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Executive Summary
The University of Ottawa currently owns over 96 principal buildings, with a total
gross area of 531,132 square meters, on 42.5 hectares of land between the
Downtown and Alta Vista campus. The 2016 building portfolio is currently valued at
$1,965M.
This 2016 Asset Management Report 1) summarizes some of the policies and
procedures the University has adopted to manage its infrastructure and 2) provides
an overview of the evolving and improving Asset Management Plan itself. This is a
broad but high‐level document intended for strategic decision‐making.
It is Facilities’ hope that this report will provide a snapshot in time of the practices
of today and be benchmarked against and improved upon tomorrow. The creation
of this document has also delivered value by highlighting ‘gaps’ and opportunities
for improvement, ones for which action plans can be developed with the goal of
further enriching the University of Ottawa’s holistic and progressive approach to
asset management. As we grow and evolve as a University, iterations of this report
can be used to document and communicate not just opportunities for
improvement, but our achievements as well: it will provide focus as we strive to
become a recognized leader in Asset Management, enabling us providing enhanced
and sustainable value to the campus community while minimizing risks and
maximizing the return on infrastructure investments.
The International Infrastructure Management Manual defines an Asset
Management Plan, or AMP, as "a plan developed for the management of one or
more infrastructure assets that combines multi‐disciplinary management
techniques (including technical & financial) over the life cycle of the asset in the
most cost effective manner to provide a specific level of service."
In essence, the AMP contained within this report is a tactical plan for managing the
University’s facilities and infrastructure in order to deliver an agreed‐upon standard
of service. This AMP covers more than a single asset and takes a system approach
instead, particularly where a number of assets are codependent and required to
work together to deliver an agreed‐upon standard of service.

It is also important that the AMP align with the University of Ottawa’s
strategic plan, known as ‘Destination 2020’, as well as the recently published
Campus Master Plan. Destination 2020 includes four primary goals including;
a rich, inspiring student experience; research excellence; Francophonie and
bilingualism; and developing leaders through internationalization.
The AMP is twofold: Justification and Optimization
Justification: to give visibility to the costs and benefits associated with
providing the agreed standard of service.
Optimisation: to minimize the whole‐life cost, including the operation,
maintenance and replacement or disposal, of each asset in the system.
This AMP takes a "horses for courses", needs‐based approach as opposed to
a one‐size‐fits‐all view and takes into account the basic information required.
A fully developed Asset Management approach usually requires a number of
iterations of the AMP and needs to be reviewed more frequently for more
complex systems, especially asset systems where the average annual cost
required to provide the agreed standard of service is high.
It must be noted that the campus portfolio is currently considered to be in
‘Poor’ condition, based on industry standard benchmarks. This report will
identify the financial scenarios required to improve its overall condition and
provides various strategies to achieve them. The University’s situation is not
unique, and other Provincial and Federal institutions are experiencing similar
challenges.
Investment in the University’s deferred maintenance is an investment in
education, building infrastructure, sustainability, and energy conservation.
Students have demanded high quality places to learn: if uOttawa is to remain
competitive in the marketplace, it is necessary that we continue to invest in
high‐quality spaces that meet the expectation of current and prospective
students and research talent.
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List of Abbreviations & Definitions used in this report

AMP

FCAP

Facility Condition Assessment Program
Program managed by the COU which examines the quality of
space at Ontario universities as measured by the Facilities
Condition Index.

ASHRAE American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air
Conditioning Engineers
Through research and publication, the society focuses on
building systems, energy efficiency, indoor air quality,
refrigeration and sustainability.

FCI

Facility Condition Index
The FCI is an overall indicator of building condition. It is an
equation between 0.00 – 1.00; which is calculated by dividing
the value of Deferred Maintenance (DM) by Current
Replacement Value (CRV).

BOMA

FCI Cost

This is also known as Deferred Maintenance

FRP

Facility Renewal Program
Provincial (Ontario) facility renewal program, which provides
funding for repairs and upgrades.

