPPA was struck to oversee the implementation of the facility
condition assessment program. The implementation was endorsed by both affiliates and
unanimously approved by Executive Heads of Ontario universities.

The Task Force and the COU Committee on Space Standards and Reporting are continuing to
work to ensure that the gross square metres (GSM) and building data are consistently reported in
the Inventory of Physical Facilities of Ontario Universities and the Ontario Universities’ Facilities
Condiition Assessment Program reports.

The Task Force agreed that beginning in 2000-01, universities would provide the Ministry of
Training, Colleges and Universities (MTCU) with an annual Facilities Condition Assessment report.
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2.0 2010 REPORT

This report includes almost 95% of the total gross area of academic/ancillary space at Ontario
universities, excluding buildings that are leased or rented.

This report is based on information entered into the VFA (a Web-based Capital Planning and
Management Software system) database as of February 17, 2010. See Appendix B for further
details on the software. Institutional data can be found on Tables 1, 2 and 3 (pages 7-9).

The following table shows the status of Ontario universities facilities as of February 2010:

Current Replacement Value $19.3 billion
Deferred Maintenance $2.0 billion
- Deferred Maintenance plus Adaptation/Renewal renovations $2.4 billion
Facilities Condition Index 0.10
Needs Index 0.13

See page 10 for an explanation on the methodology used to calculate the figures.

2.1 Effect of recently constructed buildings on the FCI

In the past seven years, approximately 100 buildings were constructed at Ontario universities. It
is not expected that these buildings have any deferred maintenance deficiencies or would have

necessarily been audited.

The following table shows the effect of including and excluding buildings constructed in the past
seven years in the calculation of the FCI. The new buildings that have been built in the past

seven years, lowers the FCI from 0.12 to 0.10.

Needs Index

(deferred
Audited FCI maintenance
# Audited Buildings (deferred  and aaaptation
Buildings (GSM) maintenance) renovations)
Includes ali audited
buildings 999 6,154,480 0.10 0.13
Excludes buildings
built in the past
seven years 893 5,292,812 0.12 0.15
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2.2 Inclusions/Exclusions in the 2010 Report

Inclusions:
o Academic and Administrative plus Ancillary space are included in the report.

o All buildings that have been identified as ‘audited’.

» All buildings that have been built in the past seven years and are considered to be free of
renewal requirements.

o Infrastructure (for example, steam, power and water distribution systems) has been
estimated for the sector only; the assumption made is that it accounts for 15% of total

deficiencies. Detailed audit information will be included in future reports.

Exclusions:
» Residences have been excluded from this report, but will be included in a future report.

e Buildings which are leased and/or rented.

2.3 Summary Tables

Institutional Notes:

Laurentian University: Data from Huntington University and Thorneloe University have been
included in the VFA database, but they have not been audited so are not
included in the report. The University of Sudbury has completed their
audit and are included in the report.

University of Ottawa :  Université St. Paul is excluded from this report.

University of Toronto: The St. George campus includes Victoria College, Trinity College and St.
Michael’s College.

University of Waterloo: The affiliates have not been audited. When the buildings at the affiliates
have been audited, they will be reported separately from the parent
institution.

Calculation of "Age” of Buildings:

Average age was calculated by dividing the total weighted age (age x gross square metres by
institution) by the total gross square metres.
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Analyses of Tables 1, 2 and 3*:

Using Deferred Maintenance figures only:

14

e  Of the 999 buildings that were audited, 42% (418) were classified as in “poor condition
(FCI over 0.10).

e The total gross area that was audited is 6.15 million gross square metres; 37.7% (2.3
million gross square metres) was classified as in “poor condition”.

o The current replacement value is $16.8 billion and the deferred maintenance is $1.7
billion. The FCI is 0.10.

