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Background

The OSU Space Planning Task Force was established in January 2005 by Provost and Executive Vice President Sabah Randhawa to assess the university’s present space allocation and to develop processes to use our space more effectively as well as to guide investments in facilities. The focus of the Task Force was on space assigned to academic units. For example, we did not consider space assigned to the Memorial Union, University Housing and Dining Services and other non-academic units. As noted in the charge to the Task Force,

“Space is a critical resource at OSU. It is imperative that OSU allocates and manages space effectively as it develops new programs and existing programs evolve and change over time. The Space Planning Task Force will advise University leadership on policies that

· are consistent with the philosophy that all space belongs to the University,

· enable long-term growth of OSU educational, research, and outreach programs, 

· maintain state-of-the-art facilities through regular upgrade investments and a consistent program of operations and maintenance, and

· are responsive to changing programmatic needs.

The policies will provide a framework for making decisions regarding space and resolving conflicts among multiple user groups.

Specific issues that deserve careful assessment by the Task Force include:

1. Linkage between space allocation and units’ mission, goals and outcomes.

2. Space standards that accommodate diversity of needs and functions, while recognizing the condition of space.

3. Space audit and reallocation process that ensures periodic assessment of space needs and adjustment in allocated space.

4. Processes for upgrades to existing facilities as well as operations and maintenance.

5. Transparency, consistency, and fairness in application of policies across the institution.

6. Management of university’s classroom space.

7. Assessment of best practices for allocation and management of space in a university setting.

8. Potential for using a space allocation model for space allocation.

9. Ability to leverage resources to achieve maximum results.”
There are several fundamental questions underlying the charge to the Task Force:

1. What space do we have?

2. How do we allocate space?

3. Do allocations reflect need?

4. How do we maintain and upgrade space?

5. What are our future needs?

In addressing these questions, the Task Force worked under the following underlying assumptions

· Buildings represent the permanence of the University

· We do not follow a top-down model of space allocation

· Classrooms need to serve multiple purposes

· Changes occur frequently in research and educational needs

· We must manage space with limited resources for operating costs and improvements
· There is increasing emphasis on sustainability

· The campus should be zoned to reflect usage

· Facilities have been neglected

· There are underlying problems with perceived ownership and responsibility; funds do not necessarily flow according to responsibility

· Other universities may provide alternative models

· Knowledge of usage and needs is poor

The Task Force also reviewed the present university process for determining actual and allowable space allocations. Appendix 1 describes space definitions and methods for determining allowable and allocated space. Appendix 2 shows the present allocations and allowances for each unit in the University

The Task Force organized itself into four subgroups to consider these issues:

1. Space Inventory

2. Classrooms

3. Flexible Space 

4. Neighborhood Planning.

Each subgroup developed a report and a set of recommendations that are included as appendices as follows:

· Appendix 3. Space Inventory Report

· Appendix 4. Classroom Space Report

· Appendix 5. Flexible Space Report

· Appendix 6. Neighborhood Planning Report

The Classroom Space report has two appendices as well.

The major findings and recommendations are included in this final report.

We thank the faculty and staff who participated in the subgroups as well as those who provided comments, accompanied tours of facilities, and otherwise supported the Task Force.
I. Introduction

Oregon State University has about 6.8 million ft2 of assignable space, including off-campus space. Of this total, about 2.3 million ft2 is assigned to academic units on campus. The remaining space is off campus, assigned to auxiliaries, administration, and other non-academic units, or consists of common spaces (hallways, building services, etc.). The space allocated to academic units represents an enormous asset for the university to meet its teaching, research, and service mission. However, in many ways, the current allocation of space does not reflect the strategic needs and plans of the university. Moreover, many spaces have been neglected over the years and are thus not being used effectively. University classrooms are a particular class of space that is not allocated to a specific academic unit but are essential to the functioning of the teaching enterprise. 

Several challenges underlie the charge to the Task Force by the Provost. Space is a sensitive topic at all universities, in part because research and educational needs are continuously evolving, yet the culture of academia is resistant to shifts in allocations. Unlike the corporate world where offices are physically rearranged on a regular basis, university departments and colleges tend to view space as permanent and somewhat sacrosanct. Because units often invest their resources into upgrade and maintenance, they are reluctant to let go. Thus change tends to come slowly in developing new approaches to allocation and investment in space.

Because of nearly two decades of limited funding, the university has many facilities that are in distressed states of repair. Moreover, advances in research and teaching now demand more of existing facilities. For example, many analytical facilities need to be medical grade in terms of cleanliness, metal-free, etc. to support state-of-the-art research. Classrooms require network connectivity and computer projectors as well as acoustics, lighting, and furniture to accommodate new methods of instruction. 

Recent growth in both the teaching and research enterprises at the university has resulted in a shortage of adequate space. Now is the time, as OSU prepares for its first University Campaign, to assess our present allocation policies and strategies and to develop new processes that will guide our investments and allocations more strategically. We recognize that change will come slowly; we are not proposing a wholesale, immediate change in our present allocations. However, by starting now, we can begin to bring our present ad hoc system into closer alignment with the strategic interests of the university. The present system is driven largely by history and investment by individual units, resulting in a sense that space belongs to the individual or the unit, rather than to the university. Overcoming this barrier will require a sustained pattern of investment by the university coupled with an open and fair process for allocation and development of both existing and new space.

II. Space Inventory

 “…overall status/availability of campus space is not commonly known” – OSU Facilities Services survey response

Fundamental to any strategy of space allocation, maintenance, renovation, or improvement is the availability of a reliable and powerful space inventory. We need sufficient information about who is assigned to a specific space, what it is being used for, its capabilities, and its quality. Such information can be compared with unit needs and allocation and the strategic plan of the university to develop effective and efficient plans for management and development of campus space.

The present inventory focuses on “usable” space, which is then subdivided into “non-assignable” (sometimes referred to as “unassigned”) and “assignable” space. Non-assignable space includes elements such as building operations, public space, and common areas. Assignable space is linked to a unit or department. The formal definitions used by OSU Facilities Services are described in Appendix 1. Applying these definitions and the associated processes can be used to derive “assigned” and “allowable” spaces by unit. The present inventory can be found in Appendix 2. One of the concerns with the present inventory system is the lack of clear and consistent rules and data definitions (known as a data dictionary in the data base world). For example, are measurements made to the inside of the walls or to the outside? How do we account for built-in furniture and cabinets? Many of these may seem trivial, but with the enormous amount of space at OSU, small differences can add up. Consistent definitions of space assignments (e.g., departmental research, sponsored research, public service, etc.) need to be developed and applied. Facilities Services is presently installing a new data base system, and the system must provide information in an open, predictable, understandable, and consistent manner.

Another shortcoming of the present inventory is its lack of richness in regards to the quality and capability of the space. Although these characteristics can be subjective, there are some metrics that would help identify key capabilities of a particular space. Such an inventory would be built up over time, and there would need to be safeguards against making it overly complex and subjective. 

In addition to investment and allocation, space inventory information is used in the negotiations of the Finance and Administrative (F&A) rate with the federal government. The amount of space devoted to research and the level of university investment is one of the most important variables governing future levels of the F&A rate. Another use of inventory information is for the university’s budget rebasing process which is attempting to identify revenues and costs on a per unit basis. The issue of university-maintained versus non-maintained space as well as the amount and types of space are fundamental to the cost model of this process.

Because of the importance of the space inventory and because of extensive skepticism about the accuracy of the existing inventory, we established a space inventory subgroup to review the present inventory and to make recommendations concerning future capabilities of the inventory. Along with the basic accuracy of the inventory, the subgroup examined the richness and completeness of the data base (for example, are all research laboratories identical?) and consistency of the application of the definitions (i.e., categorization of spaces) and their assignment (e.g., are anterooms consistently assigned to departments or to Facilities Services?) 