KPI

Key Performance Indicator

PAPI 3

Plan D’amélioration du Parc Immobilier ‐ 3
The yearly list of construction projects are categorized into
three (3) PAPI categories. PAPI 1 represents space
optimization; PAPI 2 represents the improvement of Public
Spaces, and PAPI 3 represents the Capital Asset Management
Plan.

VFA

3rd party assessment team and Asset Management software
retained by the COU through competitive bidding process.

COU

CRV

DM

Asset Management Plan
The action plan which through coordinated activities and
evaluations, determines the recommended projects to deliver
based on a number of priority criteria.

Building Owners and Managers Association
Primary source of information on building management and
operations, development, building operating costs, building
codes, legislation, and industry trends.
Council of Ontario Universities
A membership organization consisting of Ontario’s 20 publicly
assisted universities who works to find consensus on a wide
range of university issues and advances them with
government and other stakeholders
Current Replacement Value
The cost required to reproduce a building in like kind and
materials in accordance with current market prices for
materials and labour.
Deferred Maintenance
Work that is required on physical facility assets which has
been postponed due to budgetary restraints or until funds
become available.
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Introduction
The University of Ottawa (uOttawa) is the largest bilingual (English‐French)
University in the world. Our advances in social sciences, health, science and
the humanities make uOttawa a unique place to learn, grow and excel.
The University of Ottawa has launched a strategic plan called ‘Destination
2020’ which outlines the key initiatives that relate directly to the University’s
core values. These core values include; putting students at the centre of our
educational mission; enabling staff to grow as individuals and as a group;
creating and sharing knowledge; promoting bilingualism and strengthening
Francophone communities; and practising and promoting an ethic of service
and civic responsibility.
The four strategic goals outlined in ‘Destination 2020’ include an inspiring
Student experience; Research excellence; Francophonie and bilingualism;
and Developing leaders through internationalization.
In order to meet these goals, the University's facilities must enable and
empower teaching, learning, and research excellence. This includes ensuring
that the buildings and spaces occupied by the University community are well
maintained and in good condition so that our infrastructure can continue to
support uOttawa's activities and further our mission, vision, and values.

The University currently owns over 96 principal buildings, with a total gross area
of 531,132 square meters, on 42.5 hectares of land between the Downtown
campus, and Alta Vista campus. The average age of a building in the University's
portfolio is 61 years old. The current building assets replacement value is
$1,965M.
This 2016 Facility Asset Management Report will focus primarily on the Building
Infrastructure Portfolio and explore the overall health of the buildings by
examining the age of the buildings; the lifecycle of building systems;
understanding the level of deferred maintenance; and the overall performance
and functional adequacy of the buildings.
Future reports will continue to review the building conditions; however
additional emphasis will be put on other assets, such as campus infrastructure
(including roads, sewers, water, etc.) and other utilities necessary to maintain
the campus.
As regular assessments of the campus infrastructure are completed, this will
assist in updating the Capital Asset Management Plan. This is the document
which is submitted to the University’s Executive Committee on a yearly basis;
which seeks funding approval for the following years’ infrastructure renewal
projects.

The Facility Asset Management Report is a working document which
supports both ‘Destination 2020’ as well as the Campus Master Plan.
The purpose of this document is to quantify the condition of our campus
infrastructure and assist in recommending where best to invest the
University's limited funding. Strategic decisions will be made through the
Capital Asset Management Plan, which will directly affect the University
budget and align with the Campus Master Plan. This will allow the facilities to
be managed in a way that ensures the University is capable of providing the
level of service needed to support the University’s goals.
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Facility Condition Assessment Program
In 1999, the Council of Ontario Universities (COU) agreed to develop a Facilities
Condition Assessment Program (FCAP) to catalogue infrastructure requirements
associated with Deferred Maintenance (DM) and equipment renewal, as well as to
provide justification for funding required to address on‐going maintenance of the
capital infrastructure of Ontario Universities.
DM is defined as work that is required on physical facility assets which has been
postponed due to budgetary restraints or until funds become available. In order to
avoid increasing a DM backlog, it is necessary to prioritise, fund, and carry out the
renewal of facility components on an annual basis.
Yearly Condition Assessments have been undertaken over the past decade using
VFA software, which was mandated by the COU to track deferred maintenance.
In the past, all Universities, including the University of Ottawa, were assessed and
entered into a VFA database using a cost model; which simply reflected the
replacement cost of a facility as well as a generic cost per square foot based on the
building functionality. This included cost models for Residences, Classrooms,
Administrative, Student Services, Research space, etc. This approach allowed for
consistent reporting across all COU institutions.