Using Deferred Maintenance and Adaptation Renovations figures:

o Of the 999 buildings that were audited, 51.7% (516) were classified as in “poor
condition” (Needs Index over 0.10). '

s The total gross area that was audited is 6.15 million gross square metres; 46.5% (2.86
million gross square metres) was classified as in “poor condition”.

e The current replacement value is $16.8 billion and the deferred maintenance and
adaptation renovations are $2.1 billion. The Needs Index is 0.13.

Note that an FCI greater than 0.10 is considered in “poor condition”.

* Figures exclude infrastructure.

COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES / CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES DE L'ONTARIO



"SPIRIILR BPNPXD $2INGY S,001318M sk

‘pasn sam sainby pajejodesixa/pelewiisa a105a31ay) ‘patpne 21am sBuIpINg |12 10N «

%01 uey) Ja3esib st [D4

%01 pue 9,6 usamiag St 104

%S Uey) ssaj S| 104

UOIPUOD J00d
UoLPUOD AR
UOIIPUOD JUBJBIXT

08 bST'9  60T'bZE'T  099°820°T  ZT4'108°C 666 81H Z51 62h vop (2301
060'82 £50'8 786'ST vS0' L z z € 1°€S sndwie) uopualo oA
££9799 SIP'LST $69°/ST 0£5'LbE SS €1 91 9z 8'97 sndwe) 39Sy 04
ZEp'E8T 60'56 810°61 S9£'69 62 ST b 01 9'Tp JOSPUIM
669'8¢1T 9£9'0Z 869'1¢ §9¢€'9¢ S5 [43 11 4 8'vE *NM
LEV PP 0 8/9'67 6SL'pT 3 0 [4 1 G'bS SBHLIY (UIDISBM
£HT'LIS 169961 919'p9 0£8's52 0L 5T 6 9¢ Sov xSndwe) ulely (UIRISBM
901'0L€ ££9'12 L18'Ty 759'50€ €9 01 L 9t bLE +x00[4312M
18089 1$8°0¢ 005°0€ 0vL'9 0z ST b T 7 WwaiL
78T'p11 168°€ 607 780°011 ST v 1 01 0'92 sndwe? ebnessissily 030101
508'88 0 0 508’88 1T 0 0 11 0°0¢ sndwe) ybnologleds :ojuolo]
0T1'v86 v1£'208 7Tp'see $££'952 111 L TA 44 78S sndwe) 861039 1S :03U0I0L
[4525:74 TTE'ShT 919p1 s8p'eet 0¢ 0T b 91 S'8¢ uosiaky
£00°£8¢ vL6'STT 669'69 0££'161 €8 43 91 43 §'bS ¥S,U93N0
§£5°£0S STT'SET 0Eb’ T4 0£0°T0€ 001 1 4 S¢ 6'cE emMeno
96/'221 0 0 96£'721 9 0 0 9 €9 1ion
$ST'pE 870° SH9'y 185°42 11 2 [4 8 Ty *Q¥20
9¢£5'9z 0sT'sT 0 90£'1T g 4 0 3 §LT Buissidin
TET'1Sh 61£00¢ 0z1'98 769491 b 81 01 ST 0'6¢ J215BWOIW
046'pT £LP'9 0Ss'E (b6 01 £ 1 9 8'8¢ xeWobpy
926'9v1 062’85 911'cs 090'SS €€ ST L 11 8¢e xuepuaine
Yrarads 6£5'¥01 (60°6 009’82 13 81 S 4 0'0v peayaxe
9vZ'cTh 666951 §29's6 229'091 A4 9 4! 6/ S'by ydiano
01£'9/7 L1081 159'£1 (8%'8( e LT 1 ST L'9€ uojeted
£TE8vT £29'901 9Lb'S 0z2'9¢ b 74 9 b1 £1¢ pledfe]
[e30L uolipuo)  UOIIpUOD  UORPUOD eyl UoRIpUOD  UOIIPUOD  UORIPUOD sbupjing 4o
1004 Uy dted ug udjPIX3 Ul 1004 U] Jieq Ul JuajEdXg oby abeioay
ur

