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FOR INFORMATION PUBLIC OPEN SESSION 

TO: Business Board 

SPONSOR: 
CONTACT INFO: 

Ron Swail, Assistant Vice-President, Facilities and Services 
416-978-5098, ron.swail@utoronto.ca  

PRESENTER: 
CONTACT INFO: 

Ron Swail, Assistant Vice-President, Facilities and Services 
416-978-5098, ron.swail@utoronto.ca 

DATE: January 13, 2014 for January 27, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM: 2 (b.) 

ITEM IDENTIFICATION: 

Annual Report on Deferred Maintenance for the year 2013 
 
JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION: 

Pursuant to Section 5 of the Terms of Reference of the Business Board, the Board “… is 
responsible for University owned or leased property including physical plant”.  Further, 
according to Section 5.3 (c.) the Board receives an annual report from the President or designate 
on deferred maintenance. 
 
GOVERNANCE PATH: 

1. Business Board (January 27, 2014) 

PREVIOUS ACTION TAKEN: 

The Annual Report on Deferred Maintenance for the year 2012 was presented for 
information at the meeting of January 28, 2013. 
 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

The University’s total deferred maintenance liability on academic and administrative buildings 
presently stands at $505M, up from last year’s figure of $484M. The increase is due to the re-
auditing of several academic and administrative buildings at the St. George Campus. Both UTM 
and UTSC saw slight reductions in their respective deferred maintenance liabilities year over 
year. As with previous reports, the vast majority of deficiencies are still focused at St. George 
with $435M of the total $505M liability. 
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Our combined facility condition index (FCI) is now 14.1%, down by 0.2% from the previous 
year. However, our institutional FCI remains higher than the COU average across the sector of 
10%. Ten percent is the lower threshold for buildings in “poor” condition. UTSC and UTM 
figures spiked in 2011 and 2012 respectively as their entire portfolio of buildings were re-audited 
within a single year using the more comprehensive audit methodology. The St. George campus 
FCI has trended upwards between 2009 and 2013 with gradual re-auditing of all buildings with 
the new methodology. With all buildings now audited on the more stringent methodology, our 
2014 audited buildings did not show a significant change in FCI and the campus FCI was flat 
year to year. UTM’s campus FCI is down from 8.8% last year to 8.3% this year. UTSC also has 
a lower FCI which is currently 12.6% compared to last year’s figure of 13.4%. The FCI for St. 
George campus remains unchanged at 15.1% as in the previous year.       
    
While the volume of deferred maintenance items has increased at St. George, it is important to 
note that the priority one items, repairs which should be undertaken within a year, has steadily 
trended down over the years. The funds that have been provided to address deferred maintenance 
have been utilized to address the most pressing deficiencies. In fact, the priority one deficiencies 
at St. George, which has 85% of the priority one deficiencies, have been reduced to $19.8M from 
a high of over $75M several years ago. The St. George portfolio of buildings is now in better 
condition than it was a decade ago due to substantial internal funding being focused on the most 
pressing repairs and the benefit of capital projects retrofitting buildings in poor condition such as 
the ongoing rehabilitation of the 1 Spadina building. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

We are receiving significant internal funding which has been increasing steadily each year. We 
received $13.1M in internal funding in 2013 to address this issue at St. George campus. While 
the University receives some external funding from the Province, this funding has been reduced 
from $4.7M in 2010 to $3.2M in 2012. The funding for the 2013-2014 fiscal year is yet to be 
received from the Ministry.  
 
This liability will be with us for a very long time into the future. However, the challenge of 
deferred maintenance is being managed. With stable and significant funding, we will be able to 
maintain the current condition of the buildings and minimize, although not eliminate, the chance 
of an unforeseen problem having major consequences to the University’s mission and operating 
budget. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

For information 

DOCUMENTATION PROVIDED: 

Annual Report on Deferred Maintenance for the year 2013 
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Introduction - Facilities Condition Assessment Program (FCAP) 

 

Ontario Universities have been participating in the Facilities Condition Assessment Program 