In 2014, the University of Ottawa Asset Management group revised their
approach on how the VFA assessment were conducted. The team developed
a detailed system breakdown approach and, in a pilot phase, assessed 20% of
the campus physical space. An in‐depth assessment of all building systems
was then documented by 3rd party Professional Engineers (VFA) with the
assistance of building operations staff. This method allowed for more detailed
assessments that benefited from a knowledge of preventative maintenance
campaigns and historical equipment performance.
Since this successful pilot phase, the University has completed additional
detailed assessments, representing 60% of the campus. By summer 2018,
100% of the campus will have been assessed using this method.
This detailed assessment method has uncovered conditions that were not
previously reported upon, as previous assessments did not review to the same
level of detail. Due to this more rigorous approach, the condition of our
assets appear to have deteriorated since 2014 (refer to figure 1.d on page 13
of this report). This is simply due to a better understanding of the condition of
our assets and being able to better report on their condition.

While the cost model approach identifies the age of a building and generally
required replacements, it does not reflect the actual systems used within specific
buildings, nor is the replacement cost always accurate. The approach does,
however, assign a numeric score which reflects the building’s overall condition:
this is known as the Facility Condition Index (FCI). This is a globally accepted
industry standard, used to give a general score to the health of a building.
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Section 1 – State of uOttawa Building Portfolio

1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index
1.2 ‐ Financial Strategy to Address Deferred Maintenance
1.3 ‐ Impact Of Deferred Maintenance on the Student Experience
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1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index
The FCI is a key performance indicator which is used to objectively quantify and
evaluate the current condition of a facility. FCI is a calculation based on known
Deferred Maintenance (DM) costs divided by the Current Replacement Value
(CRV) of the asset.
The FCI is represented as a number between 0.00 and 1.00.
As per industry standards, asset conditions are identified as follows;
0.00 – 0.05 – Excellent Condition
0.06 ‐ 0.10 – Fair Condition
0.11 – 0.30 – Poor Condition
0.31 and beyond – Critical Condition

0.00
The COU requires that Universities independently assess 20% of their total gross
floor area per year. This allows for a re‐assessment of each building on a 5 year
cycle.
These assessments, which are carried out according to standard engineering
practices and combined with Facility Operations feedback, help identify the
backlog of deferred maintenance for each building.
The University of Ottawa has completed detailed building condition assessments
for 60% of its academic assets and 90% of its housing assets. By 2018, 100% of
the University’s building portfolio will have been audited.

0.05

0.10

0.30

1.00

Facility Condition Index
FCI is an industry standard measure used to compare
relative building conditions.
FCI = Total Deferred Maintenance
Current Replacement Value

A summary of the Universities Building Portfolio FCI is identified in Figure 1.a on
page 9 of this report.
A summary of the buildings, referencing their individual age and FCI, can be
found in Figure 1.c on page 12 of this report.
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Figure 1.a

1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index

Snapshot of uOttawa campus FCI ‐ October 2016
uOttawa Total Assets
Campus CRV

$1,965,595,868

Campus FCI

0.20
$396,776,785

FCI Total Costs

Academic
Major Buildings
# of Buildings
CRV
FCI
FCI Costs

Student Residence

Support Buildings

29

34

$1,418,806,407

$46,521,827

0.18

0.15

$261,675,112

$6,905,140

Complexes
# of Buildings
CRV
FCI
FCI Costs

Ancillary (Self-Funded)
CRV
FCI
FCI Costs

8

25

$223,307,720

$7,773,624

0.41

0.31

$91,523,813

$2,377,634

Site Services

$209,509,693

CRV

0.13

FCI

$26,990,189

House Structures

FCI Costs

$59,676,598
0.12
$7,304,897

How the University of Ottawa is addressing Deferred Maintenance
Comprehensive condition assessments have been undertaken since 2014 in
order to clearly identify DM. By understanding the total backlog; strategies
have been put in place to prioritise limited funding.
While most of the campus FCI is identified as being in ‘POOR’ condition, the
assets remain safe. Funding is being prioritised to alleviate current health &
safety concerns, ensure regulatory compliance, ensure mission critical
building systems remain in operation, and improve the student experience.

