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BOARD OF TRUSTEES
MINNESOTA STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

BOARD ACTION

FY2016-FY2020 Capital Budget Proposal (Second Reading)

PURPOSE

To obtain the Board of Trusteapproval of the priorities facapital bonding for submission
to the governor and the Minnesd{ause of Representatives abenate as a part of the 2016
legislative session, consistent wiRblicy 6.5, Capital Program Planning.

BACKGROUND

The system’s 54 college and university campuses include about 28.0 million square feet of
facility space. Of this totaB2.4 million square fe@$ academic space astigible for general
obligation bonding through the state of Minnesota’s capital bonding process. The remaining
5.6 million square feet of fdity space is attributable tthe revenue fund and include
residence halls, student unions, dining facilities an#lipg ramps. Revenue fund facilities

are maintained, improved and constructed thhouser fees and the sale of revenue fund
bonds.

All colleges and universities dde@ and maintain comprehensive facility plans that take into
account academic programming, demographic anobliment trends, facility condition,
configuration, space Uization and energy consumptiontda These plans identify and
prioritize institutional investment needs for btthe academic and revenue fund facility spaces
along with any real estate matters.

In March, 2014, the board approved capitatglines for both the 2016 capital budget and

the 2015 revenue fund programs: http://wwscu.edu/board/materials/2014/march19/fin-
03-guidelines.pdf. Taking into account the Strategic Framework and the six recommendations
in Charting the Future, the board guidelines sbtmfocus on projects meeting the following
priorities:

1. Strategic regional and statel® academic program focus
2. “Taking care of what we have”
3. Minimizing new square footage
4. Building for the future with flexible and adaptive space

The guidelines also established a total 2016 capital bonding fargbe legislative request
of between $250-$285 million.

Given this guidance, colleges and universitiggenged their comprehensive facility plans and
forwarded their prioritized capital bonding réguments for their academic spaces. These



submittals included over $350 million in asset pres&on priorities to be included in the
system’s Higher Education Asset Preservation and ReplatefH&APR) program, and
nearly 40 capital projects totaling over $250 million.

In early January 2015, more than 100 academmanfie, facilities and technology faculty and

staff from our colleges and universities and the system office reviewed and scored proposed
capital projects against the board guidelinesis $boring process includerojects that were
approved by the board as paftthe 2014 process but notiljufunded in the 2014 capital
bonding bill. Results of that scoringfanmed the DRAFT recommended 2016 capital
bonding priorities afttachment A.

NOTE In October 2014, the board approwedapital bonding recommendation for the 2015
legislative session, an ‘off’ bonding year, madeotithose 1) projects approved by the board



year 2015 was $31.7 million. If the DRAF@aommended 2016 programas fully funded,
the system’s total general obligation bondigdtion would increase by $58.9 million and
annual debt service payments would increages3.5 million. For debt capacity and debt
burden calculations over time, sé#tachment B.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
Since 2006, on average, the board has apgravietal capital bonding program of $318.5
million in even or ‘on’ capital bonding years. In those sy®@s, the system has received






TABLE 4: Major Project Fundi ng and Program Changes

Funding Original

J Program Funding

Year Program Funding/Project Changes
7 of 9 projects provided funds for
2010 Capital $54.2M/9 ($1.95M) conversion to HEAPR for campus
use

1 project provided funds for

2011 Capital $101.6M/7 ($296K) conversion to HEAPR
Revenue
2011 Fund $104.0M/9 $0
4 of 17 projects provided funds for
2012 Capital $112.1Mm/17 ($1.27M) | conversion to HEAPR for campus
use
Revenue 2 of 7 projects required additional
2013 Fund $66.2M/7 $7.4M funding (NOTE 1)

4 of 26 projects required additional
2014 Capital $117.3/26 $637K funding through HEAPR and/or
campus general funds (NOTE 2)

TOTAL $555.5/75 $4.62M

NOTE 1: Construction of two projects at Metropaiitatate University (Parking Ramp and Student
Union) encountered unforeseeontaminated soil requiring mitigation, costing a total of
$7.4M beyond the original project budget. This figure does not reflect modifications to
Maria Avenue to meet City of St Blaraffic flow needs totaling $1.9M

NOTE 2: Two projects required $213K in HEAPR funding to address asbestos abatement and ADA
restroom compliance requirements identifiedradrgginal funding. Two projects required
$424K in additional funding to meet instittnal scope changed after original project
funding.

The system’s construction programs are managbd folly executed within the appropriated
amounts. System office programanagers and college and unsigr leadership and project
managers work diligently to bring projects in on budget. In the years 2010-2012, programs
were somewhat favored by the soft constructi@rket and actually retwed project savings

back to campuses for asset greation. That trend appeas have disappeared and the
state’s construction market had heated up. T&eByhas solved any cost increases internally
and has never sought additional appropriations.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION:

The Finance and Facilities Committee recommethas$ the Board of Trustees adopt the
following motion:

The Board of Trustees approves the 2016 capital bonding request astquieisen
Attachment A 5HY LV H G, specifically the projects and priorities for 2016. The Chancellor is
auhorized to make cosand related adjustments to the requestregiired, and to

forward the request througMinnesota Management and Budget to the Governor for
consideration in the state’s 2016 capital budget.
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FY2016+Y2020 Capital Budget Proposal (Secoreh&ing
Supplement

PURPOSE
To supplement and update documents provided eddiebtain the Board of Trustees

approval of priorities for capital bonding for submission to the governor and the Minnesota
House of Representatives and Senate for fundmg part of the 2016 legislative session
consistent with Policy 6.5, Capital Program Planning.

BACK GROUND
While no bonding bill passed during the regular 2015 legislative session, a bonding bill was

approved and funded during the Jun& $pecial sessionThis bonding bill totaéd $373.4
million and include



ATTACHMENT A - REVISED

Draft 2016 Capital Bonding Recommendation — Proposee@riority List

Institution Project Recommended
Systemwide HEAPR- Asset preservation $110,000,00#
South Central College North STEM and Healthcare $8,600,000

Mankato





