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Who Partners with Sightlines?

Robust membership includes colleges, universities, consortiums and state systems

Sightlines is proud to
announce that:

* 450 colleges and
universities are
Sightlines clients
including over 325
ROPA members.

We enjoy an annual
renewal rate over 90%

We have clients in 42

Serving the Nation’s Leading Institutions: states, the District of
Columbia and four

70% of the Top 20 Colleges™ Canadian provinces

75% of the Top 20 Universities™ More than 100 new
34 Flagship State Universities institutions became

Sightlines members

13 of the 14 Big 10 Institutions Sinea 014

9 of the 12 Ivy Plus Institutions
8 of 13 Selective Liberal Arts Colleges
*U.S. News Rankings

Sightlines advises state
systems in:

Alaska
California
Connecticut
Hawaii

Maine
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Texas

West Virginia
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A Vocabulary for Measurement ‘yi’

The Return on Physical Assets — ROPASM MORRIS

(The annual \ (The accumulation\ (The eﬁectiveness\ (The measure of \

investment needed of repair and of the facilities service process,
to ensure buildings modernization operating budget, the maintenance
will properly needs and the staffing, quality of space
perform and reach definition of supervision, and and systems, and
their useful life resource capacity energy the customers
“Keep-Up Costs” to correct them management opinion of service
“Carch-Up Costs” delivery

Annual Asset

Operational

Effectiveness

|
Operations Success
[ 4

Stewardship Reinvestment

|
Asset Value Change
[ /
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Peer Institutions

D

Selected from the database of Sightlines members based on campus similarities MORRIS

Peer Institutions

Carleton College

Delta State University

Edinboro University of PA

Grinnell College

Gustavus Adolphus College

Mansfield University of PA

= : \ Fils
Penn State — Erie i MINNESOTA

The University of Nebraska — Kearney -~ . _ 1ORR]S

University of Maine at Farmington

University of Maine at Fort Kent

University of Maine at Machias

University of Maine at Presque Isle
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Core Observations

D

MORRIS

Physical Profile

«  While UMM has a comparable campus based on construction age, peers have been more
consistent in renovating buildings, putting UMM at an operational disadvantage with older
systems and buildings to maintain.

« Compared to peers, UMM'’s buildings are slightly less technically complex and campus is
less busy than peers. This suggests there is still room for enroliment to grow.

Capital Investment

- HEAPR is a strong source of recurring capital, but the lack of one-time investment restricts
UMM’s ability to plan and complete large renovation projects.

« The resulting backlog of need on campus contains $5.3M in immediate need that resides
in high value buildings and systems.

Operations Success

- Staffing resources are under pressure. All shops are understaffed compared to the
database average, especially the custodial staff.

« Given these resource levels, the age of campus, and lack of one-time capital, operations
staff are doing the best they can, and the campus inspection scores are evidence of this.
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Space Profile




D

Creating Context for Campus Age

The campus age drives the overall risk profile MORRIS
§ Buit before 1951 ‘;'.E E:\"':ef:zmua::ym 815 £ Buitfrom 1976 10 1990 g_ ?::L,:l;ﬁf Z:m"g@fwer
E e [N © Ceosecee | B e

longer . repairs andreggovations components o :aé(gaeirr\sive to maintain &

40% - Pre-War Post-War Modern Complex
35% -

30% -

25% -

20% -

15% A
10% -

2% A
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Impact of Renovations on Building Age

Peers have offset 37% more space through renovation work than UMM
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UMM has offset campus age by 7 years
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Weighted Renovation Age
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Peers have offset campus age by 12 years
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Renovation Age Profile is Higher Risk Than Peers t&.

Understanding the impact of age on capital & operations

100%

90% -

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

% of Campus Space

30%

20%

10% -

0%

Campus Age by Category

. - .
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| | ]
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HighRisk | | = q
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UMM Peer Average

mUnder10 m10to 25 m25to 50 = Over 50

MORRIS

Buildings over 50

Life cycles of major building components are past due.
Failures are possible. Core modernization cycles are
missed.

Highest risk

Buildings 25 to 50
Major envelope and mechanical life cycles come

due. Functional obsolescence prevalent.
Higher Risk

Buildings 10 to 25

Short life-cycle needs; primarily space
renewal.

Medium Risk

Buildings Under 10
Little work. “Honeymoon” period.
Low Risk
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UMM is Similar to Peers in Density and Complexity 0'0

MORRIS

Tech Rating Density Factor
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Space per Student Shows Still Room to Grow ‘)'0

Enrollment growth has yielded less space per FTE, but still more than peers MORRIS

UMM Change in Space and Enrollment Campus Space per Student
125% 700

600
120%

500

115%

GSFIFTE
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o
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200
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B — 0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

105%

100%

-#-Space -4=Enroliment == UMM =@=Peers
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Capital Profile




Growth Has Driven Historic Investment

$15.9M has been invested into existing facilities over 7 years

Total Capital Investment

$120

7 Year Investment

$10.0 -

$8.0 -

$6.0 -

$ in Millions

$4.0 -

$2.0 -

$0.0 -

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
m Existing Space Investment mInfrastructure mNew Space Investment
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MORRIS

What is the Right Level of Investment for UMM?