It is apparent that the university needs a single inventory with sufficient capability to serve multiple needs. It must be open (with appropriate quality and authentication controls) for unit-based updating and correcting. The inventory should ultimately be used to assess the effectiveness of our space utilization; that is, is a space being used in a manner commensurate with its capabilities, condition, and location? For example, a lab with fume hoods, HVAC, and deionized water that is being used for graduate student offices may appear to be an ineffective use of that space. However, if these capabilities are not functional because of a lack of maintenance funds, then office space may be an effective use. Such knowledge should initially be applied at a high level (say, by building floor) rather than by room as the amount of information that needs to be collected and validated is enormous. However, even information at such a coarse granularity as a building floor would help to identify areas worthy of further investigation.

III. Classrooms

“Many of the classrooms are overcrowded, with desks crammed in so tight that people can't get into their chairs.” – OSU Facilities Services survey response

The Subgroup on Classroom Space (SCS) focused its attention upon OSU’s pressing needs for classroom space. There is a need for a standing committee to address ongoing and long-term issues relating to instructional space, and this will be addressed at the end of the report.

Given these circumstances, the SCS focused on the following four priorities:

· Strengthen OSU’s commitment to improve and maintain the condition of general-purpose classrooms.

· Implement scheduling technology, procedures and policies for efficient and effective management and use of OSU’s classroom space resources.

· Access all available classroom space, both general purpose and departmental, to meet the critical need for classroom access that has been created by increased student enrollment and an expanding curriculum.

· Establish a permanent Instructional Space Subcommittee.

The classroom is the site of perhaps the most important activity conducted at the University. It is the university’s common space where students and teachers interact, and it should be conducive to the creation of an optimal learning environment. The committee conducted an assessment of the condition of the university’s general-purpose and departmental classrooms. The assessment revealed that many of the general-purpose classrooms are in a state of disrepair and neglect, and are an embarrassment to OSU. A systematic and comprehensive upgrade of the general-purpose classrooms is critically needed to improve the teaching and learning environment at OSU and to make our classrooms comparable to those in the best land grant universities in the country. Specifically, classroom upgrade and upkeep includes attention to such things as blinds, blackboards, furniture, instructional technology equipment, light, environment (temperature, acoustics), and general appearance.
In recent years, the OSU’s annual budget has committed $100,000 for classroom upgrades. Given the state of disrepair documented in the classroom assessment, the current level of funding is clearly inadequate. With the current budget, only the most glaring deficiencies in classroom conditions can be addressed, and only three of the 129 general-purpose classrooms can be renovated each year. Depending on the type of classroom and the use it receives, the renovation cycle for a classroom should be 10-15 years, rather than the current rate, which equates to 43 years. An immediate infusion of funds is necessary in this year’s budget to address the woeful state of classroom conditions, and a 3-to-4-fold increase in the current annual funding commitment is required to cover routine annual repairs and to allow 9-12 classrooms to be renovated annually. Increasing the rate of classroom renovation will also hasten the university’s compliance with ADA requirements for classroom access for people with disabilities.
While the general-purpose classrooms are indeed the university’s common space that is used by all departments, one of the reasons they can fall into a state of neglect and disrepair is that the users do not feel a sense of ownership or responsibility for them. As an adjunct to a much greater budgetary commitment to its classrooms, it is recommended that OSU establish an “Adopt-a-Classroom” program, whereby departments would monitor the condition of the classrooms proximate to their offices. Departments would not assume financial responsibility for the upkeep of these classrooms. The Instructional Space Committee should work out the specifics of how this program could work to help the OSU maintain the appearance and functionality of its general-purpose classrooms. Such a program, coupled with an institutional priority to create and maintain effective teaching and learning environments, will result in classrooms that are a source of pride for OSU. Visitors and the families of prospective students often observe that OSU has a beautiful campus, which is a strongly positive factor in student recruitment. We must make a commitment to our classrooms so that they, too, can make a favorable impression and become a positive factor for student retention.
OSU has 129 general-purpose classrooms and 54 departmental classrooms (departmental seminar rooms, of which there are 44, are not considered classrooms for the purpose of this report). It should be noted that inequities exist in the assignment or “ownership” of departmental classrooms; many departments have none. Among the colleges with multiple departments (Agricultural Sciences, Engineering, Liberal Arts, Science, Health and Human Sciences), 24 departments have departmental classrooms; 21 (47%) do not. With Business, Education, Forestry, Oceanic and Atmospheric Sciences, Pharmacy and Veterinary Medicine, the classrooms are, for the most part, associated with the colleges, not departments. 

The need for access to classroom space has become critical as a result of OSU’s growing student enrollment, the multiple time and credit formats for courses taught, the tendency for classes to be heavily scheduled on Tuesday and Thursdays and between the hours of 9:00AM and 4:00PM, and the plan to close buildings for reconstruction and renovation (Apperson and Education halls). According to the classroom utilization standard set by the Oregon University System, a classroom is expected to be scheduled 33 hours per week. OUS has also set a standard of 20 hours per week for student station utilization, which combines the average number of hours a classroom is used times the percentage of stations (seats) used during that time. Data from the 2002, 2003 and 2004 fall terms show that general-purpose classrooms had an average utilization rate of 89% (29.4hr) and an average student station utilization rate of 103% (20.5hr). For these same terms, departmental classrooms had a utilization rate of 51% (16.7hr) and a student station utilization rate of 58% (11.5hr) for scheduled classes. While general-purpose classrooms are being scheduled for near maximal use, capacity exists with the departmental classrooms to provide access and flexibility for class scheduling. 
In conclusion, with the Kelley Engineering Building occupancy in Fall 2005, there are two additional general university classrooms available for scheduling by the Registrar’s Office. This may mitigate some of the utilization rates. New construction of classrooms is not within a reasonable planning timeline to mitigate enrollment increases; therefore it may be beneficial to evaluate scheduling habits of existing departmental classrooms to find additional times for central scheduling.

IV. Flexible Space

“I find it strange that there are many unoccupied spaces that could be utilized and many departments that need more space.” OSU Facilities Services survey response

Complete allocation of university space makes it difficult to build up new programs or to renovate large expanses of space in a systematic manner. Without some bank of unallocated space, these activities tend to occur in a piecemeal manner. For example, new programs often are assigned to locations that may make little programmatic sense but this may be the only available space.
The intent is to create a system where units voluntarily give up space in return for access to resources (BUC, Deferred Maintenance or other funds), which they could use to renovate their remaining space. Units might also wish to surrender access to space to reduce their exposure to calculated “costs” for space (e.g. related to the budget rebasing exercise). The system would create two primary types of flexible space (“flexspace”).

1) Space for programs to occupy temporarily during the renovation of their “home” space

2) Space needed for new programs where the needs occur on timelines that are too short for space negotiations to take place (at least as they currently occur).

Allocation of such flexspace would consider the value of the space to the OSU community. Criteria would include type of space, size, quality, and age, plus location (e.g. central or on the periphery), contiguous (i.e. a single lot, rather than individual, scattered rooms). The process would include appropriate funding for renovation, if needed.

Units that relinquish space would be placed in the university “space bank” under the authority of the Provost and Facilities Services during the remodeling process, and then reallocated by Facilities Services for new uses after basic refurbishment as part of the flexspace process.
V. Neighborhood Planning

“No apparent logic to assignment of space” – OSU Facilities Services survey response
The subgroup on neighborhood planning examined the application of the concepts of “neighborhoods” and neighborhood planning at Oregon State University. It refined the principles and process of neighborhood planning within the context of a dynamic space and land use planning paradigm for application at Oregon State University.