The University’s situation is not unique, and other Provincial and Federal
institutions are experiencing similar challenges.
Understanding the true condition of our assets is allowing the University to
make strategic decisions regarding its building portfolio. This includes
reinvesting in high priority buildings that allow the University to align their
spaces to its core mission and values or re‐evaluating certain buildings to
better align with the campus master plan.
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Figure 1.b

1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index

Dashboard of Facility Condition ‐ Building Portfolio Gross Area

Campus Building Portfolio
Facility Condition based on Gross Area (531,132 GSM)

Excellent ‐ FCI between 0.00 ‐ 0.05
32%

36%

Fair ‐ FCI between 0.06 ‐ 0.10
Poor ‐ FCI between 0.11 ‐ 0.30

10%
22%

Cricitcal ‐ FCI over 0.30

2%
6%
21%

30%

38%

19%

35%
49%

58%

36%
58%

19%

13%

18%

8%

60%

22%

8%

Academic
Major Buildings

Academic
Support Buildings

Ancillary
Buildings

Student Residence
Complexes

Student Residence
House Structures

(370,173 GSM)

(15,362 GSM)

(44,895 GSM)

(95,449 GSM)

(5,253 GSM)
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1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index
Asset age distribution and asset expected useful life
All building systems have an expected useful life, which are industry standard
benchmarks. Both ASHRAE and BOMA provide benchmark tables to identify
the expected lifecycle of building systems when regularly maintained.
While benchmarking can be utilized as a predictor for system replacement,
detailed assessment and regular Preventative Maintenance campaigns reflect
the actual condition of the asset.
Specific building systems have a useful life expectancy anywhere between 10
to 75 years, and well maintained buildings require mid‐life retrofits as they
near 30 years of service life. Buildings that have been well maintained and
seen regular investments should expect a service life upwards of 50 to 60
years.
If investments are not made in the building, the deferred maintenance backlog
compounds at a rapid rate. When an asset is left without significant
investment over its life, it can become more economical to replace the
building rather than invest in the large, accumulated backlog of DM.

Small but Timely renewal investments saves money (Infrastructure Ontario)

Before major capital renewal is invested in aging facilities, the functional
adequacy of the building must be considered in order to determine if the
building still serves its intended purpose in supporting University’s mission.
A summary of the University’s building Portfolio, referencing buildings
individual age and FCI can be found in Figure 1.c on page 12 of this report.
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Figure 1.c

1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index

Condition‐Age Matrix for uOttawa Portfolio
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Figure 1.d

1.1 ‐ Facility Condition Index

Historical and Projected FCI trends
The table below shows yearly reported FCI, beginning in 2006, as well as anticipated projections due to new
Capital Projects. The forecasting does not include future investment for existing Deferred Maintenance.
It must be noted that new Capital Projects will increase the overall campus CRVbut not reduce its backlog of
existing DM, unless assets in poor condition are deconstructed to suit the new Capital Projects.

13

1.2 ‐ Financial Strategy to Address Deferred Maintenance
Accepted Industry Standard Building Renewal Investment
As stated in the 2016 COU document “Ontario Universities’ Facilities Condition
Assessment Program as of June 2015”, the generally accepted industry
standard for annual re‐investment in building renewal is typically 1.5% of the
CRV.
Other industry targets are as follows;
‐ Federal Government/PWGSC, DND – 1.4% of CRV
‐ BOMA (Building Owners and managers Association) – 3% of CRV

Provincial Funding
The funding level under the provincial government’s Facility Renewal Program
(FRP) was $26.63M in 2015/16, which represented 0.11% of the Provincial
Colleges and Universities CRV. By 2019/20 the Provincial Government
announced that the FRP will increase to $100M.
While the increase in provincial funding will help, it is neither sustainable nor
will it be sufficient in maintaining the University’s assets in good condition. The
University must continue to address this within their Operational budget.