Annual Investment Target: $3.9M

FY15 Annual Investment Target

$10.0 -
] Replacement Value: $309M

$9.0 |

$8.0 |

$7.0 -
] Functional obsolescence
drives investment prior to life
cycles & discounts the

annual investment target

. 4

$6.0 -

$5.0 1

$ in Millions

$40 1
$30 1
$20 1

$1.0 1

$0.0 1

3% Replacement Value Life Cycle Need Annual Investment Target

m Envelope/Mechanical m Space/Program
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Capital Investment vs. Funding Target

$3.0M shortfall in funding in 2015 MORRIS
Total Capital Investment vs. Funding Target
$12.0
$10.0 -
$8.0 -
2 1 Decreasing Backiog
=
S50 — N ssssves
= Sustaining Backlog
&+
“---------------------------------‘- lncreaSingBaCklog
$2.0 -
e Y .

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

s Annual Stewardship ——=Asset Reinvestment === eAnnual Investment Target Life Cycle Need
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UMM and Peer Funding Profiles Differ ";'0

UMM has more stewardship, but peers outspend UMM with more consistent one-time capital MORRIS

Investment by Funding Source

$10.0 - $10.0 -
1 UMM 1 Peers

$9.0 - $9.0 1

$8.0 1 $8.0 1

$7.0 1 $7.0 1

$6.0 - $6.0 1

[ 1 1 18 1

¢ $50 ¢ $50 -

Pry ] Pr3 ]

$40 1 $4.0 1

$30 UM Avg. $30 1

$2.0 ]

$1.0 1

$0.0 : $00 1
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

mmAnnual Stewardship [JAsset Reinvestment B Annual Stewardship DOAsset Reinvestment
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A Balanced Investment Profile is Important ‘)'4_’

Aside from renovations, focus has been on envelope & mechanical projects MORRIS

Investment by Type

$10.0 -

| UMM ) p
$9.0 - 7-Year Spending = 7-Year Spending |

$8.0 1

$7.0 1

$6.0 -

$50 1

$/GSF

$4.0 1

$3.0 ]

$20 -
$1.0 1

$0.0 1
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

mEnvelope & Mechanical mSpace & Programmatic
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Need of Campus Growing Without Sufficient Funding

D

$5.3M of this need is immediate, with $25M in upcoming lifecycles MORRIS
Total Identified Need* Current Need by System
$60 -
HVAC $2 64
$50 -
1 Exterior Shell
2
S '
= $40; Safety/Code
=
£
£ 30 Plumbing
3 <
o
| Electrical
$20 -
Interior Shell
$10 - |
j $- $1 $2 $3
] [—|$5 Millions
$O J - <l

mModemization and Infrastructure
mRenewal Need - Lifecycles coming due within the next 10 years

o Current Need - Deferred maintenance

*Total Need does not include 0 :
ORL building specific needs Sig htlines



Current Need Focused Within a Few Buildings

Dollars in Millions

$60 -
$50 |
o
$30
$20 |
$10 -

30 |

Total Identified Need*

$5 |

mModemnization and Infrastructure
mRenewal Need
O Current Need

*Total Need does not include
ORL building specific needs

D

MORRIS
Current Need by Building
HUMANITIES FINE ARTS $2.58
BEHMLER HALL
HUMANITIES $0.40
SWIMMING POOL $0.39
RODNLFIEY; F;{AAI_\E)SIYQIGGS ——
SADDLE CLUB BARN $0.25
Other Buildings $0.30
$I- $1.0 $2.0 $3.0
Millions
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Need broken out by building type

MORRIS

Immediate and Renewal Need
$80

$70
$60
$50

$40

Backlog $/GSF

$30
$20

$10

Programmatic Student Life Campus

OCurrent Need mRenewal Need
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Operating Expenditures

Facilities expenditures among middle group of peers UMM

Facilities Operating Actuals

MORRIS

8.00
I. Il =

4.80

$/GSF

3.20

Peers

1.60

0.00

—_— 20 /o/

il, Daily Service Actual $/GSF il. Total PM/GSF (Actual)
il. Total Utilities/GSF (Actual) Peer Group Member Average

