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Executive Summary

The Board of Regents and the Regent universities are responsible for the stewardship of a large
and complex physical plant developed through generations of public and institutional
investment. The three universities collectively maintain approximately 19.2 million gross square
feet of General Education Fund-supported facilities with a current replacement value of
approximately $12.33 billion.

Maintaining these assets requires sustained investment in routine maintenance, building repair,
capital renewal, major maintenance, and the replacement or removal of facilities that have
reached the end of their useful lives.

Deferred maintenance remains one of the most significant facilities challenges facing the
Regent universities, as well as universities across the country. Although the universities
continue to make substantial annual investments in their existing facilities, those investments
compete with increasing construction costs, aging buildings and systems, programmatic needs,
and limited state and institutional resources. The result is a substantial accumulated backlog of
work that cannot be addressed through annual operating budgets alone.

This year's report places greater emphasis on the condition and stewardship of the existing
academic physical plant. In addition to the traditional measures of deferred maintenance and
Facilities Condition Index (FCI), the report examines historical building repair expenditures,
completed deferred maintenance, major maintenance, and planned capital investment. Taken
together, these measures provide a more complete picture of both the condition of Regent
facilities and the resources being directed toward their preservation.

This year’s Facilities Governance Report also marks a transition to a more streamlined and
analytical reporting format. The revised approach builds on information historically collected
from the universities while placing greater emphasis on a limited set of longitudinal measures,
including Current Replacement Value, deferred maintenance, Facilities Condition Index,
Building Repair investment, Major Maintenance, and space utilization. The goal is to provide a
clearer systemwide view of facility condition, reinvestment, and long-term stewardship while
preserving the institutional context needed to understand differences among the universities. As
definitions and reporting practices become more standardized, future reports should provide
more consistent year-over-year comparisons and a stronger basis for evaluating long-term
trends.

Earlier this year, the Board adopted several policy changes intended to strengthen oversight of
deferred maintenance and establish a more consistent framework for facility stewardship. The
revisions clarified key definitions, including Building Repair, Major Maintenance, Deferred
Maintenance, Current Replacement Value, and Facilities Condition Index, and formalized FCI
as a standardized measure for assessing the condition of GEF-supported academic facilities.

The policy changes also established standardized Major Maintenance categories to improve the
identification, prioritization, and reporting of facility needs across the universities. The categories
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are intended to support risk-based decision-making and help direct limited resources toward life-
safety, compliance, operational, and scheduled lifecycle needs. Together, these changes
provide a more consistent basis for evaluating facility condition, prioritizing investment, and
monitoring long-term stewardship of the Regent physical plant.

The data also demonstrates that the facilities challenges are not uniform across the three
universities. Each institution has a different building portfolio, condition profile, investment
history, and capital strategy. Accordingly, systemwide measures are useful for understanding
the overall magnitude of the issue, but institutional trends remain important in evaluating
progress and identifying areas of greatest need.

Regent Facilities Portfolio

The Regent universities maintain a substantial statewide physical plant supporting instruction,
research, public service, health care, student life, athletics, and other university activities.
General Education Fund-supported academic facilities alone encompass approximately 19.2
million gross square feet, with a current replacement value of approximately $12.33 billion.
Current Replacement Value (CRV) represents the estimated present-day cost of replacing a
facility with a functionally equivalent structure constructed to current codes and standards. The
Board uses CRV both in assessing facility condition and in evaluating the level of reinvestment
necessary to preserve existing facilities.

The size of the Regent physical plant has significant long-term financial implications. Every
additional building creates ongoing obligations for utilities, custodial services, operations, routine
maintenance, capital renewal, and eventual replacement. Conversely, renovation, consolidation,
demolition, and disciplined management of new space can reduce future liabilities.

During FY 2026, the universities continued to adjust their physical portfolios through new
construction, renovation, demolition, property disposition, lease termination, and other space-
management decisions. At Ul, these changes included razing the Cannon-Gay House and
eliminating leased space in the University Capitol Centre. At ISU, the university disposed of
17.22 acres at the Applied Science Complex and reclassified seven buildings out of the General
Fund portfolio, reducing reported General Fund space by approximately 340,000 gross square
feet. At UNI, the university razed Campbell Hall, removing approximately 131,000 gross square
feet from its inventory.

