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Sightlines profile and methodology

41 states, DC, Nova Scotia; consistent analysis at each institution
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Core Concepts

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Challenging campus profile

« Density and Technical complexity has significantly
increased over the last 8 years

« Campus is older than peers with a large amount of GSF
reaching critical lifecycles.

Capital funding results in growing backlog

« Low levels of funding, both Keep-up and Catch-up, has
resulted in the accumulation of significant backlog.

Operations straining to maintain performance

* Lower operating costs and increasing demands are
impacting the performance of operations group

« Customer satisfaction indicated biggest area for
improvementis in communication and feedback

osightlines
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Peer Institutions

Boston College
Brown University

Duke University

Georgia Institute of
Technology

University of Chicago
University of Notre Dame

University of Pennsylvania

Saint Louis University Presentation 2013

Used for benchmarks throughout presentation

Boston, MA
Providence, RI

Durham, NC

Atlanta, GA

Chicago, IL

South Bend, IN

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Coming Soon: Washington University

Philadelphia, PA
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Campus profile metrics

Above average in peer group for both density and technical complexity

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
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In key campus profile metrics, density factor and technical complexity, SLU is above average
in peer group.
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Qightlines

Density factor measures the number of faculty, staff and students FTEs on campus per
hundred thousand square feet. This determines the intensity of use that campus space
experiences on a daily basis, or the number of people utilizing the space on a regular basis.
The higher the density factor, the quicker space becomes worn out, dirty, etc. and the
harder it is for facilities to maintain.

Technical Complexity often has a direct correlation with energy consumption, maintenance

staffing, and replacement values — a higher complexity often results in higher consumption,
replacement costs, stewardship targets and increased operational demand.
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Campus profile rate of change

SLU is growing more dense and more complex while peers stay at similar levels

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Rate of Change Density Factor Rate of Change Tech Rating
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Qightlines

Not only is SLU above average in Density and Technical complexity but SLU’s campus profile
has seen a greater rate of change over the past 10 years. Peers have stayed at similar levels.
This says that while peer’s operations may be able to stay as they were, SLU may need to
adjust and shift operations to meet the changing demands on campus.
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Weighted Renovation Age

Peers are 10 years younger than SLU on average

SAINT LOUIS

Weighted Renovation Age SRR
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Sightlines defines a major renovation as a project which covers
over 50% of a building’s replacement value and touches both
space and sysltems

Qightlines

Weighted renovation age shows the average age of campus. Peers are on average 10 years
younger than SLU. With an older campus, SLU is facing more critical lifecycles and higher
capital needs.
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Aging Campus Profile

2004-2018 projected age distribution

SAINT LOUIS
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8 Qightlines

When measuring the aging of space over the last 10 years, you can see that a significant
amount of space that was “new” (under 10 years old) in 2004, has begun to move into an
older age category. This shift represents the increase in life cycle capital costs in those
spaces. As we project this out to 2018, we can see that a large amount of GSF will continue
to age, over 3M GSF in over 50+.
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Age Category
SLU has more space in higher risk categories; 17% more in highest risk category
SAINT LOUIS
SITY
Campus Age by Category
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90% Failures are possible.
Highest risk
0% 1 - - Y
1 High Risk |
wo70% 4 i e
o i 29% i | Buildings 25 to 50
2 60% 1 i ! ! Major envelope and mechanical life cycles come
- 1 i i o i due.
£ i i 1 16% i ) )
S 50% - ! ! Higher Risk
I
E 40% -
5 Buildings 10 to 25
2 30% Short life-cycle needs; primarily space
renewal.
20% - Medium Risk
10% | 22%
Buildings Under10
0% T Little work. “Honeymoon” period.
Peer Average SLU Low Risk
mUnder 10 m10to 25  25t0o 50 mOQOver 50

9 Q:,ightlines

Looking at the percentage breakdown of campus in the four age categories, SLU has 37% in
higher risk categories. Buildings over 25 begin to hit major lifecycles for envelope and
mechanical needs. As buildings continue to age without significant reinvestment and they
move over 50, they become high risk for possible system failures.
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Capital

"’sightlines
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Total Capital Spending

High spending into new space and non-facilities, limits capital into existing space

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
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* Benchmarks include only spending into existing space

The vast majority of investment at SLU has gone towards New Construction (including Scott
Hall) or Non-facilities type spending. A very limited amount has gone toward existing
space. The limited dollars going towards existing space indicate that the capital needs of
the buildings are not being addressed to the extent that the aging campus buildings need.
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Peer Spending

