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* 10 year old company based in Guilford, CT
* Common vocabulary and consistent methodology
* 95% Annual retention rate
* Tracking 55.9 billion in operations budgets and $4.2 billion in capital projects !
» Database of 23,500 buildings and 825 million GSF x i




A vocabulary for measurement

Sightlines
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Core Issues

——Shifting Age Profile

* Enrollment growth has outpaced space growth, increasing density
= Substantial portions of SLU’s campus are moving into more costly age categories.

—— Limited Historical Investment

* Investment levels are significantly below peers and annual investment levels

» The backlog of needs on campus has been steadily increasing, while peers have
managed a decrease

——+ Strong Operation, Sustainable?

» SLU’s operating budget is well below peers, with limited growth in the past 5 years.
= Despite the lower resources, Operations performance is at or above peer levels in
Maintenance, custodial, and grounds.

» There exist some early warning signs as to the impact on effectiveness of the limited
investment
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We use a number of factors to determine a peer group such as location, program,
enrollment and various facility profile metrics. Among the facility profile metrics, we focus
on Tech Rating and Density factor. Tech Rating determines the technical complexity of the
systems within a building and Density Factor is Campus Users (in FTEs)/100,000 GSF.



Student Growth outpacing space growth

Although low, density has been increasing
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Student Enrollment has outpaced the growth in space over the last 8 years. This means
campus density has increased. The database distribution shows, that while density has

increased, it is still relatively low compared to our database. It does however fall well
within the range we see for comprehensive Universities.



Campus age

Need to protect the newer space on campus with stewardship Enﬂ Sightlines

% of Space by Age category
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It is important to understand the age profile of campus when thinking about facility
investments. The important dividing line is over/under 25 years old. Space Under 25
requires Stewardship (“Keep — up”) investment, while space over 25 requires Reinvestment
(“catch-up”) investments. SLU’s campus profile is more heavily weighted to the
Reinvestment group, with approximately 70% of space over 25 (and an even greater % of
the medical campus falls into that category).



Campus GSF by age category

68% of SLU’s space is over 25 years old Eﬂn T
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Compared to peer institutions, SLU has an older campus profile. Particularly in the Over 50
category. These are the facilities that require significant investments in the coming years
and also increase strain on maintenance operations.



Understanding the life-cycle costs of buildings
Planning for need on campus through life cycle modeling Eﬂn
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Understanding the life cycle needs of your buildings also help with understanding upcoming
or deferred capital needs. Using a typical life cycle chart, one can see that SLU’s campus
can be broken roughly into four categories based on where they fall on the life cycle curve.



Capital Investments
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SLU would have to spend an additional $30 million a year to reach peer levels

Peer investment has exceeded SLU every year
Al
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Capital Investment levels at SLU remain significantly below peer institutions. Both sources
of funding are below peers Annual Stewardship — Purple & Asset Reinvestment — Green).
While peers have been able to address deferred maintenance and perform major
renovations through significant investments, SLU has not.
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Defining the stewardship investment target
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How much does an institution need to invest on an annual basis?

3% Of replacement value — Reference point. Based on Straight line depreciation of assets.

Life Cycle Need — Sightlines Generated number based on Age, Function, and Technical
Complexity. What would it cost to replace every building component at the end of its
useful life. Red — Space and Programming, Blue — Envelope and Mechanical.

Annual Stewardship Target — Discounts the Life Cycle Need for the coordination of
Renovations and Modernizations, as well as the extensions of building life cycles through
proper upkeep.
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Sightlines

Annual Stewardship Spending Against Targets
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The lines represent the two Sightlines generated targets. They grow over time due to the
addition of space and construction cost inflation. When Measuring the Recurring funding
against this target, SLU has funded approximately 5 million each year, and has increasingly
fallen short of the investment target. By not reaching the investment targets, projects are
added to the backlog of need (deferred maintenance).



SLU has no substantial recurring capital source
A

Annual Stewardship by Source
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To reach peer investment levels
would take $9.3 million additional
stewardship annually
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This shows the percent of the Annual Stewardship funded by peers and SLU over time.
Overall funding levels are significantly below peers by approximately $10 million annually.
The main difference is the availability of recurring capital dollars. Peers are significantly
funded with recurring capital (i.e. maintenance Reserve, R&R funds, Maintenance & Repair

funds, etc.), while SLU’s primary source is from the operating budget planned maintenance.
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One-time investments failing to bridge the shortfall
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If you are unable to reach the target investment level with Annual Stewardship, many
institutions make up the difference with Asset Reinvestment. SLU has been unable to do
this in any year of our analysis. This means that the backlog of need has been growing in
every year.



Total Projects vs. Target
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Peers on the other hand have reached and exceeded their target investment level. This

means that peer institutions have been reducing their backlog of need.
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SLU’s NAV decreasing, while peers are increasing @

Net Asset Value Index
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Net Asset Value measures the “percent good” of a building. A rising NAV means that you
are reducing backlog, while a falling NAV represents a growing backlog. Peers have been
growing their NAV (reducing backlog) and SLU has been decreasing their NAV (Increasing
backlog). Despite the trends, NAV is similar to peers in FY11.