There are several goals for taking a neighborhood approach to planning. These include:

· To have a functional guide for the co-location of spaces and uses at all levels (e.g. buildings, departments, programs, etc.)

· To identify interdisciplinary programs which act as a point of synergy for a significant number of teaching and research faculty through co-location of core facilities and services

· To implement a planning process that is inclusive and creates a sense of ownership of space and place

· To gain an understanding of the space needs and functions, building needs and functions, and adjacencies of space by aligning and benchmarking neighborhood plans with the OSU Campus Master Plan.

Neighborhoods provide seamless transitions between areas of campus and can reflect the diverse nature of the educational enterprise.  While neighborhoods provide identity, flavor, and character, they are not disconnected from their surrounding communities.  In fact, they should remain dependent on other neighborhoods for a portion of their livelihood.

VI. Task Force Findings and Recommendations

A. Immediate Actions 
To realize its ambitions, OSU must move from its crisis-driven approach to space planning and allocation to a process that is proactive and advances the strategic goals of the university. The goal should be an open, strategically-driven process. Units are used to a system that is often ad hoc and appears arbitrary, and decisions and complex plans can be derailed at any point in the process. Moreover, the general lack of funds for investment in facilities has created an enormous pool of demand for teaching and research space improvements that will need to be addressed. 

The fundamental recommendation of the Task Force is that a permanent University Space Committee needs to be established to develop the necessary processes and increase the level of trust that the space allocation process is sustainable and fair. The University Space Committee needs to report to the Provost, and its membership should represent unit heads and faculty as well as key administration leaders who will take a broad view of the strategic needs of OSU, with staff support from Facilities Services and Finance and Administration. OSU must commit to supporting the processes and decisions developed by the committee as well as increasing the level of university investment in teaching and research facilities. Simply rearranging existing space allocations will not lead to strategic-based planning.

Although our proposed process is more formal than what is presently in place, it should lead to a more effective balance between centralized and distributed planning between and within units. The present system at OSU does not encourage innovation or reallocation but rather encourages units to hold onto existing space even if it is not being used effectively. There are few incentives to invest in space other than to retain it for use in future negotiations. Most of our peer institutions have such a space committee, although many committees get engaged in the details of space assignments rather than a more strategic view of allocations and investments.

The Task Force considered the concept of “effectiveness” which would have several components, including:

· Value of the space

· Operations and maintenance costs

· Relative use (research, instruction, administration, etc.)

· Quality of space, including available services and infrastructure

· Location (zone) of space

· Constraints on usage (e.g., safety, donor restrictions, etc.)

· Building historical factors.

There may be other components and these need to be clearly defined. However, in a sense “effectiveness” begins to define value which then could be used to develop a market-driven system. Units might be encouraged to trade, reallocate, or invest in space to increase the overall effectiveness of their space. One of the objectives of the University Space Committee must be to define the model used to evaluate effectiveness.

Some examples might help clarify this concept. Suppose a large room in the center of campus is being used to store files and papers. This might not appear to be effective but further analysis reveals that the room is not air conditioned, does not have computer networking, and is not accessible except via stairs. Thus storage in the campus core might be effective use of this particular space. On the other hand, a room being used as a classroom might have fume hoods, a deionized water supply, and air conditioning that would make it suitable as a research or teaching laboratory. However, the space might be isolated from other research-intensive spaces, thus decreasing its effectiveness as a research space. An evaluation of effectiveness will be a combination of more detailed inventory information and the neighborhood planning concept. Moreover, the effectiveness metric could be used to guide both reallocation of space as well as facility investments (e.g., addition of air conditioning might greatly improve the effectiveness of a laboratory). Ultimately, such decisions will need to be made in the context of the strategic needs of the university.

In its first years, the University Space Committee should concentrate on space allocations and investments in the campus core, which is the most valuable in regards to the teaching and research missions of the university. By taking a series of small, but important actions, the University Space Committee will build up a systematic approach to space allocation and investment that has been lacking for several decades. Rather than proscribing the specific actions that the University Space Committee should undertake, the Task Force recommends that the Committee examine the following issues and begin to develop appropriate policies and procedures.

1. Space Inventory

Recommendation 1.1
The space inventory process needs to be made consistent, straightforward and accessible. Units must be accountable for the accuracy of their inventory. The process by which they are accountable should be clear.

To meet this requirement, the space inventory must have the following attributes and capabilities:

· Types of space must be documented and applied consistently.

· The definitions for office space, class labs or research space needs to be consistently applied across the university, both for F&A purposes, and for allocation purposes. The definitions need to be simple. Overly complex definitions will not be applied, or they may be circumvented or obstructed. 

· Technical definitions of space must be consistent, e.g. inclusion or exclusion of walls, halls, mechanical space, etc.

· Units need to be able to review, edit and validate the inventory.

· There should be a single space inventory that can be accessed, reviewed, and revised by those who are in a position to “ground truth” it.

· The system must be accountable to the university to prevent units from manipulating the space inventory.
· The inventory system should be web-based so that it can be edited at the unit level. This space inventory system should be instituted as soon as possible. The inventory should be set up with permissions for unit managers (e.g. business managers). 

· We recognize that this system will not work perfectly at first. However, our current system of multiple inventories has lost the confidence of the people who rely on it. A process by which the units provide ongoing input to the system should be set up to allow the system to gain credibility.

· The space inventory process must recognize that there are ongoing transitions in space assignments and utilization.

· Definitions of space will only represent a “snapshot” of space allocation, relevant for that moment. Decision making should be based on an integrated view of use and needs over time

· Any inventory must recognize that there are “accidents of history” in the present allocation of space.

· Inventory definitions must be sufficiently flexible to accommodate the realities of the space we have, and who occupies it. For example, many faculty offices in older buildings are significantly larger than 150 ft2.

· One cannot hold a unit to unrealistic average space utilization if the space does not accommodate it. In addition, many units have occupied a specific space for many years and even decades. In many cases, much more would be lost, in terms of disruption of programs, morale, productivity, relationships to surrounding units, etc., than would be gained by reallocating space.

Recommendation 1.2
Allocation standards must be relevant to the mission and strategic goals of OSU.

The allocation process must take the following requirements into consideration.

· It must be appropriate for the mission and culture of the units at our campus. Standards designed by organizations that view academia broadly may not be appropriate at OSU, where the emphasis of specific disciplines may need more or less of a type of space. Otherwise, our university will find itself either fitting our academic units into space models that are designed for other needs, or simply refusing to accept the results of the output of the model. An example might be the different needs of anthropology departments of equal quality but different disciplinary emphasis. If one has an anthropology department that has a strong physical anthropology focus, it will have a different set of space needs than one with a cultural anthropology focus. The university space model should be sufficiently flexible to reflect these differences, either by considering course offerings and type of proposals funded or some other reasonable metric, as opposed to the current model of historical precedent.

· We as a university need to make the choices of what academic units we wish to emphasize, how we wish to support them, and what their disciplinary concentration might be. We should not have our academic emphasis driven by space availability or models. OSU’s space inventory must meet new requirements that will emerge as research and education activities evolve.

· Many of the present standards are based on past practices without consideration of future needs. For example, more research labs are based on shared processes and instrumentation within a group of faculty and thus require larger amounts of contiguous space rather than a series of small labs assigned to individual faculty. Increasing information technology needs require more space, power, HVAC, and networking to accommodate multiple computers, large display screens, etc. The amount of heat loading will increase, and conventional, small offices may not provide sufficient airflow.