Peers have more capital resou
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‘!ightlines

Capital Investment levels at SLU remain significantly below peer institutions. Both sources
of funding are below peers Annual Stewardship — Blue & 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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SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Chasing a moving target
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Qightlines

This chart shows budgeted investment targets as well as the B-line which is a cash flow

model that anticipates curren
the annual investment target

t lifecycle costs coming due in that year. When you fall below
range as well the B-line, the backlog of need increases. This

chart shows that in the past capital investment spending has fallen close to that B-line
spending and kept up with lifecycles in those years. However, as campus ages and more
lifecycles come due, spending has not kept up with the needs and therefore is deferring
maintenance and repair lifecycles to the backlog.
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Maintenance and Repair backlog continues to grow as campus ages
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G‘Sightlines

The Estimated backlog of need at SLU has increased dramatically since 2004. Campus that
see this significant growth in backlog will begin to see the affects in other areas of facilities
performance, such as operational effectiveness and campus appearance. It will be
important that SLU develops a plan that will stabilize the growth of the backlog in the near
future to limit the overall campus impact.
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Operations

"’sightlines
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Lower operating budget

Utility savings helping to lower costs at SLU
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Peers

10.00

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
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Q:»ightlines

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. As backlog continues to increase,
performing at the level that SLU currently is, despite having fewer resources, will become
difficult.
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Energy peer group
Saint Louis University is in climate zone 3
SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
Institution Climate
Zone
George Mason University 3
The University of Tennessee - 3
Knoxville
Towson University &)
University of Kentucky - Main 3
Campus
University of Missouri - Columbia 3
University of Missouri - Kansas 3
City
Climate Z
mat cones University of Missouri - St. Louis 3
I Zone 1 is less than 2,000 CDD and greater than 7,000 HOD.
2 21t 2,00 CO0 05,5007 000 10O Virginia Commonwealth 4
] Zone 3 is less than 2,000 CDD and 4,000-5,493 HOD. - &
University
I Zone 4 Is less than 2,000 CDD and less than 4,000 HDD.
I zone 5 is 2,000 CDD or more and less than 4,000 HDD. Size, technical complexity, and
geographic location.

Qightlines

For energy metrics, a separate peer group is selected based on similar climate zones.
Schools in similar climate zones face comparable energy demands such as number of
heating and cooling degree days.
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Lower Consumption/GSF

Continued lower consumption & initiatives to decrease consumption will provide efficiencies

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Energy Consumption
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‘!ightlines

Energy Cost and Consumption have been below peers and trending has been relatively flat.
This is one area where age and backlog could begin to put upward pressure on
consumption. Energy consumption is influenced by many factors including region/climate,
type of institution, technical complexity, utility systems, campus backlog, etc.
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Utility Costs vs. Peers
Regional Peer Group has SLU's costs slightly higher
SAINT LOUIS
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Utility Costs vs. Energy Peers show slightly above average for fossil and right on the average
for electric unit costs.
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Lower operating budget

Utility savings helping to lower costs at SLU
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Planned Maintenance

Increased PM tracking will improve PM performance

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Planned Maintenance
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é‘sightlines

Planned maintenance falls below peer levels. We have seen growth since FY12 with the
continued implementation of FAMIS and coded work orders. Increased tracking will help to
improve performance against peers as well as provide strong data for project selection and
capital planning. Planned Maintenance includes materials, labor costs, service contracts,
etc. that enhance or extend the useful life of campus buildings and components. Some
examples include changing belts and filters on HVAC equipment, elevator service contracts,
sprinkler and fire alarm system testing/maintenance contracts, etc.
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Daily Service

Operating with fewer daily service resources

SAINT LOUIS

& G UNIVERSITY
Daily Service
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SLU’s daily service costs, the cost to run campus on a daily basis. Daily Service includes
materials, labor costs, service contracts, office expense, etc. associated with the regular
maintenance, cleaning and grounds keeping of the campus. SLU is operating with fewer
resources for daily services than peers.
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Maintenance Metrics

Similar inputs, inspection scores showing strain

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
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Q:»ightlines

We examining the maintenance resources, SLU is cover similar amount of space as peers,
with slightly more supervision and similar amount of materials. In terms of output, SLU
was performing at a higher level 4.2 versus peers with similar inputs last year. This year SLU
is right at peer level, 4.0, down from the prior year. With the pace of backlog growth, as
there are more emergencies, the scores can start to see the impact showing on campus.
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Mechanical and Structural Services

Schedule, communication and feedback highest areas for improvement

SAINT LOUIS

Work order schedule is communicated effectively.

