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Executive Summary 
 
This report has been produced in an effort to identify and 
update the magnitude of deferred maintenance problems on 
the state university campuses.  This current report follows the 
processes used in 2004 that were validated by an independent 
national consultant.  Furthermore, the 2005 Legislature 
authorized a limited-scope post audit study that confirmed the 
severity and magnitude of the deferred maintenance problem 
and affirmed that the age of the buildings and lack of funding 
contributed directly to the current state of facilities.  
 
This Summer, facilities condition assessments were conducted 
on 567 academic and administration buildings following 
previously established uniform methodologies.  Updates were 
performed on building replacement costs, utility and 
infrastructure replacement costs, building inventories, 
quantities of utilities and infrastructure and other data. 
 
The resulting information was used to calculate the amount 
required to bring all buildings, utilities and infrastructure to a 
90% condition value, assuming 100% as perfect condition. 
 
The report briefly discusses the importance of addressing both 
the current deferred maintenance backlog as well as on-going 
annual maintenance to prevent further backlog growth.  
 
The current estimate of the deferred maintenance backlog 
is approximately $727 million, and an annual on-going 
maintenance estimate of $84 million is required to prevent 
further backlog (without factoring inflation) to adequately 
maintain the university campuses. 
 

The October 2004 deferred maintenance backlog estimate of 
$584 million has increased due to a significant increase in 
construction inflation, increased age of the physical plant, and 
the continued under-funding of both deferred and annual 
maintenance. 
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Introduction 
 
The state’s investment in buildings and infrastructure cannot 
be overemphasized.  The state universities and their 
governing Board - the Kansas Board of Regents, oversee this 
investment, but the buildings and the land that they occupy 
belong to the citizens of Kansas.   
 
This is a report on the deferred maintenance and capital 
renewal needs of the state institutions under the governance 
of the Kansas Board of Regents. These institutions comprise 
approximately 2/3 of the State of Kansas’ building inventory.  
The report focuses on the academic/administrative buildings, 
commonly termed educational and general or E&G.  These 
buildings exclude auxiliary facilities such as residence halls, 
student unions, and parking garages.  The 567 E&G buildings 
represent 20.5 million square feet, sited on 2,250 maintained 
acres.  The replacement value of these buildings is $4.2 
billion.  Utilities and infrastructure add another $300 million in 
replacement costs for a total of $4.5 billion. 
 
Primary factors leading to the current state of deferred 
maintenance on the university campuses is a lack of funding 
coupled with the age of the buildings (Figure 1).  It is important 
to note that 80% of the total inventory is at least 20 years old.  
Periodic maintenance or replacement is to be expected as 
building systems and materials reach the end of life cycles.  
 
The universities receive relatively little in rehabilitation and 
repair funding (see Appendix A).  The Joint Committee on 
State Building Construction and the Board of Regents 
recognized this as a problem and in FY ’92 Educational 
Building Funds previously used for new capital projects were 
redistributed for rehabilitation and repair projects.  However, 

the amount is inadequate and the universities continue to lose 
ground.   
 
Acknowledging variances for age and type of facilities, the 
Building Research Board of the National Research Council in 
their study: “Committing to the Cost of Ownership:   
Maintenance and Repair of Public Buildings” conclude that an 
appropriate budget allocation for routine maintenance and 
capital renewal is in the range of 2 to 4 percent of the current 
replacement value (CRV), excluding major infrastructure.  The 
Association of Physical Plant Administrators (APPA) and 
experts in the field of deferred maintenance generally accept 
this range.  The 2 to 4 percent range is most valid as a budget 
guide for a large inventory of buildings over an extended 
period of time.  An important and often misunderstood point is 
that this range does not include “one-time” funding to reduce 
deferred maintenance backlogs. 
 

Figure 1 - Gross Area of E&G Buildings by Age
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Assuming the low end of the range, 2% multiplied by the CRV 
of $4.2 billion equals approximately $84 million per year that 
should be spent maintaining the facilities properly.  This 
compares to the $15 million allocated for FY ’07.  
 