*sbulpjing Jo ealy |e30L

- sBuipping JO JaQUINN

(24NPNIISLIUI SOPNIIXD) SDIDUBIIIOP BIUBUIIUIR Pa1IaaQ SApNPUT
«+SBUIplIng Alejjduy pue d1uapedy pajpny Jo ealy pue Jaqunp @by

010Z “£T Ateniqog jo se poday [RUOIINHISUT UOIHPUOD SaljIDe

T 319VL

COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES / CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES DE L'ONTARIO



*S2YRHLYE IPNOXD SBINDI S,001SIBM 1

'pasn alam saunby paejodenxa/palewnsa 210/aIay) ‘Paupne a1am sBuIpIng (12 10N «

%0T Ueyl 1a3eaib st 14
%01 PUB %S u33MIdq St [Dd
%S Uey) ss9j st 1D

UOPUOD 1004
UOIPUOD Jie4
UORIPUOD JUR|[R0X3

08F'$ST'9  SZ9'b98°C  689'H00'T  991°687°C 666 91§ SeT 8be v'0b (2301
060°8¢ $50'8 786'ST pS0'y L z z 3 1°€S sndwie) Uopus|9 HIOA
££9'799 985’161 128'et 0SS’ LbE s§ 91 €1 97 8'9¢2 sndwie) 3|2a) HI0A
43243 ) 810’61 S9¢£'69 62 ST b 01 9'TH 10SpUIp
669'8€T 112'08 vTb' LT $95°0¢ SS 9¢ 01 01 8'b¢ *NTM
LEV' P 0 8/9'62 6541 € 0 4 1 §'bS S3RYIY UIRISIM
p1'218 0£9'752 7/8'08 I9'€12 (074 1€ S €€ S'0b xsnduwe) ulely (usIsam
901°04€ €9b'L2T 9£1'671 LOS'ETT £9 44 4! 62 v'LE +x00[212M
18089 1$8°0€ 005'0¢ obL'9 0z ST t 1 o'k SUETY
Z8TPTT 168'¢ 602 780071 ST v T 01 0'9¢2 sndwe) ebnessissiiy t0ju0l0]
508’88 0 L12'8 8856/ 11 0 I 01 0'0¢ sndwe) ybnolog.leas :0ucio L
011'v86 S68'€0S £66'19¢ 817'87¢ 111 94 LT 12 7'8S sndwe) 861099 5 :0ju0io]
[432:14 656'951 782'8 189°/11 0g ! 4 ! §'8¢ uosioAy
£00'/8¢ 001'sze £89°/S 022’401 €8 8s 01 ST §'bS £S,us8nd
STAAS £00'922 4Tl 114 90£’11¢ 001 09 €1 {2 6'€E eMeNo
962221 0 0 96£'T21 9 0 0 9 €9 1ion
$ST'HE €49'9 0 185°42 A € 0 8 Ty *AYD0
9£5'9¢ 0£2'sT 0 90¢'1T1 S 4 0 € §'L2 BuissidiN
IET'ISF  002'STC £51'82 8L/'LST 197 0z 6 s 0'6¢ SN
0L6'PT £20'01 0 L6y 01 ¥ 0 9 8'8¢ *ewobly
926'9%1T 0b0'S9 £T8'9C 090°sS %3 L1 9 11 8'ce xuejuaine]
9.2yl 645'+01 £60'6 009'8¢ s¢ 81 S Z1 00k peayaye
9'ETY TET'6EC v62'6k 128'%¢1 a4 09 91 18 S'bb ydjang
01£'942 851'661 0S€C 208'vL €€ 61 1 €1 L'9€ uojalie)
£ze'apl 9T+'£0T (89" 0zZ'9g b Vx4 € b1 €1e ¥ooig
210l uopipuo)  UORIPLOD  UOBIPUOD 210l UORIPUOD UORIPUCD UOIIPUOD sbuip|ing
1004 Ui die4 ug JURJ[®IX3 UT 1004 U] Jle4 ug Juaji@3Xy Lo} wm< mmm;m><
ug