(FCAP) for well over a decade. The program provides a consistent approach to identify, 

quantify, prioritize and report on deferred maintenance liabilities. The program, at present, 

is limited to academic and administrative buildings. Within FCAP, all assets are audited and 

assigned a numeric score called a facility condition index or FCI which reflects the 

building’s condition. This index is determined by dividing the cost of deferred maintenance 

by the current replacement cost of the building – the lower the FCI, the better the condition 

of the building or portfolio. The strength of the software and the program is in its 

consistency across the sector in providing data from a macro level. The building audits and 

database information has not been set up to provide true project costing but rather order of 

magnitude costing based on building system age. Through the Council of Ontario 

Universities, we continue to provide an annual report on deferred maintenance across the 

sector to the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities.  

 

 

Academic and Administrative Buildings - University of Toronto 

 

The current combined estimated replacement value of all academic and administrative 

buildings at the University of Toronto is $3.6B. The total deferred maintenance liability 

across all three campuses has increased to an estimated $505M, up $21M from the previous 

year. Both UTM and UTSC saw their total liability decrease slightly year over year. The St. 

George campus saw an increase of approximately $24M to a total liability of $435M.  The 

increase at St. George was largely the result of the comprehensive building re-audit program 

applied to several buildings on the St. George campus resulting in increased deferred 

maintenance items identified.  

 

The increase was partially offset by significant internal deferred maintenance funding, the 

few million dollars per year we receive through the provincial government in FRP funds, 

and renewal of buildings being undertaken by the Capital Projects department.   

 

The University’s combined facility condition index (FCI) is now 14.1%, down slightly from 

last year’s figure of 14.3% but still above the average for Ontario Universities. An FCI above 

10% is indicative of a portfolio in “poor” condition.  
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When we look at the trend of FCI’s over the past 9 years, we can see the effect of the re-

audit program on the portfolio and the steady application of internal funds on the total 

liability.  UTSC and UTM figures spiked in 2011 and 2012 respectively as their entire 

portfolio of buildings were re-audited within a single year using the more comprehensive 

audit methodology. Both campuses saw a reduction in the FCI’s in 2014. The St. George 

campus FCI has trended upwards between 2009 and 2013 with gradual re-auditing of all 

buildings with the new methodology. With all St. George academic and administrative 

buildings now audited on the more stringent methodology, the campus FCI did not 

change year to year.  
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The graph below illustrates the number of buildings in the broad categories of “poor”, 

“fair”, and “excellent” condition for each campus. St. George has the lion’s share of 

buildings classified in the “poor’ category with the remaining third in the “excellent” or 

“fair” categories. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Facilities Assessment Program not only identifies deficiencies but also classifies all 

deferred maintenance items into priorities ranging from 1 to 3. Priority one items should 

be corrected within the next year. Priority two items should be addressed in 1-3 years and 

priority three items should be addressed in the next 3 to 5 years. The graph below 

identifies the University’s priority 1 items and illustrates that the vast majority of high 

priority repair items still reside at the St. George campus.  
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University of Toronto at Mississauga (UTM) 

 

The survey data for UTM now includes 14 buildings with a gross area of 118,432 gross 

square metres. Total replacement value of the buildings was estimated at $394M, with a 

deferred maintenance backlog of $32.7M down $1.4M from last year. The campus FCI is 

also down from 8.8% to 8.3%.  

 

 
 

University of Toronto at Scarborough (UTSC) 

 

There are 9 administrative and academic buildings at the UTSC campus with a total gross 

area of 88,302 square meters. The total replacement value of these buildings is estimated at 

$294M. The total deferred maintenance liability stands at $37M, down $1.76M from the 

previous year. The campus FCI is now 12.6% down from 13.4% in the previous year. As 

can be seen in the chart below, the majority of the deferred maintenance items at the 

Scarborough campus are priority three.   
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St. George Campus  

 

There are 105 academic and administrative buildings at the St. George campus (3 have not 

been audited) with a total gross area of 992,549 gross square meters and a total 

replacement value estimated at $2.9B. The campus FCI is now 15.1% unchanged from the 

previous year’s report. The total estimated deferred maintenance backlog is now $435M, 

up by $24M from the previous year.  The change in overall deferred maintenance liability 

is attributable to the re-audit of several buildings at St. George campus.    