Recommendation 1.3
Comparisons of unit allocations versus unit space allowances should be used only to identify areas for further investigation

· The Allowance/Allocation report in Appendix 2 shows that most units are short of space relative to their allowance, with a few exceptions. However, much of the variance between allowance and allocation can be justified. For example, the allowance standards are based on national standards and may not reflect the actual needs of OSU programs.

· The University Space Committee should use the Allowance/Allocation report as a starting point for further refinement of allowance standards, rather than as a tool to readjust allocations.

· The category of class laboratory space may distort the Allowance/Allocation report because of incorrect assumptions regarding allowable space for these types of activities. For example, the report shows large space allowances for units generating high values of Student Credit Hours (SCH), although the teaching function can be adequately supported with much less space than the allowance.
Recommendation 1.4
The space inventory needs to capture high-level metrics of quality that are relevant for assessing maintenance costs, planning and investment. Priorities will need to be set on what information we can collect now versus the next 5 years.

· A first order need is to capture the presence or absence of critical infrastructure, such as fume hoods, HVAC, deionized water, networking, power capabilities, air flow, etc. This should be done initially at the “per floor” basis for each building in the campus core. Over the next few years, this approach can be extended down into individual rooms and out to buildings outside the core.

· Information collected during room remodels should be captured in the inventory.  The university pays a large amount for information that is often lost because it is not readily accessible to those who are working with the space.

· Developing a robust, digitally-based plan center to manage University building floor plans would greatly benefit the space inventory process.

· Location on campus should also be factored into this assessment, but this is more effectively considered within a neighborhood zoning framework. Moreover, the OSU Strategic Plan should also help guide decisions regarding neighborhood zones.
· Assessment of the condition of space will require a new set of metrics, such as utility, maintenance, custodial services, etc. Development of these metrics will require an independent review in collaboration with the units.

· These metrics will form the basis for an eventual evaluation of the effectiveness of space utilization.

2. Classrooms

Recommendation 2.1
OSU should establish a standing committee to set and implement policies regarding the University’s instructional space, to manage utilization of this resource, and to work with the appropriate offices on campus (Academic Success Center, the Center for Teaching and Learning) to support the creation of environments that promote effective instruction and learning. This would be a subcommittee of the University Space Committee

· Some examples of the subcommittee’s purview and responsibilities include: 

· work with OSU administration to ensure a recurring budgetary commitment to OSU’s classrooms,

· work with Facilities Services to determine the priorities for projects to upgrade instructional space, 

· develop a formula for directing University funds to support departmental instructional space in return for general University access, 

· work collaboratively with faculty, departments and colleges to better utilize the range of days and hours of the week that are available for course scheduling, 
· work collaboratively with departments and colleges to determine the times that departmental classrooms are available for general purpose use, 

· develop and implement an Adopt-a-Classroom program, 

· assist the Registrar’s Office in the implementation and use of its classroom scheduling software,

· collect faculty feedback on classroom conditions (particularly those not apparent through visual inspection, such as temperature and acoustics),

· merge and bring consistency to the separate classroom inventories maintained by Facilities Services and in BANNER, and

· provide faculty input into the creation and design of a new building primarily or exclusively dedicated for instructional purposes.

· The Instructional Space Subcommittee would report to the Provost through the University Space Committee, and include faculty and student members, members from Finance and Administration (e.g., Space Planning Office, Preventive Maintenance Crew) and the Registrar’s Office, and that the director of the Center for Teaching and Learning be an ex officio member.

Recommendation 2.2
Upgrading classroom conditions must be made an immediate and recurring priority in the OSU budget.

· An immediate and recurring infusion of funds is necessary to address the woeful state of classroom conditions, and a 3-to-4-fold increase in the current annual funding commitment is required to cover routine annual repairs and to allow 9-12 classrooms to be renovated annually. Increasing the rate of classroom renovation will also hasten the OSU’s compliance with ADA requirements for classroom access for people with disabilities.
· Faculty input is essential in determining classroom upgrade priorities, and the Instructional Space Subcommittee should be responsible for gathering and coordinating this input.

· OSU’s commitment to the upgrade and maintenance of its general-purpose classrooms must be consistent and recurring. Doing so will build trust with departments and colleges with departmental classrooms, who will be providing access for general-purpose use (see recommendation 2.4 below). University funds should also contribute to the upkeep and maintenance of departmental classrooms and labs.
Recommendation 2.3
OSU should implement use of CollegeNET Series 25 Scheduling Solution software, and all general-purpose and departmental classrooms should be included in a common, centralized scheduling database.

· OSU needs to cease using a non-automated process that is labor intensive and makes inefficient use of our limited instructional space. Each term, the Registrar’s Office collaborates with the academic units to schedule approximately 7000 class sections. OSU faculty and administration should develop a consensus and resolve to improve, automate, and accelerate the scheduling of classroom space.

· Although there may be resistance to changing to the software because faculty could be assigned to classrooms other than the ones they are used to teaching in, faculty will be well served by the software’s ability to match their needs to the room assigned. The software will be able to match room size with class size, instructional requirements with room features, and incorporate proximity considerations. In addition, the software can control access to rooms, so that departments can retain exclusive access to their classrooms for the times negotiated.
Recommendation 2.4
Departmental classrooms should be made available for limited general-purpose instructional use.
· The amount of university access to departmental classrooms should be determined in a collaborative manner and accomplished over a transitional period. It is understood that the scheduled use of departmental classrooms, cited above, might underestimate their actual use, since departments also use these classrooms for activities that are not formally scheduled. Entering all classrooms into a common database and scheduling all use though scheduling software will document actual usage. These data will be taken into account to lessen general-purpose access to a departmental classroom when departmental use is high. 
· A reasonable goal would be to allow access for general purpose scheduling of the classroom for eight hours per week between the hours of 9:00am and 3:00pm. Outside of the agreed upon times for general-purpose use, the departmental classroom would be reserved for departmental use.
3. Flexible Space

Recommendation 3.1
OSU should create a FlexSpace subcommittee reporting to the University Space Committee with responsibilities for the development and oversight of procedures to create and allocate flexible space (“flexspace”) that can be used to support new programs or renovations of existing space.

· The FlexSpace subcommittee should:

· Identify and renovate space for flexspace and other new and ongoing uses. This committee would work in parallel with academic units (and not replace their renovation activities) to find and refit space.

· Develop an RFP for a flexspace reallocation and renovation program

· Proactively search for opportunities to create flexspace

Recommendation 3.2
OSU should work to provide the subcommittee with an initial annual budget sufficient to renovate 2000 ft2/yr

· This process will require the smooth transfer of responsibility of space from the original unit to the unit supervising renovations to the new unit.

· A standard flexspace MOU should set boundary conditions for 1) the maximum time of occupancy 2) allowable uses 3) a process for units to transition out of flexspace. This document should not be overly specific, but should try to preclude units holding onto flexspace permanently or using it for unauthorized purposes. It should also require that someone take responsibility for the costs of moving units out of flexspace before a unit moves in. Facilities Services would be responsible for drafting and recording the MOU and also notify the department with a schedule for vacating and moving.
· There should be a clear, transparent process by which units can request space. A request for space (RFS) would need to include: 1) the identification of the unit’s needs in terms of type, use, program need, proximities to other programs (both within and out of the “home” college) and 2) the specific benefits the unit and the university would gain by granting access to that space. A similar process could also be used if the flexspace will be acquired through leasing.

· After three years, this process for the creation of flexspace should be examined and evaluated for effectiveness. If sufficient flexspace is not being created, or if costs are prohibitive, a system wherein the space committee is given more leeway in recruiting space from units should be considered.

B. Long-Term Issues for the University Space Committee
There are a set of structural and procedural issues that the university and the University Space Committee will need to confront over the next few years. However, these can be addressed as part of a long-term, sustained commitment to improving university facilities and bringing space allocations in line with the strategic needs of the university.