~sBupjing 40 eaJy |e10L

~sbuipjing Jo Jequiny

ainonaiseliul Sapnjoxa ‘SapUsIdLapP SUCHIEAOUDY jemaudy / uoljeidepy pue adueudjuiely pallajag sepnidul
+SBuUIpjing Aiejjpuy pue d1WwaPEdY PaYPNY JO BaLY pue Jaqunp ‘aby

0T0Z ‘2T Aenigad jo se poday [eUOINYISUT UOIHIPUOD SaNRIjEeY

¢ 31avl

COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES / CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES DE L'ONTARIO



‘sajell4e dPNIOXd SBINBY) S,001I1M xx

‘pasn asam saJnbiy pejejodenxa/palewn)ss a105a1ay) ‘paupne asam sBUIPING JjR 10N x

%0T uey) J2easb st 1Dy
%07 PUB %5 U3amIsq i [D4
%§ URY} $S3| St [D4

UOIHPUOD 1004
UORIPUOD Je4
UORIPUOD JUBJIROXT

£1°0 829'107'cH 2% 010 Sb6'8E6'996'T$ 9b9’e1E’STE'6TS ainpnusesul
104 1RWNISE ue Bupnpul [J0L
£1°0 GST'ces'ver’zs 010 169'185°012'1$ 016'v26'564'91$ 12301
01°0 ¥£8°060°8$ 01°0 921'966'4$ S67'801'18% sndwe) HopualD HHOA
S0°0 8£9’61£'58% S0°0 969°09L'vL$ CLETUB'ELSTS sndwe) 8[@a) HIOA
€1°0 09v'656'59% £1°0 ¥29'629'v9% PER'BZTY0S$ J0SPUIM
£1°0 806'c82'2b% 010 655'5e8°ce$ §7T'85e'ZECS MM
90'0 626'S2L'Y$ 90°0 680v/9'v% 1€£'2£5°08% SNLIIYY (UIDISEM
91°0 659V TS 11°0 Z6v'¥08'9v 14 84T (TS L¥E'TS xSndweD ulel 1ulsISeM
60°0 $S0'P0L£0TS ¥0°0 728 6¥1'9v$ L1%'158'8E'T$ +x0013I2M
€1°0 59/°658'81$ €1°0 6/£°008'8T$ 9/6'991°Th1$ esL
%00 856'090'v1$ £0°0 [ATAS TR $12'€06'188$ sndwe) eBnessissiy :0Ju0I0L
$0°0 £59°(TT'01$ €00 2€4'996'1% ¥Zb'860°582% sndwe) ybnologiess :0juoso L
[4%0] /81°056'60£$ 1T°0 S81'6£.'882% 15£'660°865'T$ sndwie) 861099 115 103u0I0L
110 $15°882°96% 01°0 9/8'b05'88% €LT'T96'9/8% uosIaky
€1°0 G89'€8E9PTS £0°0 9/H'50€'€8$ PBO'TIS'ETT TS £S,u29ND
£1°0 185°0pG 16T 010 88€'9S6'bTT$ L6H'S5E'061'TS BEMENO
00°0 [AVAVA 74 00°0 9TH'TITS 956°cE6'CETS i1on
£0°0 00b'89¢2$ 20°0 S0€'659'1% . 0b0'ETP'9/$ *QVY20
£1°0 £80°28T'1T$ 210 002'b05°0T$ 185'900'68% Buissidin
L1°0 ¥00'1L6'v2ES 910 91/'995'p15$ 91922080614 J935R I
ST°0 6S6'6T0'v$ 10 901'sz1'c$ 905'TH1'92$ «2Woby
€1°0 9€6'9/7'15% 01°0 LL8'VET'6ES 729°£9€"H01$ xuenuamet
(270 862'062°00T$ 20 966'G82'00T$ S8b'ZSP'TLES peayayey
ST°0 66£'6/£°09T$ 60°0 6S6'€TT'T0TS TTLPI6'9L0'TS ydieng
81°0 68£'681'81T$ [4%0} 620°0v5'82% 654°802°£99% uojaLe)
9z'0 £9€'950°8/% €2°0 169'05+'89% $56'H05'567$ ¥ooig
(IN) SUOIIRAOUDY (104) xapur OURUDIUIRY ERTETN
X3apu]l SpasN uonejdepy uonIpuo) paLsgRg awaoe|day
pue adoueuJUIR| jus.Lind
paLiajeq