The deferred maintenance backlog is a national problem 
affecting both private and state institutions of higher education.  
Estimates of the nationwide problem vary from $26 billion1 
(acknowledged to be conservative) to over $50 billion2.  
 
The 1960’s through the 80’s were periods of huge growth for 
all of higher education.  Like many institutions across the 
nation, nearly 40% of the Kansas Board of Regents’ university 
space was built within that time frame.  The major expansion 
was initiated by unprecedented enrollment growth due to the 
“Baby Boom” generation.  
 
Now, some 20-40 years later, these buildings require 
simultaneous overhaul of their major subsystems.  Heating, 
ventilation, electrical, and plumbing systems, if they haven’t 
already been replaced, are either worn out or about to wear 
out - and it isn’t because they haven’t been maintained.  It is 
simply because the systems have reached the end of their 
useful life.  The average life cycle of the components that 
make up buildings is 23 years3.  
 
This report represents a finite point in time.  The $727 million 
renewal cost figure presented, is the amount needed to bring 

                                            
1 “A Foundation to Uphold” H. Kaiser (1995). 
2 “The Decaying American Campus: A Ticking Time Bomb” S. Rush 
& S. Johnson (1989). 
3 “Successful Strategies for Reducing University Deferred 
Maintenance” Matthew C. Adams, P.E., President, M.C. Adams & 
Associates.   

the buildings, utilities and infrastructure to a current 
acceptable level.  Any funding plan to address corrective 
measures must recognize two factors: the need for deferred 
maintenance backlog reduction and sufficient capital funding 
to perform on-going maintenance.  Without this two-pronged 
approach, the deferred maintenance backlog will continue to 
grow.  Figure 2 below, represents the projected backlog over 
the next 10 years if a conservative 3% annual construction 
inflation rate is applied to the current backlog.  It further 
assumes incremental increases to the EBF that would be 
allocated for Rehabilitation & Repair.  
 

Figure 2 - Projected DM Backlog at Current Funding Levels
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Properly attending to deferred maintenance/capital renewal 
will require funding from a dependable source over an 
extended time period to reach manageable levels.  
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Process 
 
History 
In the fall of 2002, the Kansas Board of Regents performed a 
study titled “Report on State University Deferred Maintenance 
and Capital Renewal”, in an effort to quantify the physical 
condition of the state university campuses.  The thoroughness 
and accuracy of this initial report, was limited by the three-
week time period allowed for its preparation.  As examples: 1) 
buildings were given an overall facilities condition audit (FCA) 
score rather than evaluating individual system components to 
arrive at a score;  2) utilities and infrastructure costs were 
derived from data obtained from a 1987 report and the costs 
were indexed forward to 2002; and 3) time constraints also 
prevented a careful review and update of campus inventory 
information. 
 
Significant improvements were made to the fall 2004 report 
with the intent to provide the most accurate information 
available within a reasonable timeframe.  To gain a better 
understanding as to how the information was arrived at, 
following is a brief description of the 2004 process: 
 
1) At the March 2004 State University Council of Presidents 
meeting, the President’s and Chancellor charged the Business 
Officers to develop a plan for addressing deferred 
maintenance that would include annual spending and some 
revenue bond financing.  Key components of the plan 
included: 
 

• The Board’s Director of Facilities would work with the 
campus architects over the summer to update the 
estimated cost of the deferred maintenance problem.  
The update would review and update the building 

condition values, condition of campus utilities and 
infrastructure and update the replacement costs of the 
aforementioned. 

• Some portion of any new revenue would be dedicated 
to the annual allocation for Rehabilitation and Repair 
(R&R) projects. 

• The balance of any new revenue would be used to 
address deferred maintenance. 

• Detailed plans should be developed by each campus to 
address deferred maintenance that will include a listing 
of buildings with the greatest need in priority order.  
Allocations would be made by the Board of Regents 
based upon these plans.  