Finding 1. Significant investment is needed to bring many underutilized spaces up to standard

It is apparent that many spaces in the core of the campus are substandard, used inappropriately, or substantially underutilized. However, one cannot simply reassign them or move in new operations. Many laboratories cannot accommodate modern research as they may lack necessary HVAC, metal-free cabinetry, adequate high-quality electricity, etc. that are commonly required for state-of-the-art instrumentation. Lecture rooms may not be able accommodate modern methods of teaching; moreover, many fundamental capabilities (acoustics, lighting, furniture) are often substandard. Modest upgrades to laboratory space in Weniger Hall, for example, run about $150/ft2 which means the potential costs would be enormous. Decades of underfunding and neglect are apparent throughout much of the campus. 

Considerations
· As we begin an investment process, it must be driven by the strategic needs of the OSU with full and continuing input by units and faculty. This process must be driven by a strong requirements-gathering component and strong project management to ensure that investments are done thoughtfully and effectively. It cannot be an ad hoc process driven by behind-the-scenes lobbying. 

Finding 2. A neighborhood zoning approach to university functions would help us to make rational reallocation decisions.

There are many functions that are presently located in the campus core that do not meet the policies set forth in the OSU Campus Master Plan. These functions are candidates for relocation to an off-campus site or at least on the periphery of Sector C of the main campus. Such zones should take into account the functions needed to meet the primary missions of the university and would benefit from a specific spatial location or co-location with related functions.

Considerations
· The campus core should be zoned for those functions directly related to education, research, and service that are the primary mission of the university. Support functions do not necessarily need to be located in the main campus.

· The university should develop an overall neighborhood zoning process, building on the 2005 Campus Master Plan. This knowledge, when combined with information on the utilization and value of space, should underpin future space investments and reallocation strategies. Any zoning process should be overseen by the OSU Campus Planning Committee.
· Any relocations or rezoning must evaluate the quality of the new space in the context of its intended use (research, teaching, etc.) and ensure that there is a connection between location and function. For example, some support services carried out by colleges should remain physically close to faculty because of the high level of personal interaction. Other support services, such as Facilities Services, can be located on the campus periphery. Other spaces may be low quality for research, but perfectly adequate for large enrollment classrooms. 

· Zoning decisions cannot rely on simple metrics of space utilization, although such metrics should be developed. For example, transitions are always occurring as programs and faculty numbers grow or shift their emphases. Thus a snapshot metric may not be accurate. Moreover, a simple utilization metric may not account for the quality of the space which may be responsible for an apparently low utilization.

· The process should be inclusive and recognize that needs and capabilities will evolve over time so that any plan will need to be regularly evaluated and updated.

Finding 3. The OSU Capital Projects process is not well-integrated with an overall zoning and investment strategy for the university.

Every two years, units are invited to submit facility concepts as part of the State of Oregon budget process. These projects are ranked internally and then submitted to OUS. The entire OUS submission is then ranked and submitted to the Governor who may or may not include specific projects in the budget proposal. Ultimately the list is used by the Legislature to develop its final capital facility budget for OUS. 

Although this is a well-established programmatic process, it is disconnected from any space strategy for the campus. For example, OSU Extended Campus proposed a major renovation of Waldo Hall; does this function need to be in the campus core or could it be located elsewhere? Thus the budget formulation process should be linked with an overall space strategy as well. These projects are evaluated for their compatibility with the Campus Master Plan, but that is the extent of the strategic planning.

Considerations
· An overall siting process needs to be established for the OSU Capital Projects process and under the purview of the OSU Campus Planning Committee.

· All capital projects should be evaluated in regards to location and function in the context of the strategic needs of the university.

Finding 4. As new buildings and space become available, there should be a process whereby vacated space or unallocated space in a new building can be fairly assigned to units.

Although OSU has not built many new buildings in the past decade, new buildings may result from the OSU Campaign. Units have often been reluctant to relinquish control over their older, previously occupied space once they move into the new facility. Also, the new facility has often been designed and built to accommodate future growth in programs, resulting in empty or underutilized space for several years as the program grows.

We recognize that there are often legitimate reasons for such practices, but the University Space Committee should review unit plans for all new facilities for relinquishment of existing space as well as occupancy plans for the new space. Such plans should address reasons for retaining space (such as program growth) as well as temporary “loans” of new space to other units during the growth phase. In some cases, this space could be considered part of a flexspace bank.

Considerations
· All new projects should develop detailed plans for relinquishment of old space and a timeline for occupancy of new space. These plans should demonstrate that any increase in space allocation can be justified in terms of programmatic needs and growth.

· If space is either relinquished or available for temporary loan, the project plan should develop a process for temporary assignment or reassignment of these spaces.

· The University Space Committee should review and evaluate these plans and ensure that they are consistent with the university’s strategic needs.

VII. Summary

Space is fundamental to the mission of OSU and to its aspirations. The present system of allocation and investment is not sustainable, nor does it serve the strategic needs of the university. With the onset of the University Campaign as well as increasing investment by the State of Oregon in university facilities, it is essential that we begin to develop open, sustainable processes to allocate space and to guide our investments. This should begin with a series of small, but important steps to build trust and confidence in the process. A University Space Committee, reporting to the Provost, is a critical first step.

The University Space Committee will need to confront many critical issues, but we recommend that it start by focusing on the campus core. It should start by developing an accurate and effective space inventory that builds off the existing Facilities Services survey. This inventory should contain sufficient information to begin to develop an index of “effectiveness” for space utilization, at least at the per floor level for buildings in the campus core. This can be expanded over time to include areas outside the core as well as drill down to more detail. The inventory should also be used to examine allocation and allowance standards that are relevant to the strategic needs of OSU. 

The University Space Committee should establish an Instructional Space Subcommittee that will help guide investments in classrooms. The subcommittee should also work with units that wish to participate in an “adopt-a-classroom” pilot program to ensure that university classrooms are maintained. Regular use of departmental classrooms for university-wide needs should also be evaluated and tested.

The University Space Committee should work with the university to develop a pool of flexible space that can be allocated temporarily to accommodate program growth or to allow units to renovate large blocks of space. This subcommittee should develop procedures to allow units to request such flexspace.

In the longer term, the university must confront issues of strategic investments in facilities, a neighborhood approach to planning and zoning, development and siting of new buildings, and plans for moving programs into new spaces. These issues acknowledge that the university will be successful in creating new spaces, and that it must have an effective process for planning and allocation. This process should be the responsibility of the Campus Planning Committee.
As noted in the charge to the Task Force, “all space belongs to the university.” Now is the time for OSU to make the necessary investments and develop open, sustainable processes to manage these investments in a manner that advances its strategic goals.
Appendices
Appendix 1. Assigned and Allowable Space: Definitions and Process
Appendix 2. Present Allocations of Assigned and Allowable Space by Unit
Appendix 3. Report of the Space Inventory Subgroup
Appendix 4. Report of the Classroom Space Subgroup

Appendix 4.1 Comparison of Classroom Scheduling Software


Appendix 4.2 Classroom Utilization Survey

Appendix 5. Report of the Flexible Space Subgroup

Appendix 6. Report of the Neighborhood Planning Subgroup

Appendix 1. Assigned and Allowable Space: Definitions and Process

PURPOSE
The Assigned-Allowable Space Allocation Report was developed for use as a management tool to assist Deans, Directors and Department Heads with their college and/or departmental space allocation. The report is also used by Facilities Services as a part of the OSU Space Allocation Model. This report provides data for the Phase I Tactical Overview when evaluating space requests from both administrative and academic departments. The tactical view is an overview study of the current space assignments for four (4) categories:

1. Office and Related Support Space

2. Class Laboratories and Related Support Space

3. Research Laboratories and Related Support Space

4. Other Space (space that is not allocated to specifically support the above three categories.)

METHODOLOGY

The methodology developed for this report is based upon the OUS Facilities Standards and Guidelines. The guidelines were developed in 1980 and updated in 1998. OSU annually benchmarks the standards with peer higher education institutions, private educational institutions and private industry.