(aampnunsedjul sapndxa) Xapul SpasN 13 UOIPUO) sanijbe pue
(suoneaouay |[emauay / uoijeydepy pue) asueudjuiep pasiajad ‘anjea juswsde|day Jualn)

0T0T ‘£T Aenigad jo se Joday [BUORNGIISUT UOKIPUOD SBMjIoe]

€ 31avl

COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES / CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES DE L'ONTARIO



3.0 METHODOLOGY
This report contains two methodologies for calculating the FCI:

(1) A snapshot of the current replacement value and deferred maintenance by university as of
February 17, 2010. The total value of deferred maintenance costs identified through building
audits is included in the calculation of the FCI. The results are shown on Table 3.

Calculation of FCI:

FCI = deferred maintenance / current replacement value

Current Replacement Value $19.3 billion
Deferred Maintenance $1.97 billion
Facilities Condition Index 0.10

(2) The traditional (standard) FCI is calculated using the current(as audited) level of deferred
maintenance requirements plus the system renewal costs with action dates that are within a
three year window (only includes requirements that need to be renewed in the next three years).
The accumulated capital renewal and deferred maintenance costs are included in the calculation
of the FCI in the Deferred Maintenance/Capital Renewal model. The results are shown on Table 4
and the Executive Summary.

Calculation of FCI:

FCI = (deferred maintenance requirement costs + system renewal costs for
the current and 3 future fiscal years) / current replacement value

Since we have been producing this report (9 years), a number of building systems and
equipment have reached the end of their normal life expectancy and have been identified, within
the Facility Condition Assessment software, as renewal requirements. Due to a lack of capital
funding, universities have not had sufficient funds to renew these systems and therefore they can
now be considered as “deferred”. Each year as we go forward, the system and equipment
renewal requirements will add to the value of the deferred maintenance/capital renewal backiog
as they become due and the FCI will continue to escalate.
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The renewal costs, reflect the renewal costs of the systems and equipment that have been
identified for renewal and were not renewed. By February 2010, the accumulated capital renewal
costs have escalated to $1.3 billion.

The following table shows the effect of accumulated capital renewal costs on the FCI:

Feb 2010
Current Replacement Value $17.1 billion
Total New Liabilities (includes renewal costs of $1.3 billion) $2.85 billion
Facilities Condition Index (includes renewal costs) 0.17
Total New Liabilities (excludes renewal costs of $1.3 billion) $1.55 billion
Facilities Condition Index (excludes renewal costs) 0.10

Source: Table 4, page 16.
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4.0 Historical Summary of Audited Buildings

(1) Using Methodology #1: Snabshot of the CRV and DM by university for audited
buildings only *

Deferred Deferred

Maintenance Maintenance

(excl (incl

Current Adaptation Adaptation
Replacement Renovations Renovations Needs
Value ($000s) ($000s) FCI ($000s) Index
March, 2001 $7,084,997 $923,920 0.13 NR NR
April, 2002 $9,806,701 $1,057,637 0.11 $1,319,602 0.13
June, 2003 $10,361,721 $1,094,083 0.11 $1,380,520 0.13
September, 2004 $10,985,090 $1,161,324 0.11 $1,462,379 0.13
October, 2005 $11,870,113 $1,221,777 0.10 $1,549,364 0.13
March, 2007 $14,150,245 $1,368,044 0.10 $1,710,841 0.12
February, 2010 $16,795,925 $1,710,382 0.10 $2,124,523 0.13

* The figures in the table exclude infrastructure costs, and therefore do not agree with figures
reported on page 1 (Executive Summary).