Analysis to address University of Ottawa Deferred Maintenance
Figure 1.e, on the following page shows four (4) funding scenarios to address
the current backlog of deferred maintenance.
Option 1: Funding 1.0% of the CRV +2% inflation.
If funding is set at 1.0% of the CRV, the FCI will decrease from 0.20 to 0.16 by
the end of 10 years.
Option 2: Funding 1.5% of the CRV +2% inflation.
If funding is set at 1.5% of the CRV, the FCI will decrease from 0.20 to 0.14 by
the end of 10 years.
Option 3: Target an FCI of 0.10 in 10 years
Funding between $28‐$30M/year is required to achieve a target FCI of 0.10 in
10 years.
Option 4: Maintain $10M/year without inflation
Historically, the current PAPI 3 has been funded to this level, which also
represents 0.5% of CRV. Within 10 years, the FCI will gradually increase from
0.20 to 0.22

Recommendation:
It is recommended that the University of Ottawa targets a yearly minimum investment of 1.0% of the CRV of
the building portfolio in order to maintain long term recapitalization, maintenance, and repair of the assets.
Current funding is approximately 0.5%.
Strategies to improve the overall campus condition should include:
1. Continued priority investments to reduce deferred maintenance, especially in mission critical buildings.
2. Seek provincial and federal grants related to Facility Improvement programs.
3. Deconstruction of assets that have surpassed their service life and are no longer functionally adequate to
the uOttawa Mission Statement.
4. Construct new assets which align with the Campus Master Plan.
14

Figure 1.e

1.2 ‐ Financial Strategy to Address Deferred Maintenance

FCI (Facility Condition Index)

Financial Forecast to Address Deferred Maintenance Backlog
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1.3 – Impact Of Deferred Maintenance on the Student Experience
One of the most significant impacts of DM is that of disruptions to students,
faculties, and research during unscheduled closures and outages. These will
become more frequent and severe as the DM backlog grows.
Poor conditions and disruptions affect the institution’s ability to fulfill its core
academic and research missions and, in an era of social media, Universities
must be increasingly vigilant as to the potential damage a growing problem
like DM can cause to their reputation and ability to draw top talent.
In order to ensure the sustainability of the assets, and to be able to continue
to support the mission of the University, major new funding for physical
infrastructure should be a key priority when new funds are available for
investment.
Investment in the University’s DM is an investment in education, building
infrastructure, sustainability, and energy conservation. Students have
demanded high quality places to learn. If uOttawa is to remain competitive in
the marketplace, it is necessary that we continue to invest in high‐quality
spaces that meet the expectation of current and prospective students and
research talent.
Strategies will continue to be planned to tackle DM so that these backlogs can
be addressed once the budgets have been balanced.
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Section 2 – Asset Management Plan

2.1 ‐ Overview
2.2 ‐ Making Investment Decisions for Asset Renewal – Facility Condition and
Functional Adequacy
2.3 ‐ Method of Condition Assessments
2.4 ‐ Regular Priority Program Summary
2.5 ‐ Asset Management Plan ‐ sample
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2.1 ‐ Overview

Capital Asset Management Plan (PAPI 3)
The PAPI 3 Capital Asset Management Plan was developed to manage the
University’s infrastructure assets over the life cycle of its building portfolio in
the most cost‐effective manner possible, as well as to provide the level of
service outlined in the ‘Destination 2020’ mission statement and values.
A number of coordinated activities and evaluations determine which projects
are recommended to establish the Capital Asset Management Plan.
This includes identifying the overall condition of our building portfolio,
establishing priorities, determining functional adequacy, coordinating with the
Campus Master Plan, reviewing codependences with other projects to
generate efficiencies, and improving upon areas such as accessibility and
sustainable programs.
The plan reflects an integrated business approach involving Planning, Finance,
Engineering, and Operations & Maintenance. The objective is to effectively
manage existing and new infrastructure to maximize benefit, reduce risk, and
provide safe and reliable assets.
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2.2 ‐ Making Investment Decisions for Asset Renewal – Facility
Condition and Functional Adequacy
Levels of Priority for recommended project funding
Level 1 Prioritization ‐ Asset Categorization