  

The following chart illustrates both the total deferred maintenance liabilities at St. George 

and the priority level over time. While the overall liability continues to grow, we can 

observe a positive trend of priority one deficiencies going down or remaining flat over 

time. The reduction in these high priority deficiencies has been the direct result of: 

focusing the internal annual budget for deferred maintenance on priority one repairs, the 

one-time-only government money provided to Facilities and Services being directed to the 

highest priority deficiencies, and numerous capital projects over the years which have 

renewed buildings through major capital projects effectively eliminating deferred 

maintenance in those buildings. In real terms, the portfolio of buildings at St. George is in 

better condition today than they were eight years ago. Critical building components have 

been the focus of our restoration efforts.  

 



 8  

 

Managing Deferred Maintenance – Funding 

  

Facilities Renewal Program (FRP), the annual provincial funding for the University, is 

currently $3.2M (reduced in 2010 from $4.7M). The St. George campus portion of the FRP 

funding is $2.4M. However, the FRP funding for the 2013-2014 fiscal year is yet to be 

received from the Ministry. Internal funding of $13.1M, an increase of $750K, was 

provided to address deferred maintenance items at the St. George campus.    

 

Beyond direct funding, deferred maintenance has been addressed indirectly through the 

ongoing rehabilitation of the 1 Spadina building. Going forward, to maintain our current 

institutional FCI, we will require investment of just over $19.3M per year in funding.  

 

Deferred Maintenance – Setting Priorities 

 

In general, priorities for selecting projects are based on four basic criteria: 

1. Legislation, regulations, or enforcement agency orders requiring the work to be 

undertaken 

2. Risk of failure based on VFA assessment priorities  

3. Work that can be coordinated with major renovations to buildings 

4. Projects that support academic priorities such as improving the student experience  

 

The substance of this report has been provided to the members of the Capital Projects and 

Space Allocation Committee (CaPS) to provide an overview of the issue, receive input and 
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feedback from the faculty representatives, and to review priorities for the coming year. 

Discussions are also held directly with academic divisions to ensure that deferred 

maintenance projects align with academic priorities.    

 

Conclusion 

 

While we have seen an increase in the total volume of deferred maintenance items through 

the re-audit program, we have also seen a decrease and stability in the most severe 

deficiencies over time. Priority one deficiencies have trended down over the years at St. 

George as we address the most critical items within the portfolio. The significant funding 

we are receiving internally has effectively supported the management of this issue. This 

liability, however, will be with us for a very long time into the future. With stable and 

significant funding, we will be able to maintain the current condition of the buildings and 

minimize, although not eliminate, the chance of an unforeseen problem having major 

consequences to the University’s mission and operating budget. 
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Appendix A: University of Toronto Facility Condition Index – November 2013 
 

St. George Campus 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Campus (continued) 
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St. George Buildings Not Yet Audited (Data excluded from FCI calculation above) 
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UTM Campus                           
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UTM Campus (continued) 
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UTSC Campus 
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Total U of T Summary – Audited Buildings Only 
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Appendix B: Major Projects Undertaken in this Fiscal Year at St. George Campus 

 

 
The following is a summary of some of the major projects undertaken during this fiscal year. 

 

 

PROJECT CATEGORY COST TO DATE 

$ 000’s 

Roofing (e.g. Innis College, Woodsworth, 121 St. George, Lash Miller, 

Sanford Fleming) 

3,591 

Building Envelope (e.g. 263 McCaul, Mechanical Engineering, SGS, 

Pratt, Sid Smith) 

   3,270 

Elevators (e.g. 500 University, 263 McCaul, UC, Anthropology)     203  

Building Interior Fabric & Washrooms (e.g. OISE, Galbraith, 

Convocation Hall, Koffler Student Centre, Woodsworth washrooms) 

    1,194 

Building Mechanical Upgrades (e.g. MSB, Ramsay Wright, Bancroft, 

Banting, Wallberg, Warren Stevens) 

3,454  

Irrigation & Road Repairs 1,230  

Fire Systems & Access Control Upgrades     144 

TOTAL COST TO DATE 13,086 
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