These changes underscore that stewardship of the Regent physical plant involves more than
maintaining individual buildings. It requires active management of the overall portfolio and
consideration of whether existing space continues to justify the resources required to operate
and renew it.

Facility Condition and Deferred Maintenance

Deferred maintenance represents the accumulated backlog of maintenance, repair, renewal, or
replacement work within GEF-supported academic facilities that was not performed when
scheduled and has been postponed beyond the recommended service life of the affected
building system or asset. The backlog reflects the cumulative effect of past underinvestment
and is an important factor in evaluating facility condition and future capital requirements.

The universities identify deferred maintenance through facility-condition assessments, building
and system inspections, maintenance histories, and the experience of facilities personnel and
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building users. Identified needs range from roofs, windows, building envelopes, mechanical and
electrical systems, and plumbing to life-safety improvements.

Deferred Maintenance Backlog
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The amount of identified deferred maintenance remains substantial at each university.

Regent System Deferred Maintenance Backlog
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The backlog should not, however, be considered independently of the value of the underlying
facilities. A larger institution with a substantially larger physical plant will ordinarily have a larger
nominal maintenance backlog. For that reason, the Board also uses the Facilities Condition
Index (FCI) to provide a normalized measure of facility condition.

Deferred maintenance can also be normalized by the amount of space being maintained.
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Deferred Maintenance Per Gross Square Foot
General Education Fund Buildings
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On a per-square-foot basis, deferred maintenance increased at Ul from approximately $49 per
gross square foot in 2025 to $76 in 2026. ISU remained the highest of the three institutions at
approximately $104 per gross square foot, while UNI declined from approximately $94 to $74
per gross square foot.

As with FCI, year-to-year changes in this measure should be interpreted in the context of
changes in facility-condition assessments and underlying assumptions. Ul’s increase reflects its
comprehensive reassessment of General Fund facilities, while UNI's decline primarily reflects
revised building-system lifecycle assumptions to align with Gordian recommended useful lives.
The measure nevertheless provides useful context by showing the scale of identified deferred-
maintenance needs relative to the size of each institution’s GEF-supported physical plant.

National higher-education data provide useful context, although the measures are not directly
comparable. Gordian's 2026 State of Facilities report estimates average deferred capital-
renewal needs nationally at approximately $156 per gross square foot. Gordian's methodology
measures capital-renewal needs rather than the Board's policy-defined deferred-maintenance
backlog, so the national figure should be viewed as context rather than a benchmark for the
Regent universities. Because neither nominal backlog nor deferred maintenance per square foot
accounts for differences in replacement value, the Board also uses FCI as a normalized
measure of facility condition.

Facilities Condition Index

FCl is calculated by dividing identified deferred maintenance by the Current Replacement Value
of the applicable facilities.

A lower FCI generally reflects a better-conditioned portfolio, while increases in FCI indicate that
identified deferred maintenance is growing relative to the value of the facilities being maintained.
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Facilities Condition Index
General Education Fund Buildings
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Facility condition trends differ among the universities, making the multi-year FCI trend more
informative than any single year's percentage. A stable or declining FCI generally indicates that
capital investment, renovation, demolition, or other portfolio actions are keeping pace with
identified needs, while a sustained increase indicates that deferred maintenance is
accumulating faster than it is being addressed.

The Board has established institution-specific FCI targets (8 percent or below for Ul and 16
percent or below for ISU and UNI) that reflect differences in each university's facilities portfolio
and current condition. Accordingly, the focus should be both on each institution's position
relative to its target and on the direction of its FCI over time. Sustained improvement toward the
target is more significant than a single-year result, while a deteriorating trend warrants attention
even if the institution remains within its target.

The 2026 FCI results show significant year-over-year movement at Ul and UNI, while ISU
remained comparatively stable. UlI's FCI increased from 8.12 percent to 11.71 percent following
a comprehensive reassessment of its general fund buildings, its first full-campus condition
analysis since 2018. The updated assessment reflects construction-cost escalation that
substantially exceeded the 2.5 percent annual escalation previously applied to the 2018
assessment, as well as additional building systems that have reached or exceeded their
expected useful lives.