Functional Adequacy
Facilities staff reviews the campus portfolio holistically in
order to prioritize projects based not only on the Facility
Condition Index, but also the Functional Adequacy of the
asset as those in ‘Poor’ or ‘Critical’ condition which require
high improvement costs.
Issues with functional adequacy may mean that the building
no longer serves the purpose for which it was built or no
longer conforms to the University’s mission statement.
As identified on this page, the following levels of
prioritization are reviewed with every project:
Level 1
Prioritizing the buildings within the portfolio based on Asset
Categorization.

HIGH
PRIORITY

Core

Identified for long term use to fulfill current or future University needs.

Transition

Identified for review to determine future use and value.

Hold

No longer used for program delivery, but cannot be demolished or disposed of due to
constraints.
Recommended for disposal (sale or transfer).

Disposal
LOW
PRIORITY

Deconstruct Recommended for deconstruction

Level 2 Prioritization ‐ Building Systems
HIGH
PRIORITY

Critical Components
Life Safety Systems (fire alarm, generators, sprinklers, emergency lighting & power)
Structural Components (foundations, building envelope)
Roofing
Mechanical & Electrical Systems
Elevators

LOW
PRIORITY

Non Critical
Aesthetics ‐ Building Finishes and Furnishings

Level 2
Prioritizing the Building Systems and components.
Level 3
Prioritizing the Project Requirements for the repair or
renewal of building systems.

Level 3 Prioritization ‐ Project Requirements
HIGH
PRIORITY

Priority 1.
Priority 2.
Priority 3.
Priority 4.
Priority 5.

LOW
PRIORITY

Mitigation of Health & Safety Hazards
Code and Regulatory Compliance
Mitigating imminent breakdown of critical building components that left unattended
will threaten University Mission Statement
Proactive renewal / replacement of building components for mission critical buildings.
Proactive renewal / replacement of building components for non‐mission critical
buildings, or at the end of useful life.
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2.3 – Method of Condition Assessments
Overview of Condition Reporting
Regular facility condition assessments are carried out every year by 3rd party professional
engineers and architects who report based on industry standard best practices and
guidelines. These studies help determine the list of priorities to feed into the Asset
Management Plan.
The following assessments have recently been carried out:
‐ FCAP Building Condition Assessment (20% of campus per year)
‐ Structural Heritage Preservation Assessments
‐ Campus‐wide Accessibility Audits (3 year program)
‐ Mechanical and Electrical Building Condition Reports
‐ Underground utility maintenance and inspections
‐ Ad‐hoc investigative work
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2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
The Asset Management Plan is made up of a number of yearly required
programs as well as specific projects. The programs have been identified as
yearly minimum recommendations in order to satisfy Life Safety, Health &
Safety, Building Integrity, and the overall student experience. These programs
are further identified in the following pages.
The systems identified as being in poor condition will continue to degrade,
incurring rising maintenance costs. It is not recommended to run these
systems to failure.
As stated in section ‘1.2 ‐ Financial Strategy to Address Deferred Maintenance’
of this report, it is recommended that the University of Ottawa invests a
minimum 1.0% of the CRV on an annual basis in order to maintain the long
term recapitalization, maintenance, and repair of its assets. Should this
target not be met, Facilities will continue to perform Due Diligence and a Risk
Management approach to prioritize systems, based on available funding, with
the highest risk of failure.