There are three (3) sources of data used for calculating the allowable area:

1. Departmental Space Summary: This document summarizes the space assigned to each of the four categories listed above. The data for this report comes from OSU’s space inventory database, which is updated each fall.

2. Oregon State University Academic Year Student Credit Hours by College, Department or Program, and Course Level: The data is reported by OSU’s Institutional Research and Planning office and provides student course hour full-time equivalency (FTE) for a 3-term average. This data is used to calculate the allowable space for class laboratory and related category.

3. Human Resources FTE by Position and/or Space Inventory Employee FTE data: 

a. The Human Resources Information System data is retrieved through Banner/Data Warehouse. The data includes FTE for all active faculty (teaching/research/professional), employed graduate assistants, classified (both full-time and temporary), 1039 appointments and academic pay appointments. Also included is the headcount for employed undergraduate student workers (UGSTW), emeritus and courtesy appointments. (Three (3) UGSTW = 1.00 staff FTE, and two (2) emeritus and/or courtesy appointments = 1.00 faculty FTE.)

b. The space inventory employee FTE is reported on the annual space inventory worksheets. This reporting process identifies employees in specific spaces or rooms.

The report lists each major unit by college, and as identified above, each of the four categories report the departmental square feet totals. At the bottom of each college there is a summary report for the total college space. The r report shows the total square feet for Actual versus Allowable square feet in each category. Included is a percent difference reporting whether a department has a surplus (+), or a deficit (-) of total space.

The information below shows the methodology for calculating the allowable area for each category:

OFFICE AND RELATED

· The allowable office space is calculated using 190 square feet per total departmental FTE as reported in the OUS Facilities Standards and Guidelines.

CLASS LAB AND RELATED
· Utilization of class labs and related space shall be to achieve at least the minimum hours of scheduled occupancy of laboratories and student stations for lower division (LD) and upper division (UD) courses as an average on an institution-wide basis. Class laboratories are defined as rooms used by regularly scheduled classes which require special-purpose equipment for student participation, experimentation, observation, or practice in a field of study. OUS guideline assignable square feet (GASF) requirements is determined by discipline, the character of special-purpose equipment, the number of students expected to be served, and the associated service area requirements. A “utilization factor” is applied to each discipline when calculating GASF based on the following OUS guidelines:

· OUS LD weekly GASF ROOM HOUR utilization:
22 hours

· OUS LD weekly GASF STUDENT STATION utilization:
80%

· LD utilization factor: (1/22 X 1/80%)
.036

· OUS UD weekly GASF ROOM HOUR utilization:
16 hours

· OUS UD weekly GASF STUDENT STATION utilization:
75%

· UD utilization factor: (1/16 X 1/75%)
.047

The use factor is multiplied by the weekly student contact hours as reported annually by the Office of Institutional Research and Planning. Student Credit Hours are presumed to constitute a full load course schedule for a student. Full load is identified as 15 course hours for undergraduates (LD category); and 12 course hours for master’s and first-professional degree students (i.e., law, veterinary medicine, and pharmacy students); and 9 course hours for doctoral students (UD category). 

RESEARCH LAB AND RELATED
· Allowable research space calculation is based on the sum of the total research FTE multiplied by a research space category assigned to each department. The square feet per discipline are based on the level of involvement in the research activity and types of facilities required to carry out research activities. In addition, the allowable square feet by category of OSU departments is aligned with the research modules as identified in the OUS Facilities Standards and Guidelines and benchmarked with the Council of Education Facility Planners, International: Space Planning Guidelines. Five categories are identified by OUS for research–intensive activities:

· Group I: Research activities with primarily library and office associated space needs only. This group generates 35 GASF per FTE researcher.

· Group II: Office-based research activities requiring computer support, group project rooms, reading/study areas, and limited service and support needs.  This group generates 50 GASF per FTE researcher.

· Group III: Research activities using small individual studios, shared rehearsal facilities, production studios and project areas.  Accommodates both solo and group activities.  Specialized facilities often used on a shared basis for teaching, research, and performance activities.  Special storage facilities required.  Also included are combination office/laboratory based research activities.  Laboratories, project rooms or observation/ practice facilities often are shared among several research teams.  Limited service areas with some special storage needs.  This group generates 150 GASF per FTE researcher.

· Group IV: Research activities generally requiring fewer laboratory services and less bench space for individual work stations.  Greater proportion of core laboratories shared among research teams, often housing bulky experimental apparatus.  Requires service areas and support space ranging from 10% to 25% of core laboratories.  Faculty and graduate students also involved in field research.  This group generates 350 square feet per FTE researcher.

· Group V: Research activities in complex wet and dry laboratories, typically assigned to research teams.  High density of utility services, fume hoods, other built-in equipment, bench space, and movable equipment.  Requires service areas and support space ranging from 25% to 50% of core laboratories.  Large individual studios for faculty and graduate student creative activity, usually occurring on a solo basis, would also be included in this group.  Specialized support areas required for specific equipment based on techniques, such as photography, computing arts, or media editing.  This group generates 500 square feet per FTE researcher.

· A fourth factor is included in class and research laboratories and the other space categories which includes the supporting or related space for each of these categories. Related space may include preparation rooms, environmentally controlled rooms (hot/cold rooms), photo darkrooms, food preparation rooms, instrument/equipment rooms, etc. The related space is factored equally and is allocated across each of the three categories listed above for each college. Typically, related support space impacts all three categories; therefore an across-the-board average is applied.

OTHER SPACE

The last category included in the report is Other Space. This category is for those types of spaces that are difficult to compare to a standard or GASF. Other space is included for each department to complete the department’s total assigned space. Other space could be used or reconfigured to offset other departmental space deficits.

The Assigned vs. Allowable Space Allocation Report is distributed to each college dean for their use each after the annual space inventory update. Departments can receive a copy of the report upon request.

There are other standards that apply to housing, physical education facilities, library, student union and recreational sports. These guidelines are used when planning facilities for auxiliary departments.  Additional information and/or copies of the report can be obtained by Facilities Services. Contact Patty McIntosh, Senior Space Planner, 541-737-0917; or email patty.mcintosh@oregonstate.edu.