Conversely, UNI's FCI declined from 16.26 percent to 12.44 percent, primarily because the
university updated building system lifecycle assumptions to align with Gordian-recommended
useful lives. ISU’s FCI declined modestly from 16.34 percent to 15.77 percent and remains
comparatively stable. ISU continues to identify aging infrastructure and escalating construction
costs as significant factors affecting its deferred maintenance backlog. As a result, Ul is
currently above its 8 percent FCI target, while ISU and UNI are below their 16 percent targets.

The 2026 results also illustrate an important limitation of year-over-year FCI comparisons:
changes in assessment methodology, cost assumptions, or building system lifecycle
assumptions can materially affect the reported index without reflecting an equivalent change in
the physical condition of the facilities. Periodic reassessments may identify previously
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unrecognized needs, revise estimated costs, or alter assumptions regarding the remaining
useful life of building systems.

To improve comparability across the Regent universities, the Board Office is working with the
institutions to better coordinate and harmonize FCI assessment methodologies, assumptions,
and reporting practices. FCI should therefore be evaluated as both a measure of current
condition and a long-term trend indicator, with significant annual changes considered in the
context of the underlying data and assumptions.

Investment in Existing Facilities

Facility condition is influenced by both historical investment and current stewardship. No single
expenditure category captures all resources devoted to preserving Regent facilities. Building
Repair appropriations, Major Maintenance, capital projects, deferred maintenance projects,
gifts, State appropriations, and other institutional funds may all contribute to the renewal of
existing facilities.

Accordingly, this report evaluates several complementary measures rather than attempting to
characterize a single expenditure category as the total amount devoted to capital renewal.

Building Repair Investment

Building Repair expenditures represent the annual institutional commitment of General
Education Fund resources to the repair, renewal, and replacement of major building systems
and infrastructure within GEF-supported academic facilities. Typical work includes roofs,
mechanical and electrical systems, plumbing, structural elements, building envelopes, and
related infrastructure. Building Repair funds may be supplemented by other capital sources
used for the same facilities, including private giving, State appropriations, or interest income,
which are not captured in these data.

Historical Comprehensive Fiscal Report data provide a useful long-term indicator of this
investment.

GEF Building Repair Expenditures
Actual Expenditures
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Building Repair expenditures have varied considerably from year to year, reflecting differences
in available resources and the timing of major projects. Because the chart is based on actual
expenditures, the data lag the current reporting year by one fiscal year.

From FY 2019 through FY 2025, Ul consistently reported the highest level of Building Repair
expenditures, ranging from approximately $24.3 million to $48.2 million annually. ISU
expenditures were more variable, ranging from approximately $4.2 million to $24.3 million, while
UNI expenditures generally remained lower, ranging from approximately $3.2 million to $10.8
million.

Systemwide investment increased in the most recent years shown, driven primarily by higher
expenditures at Ul and ISU. In FY 2025, Building Repair expenditures totaled approximately
$48.2 million at Ul, $18.6 million at ISU, and $3.2 million at UNI. Because individual projects can
significantly affect expenditures in any one year, the multi-year trend provides a more useful
indication of the underlying level of institutional Building Repair investment than a single-year
result.

Building Repair Investment Per Square Foot

Building Repair expenditures can also be compared with the amount of GEF-supported space
being maintained. This provides a simple measure of annual Building Repair investment relative
to portfolio size and helps account for differences in gross square footage among the
universities.

Annual GEF Building Repair Investment Per Square Foot
Actual GEF Building Repair Expenditures + GEF GSF
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On a per-square-foot basis, FY 2025 Building Repair investment was approximately $5.34 at U,
$2.45 at ISU, and $1.23 at UNI. As with total expenditures, the measure varies considerably
from year to year because individual projects can materially affect annual spending. The metric
is therefore most useful for evaluating multi-year investment patterns rather than a single-year
result.
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Building Repair Investment Relative to CRV

Annual GEF Building Repair expenditures are also compared with the Current Replacement
Value (CRV) of each institution’s GEF-supported facilities. Unlike the per-square-foot measure,
this comparison considers the value of the underlying physical plant as well as its size.

This measure indicates the scale of institutional building-repair investment relative to the value
of the physical plant. It should not, however, be interpreted as a pure capital-renewal rate.
Building Repair is an institutional accounting and funding category and may include
expenditures that fall outside a strict lifecycle-renewal definition. Conversely, significant renewal
work may be financed through other funding sources and therefore not appear within the
Building Repair category.