 
The State University Council of Presidents and the Board of 
Regents subsequently concurred with these recommendations 
and also suggested that a consultant should be retained to 
validate the process. 
 
2) In an effort to bring consistency to the facilities audits and 
prevent unintended biases or subjectivity, the Director of 
Facilities for the Kansas Board of Regents, performed sample 
audits with university architects between June 16 and July 2, 
2004.  Approximately 40 buildings were evaluated on seven 
campuses.  The buildings were intentionally selected to 
represent a cross-section by age, technology, programmatic 
use, historical significance and so forth.  In most cases, 
physical plant personnel accompanied the university architects 
to provide additional history pertaining to the mechanical, 
plumbing and electrical systems.  
 
The sample audits were used as a reference or benchmark.  
The campuses completed the audits for all 537 E&G buildings 
and submitted them to the Board office on August 1, 2004. 
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A few parameters were established prior to the audits: 
 

• When evaluating conditions, err on the side of 
conservatism.  For credibility sake, it is better to 
understate the problem than to overstate it. 

• Assume conditions that will be improved by 
performance contract projects have been completed. 

• Use the definitions on the assessment forms to 
evaluate the various building, utility and infrastructure 
components. 

 
3) Simultaneously, the Board office worked with the 
universities to update replacement costs of buildings, utilities 
and infrastructure; building inventories; quantities of utilities 
and infrastructure and other data. 
 
4) In July 2004, an RFP was sent to three well-known facilities 
management consultants, suggested by the Association of 
Physical Plant Administrators (APPA).  The Council of 
Business Officers and the Campus Architects reviewed their 
credentials and ISES Corporation, Atlanta, Georgia was 
selected to provide validation to the process being undertaken. 
 
The Executive Vice-President of ISES Corporation conducted 
an independent sample audit of the campus facilities the week 
of August 16-20, 2004.   
 
5) Board staff reviewed assessment forms and other received 
data and coordinated with the campuses/consultant to resolve 
inconsistencies that were uncovered. 
 
6) Finally, data was entered into calculation spreadsheets to 
formulate costs and other information contained in this report. 

 
A final report from the ISES Corporation was provided in 
October, 2004.  Although there were some recommended 
improvements, the report found the process to be valid and 
well within industry standards. 
 
In the spring of 2005 the state’s Division of Post Audit 
conducted a limited-scope performance audit pertaining to the 
use of past funding spent on deferred maintenance and the 
current need for additional funds.  The audit, completed in July 
2005, reaffirmed the notion that aging buildings and a lack of 
state funding contributed directly to the current state of the 
facilities.      
   
Current Updating of the Projected Costs 
There was general consensus by all concerned parties that 
costs generated two years ago were becoming of little value 
and that they needed to be updated. 
 
Over the summer and fall of 2006, the campuses audited the 
E&G buildings as well as the utilities and infrastructure.  The 
forms used can be found in Appendices C and D respectively. 
Board staff reviewed the 2004 ISES recommendations (i.e. 
using national cost data vs. historical data - Appendix B), and 
ultimately decided to use the processes used in 2004 with 
minor variations to the building assessment form.  
 
Results  
The following pages in this report include the Total Renewal 
Costs by Campus (page 6); a Summary of Building Renewal 
Costs and costs for individual campus buildings (pages 7-26); 
and a Summary of Utility & Infratructure Costs and costs for 
individual campus components (pages 27-35). 
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Building Renewal U & I Renewal Total Renewal
Institution Costs Costs Costs

The University of Kansas 182,505,283 26,591,826 209,097,109
The University of Kansas-Medical Center 71,603,826 3,981,077 75,584,903
Kansas State University 235,225,827 18,838,439 254,064,267
Wichita State University 41,276,108 2,842,642 44,118,750
Emporia State University 41,750,900 2,945,352 44,696,252
Pittsburg State University 55,000,577 3,555,870 58,556,446
Fort Hays State University 34,925,173 5,946,877 40,872,050