OSighelines2001.2014

*Institutions are sorted by Tech Rating
a’sig htlines

22




Maintenance Staff

D

USIVFRTITY €F MURNFSOT

Maintenance Coverage Maintenance Supervision

180,000 30
160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000

GSF/FTE
FTE/Supervisor

Maintenance Supplies
70,000

60,000
w 50,000
[
L 40,000
&
30,000
20,000
10,000

Index

YQOO@@QQOQ‘\S*-V
)

-~ Peer average

Benchmarks arrayed by increasing technical complexity

6,sightlines



Custodial Staff

_ - N MORRIS
Custodial Coverage Custodial Supervision

60,000 80
50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000
10,000

GSF/FTE
FTE/Supervisor

Y%OO“\éQzQC‘)Q‘\B‘l-\/
O

Custodial Supplies

7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

$/FTE

Index

VQOOQ‘\\‘Q/‘(O%\S%V
N

Benchmarks arrayed by increasing density — Peer average
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Grounds Staff

Grounds Coverage

Acres/FTE

Y‘@OO‘O‘(O‘\\Q‘Q*\S%-\,
S

Grounds Supplies
25,000

20,000

15,000

$/FTE

10,000

5,000

?‘Q)OO@QO‘x\éQ\\B(-\,
)

FTE/Supervisor

Index

50

D

USIVFRTITY €F MURNFSOT

Grounds Supervision

Benchmarks arrayed by increasing grounds intensity

-~ Peer average
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Energy Analysis

USIVERSITY 0F RMURNISITY

MORRI
Energy Consumption
170,000.00
Energy Peer Institutions
Carleton College 136,000.00
Clarion University of PA
College of Saint Benedict 102,000.00
e
Edinboro University of PA g
-
Grinnell College = 68,000.00
Gustavus Adolphus College
Hamline University 34,000.00
Mansfield University of PA
0.00
E I o o o w . (L] pr =
=
—
Peers

il Composite Fossil BTU/GSF
il. Composite Electric BTU/GSF
Peer Group Member Average
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Energy Use Over Time H

USIVERSITY oF MURNTSIT™Y

MORRIS
Energy Consumption Total Energy Unit Cost

170,000.00 1300

136,000.00 10.40

7.80
" 102,000.00 =
0]
4 T
EB =
Sy,
@ #

68,000.00 5.20

34,000.00 2.60

0.00 0.00

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Fis@l Year ©Sighelines2001-2014 Fisca' Year

il. Composite Fossil BTU/GSF
il Composite Electric BTU/GSF

OSighelines2001.2014
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Carbon Based Fuel Metrics ‘)'L’

Fossil unit costs have decreased 23% in the last seven years MORRIS

Carbon Based Fuel Consumption Fuel Cost $/MMBTU

150,000.00 8.00

120,000.00 6.40

90,000.00

60,000.00
30,000.00 I
0.00 =
UMM A B C D E

BSOS B =BitkA i OSightlines2001-2014 Peers

4.80

BTU/GSF
$/MMBTU

w
N
o

1.60

0.00

F
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Electricity Metrics

Electricity costs have decreased 22% over the last seven years MORRIS

Electric Consumption Electric Cost
19.00 0.20

15.20 0.16
% 11.40 0.12
g -
£ 3
- 3
E »
2 7.60 0.08
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Normalized Energy Consumption "M,

LISIVFRSITY OF MUSNFSOTY

Accounting for weather considerations, UMM'’s consumption profile improves =~ MORRIS

Normalized Carbon Based Fuel Consumption

140,000 10,000
+ 9,000
120,000 2 TS
» * 8.000
@ % *
100,000 7.000
w
U 0,000 6,000 g
O
é 5.000 S
o
60,000 4000 8
40,000 3,000
2.000
20,000
1,000
0 0
UMM A B G D E F G H

mm Normalized Consumption  ——Average + Total Degree Days

*Institutions are sorted by Tech Rating

30
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Concluding Comments
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MORRIS

2015 Concluding Comments

UMM has an old and aging campus in need of renovations.
Doing so would relieve stress on operations and utilities.

UMM has a similar campus to peers but have had much fewer renovations

» Without renovations, the campus makeup puts facilities at a disadvantage operationally

» With almost 70% of space over 25 years of age, many challenges will surface in the next
decade

A capital plan is needed to address the need across campus

» The backlog of need on campus is large but not unsurmountable. However, if funding levels
don’t increase managing the need will be a challenge

* In particular, more frequent infusions of larger one-time funding would allow for major
renovations that help to manage the age and risk of campus

Monitor how operations is performing, especially as buildings continue to age

* Inspection scores are positive, but this may change as staff is stressed by a greater quantity
and urgency of calls if issues aren’t resolved through capital funding

« Utility consumption is high, even when accounting for weather related challenges, signaling
the impact of age and deferred maintenance on efficiency

°‘sightlines
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