Annual Building Repair Investment Rate
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The measure is therefore most useful as a consistent historical indicator of institutional
reinvestment and as one component of a broader assessment of facility stewardship. Over the
period shown, annual Building Repair investment remained below 1 percent of CRV at all three
universities, with considerable year-to-year variation.

Major Maintenance

During the past year, the Board established a standardized framework for identifying and
reporting Major Maintenance needs. Major Maintenance is a State budgeting and reporting
classification that encompasses large-scale repairs, system replacements, infrastructure
improvements, and related capital work. Although Building Repairs and Major Maintenance
overlap, they are not synonymous. Building Repairs reflects an institutional funding category,
while Major Maintenance is a broader classification of facility needs and expenditures.

Board policy organizes Major Maintenance needs into the following standardized categories:

o Life, Health, and Safety
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Damaged — Non-Emergency

Compliance with Accessibility Standards
Capital Renewal or Scheduled Maintenance
Efficiency

Decommissioning or Removal

The Board adopted the framework in part to align Regent reporting with the manner in which the
State categorizes maintenance needs in State-owned facilities. Consistent terminology and
classification should improve comparability with other State facilities and provide a clearer basis
for communicating Regent maintenance needs to the Governor and General Assembly. This
alignment is particularly important as the Board and universities seek additional State support
for Major Maintenance and capital renewal. The lowa Department of Administrative Services
has successfully obtained appropriations to address Major Maintenance needs in State facilities,
providing a useful model for how clearly defined and consistently reported needs can support
capital funding decisions.

The standardized categories are also intended to support more consistent identification,
prioritization, and reporting of facility needs across the universities. They provide a basis for
risk-based decision-making by helping distinguish immediate life-safety, compliance, and
operational needs from longer-term capital-renewal requirements.

Beginning with future Facilities Governance Reports, the Board Office intends to track Major
Maintenance needs using these standardized categories. As the data mature and reporting
practices become more consistent, the Board should be able to evaluate changes in the
composition and magnitude of Major Maintenance needs over time and use that information
alongside deferred maintenance, FCI, Building Repair investment, and other stewardship
measures.

Assessing the Adequacy of Reinvestment

Determining whether annual reinvestment is adequate requires more than comparing
expenditures from one year to the next. Investment must also be considered relative to the size,
age, condition, and replacement value of the physical plant.

Board policy has historically identified approximately 1.5 percent of replacement value as a
planning benchmark for future maintenance and lifecycle repair needs associated with new
facilities. The benchmark provides a useful reference point for understanding the magnitude of
the long-term stewardship obligation associated with university facilities.

It should not, however, be interpreted as requiring that every expenditure category
independently equal 1.5 percent of CRV. Capital renewal can be funded through multiple
sources and accomplished through building repairs, Major Maintenance, comprehensive
renovation, capital projects, demolition, or replacement.

For that reason, the most meaningful assessment of stewardship considers the combination of:
e annual investment relative to CRV;

the direction of the deferred maintenance backlog;

the direction of FCI;

completion of significant deferred-maintenance and major-maintenance projects;

execution of planned capital-renewal projects; and

active management of the size and composition of the physical plant.
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If sustained investment is sufficient, the expected long-term result should be stabilization or
improvement in facility condition. If deferred maintenance and FCI continue to rise despite
ongoing expenditures, additional investment, portfolio reduction, or both may be necessary.

The Board and the universities also need to make a clearer and more consistent case to State
policymakers for sustained investment in capital renewal. Deferred maintenance is not a one-
time problem that can be addressed effectively through periodic appropriations alone; it reflects
an ongoing lifecycle obligation associated with a large public asset base. More consistent
reporting of facility condition, Major Maintenance needs, investment levels, and long-term trends
should help demonstrate the scale of the need, the consequences of underinvestment, and the
case for a recurring State role in capital renewal rather than reliance on intermittent project-
specific appropriations.

The current data indicates that the Regent universities are making significant investments in
existing facilities, but that the scale and effect of those investments vary by institution. The
continuing size of the deferred maintenance backlog also demonstrates the difficulty of
addressing accumulated need through annual operating resources alone.