Strategies for managing the backlog growth

Formulating an index based on needs and replacement value of buildings ‘i‘ﬂn Fightiines
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This is a sample slide. It shows that you can take different approaches to different buildings
based on age and conditions. Focus on keep-up the young buildings that are in good
condition(High NAV), while you want to Renovate or transition old buildings in poor
condition(low NAV).
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SLU has had little/no growth in operating budget since 2008 @

On average, peers are budgeted $2.60/GSF higher than SLU

Facilities Operating Budget Total

12 Peer Averages 12 Saint Louis University
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Facilities Operating budget against peers. SLU is spending over $2/gsf less than peers.
Driven in large part due to the low utility costs. But Daily Service costs also remain below
peers, meaning SLU is running a efficient operations.
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Further examination of daily service
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Early Warning Sign:

* Overspending the budget

* Increased unplanned repairs
* Increased use of outside contractors

2011

Comparing Budget to actual for facility expenses (Contracts and materials) can be a good

early warning sign as to limited capital investment catching up with a campus.
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Similar resources, similar performance
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Important factor to consider on this chart is both the high tech rating and the limited

capital investment. Both these factors are increasing the strain on maintenance staff.

Given those factors, similar performance with similar resources is a good news story.
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Work orders per trades FTE

Work Orders/Trades FTE
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Looking at work order trends can be another tool to find early warning signs of under
investments. It corrective maintenance work orders are taking more time, the # of work
orders per FTE will also decrease. This can be indicative of problems becoming more serve.



Planned Maintenance is the primary source of stewardship

PM investment by source
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PM has been increasing, but it is still below peer levels. Since this is the only source of

annual stewardship, it is crucial to maintain and grow this investment if possible.
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High campus cleanliness with slightly more resources E

Custodial Staffing
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Despite having slightly more resources, the cleanliness inspection score is higher than
peers. This is a value proposition, is slightly more investment into staff and supervision
worth a higher cleanliness score?



Notably high grounds inspection scores

Grounds Staffing
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SLU’s grounds department is performing at a high level with similar staffing and supervision

as peers, and more investment into materials.
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Energy Consumption
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Maintaining low total consumption

SLU ‘s consumption is commendable particularly with a higher tech rating @

Energy Consumption
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State University, Portland State University, The Johns Hopkins University, Thomas Jefferson University,

University of Missouri — Columbia, University of Missouri — St. Louis, University of Missouri — Kansas City, *« ;
University of Rhode Island, Wesleyan University, and West Chester University of Pennsylvania |

Tech Rating is one of the biggest factors in energy consumption. To have a high tech rating
like SLU and still manage to keep consumption low is commendable.
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Electrical Cost below peers

Costs are below peers, but electricity unit cost increased in 2011

Energy Unit Cost By Fuel
— —_—
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Energy Peers: Brown University, Kutztown University, Missouri University of Science and Technology, Oregon
State University, Portland State University, The Johns Hopkins University, Thomas Jefferson University,
University of Missouri — Columbia, University of Missouri — St. Louis, University of Missouri — Kansas City,
University of Rhode Island, Wesleyan University, and West Chester University of Pennsylvania

Regional costs, particularly for electricity are very low.
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Medical campus drives overall energy profile
Al

Medical campus increases overall energy consumption

Frost Campus Electric BTU/GSF

120,000

100,000 I
8 80,000 I -
= ™
=
© 60000 I — |
g 40,000 3 i a 5 |
wl

20,000 I |

0 L |
A B C D E F G H | J K L SLWU N
Frost Campus Fossil BTU/GSF

140,000

120,000 1
% 100,000 | I -
o )
L
a
£ 60,000 i
k]
@ 40,000 .
w

| aili

0
A B C D E F G H I J K L SWU N
~Ar
¥ |

When looking at consumption just for the Frost campus, it is significantly below peers.



Medical campus drives overall energy profile
Al

Medical campus increases overall energy consumption

Medical Campus Electric BTU/GSF
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The medical campus consumption is closer to peers in fossil and above peers in electric.
The Medical campus probably has the best prospects for energy reduction.



Possible improvements to the service process

Changestogettoa5

Service Process FY11

Organization

* Prioritize and schedule at help desk

Scheduling *Co icate scheduling and changes w/ customer
» Track time, shop, material dollars, labor costs, and building of each
Work Request work request
System * Submits to one location and broken out between “routine” and “PM"
Performance i ; . ST
Measurement * Run reports periodically for tracking, quality, productivity, time and

COS5LS
= Backlog of work is updated and re-prioritized

New work order system should help in implementing some of these changes, which will
contribute greatly to improving the service process.
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Why it’s important
Know what you need and track what you need to know

* Discover campus hotspots

EffiCIenC|es & * Integrate capital selection

& Dravids laadarehin wii
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Effectiveness

 Fix instead of band aid
 Standard submittal process
Sta n d d rds & * Automated PM Schedule
* Customer Service Process
Processes

* Home base for Operators

* What's broken

Facilities Fast . oue buidings

* How often it breaks

Facts S Who Rt
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Concluding comments

Facilities MB&A

Evolving Campus:

* Different segments of SLU campus have very
different needs. Each of these segments require a
unigue approach to capital and operations.

Capital Investments:

* A successful capital approach will utilize
stewardship investment in younger space, while
focusing Asset Reinvestment in Older spaces.

* Understanding the backlog of need on campus will
help with project selection and improving the
overall quality of space.

Operating Effectiveness:

* Operations have been performing at a very high
level, but there exist some possible early warning
signs that question the sustainability of this
performance.

*Any energy savings will most likely be found on the
medical campus and can be used to supplement
operational and capital shortfalls.

Asset Reinvestment

Annual Stewardship

Service

HOptimal H Target W Actual

suonesadp
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