Capital Assets Replacement Value ‐ 2016 figure
Recommended yearly investment for ten (10) annual
programs listed on following pages
Recommended yearly investment for 'non‐program'
Capital Renewal
Recommended yearly investment

$1,965M
$10M
$9.65M

$19.65M

21

2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
PROGRAM – EMERGENCY GENERATOR

Program Snapshot

Sample table of forecasted priorities
Builng No. Building

Location

kW

Fuel

Cooling

Installed Priority

004

Tabaret

Tunnel

75

Diesel

Water

1971

006
007
008
010
012
013
014
016
018
019
022
023
025

Arts
Morisset
University Centre
Thompson
Perez
90 University
Marchand
Lamoureux
Colonel By
Brooks
CAREG
Fauteux
Vanier

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

1996

Marion
MacDonald
Hyman Soloway

180
250
115
150
150
415
70
125
350
75
500
100
500
100
500
100
150

Air
Water
Water
Air
Air
Air
Water
Water
Air
Air
Air
Water
Air
Diesel

028
029
031

Mech. Rm. 0012
0042C
Bsmt Mech Rm, block C
Exterior Pad Mount
Garage 013
Level 0 ‐ Rm. R014A
B7
129
Exterior Pad Mount
Bsmt Mech Rm
Rm. 508
001B
Computer Room ‐ Roof
004C
Exterior Pad Mount
Exterior Pad Mount
Roof

Air
Air

1970
1973
2011
1988
2001
1976
1978
2012
2002
2003
1973
2005
Pre 1976
2015
2010
2004

2015

2016

2017

Renewal Forecast Priority
2018
2019

2020

2021‐2025

2026 Beyond

5
6
3

8
4
10
9
7
confirm
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2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
PROGRAM – FIRE ALARM

Program Snapshot

Sample table of forecasted priorities
Builng No. Building

Panel Type

Model

Panel Location

Installed

017

2008

001

Academic Hall

Edwards

6500

002

Hagen Hall

Edwards

Quickstart

Lobby

2008

004

Tabaret

Simplex

4208

Tunnel N‐008

1990

005

100 Laurier

Edwards

6500

Mech Rm 0010

1990

006

Hamelin (Arts)

Edwards

EST2

004‐A

1996

007

Morisset

Cerberus

MXL

Circulation Desk 132

1995

008

University Centre

Edwards

EST3

Mech. Rm. 0033

2010

009

139/141 Louis Pasteur

Simplex

2001

Boiler Rm. 003

1984

010

Thompson

Simplex

4100

103

2013

011

Montpetit

Simplex

4208

Tunnel 0014

1972

012

Perez

Simplex

2001

Garage 012

1988

013

90 University

Edwards

EST3

Rm. 144

2001

014

Marchand

Edwards

6500

07

1965

016

Lamoureux

Simplex

4010 + 4208

104

2012

017

100 Thomas More

Edwards

8500

Garage 004

2012

018

Colonel By

Cerberus

MXL

D04

1995

019

Brooks

Edwards

EST3

Garage 004

2012

020

Leblanc

Edwards

Quickstart

139

2010

Priority

2015

2016

2017

Renewal Forecast Priority
2018
2019

2020

2021‐2025

2026 Beyond

3

1
5
2

4
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2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
PROGRAM – ELEVATOR MODERNIZATION

Program Snapshot

Sample table of forecasted priorities
Builng No. Building
004

Tabaret

007

Morisset

013

014
016

018

90 University

Marchand
Lamoureux

Colonel By

Door Opening Cab Measurement Installed
30"

48"x40"

1905

46"

76"x58"

1905

44"

81"x57"

1972

44"

81"x57"

1972

44"

81"x57"

1972

42"

81"x57½"

2001

48"

96"x69"

2001

42"

81"x57½"

2001

42"

81"x57½"

2001

42"

78"x46"

1965

42"

78"x46"

1965

42"

79½"x50"

1978

42"

79½"x50"

1978

42"

79½"x50"

1978

42"

81½"x57"

1970

42"

81½"x57"

1970

42"

81½"x57"

1970

94"

171"x94"

1970

Priority

2015

2016

2017

Renewal Forecast Priority
2018
2019

2020

2021‐2025

2026 Beyond
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2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
PROGRAM – ROOFING RENEWAL

Program Snapshot

Sample table of forecasted priorities
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2.4 – Regular Priority Program Summary
MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION RENEWAL