Space Utilization and Portfolio Management

Long-term facility stewardship also requires attention to the amount of space the universities
operate. Every additional square foot creates ongoing operating, maintenance, and renewal
obligations. Controlling growth and, in some cases, intentionally reducing the size of the
physical plant is therefore an important complement to increasing investment in existing
facilities.

The Board has taken steps to place greater emphasis on stewardship of existing academic
facilities and to scrutinize proposals that would add net new academic space, including a new
three-year moratorium on such expansion. Renovation and adaptive reuse of existing facilities,
consolidation of programs, reduction of leased space, and demolition of obsolete or
underutilized facilities can reduce future capital liabilities while allowing limited resources to be
concentrated on the facilities that continue to support institutional missions.

The Board's increased emphasis on existing facilities is consistent with a broader shift in higher
education. Gordian reports that overall campus space growth nationally is trending toward zero
and that new-space construction has fallen to its lowest level in approximately 40 years. The
trend reflects increased attention to the long-term cost of operating and renewing existing
facilities, particularly as many institutions face stable or declining enrollment. This national trend
supports closer scrutiny of proposals that increase the size of the physical plant and greater
consideration of renovation, reuse, consolidation, and removal of obsolete space.

Classroom and laboratory utilization data provide another tool for evaluating whether existing
academic space is being used efficiently.
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The utilization data show generally stable patterns over the seven-year period, although trends
differ among the institutions. Classroom utilization at Ul remained relatively consistent, ranging
from approximately 23 to 26 periods per week and measuring 24.5 periods per week in 2025.
ISU classroom utilization also remained stable, with some year-to-year variation. UNI remained
lower but comparatively stable, ranging from 17.4 to 19.0 periods per week and increasing to
18.4 periods per week in 2025.

Laboratory utilization remained lower than classroom utilization at all three institutions. Ul
generally ranged from approximately 13.5 to 15.5 periods per week and measured 14.9 periods
per week in 2025. ISU generally ranged from approximately 12 to 13 periods per week through
2024 before declining to 10.8 periods per week in 2025. UNI remained relatively stable,
generally between approximately 10 and 12 periods per week, with utilization of 11.3 periods
per week in 2026. These patterns warrant continued examination of scheduling practices and
opportunities to use existing instructional space more intensively before adding new space.

The universities also employ institution-specific space-management strategies intended to
improve utilization and limit unnecessary growth. Ul's Campus Master Plan emphasizes “right
sizing” the campus to reduce long-term stewardship costs, supported by centralized classroom
scheduling, expanded sharing of academic and support space, and use of its Space Information
Management System. ISU treats space as a limited university resource available for reallocation
and uses its Space Planning and Management function to maintain utilization data, advise on
allocations, review space conversions, and evaluate requests for additional space. Its resource-
management model also assigns operating costs of space to the units using it. UNI similarly
treats campus space as a university-wide resource, uses space-utilization studies and a
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centralized space inventory to guide allocation decisions, and works with the Registrar and
academic units to review underutilized space and align assignments with program needs.

Utilization data should be considered together with building condition, program requirements,
scheduling practices, and the specialized nature of particular facilities. Classroom condition can
also influence measured utilization. ISU reports that its most modern classrooms are
consistently the most requested, while older and less desirable classrooms tend to have lower
utilization. The university uses condition and utilization data together to prioritize classroom and
instructional-technology improvements. Utilization data should therefore not be used as a stand-
alone measure of whether a building or room should be retained. Nevertheless, sustained
attention to utilization, when considered with facility condition and program needs, can help
ensure that future capital investment is directed toward space that is both necessary and
effectively used.

Institutional Highlights
University of lowa

The University of lowa’s 2026 facilities picture changed materially as a result of a
comprehensive reassessment of its General Fund facilities, the first full-campus condition
analysis since 2018. The reassessment increased Ul's FCI from 8.12 percent to 11.71 percent
and incorporated higher construction-cost escalation as well as additional building systems that
have reached or exceeded their expected useful lives. The increase therefore reflects, in
significant part, updated assessment assumptions and newly identified needs rather than an
equivalent deterioration in physical condition during the past year.