TOTAL 662,287,695 64,702,082 726,989,777

FALL 2006
Summary Calculation of Total Renewal Costs

Kansas Board of Regents University Campuses
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Replacement                  Gross      Renewal 
Institution Cost Square Feet Costs

The University of Kansas 1,163,985,785 6,088,322 182,505,283
The University of Kansas-Medical Center 497,243,317 2,291,329 71,603,826
Kansas State University 1,374,528,082 5,903,049 235,225,827
Wichita State University 449,108,379 2,312,668 41,276,108
Emporia State University 196,107,812 1,127,312 41,750,900
Pittsburg State University 246,086,297 1,365,285 55,000,577
Fort Hays State University 263,369,437 1,417,072 34,925,173

TOTAL 4,190,429,108 20,505,037 662,287,695

FALL 2006
Summary Calculation of Building Renewal

Kansas Board of Regents University Campuses
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INST. Building Name
Bldg. 

No. Year Built
Replacement 

Cost
Cond.
Value

 Gross 
Sq. Ft. 

 To 90% 
Condition Renewal Costs FCI

KU Spencer Research Library 100 1968 15,859,805 69 107,730 21% 3,386,068 0.31
KU Spooner Hall 6 1894 18,755,751 73 23,275 17% 3,141,588 0.27
KU Stauffer-Flint Hall 34 1897 4,133,253 70 42,220 21% 847,317 0.31
KU Strong Hall 37 1911 6,119,210 77 176,070 13% 801,617 0.23
KU Structural Biology Center 212 2004 28,568,309 95 17,085 0% 0 0.05
KU Student Recreation & Fitness Center 205 2003 17,846,310 93 103,905 0% 0 0.07
KU Sudler House Annex 92 1928 276,247 61 1,505 29% 79,973 0.39
KU Summerfield Hall 79 1959 15,366,507 71 94,925 19% 2,896,587 0.29
KU Sunflower Research Residence 341 1945 318,032 21 2,107 69% 220,714 0.79
KU Sunflower Wildcare Bldg. 342 1992 176,426 77 1,005 13% 22,318 0.23
KU Traffic Control Stations 124 1962 32,500 72 187 18% 5,866 0.28
KU Twente Hall 19 1931 4,943,421 69 30,060 21% 1,020,816 0.31
KU University Press Offices 185 1991 1,043,469 83 6,420 7% 75,652 0.17
KU University Press Warehouse 183 1989 723,116 78 8,900 12% 83,881 0.22
KU University Relations 4 1915 1,228,021 52 7,475 38% 461,122 0.48
KU Visitor's Center 83A 1998 2,631,307 85 15,750 5% 139,459 0.15
KU Wagnon Student Athlete Ctr. 189 1992 9,278,636 83 57,255 7% 681,980 0.17
KU Watkins Home 18 1937 1,109,629 66 6,825 24% 265,201 0.34
KU Watkins Student Health Ctr. 147 1973 17,285,144 81 79,715 9% 1,555,663 0.19
KU Watson Library 22 1924 32,948,791 68 189,760 22% 7,182,836 0.32
KU Well Sample Library 701 1950 1,681,854 72 15,005 18% 310,302 0.28
KU Wescoe Hall 132 1973 29,641,957 71 181,635 19% 5,602,330 0.29
KU Wesley Building 155 1954 2,345,775 54 12,805 36% 836,269 0.46
KU Youngberg Hall 86 1960 4,142,538 77 25,460 14% 559,243 0.24
KU 515-517 W. 14th St. 138 1900 451,512 57 2,664 33% 148,773 0.43
KU 525 W. 14th St. 137 1863 318,032 44 3,385 46% 146,931 0.56
KU 1043 Indiana 64 1900 1,004,006 37 6,180 53% 528,107 0.63

Total 1,163,985,785 6,088,322 182,505,283
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