EXTERIOR HARDSCAPES RENEWAL

ASSET MANAGEMENT STUDIES & ASSESSMENTS

BUILDING ENVELOPE PROGRAM

SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS WITH OHSC

MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS & INNITIATIVES
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2.5 – Capital Asset Management Plan (PAPI 3)
PAPI 3 ‐ CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN
PROJECT DATA
Building
Number

PAPI 3 PLANNING PROJECTS
2017/18

Building

Project Title

TOTAL PROJECT
COST

CENTRAL

2018/19

2019/20

2020/21

FACULTY / SERVICE / OTHER

HORIZON 1
6‐10 YEARS

3.1 ‐ PROGRAMS AND ANNUAL INNITIATIVES
500

Campus

Program ‐ Elevator Modernization

$100,000

$100,000

100%

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Building Envelope Renewal

$300,000

$300,000

100%

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

$2,000,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Emergency Generator Renewal

$500,000

$500,000

100%

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Fire Alarm Renewal

$500,000

$500,000

100%

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Exterior Hardscape Renewal

$400,000

$400,000

100%

$400,000

$400,000

$400,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Asset Management Studies and Assessments

$250,000

$250,000

100%

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

500

Campus

Program ‐ Annual Roof Renewal

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

100%

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

500

Smyth Road OHSC Capital Budget (lines 3, 4, 5, 7, 9)

$20,000

$20,000

100%

$20,000

$20,000

$20,000

500

Smyth Road UO share for the ring road rehabilitation plan

$75,000

$75,000

100%

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

038

CTE

Planning: Replace Oil Underground Tank (UST)

$1,500,000

$900,000

60%

004

TBT

Building Envelope Preservation and Health & Safety Mitigation ‐ Multiyear program

$850,000

$850,000

100%

$1,300,000

$4,800,000

$1,800,000

004

TBT

Tabaret Foundation repair & waterproofing

$400,000

$400,000

100%

500

Campus

Ground Penetrating radar ‐ sinkhole & void detection under slabs

$100,000

$100,000

100%

008

UCU

UCU exterior north‐west 'L' stair replacement

$810,000

$810,000

100%

500

Campus

Lot K / Waller street entrance & bridge over service tunnels.

$500,000

$500,000

100%

500

Campus

Refresh of Electrical Single Line Diagrams

$100,000

$100,000

100%

500

Campus

Real Property appraisal and reporting

$50,000

$50,000

100%

500

Campus

Conversion of Louis Pasteur between Marie Curie and University

$2,600,000

$2,600,000

100%

$2,600,000

$2,600,000

$2,600,000

060A

LEES

Staircase & fence enclosure for O&M roof access

$40,000

$40,000

100%

006

ARTS

Entrance Vestibule waterproofing, drainage, and corrective measures

$150,000

$150,000

100%

$10,745,000

$10,145,000.00

$13,660,000

$14,695,000

$10,345,000

$600,000

$2,500,000

40%
$4,200,000

$100,000

$600,000
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SECTION 3 – PAPI 3 Multi‐Year Programs Under Review
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3.1 – PAPI 3 Multi‐Year Programs Under Review
Multi‐Year Infrastructure Renewal Programs currently under review
Though the Asset Management Program and Campus Master Plan typically
complement each other, the Master Plan does not identify all infrastructure
renewal. The following is a list of programs currently under review for future
consideration.
Tabaret Hall Modernization
Space optimization, building envelope preservation, mechanical & electrical
renewal, elevator modernization, accessibility improvements, and seismic
upgrades.
Approx. cost = $85M.
Transformation of inner core vehicular / pedestrian access
Four year program aimed to renew underground utility infrastructure, redirect
traffic patterns, and pedestrian flow. Align with campus master plan following
the construction of Place de l’Université and the Learning Centre.
Approx. cost = $10.5M
Colonel By Renewal
Building envelope renewal, and functional programming improvements.
Approx. cost = $20M
Housing Services
Ongoing consulting with Housing Services to develop strategies to address
aging infrastructure.
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