Appendix 2. Present Allocations of Assigned and Allowable Space by Academic Unit
	 

	OFFICE/RELATED

	CLASSLB/RELATED

	RESLAB/RELATED

	ACTUAL

	ALLOW

	% (+/-)

	Other

	GRAND


	School /Department

	  Actual

	  Allow

	 Actual

	Allow

	Actual

	Allow

	TOTAL

	TOTAL

		Space

	TOTAL


	AGRICULTURE

											
	Dean-Agriculture

	3,427

	3,726

	0

	0

	0

	0

	3,427

	3,726

	-8.0%

	1,254

	4,681


	Ag Educ/Gen Ag

	2,656

	1,302

	1,737

	2,732

	0

	0

	4,393

	4,034

	8.9%

	1,096

	5,489


	Ag Resource Econ

	9,454

	6,490

	1,077

	1,946

	714

	863

	11,245

	9,300

	20.9%

	730

	11,975


	Anml Sciences

	16,500

	18,810

	10,983

	19,184

	17,877

	19,210

	45,360

	57,204

	-20.7%

	279,613

	324,973


	Bio-Rsrce Engr

	7,838

	3,656

	2,407

	4,205

	6,663

	1,574

	16,908

	9,434

	79.2%

	1,020

	17,928


	Crop/Soil Sci

	26,306

	28,183

	12,408

	10,189

	31,577

	39,010

	70,291

	77,382

	-9.2%

	65,483

	135,774


	EM&T

	11,681

	16,999

	2,012

	4,217

	21,771

	37,825

	35,464

	59,041

	-39.9%

	3,850

	39,314


	Fish & Wildlife

	18,365

	14,051

	8,983

	23,699

	18,450

	32,330

	45,798

	70,079

	-34.6%

	7,752

	53,550


	Food Sciences

	9,248

	6,572

	6,848

	9,423

	20,629

	11,985

	36,725

	27,981

	31.3%

	6,577

	43,302


	Horticulture

	15,623

	11,563

	8,835

	7,475

	20,428

	26,930

	44,886

	45,968

	3.9%

	27,304

	72,190


	Range Resources

	7,525

	4,047

	2,983

	3,805

	4,251

	2,396

	14,759

	10,248

	44.0%

	2,792

	17,551


	TOTAL AGRIC.

	128,623

	115,398

	58,273

	86,876

	142,360

	172,122

	329,256

	374,396

	-11.6%

	397,471

	726,727


												
	BUSINESS

	17,270

	16,838

	4,820

	29,741

	0

	0

	22,090

	46,578

	-52.6%

	5,066

	27,156


												
	ENGINEERING

											
	Dean Engr

	5,253

	5,083

	0

	0

	0

	0

	5,253

	5,083

	3.4%

	408

	5,661


	Chem Engr

	4,240

	3,610

	9,722

	15,590

	7,780

	3,356

	21,742

	22,555

	-3.6%

	599

	22,341


	Civil Engr

	20,105

	16,317

	13,445

	40,620

	20,599

	22,330

	54,149

	79,267

	-31.7%

	6,412

	60,561


	EECS*

	74,796

	26,281

	38,596

	29,223

	21,793

	18,075

	135,185

	73,579

	83.7%

	14,218

	149,403


	Ind & Mfg Engr

	4,796

	5,696

	7,873

	14,988

	791

	200

	13,460

	20,884

	-35.5%

	555

	14,015


	Mechanical Engr

	11,656

	11,031

	18,551

	22,129

	11,301

	16,555

	41,508

	49,716

	-16.5%

	5,346

	46,854


	Nuclear Engr

	4,667

	3,431

	875

	7,957

	675

	6,530

	6,217

	17,918

	-65.3%

	1,414

	7,631


	TOTAL ENGR.

	125,513

	71,450

	89,062

	130,507

	62,939

	67,046

	277,514

	269,002

	3.2%

	28,952

	306,466


												
	FORESTRY

	46,487

	53,086

	23,443

	8,514

	55,394

	94,845

	125,324

	156,445

	-19.9%

	42,006

	167,330


												
	HEALTH & HUMAN SCIENCES

										
	HHP (DEAN'S OFC)**

	6,155

	6,888

	0

	0

	0

	0

	6,155

	6,888

	-10.6%

	1,614

	7,769


	EXSS

	14,635

	10,237

	13,230

	24,412

	13,338

	1,956

	41,203

	36,606

	12.6%

	84,009

	125,212


	HEALTH

	5,579

	4,045

	692

	8,384

	103

	693

	6,374

	13,121

	-55.7%

	916

	7,290


	DHE

	2,964

	3,564

	8,500

	32,199

	801

	5,516

	12,265

	41,279

	-66.4%

	3,150

	15,415


	HDFS

	9,910

	7,306

	1,893

	13,353

	2,390

	1,785

	14,193

	22,443

	-36.8%

	3,146

	17,339


	Nutrtn Food Mgt

	3,515

	2,917

	5,649

	15,274

	5,812

	4,673

	14,976

	22,863

	-34.5%

	399

	15,375


	TOTAL HOME EC

	44,790

	34,956

	30,201

	93,622

	22,681

	14,622

	97,672

	143,200

	-30.1%

	93,234

	190,906


												
	COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

										
	Education

	12,372

	4,913

	1,373

	6,446

	0

	0

	13,745

	11,359

	21.0%

	3,983

	17,728


												
	COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS

										
	Dean CLA

	3,332

	2,972

	0

	0

	0

	0

	3,332

	2,972

	12.1%

	746

	4,078


	Anthropology

	6,676

	3,260

	3,146

	40,799

	3,219

	737

	13,041

	44,796

	-70.9%

	1,523

	14,564


	Art

	5,810

	5,204

	22,388

	35,484

	2,641

	7,889

	30,839

	48,577

	-36.5%

	5,192

	36,031


	Economics

	4,761

	4,146

	406

	8,284

	0

	0

	5,167

	12,430

	-58.4%

	280

	5,447


	English

	7,292

	9,354

	0

	0

	0

	0

	7,292

	9,354

	-22.0%

	3,204

	10,496


	Ethnic Studies

	1,927

	1,140

	0

	0

	0

	0

	1,927

	1,140

	69.0%

	30

	1,957


	Foreign Language

	4,009

	5,495

	0

	0

	0

	0

	4,009

	5,495

	-27.0%

	359

	4,368


	History

	5,490

	5,373

	0

	0

	0

	0

	5,490

	5,373

	2.2%

	502

	5,992


	Music

	4,549

	5,103

	7,352

	14,350

	0

	0

	11,901

	19,453

	-38.8%

	3,121

	15,022


	New Media Comm

	840

	695

	904

	1,769

	0

	0

	1,744

	2,464

	-29.2%

	0

	1,744


	Philosophy

	3,032

	3,116

	0

	0

	0

	0

	3,032

	3,116

	-2.7%

	454

	3,486


	Political Science

	2,735

	3,222

	0

	0

	0

	0

	2,735

	3,222

	-15.1%

	1,866

	4,601


	Psychology

	2,556

	3,399

	1,204

	9,144

	3,980

	1,913

	7,740

	14,455

	-46.5%

	989

	8,729


	Sociology

	2,416

	2,546

	0

	0

	0

	0

	2,416

	2,546

	-5.1%

	337

	2,753


	Speech

	8,103

	5,350

	3,683

	11,459

	0

	0

	11,786

	16,809

	-29.9%

	12,273

	24,059


	Women Studies

	985

	1,005

	0

	2,437

	0

	0

	985

	3,442

	-71.4%

	58

	1,043


	TOTAL CLA

	64,513

	61,381

	39,083

	123,725

	9,840

	10,538

	113,436

	195,644

	-42.0%

	30,934

	144,370


												
	OCEANIC & ATM SCI

	39,783

	46,389

	17,473

	3,184

	38,866

	76,916

	96,122

	126,488

	-24.0%

	18,828

	114,950


												
	PHARMACY

	10,948

	18,335

	6,648

	46,587

	18,728

	21,294

	36,324

	86,216

	-57.9%

	2,998

	39,322


												
	COLLEGE OF SCIENCE

										
												