$18,000,000 $2,500,000

$15,000,000 —

/ e $2,000,000
$12,000,000 - »

)
(o]
[en]
2
2 = g
S - - -~ $1,500,000 <
S i seese®® ®
& $9,000,000 / PPTTII R g
& $1,000,000 E
G $6,000,000 5
$3,000,000 $500,000 3
2
$0 : ; $0 8

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2010

CRV
vesees DM excluding Ad aptation Renovations

== = DM including Adapftation Renovations

In the past 9 years, the CRV of audited buildings increased by 137%, while deferred maintenance
increased by 85%.
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(2) Using Methodology #2: DM requirement costs + system renewal costs for the
current and 3 future fiscal years *

Current Total New FCI (includes | FCI (excludes
Replacement Liabilities | Renewal Costs renewal renewal
Value ($000s) ($000s) ($000s) costs) costs)
March, 2001 $7,386,866 $844,115 $0 0.11 0.11
April, 2002 $9,587,480 $1,078,411 $0 0.11 0.11
June, 2003 $9,534,543 $1,219,044 $185,877 0.13 0.11
ggg’;ember, $10,968,531 $1,366,253 $206,674 0.12 0.11
October, 2005 $12,134,115 $1,480,073 $232,917 0.12 0.11
March, 2007 $14,490,264 $2,131,409 $754,204 0.15 0.10
Sg%uaw' $17,129,503 $2,847,666 $1,307,654 0.17 0.09
* The figures in this table exclude infrastructure costs.
$18,000,000 $4,000,000 __
/ §
$15,000,000 S
/ .- $3,000000 &
- $12,000,000 S
§ ,—/ o - %
& $9,000,000 ot $2,000,000 X
. +
2 ’ 2
O $6,000,000 et e =
et =" $1,000,000 &
$3,000,000 St par
- :
- D T e uDn Z
$0 , $0
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 2010
CRV  seeeee New Liabilites == e» e Renewal Costs
Since 2003, the accumulated capital renewal costs have escalated 600%.
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5.0 FUNDING SCENARIO

Notes:
1. Residences are excluded.

2. Infrastructure (for example, steam, power and water distribution systems) will be included in
future reports.

3. Includes only academic/ancillary/administrative buildings.

4. The forecast figures were based on data entered as of February 17, 2010.

Description:

The funding scenario, based on a 20-year period, is presented in this section. The following
assumptions were made:

¢ Backlog deterioration rate: 0.2%
¢ Plant growth rate: 0

+ Renewal costs forecast: annual
The funding scenario assumes a 0.5% annual increase in the construction cost index.

The Year Offset was set to null for Priorities 4 and 5°. This means that no recommended action is
assigned to the requirements and therefore Priorities 4 and 5 are not included in the calculation
of the FCI. In previous years, Priorities 4 and 5 were included for requirements that need to be
renewed in the next 10 years.

The FCl is calculated using requirements with action dates that are three years in the future (only
includes requirements that need to be renewed in the next three years). Therefore the formula
for the FCI is as follows:

FCI = (deferred maintenance requirement costs + system renewal costs for the current
and 3 future fiscal years) divided by the Current Replacement Value.

3 For definitions of Priority 4 and 5, see page 20
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Analysis:
Three options were modelled:

Option 1. Assumes minimal funding (0.16% of current replacement value)
If funding levels continue at 0.16% of current replacement value, by the end of 10 years (1) the
FCI will increase from 0.17 to 0.37, and (2) the average annual funding will be $28.2 million.

Option 2. Assumes funding to maintain a constant FCI
If funding is increased to maintain a constant FCI of 0.17 over the next 10 years, average annual
expenditures to address deferred maintenance at Ontario universities will be $380.8 million.