The work schedule is generally acceptable.

Schedule is adhered to or | am made aware of changes.

Once work is begun, staff is timely.

| am asked for feedback or receive feedback.

Work is performed courteously/professionally.

Work is performed competently.

Work meets my expectations.
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Q:»ightlines

The results from the customer satisfaction survey shows that most areas for improvement
are in schedule, communication and feedback. While work performance and satisfaction
results are high in the customers eyes. Schedule, communication and feedback are often
key areas of the process to tie into an automated work order system to keep customers

informed.
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Performance scatter plots

Requested Mechanical Services
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Each dot on these scatter plots represents a customer response. This illustrates that work
performance is consistently rated higher, majority above a 3, while communication &

process scores fluctuate more along the axis.
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Work Performance

Resuits show higher work performance but need for improved communication

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Requested Structural Services
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Communication & Process
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Custodial
Despite higher density, cleanliness above peers )
SAINT LOUS
Custodial Coverage Custodial Supervision e
50,000 - 25.00
40,000 5 20.00
2
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Custodial Materials Cleanliness Scores
$7,000
$6,000
35,000 SLU Score 2012 4.3
E $4,000
; $3,000 - SLU Score 2013 4.1
Peer Score 4.2

Higher density impacts the custodial operations. Custodial metrics are similar to peers,
with similar coverage levels, more supervision and less materials spending. In terms of
output, while SLU historically was above peer’s in terms of cleanliness inspection, scores
have begun showing signs of strain and are now below peers.
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Grounds Performance %
Despite less grounds resources, significantly better output
SAINT LOUIS
Grounds Coverage Grounds Supervision e
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6‘sightlines

This is a best practice area for SLU. With less staffing and slightly more supervision and
great material spending, SLU is a out performing peers. SLU is a top performer of our
database for grounds performance (4.6 out of 5).
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Custodial and Grounds Services

Schedule, communication and feedback highest areas for improvement

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Schedule/service levels are appropriate.

| am aware of the schedule and service frequency.

e  Schedule, Communication‘and
Feedback

| am asked for feedback or receive feedback.

Work is performed courteously/professionally.

Work is performed competently. i
~———Work-Performance-and
Satisfaction 4.13

Execution of special requests is effective.

Work meets my expectations.

0 1 2 3 4 5
®Grounds Service M Custodial Services
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The results from the customer satisfaction survey shows that most areas for improvement
are in schedule, communication and feedback. While work performance and satisfaction
results are high in the customers eyes.
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Performance scatter plots
Resuits show higher work performance but need for improved communication
bt
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Each dot on these scatter plots represents a customer response. This illustrates that work
performance is consistently rated higher, majority above a 3, while communication &
process scores fluctuate more along the axis.

Saint Louis University Presentation 2013



Sightlines LLC

Work order service process
FAMIS is a powerful tool, but it is not being used to its full capacity

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Service Process Scores Service Process Index
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The Service Process Index (%) is the composite score of Sightlines’ Service Process analysis
which includes an evaluation of the service department reporting structure, scheduling
process, work order system capacity, and reporting capabilities. SLU’s composite score falls
below the peer average. As FAMIS continues to be implemented, focusing on key areas
such as scheduling will help to increase these scores and the effectiveness of your work
order system.
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Facilities Service Center

Focus on areas for improvement to increase customer satisfaction and service process

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY
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confirmation when it
was completed

2011 m2012
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Results from the customer satisfaction survey show customer interactions with your staff
are positive and professional. Again, results showing increased communication on
scheduling and changes throughout the life of a work order is an area for improvement.

Saint Louis University Presentation 2013



Sightlines LLC

What do our customers think?

SAINT LOUIS
UNIVERSITY

Campus Inspection Index Customer Satisfaction Index
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osightlines

Campus inspection index shows that SLU is performing at the peer average. SLU saw a slight
decrease from last year. This is a sign that campus may be beginning to show its age.
Customer Satisfaction is also at peer levels. Key areas we discussed in communication,
scheduling and feedback can help to drive this score up over time.
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Comments and Questions

"’sightlines
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