Ul is using a risk-based approach to prioritize facility needs. Its planning process considers
condition, asset criticality, urgency, student success, and operational impact, and the university
is working with Gordian to identify both current deferred-maintenance needs and systems likely
to require renewal over the next five, ten, and later years. Ul also uses proactive maintenance
and predictive monitoring to extend the useful life of aging systems and reduce the risk of
operational disruption.

Portfolio decisions are also reducing future liabilities. Ul identified approximately $37.2 million of
deferred-maintenance needs associated with buildings planned for demolition and
approximately $40.8 million of additional deferred maintenance being addressed through major
renewal and renovation projects. This combination of reassessment, targeted renewal, and
removal of obsolete space is central to UI’s current facilities strategy.

lowa State University

lowa State University continues to have the largest deferred-maintenance backlog in the Regent
system, at approximately $753.4 million. Despite the size of that backlog, its FCI has remained
comparatively stable and declined modestly from 16.34 percent to 15.77 percent in 2026,
placing ISU just below its 16 percent target.

ISU assesses deferred-maintenance needs based on the age, condition, and replacement value
of buildings and their systems, and prioritizes projects based on the potential effect on teaching,
research, safety, and university services. Facilities planners and project managers also work
with colleges and departments to incorporate deferred-maintenance work into larger renovation
projects when feasible.
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In FY 2026, ISU completed approximately $5.6 million in deferred-maintenance projects in
General Fund facilities. The work included roof repairs and replacements, HVAC and
mechanical-system improvements, electrical and plumbing work, building-envelope repairs, and
other building-system renewal. ISU continues to identify aging infrastructure and escalating
construction costs as significant pressures on its backlog.

ISU also uses space management as part of its facilities strategy. The university treats space as
a limited institutional resource available for reallocation, maintains a centralized space
inventory, and uses utilization data to support allocation decisions and long-term planning.

University of Northern lowa

The University of Northern lowa reported a significant decline in both deferred maintenance and
FClin 2026, but the change was driven primarily by updated building-system lifecycle
assumptions rather than an equivalent amount of completed physical work. UNI’s reported
deferred-maintenance backlog declined by approximately $51.5 million, from roughly $249.1
million to $197.6 million, while its FCI declined from 16.26 percent to 12.44 percent.

The primary reason for the decrease was UNI’'s decision to align building-system lifecycle
assumptions with Gordian-recommended useful lives. The change provides a more current
basis for measuring condition, but it also illustrates why year-to-year changes in deferred
maintenance and FCI need to be interpreted in the context of assessment methodology.

UNI nevertheless completed approximately $4.4 million in deferred-maintenance projects during
FY 2026, including approximately $3.9 million in General Fund facilities and approximately
$526,000 in utility-related work. Major items included roof replacements, building-envelope
repairs, HYAC and plumbing improvements, and other building-system renewal.

UNI is also actively managing the size and use of its physical plant. During FY 2026, the
university razed Campbell Hall, removing approximately 131,000 gross square feet from its
inventory. It continues to review underutilized space, reallocate space as programs move into
newer or more accessible facilities, and incorporate deferred-maintenance work into major
renovation projects such as the Applied Engineering Building and Commons modernization
projects.

Systemwide Outlook

The Regent universities collectively manage approximately 19.2 million gross square feet of
GEF-supported facilities with a current replacement value of approximately $12.3 billion.
Preserving that investment is a continuing obligation that extends beyond individual capital
projects or annual appropriations.

The report shows substantial ongoing investment by each university, but deferred-maintenance
needs remain significant and facility-condition trends differ by institution. Maintaining or
improving the condition of the Regent physical plant will require sustained reinvestment,
targeted Major Maintenance, comprehensive renovation, strategic replacement or demolition of
obsolete facilities, careful management of new space, and continued State participation in major
capital needs.

Future Facilities Governance Reports should continue to focus on a limited set of consistent
measures over time, including deferred maintenance and its rate of change; FCI and
institutional condition trends; annual Building Repair investment relative to CRV; completed
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deferred-maintenance and Major Maintenance projects; deferred maintenance incorporated into
five-year capital plans; changes in GEF-supported square footage; and classroom and
laboratory utilization.

These measures should help the Board determine not only how much is being spent on
facilities, but whether investment and portfolio decisions are sufficient to preserve the State’s
existing capital investment and improve the long-term condition of the Regent physical plant.