Option 3. Assumes funding to reduce the FCI to 0.05 over 10 years

In order to reduce the FCI to 0.05 over the next 10 years (which represents an average system
condition rating of excellent) Ontario’s average annual expenditures to address deferred
maintenance at Ontario universities will be $586.5 million. Over the 10-year period, the total
funding required will be $5.865 billion.

The figures quoted here are considerable, but are a result of the fact that the average age of
Ontario universities’ buildings are more than 30 years old, and will therefore require continuing
major renewal investments immediately.
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APPENDIX A:
COMPOSITION OF JOINT TASK FORCE OF CSAO/OAPPA

CSAO Representatives:
- Duncan Watt (Chair), Vice-President (Finance and Administration), Carleton University

- Dennis Huber, Vice-President, Administration & Finance, University of Waterloo

OAPPA Representatives:

- Kevin Gallinger (Coordinator), Assistant Director (Maintenance Services), Carleton University

- Darryl Boyce, Assistant Vice-President (Facilities Management and Planning), Carleton
University

- Bob Carter, Assistant Vice-President (Physical Resources), University of Guelph

- Anthony Cupido, Director, Physical Plant, McMaster University

- Ann Browne, Associate Vice-Principal (Facilities), Queen’s University

- Ian Hamilton, Assistant Vice-President, Campus Planning and Facilities, Ryerson University

- Bruce Dodds, Director, Utilities and Property Management Division, Facilities and Services
Department, University of Toronto

- John Wordley, Director, Physical Resources, Trent University

- Dennis Hastings, Executive Director, Facilities Services, University of Windsor

COU Representative:

- Arlene Levine, Senior Policy Analyst, Council of Ontario Universities
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APPENDIX B:
SELECTION OF COMMON DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The Task Force members agreed that it was necessary to purchase a common database
management system to report on the state of facility condition. The implementation of the
Facility Condition Assessment Program, using a consistent software program and adequate
training, helps to ensure that Ontario’s universities will be better able to identify the accurate
costs of deferred maintenance and measure the effects of funding aimed at addressing these
costs. By moving to a common software, the Ontario university community is in a position to
provide consistent system-wide analysis of deferred maintenance liabilities and the effects of
added investment by the province and institutions. Moreover, institutions are able to provide
consistent, comparable and reliable data on an annual basis.

The CSAO/OAPPA Task Force, which was responsible for the selection of a software vendor,
recommended to the Executive Heads that Ontario universities acquire the required software and
training from Vanderweil Facilities Advisors (VFA), a company based in Boston. Executive Heads
approved the recommendation in December 1999.
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APPENDIX C:
DEFINITIONS

(1) DEFICIENCIES

Deficiency data with associated costs are compiled through a formal audit of the University
facilities.

Deficiencies are subdivided into three categories: deferred maintenance, system and
equipment renewal and adaptation / renewal renovations. The deficiencies are then rated
as to their urgency for correction through the following priorities:

o Priority 1: Currently Critical

Projects in this category require immediate action to (1) return a facility to normal operation,
(2) stop accelerated deterioration and (3) correct a cited safety hazard.

Timeline: work needs to be done immediately.

e Priority 2: Potentially Critical

Projects in this category, if not corrected expeditiously, could become critical within a year.
Situations in this category include: (1) intermittent interruptions, (2) rapid deterioration and
(3) potential safety hazards.

Timeline: work typically needs to be done within 1-2 years.

s  Priority 3: Necessary — Not Yet Critical

Projects in this category include conditions requiring appropriate attention to preclude
predictable deterioration or potential downtime and the associated damage or higher costs if
deferred further.

Timeline: work typically needs to be done within 3-5 years.

o Priority 4: Recommended

Projects in this category include items that represent a sensible improvement to the existing
conditions. These items are not required for the most basic function of a facility; however,
Priority 4 projects will improve overall usability and/or reduce long-term maintenance.

o Priority 5: Does Not Meet Current Codes/Standards

Projects in this category include items that do not conform to existing codes, but are
grandfathered in their existing condition. No action is required on these items at this time
although they will need to be addressed if any significant work is performed on the building.
The amount of work that triggers code compliance is typically at least partially at the
discretion of the local building official.

(2) DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

Deferred maintenance is work that has been deferred on a planned or unplanned basis to a
future budget cycle or postponed until funds become available. It includes the total dollar amount
of existing major maintenance repairs and replacements, identified by a comprehensive facilities
condition audit of buildings, grounds, fixed equipment and infrastructure needs. In the VFA
database, deferred maintenance is categorized as Priorities 1, 2 and 3.
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(3) SYSTEM AND EQUIPMENT RENEWAL

System and equipment renewal is the systematic replacement of building and utility systems
to extend their useful life. Buildings are made up of many separate but interrelated components
or systems. They include structural elements such as walls, floors, roofs and foundations in
addition to mechanical, electrical, plumbing, heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems.
Each of these systems has an individual life cycle (the service life over which the component or
system is expected to provide adequate performance, measured against a standard set by the
manufacturer or industry association). It includes the total value of renewal requirements (as
identified through the remaining life evaluation as part of a comprehensive facilities condition
audit) and are identified in the database as requirements when the final year of life expires. In
the VFA database, system and equipment renewal is categorized as Priority 3.

(4) APAPTATION / RENEWAL RENOVATIONS

Adaptation/renewal renovations are defined as the renewal of facilities to change the
interior alignment of space or physical characteristics of an existing building so that it can be
used effectively, be adapted for new or modern use, or comply with existing codes.

In the VFA database, adaptation / renewal renovations are categorized as Priorities 4 and 5.

(5) R.S. MEANS

R.S. Means is a cost index that provides cost information to project the cost of new building
construction and renovation projects. Costs are adjusted for the city where the building is being
built.

(6) CURRENT REPLACEMENT VALUE (CRV)

To determine the Current Replacement Value (CRV) of the buildings, the VFA facility database
uses cost models developed for each building type. The cost models include a square-foot cost
for each building type described in terms of building use and typical of construction. The VFA
obtained average cost/square-foot figures from R.S. Means, university personnel and through
previous similar buildings. Each building is assigned a cost model, which reflects its use and
construction type. The program multiplies the square-foot cost by building area to determine the
building’s replacement cost. The VFA software then converts the square-foot figures to square
metres.

COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES / CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES DE L'ONTARIO

21



(7) FACILITY CONDITION INDEX (FCI)

The costs for the buildings’ deficiencies are divided by the total replacement value of the
building, vielding a Facility Condition Index (FCI). The FCI is an overall indicator of campus
condition. It is directly influenced by resource availability and utilization.

FCI = Total Value of Existing Deficiencies / Current Replacement Value

The resultant FCI is a measure of the physical health of the facility. For example, if a building
with a replacement value of $1,000,000 has $100,000 of existing deficiencies, the FCI is
$100,000 / $1,000,000 or 0.10.

(8) NEEDS INDEX

The Needs Index, developed by APPA: Leadership in Educational Facilities, is an overall
indicator of the campus condition. The Needs Index defines the total amount needed to bring
campus facilities into repair, renovation, adaptation and modernization, and compares it to the
cost of completely building a new campus.

The Needs Index is the sum of outstanding Capital Renewal, Deferred Maintenance, and
Renovation, Adaptation, and Modernization divided by the Current Replacement Value.

The formula for the Needs Index is:

(Deferred Maintenance + Renovations/Adaptation/Modernization/Capital Renewal) /
Current Replacement Value

The Needs Index is a powerful measurement that addresses issues of concern for executive
management and legislators. A difficult question is what level of unmet need is reasonable and
expected. (Every organization with a view of the future or an ideal goal will have unmet need.)
The Needs Index is most effective when it can be correlated with the institution’s ability to recruit
and retain faculty and students and to attract funded programs. The projection of current growth
in needs on future operations also frames the campus situation well.
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