	Dean-Science

	4,954

	7,826

	0

	0

	0

	0

	4,954

	7,826

	-36.7%

	3,987

	8,941


	Biochem/Biophys

	7,708

	8,062

	2,181

	19,424

	18,828

	20,215

	28,717

	47,701

	-39.8%

	4,120

	32,837


	Biology Program

	2,493

	2,041

	6,387

	60,620

	685

	2,765

	9,565

	65,426

	-85.4%

	1,530

	11,095


	Botany

	17,534

	21,432

	14,988

	13,643

	32,683

	47,155

	65,205

	82,230

	-20.7%

	4,309

	69,514


	Chemistry

	18,198

	18,291

	29,402

	117,800

	35,098

	29,635

	82,698

	165,726

	-50.1%

	6,787

	89,485


	Geosciences

	10,285

	11,879

	10,244

	54,656

	9,563

	19,194

	30,092

	85,729

	-64.9%

	4,613

	34,705


	Mathematics

	9,079

	12,926

	3,408

	25,999

	0

	0

	12,487

	38,925

	-67.9%

	1,164

	13,651


	Microbiology

	8,554

	5,672

	8,015

	22,966

	22,123

	10,425

	38,692

	39,063

	-0.9%

	5,805

	44,497


	Physics

	9,772

	8,569

	13,401

	71,156

	16,299

	19,540

	39,472

	99,265

	-60.2%

	5,147

	44,619


	SMCS Educ

	4,091

	1,273

	1,553

	6,440

	464

	630

	6,108

	8,343

	-26.8%

	1,445

	7,553


	Statistics

	8,532

	15,618

	1,050

	10,487

	356

	200

	9,938

	26,305

	-62.2%

	488

	10,426


	Zoology

	16,158

	15,210

	7,417

	32,707

	31,728

	28,855

	55,303

	76,771

	-28.0%

	3,315

	58,618


	TOTAL SCIENCE

	117,358

	128,797

	98,046

	435,898

	167,827

	178,614

	383,231

	743,309

	-48.4%

	42,710

	425,941


												
	VET MEDICINE***

	18,147

	24,928

	20,093

	5,131

	22,311

	31,040

	60,551

	61,099

	-1%

	58,216

	118,767


												
	  TOTAL ALL UNITS

	625,804

	576,471

	388,515

	970,229

	540,946

	667,036

	1,555,265

	2,213,737

	-29.6%

	724,398

	2,279,663


												
	NOTES:

											
	* Includes assignable square feet in the Kelley Engineering Center.

						
	**Includes Team Oregon Space

										
	*** Includes Magruder Expansion for Small Animal Hospital

							

	

	


Appendix 3. Report of the Space Inventory Subgroup
Committee Membership
Mark Abbott (chair), Stella Coakley, Jeff Hale, Patty McIntosh, Roger Nielsen

1. Motivation

Fundamental to any space allocation, maintenance, renovation, or improvement strategy is the availability of a reliable and powerful space inventory. We need sufficient information about who is assigned to a specific space, what it is being used for, its capabilities, and its quality. Such information can be compared with unit needs and allocation and the strategic plan of the University to develop effective and efficient plans for management and development of campus space.

Space inventory information is used in the negotiations of the Finance and Administrative (F&A) rate with the federal government. The amount of space devoted to research and the level of university investment is one of the most important variables governing future levels of the F&A rate. 

A third use is OSU’s budget rebasing process which is attempting to identify revenues and costs on a per unit basis. The amount and types of space are fundamental to the cost model of this process.

Because of the importance of the space inventory and because of extensive skepticism about the accuracy of the existing inventory, we established a space inventory subgroup to review the present inventory and to make recommendations concerning future capabilities of the inventory. Along with the basic accuracy of the inventory, the subgroup examined the richness and completeness of the data base (for example, are all research laboratories identical?) and consistency of the application of the definitions (i.e., categorization of spaces) and their assignment (e.g., are anterooms consistently assigned to departments or to Facilities Services?) 

The subgroup focused on the Facilities Services data base (note that there is more than one data base being used at OSU). In the next section, we discuss our specific approach for obtaining and validating information.

2. Approach 

Space allocations at OSU are largely historical in regards to location and assignment. Our subgroup’s activities were limited to those facilities serving the core mission of the University rather than the Auxiliary enterprises such as the Memorial Union or Housing and Dining. With the exception of two relatively new and predominately research buildings (Kelley Engineering and Agricultural Life Sciences), there have been no significant additions of new space at OSU since 1990 and hence no opportunity to make major reassignments of space. The significant exception would be the addition of new facilities for athletics and the addition of one new dormitory. Facilities Services maintains the space inventory for the university and has, in the past six months, been transitioning to a new computer based inventory system. In the past year, there have been three rounds of verification of departmental space inventories, and the most recent reviews suggest that the inventory is much more accurate at this time than in the past. Currently, it is necessary to note errors on a paper copy of the inventory and submit to Facilities Services for entry of the corrections. This inventory is now periodically moved to Data Warehouse where it has been used to provide data for the Budget Rebasing.

Assignment and analysis of space at OSU follows the guidelines of the Oregon University System (OUS). “Assigned/Allowable Report Methodology” (Appendix 1) describes the basis on which space is assigned at OSU. Summaries of Assigned/Allowable are available for each College, Unit, and University at large (Appendix 2). There has been no adjustment for the uniqueness of space needs at OSU nor is there any apparent recognition of the changing space needs for institutions of higher education. For example, computer laboratories are required for many disciplines and the use of “wet” laboratories has decreased sharply in some teaching programs. 

To evaluate the accuracy of the Space Inventory maintained by Facilities Services, the Sub-Committee did walkthroughs of Strand Agricultural Hall (entire building), Fairbanks (entire), Cordley Hall (space occupied by Botany and Plant Pathology), and a portion of Wilkinson Hall (Geosciences). 

3. Observations 

Strand Ag, despite its name, is home to many units and programs as well as the administrative center for the College of Agricultural Sciences. These include six colleges (CAS, Honors College, COAS, COS, HHS, and CLA), one center (INR) and one institute (CWEST), one Foundation (Agricultural Research Foundation), AES, and departmental and general purpose classrooms. 

The error rate in the inventory was relatively low, but it does represent a large amount of square footage when applied to the whole campus. In Strand, the space inventory included 75,489 ft2 of assignable space. Of this amount, about 5.4% was misidentified in some way. These included either unit responsible, usage or were simply missing from the inventory. Some classifications were applied inconsistently by departments, especially common-use spaces such as waiting areas and circulation spaces that link multiple offices. The error rate in the inventory is highly variable (from 3-5% for Strand and Fairbanks to <1% for Botany and Plant Pathology), and is dependent on several factors. The error rate appears to  increase for 1) spaces that are isolated from the administrative core of a unit (example: the Geosciences and COAS: Strand space); 2) spaces that are at the interface between units, including shared space (the greater the number of units/colleges/functions within a building, the higher likelihood of significant errors); 3) poorly maintained space – where units have no incentive for keeping track; 4) experience of individual in charge of inventory (highly variable in academic units). 

There remains concern that the accuracy of inventory is not sufficient to meet university purposes in terms of strategic planning and implementation. .Existing allocation standards are often not relevant to mission of OSU; it is noted that “Assigned and Allowable Office space” is the category thought to be most accurate. The “Assigned and Allowable Class Laboratory Space” appears to be grossly distorting the availability and use of such space. It is recommended that a sub-group be assigned to bore into the factors used to generate the Allowable and this category be adjusted accordingly. Class labs are an obvious example of deficiencies created by applying national standards

There is a clear inconsistency in application of space definitions and assignments; since there are no metrics of space quality, it is very difficult to assess the adequacy of any particular units space assignment. Substantial amounts of space are underutilized because funds are not available for appropriate remodeling.  We conclude that you cannot make strategic allocations or investments with present Space Inventory system.

4. Recommendations from the Space Inventory Subgroup

· Any space inventory process needs to be made consistent, straightforward and accessible. Units must be accountable for the accuracy of their inventory. The process by which they are accountable should be clear, but not punitive.

To meet this requirement, the space inventory must have the following attributes and capabilities:

· Types of space must be documented and applied consistently.

· The definitions for office space, class labs or research space needs to be consistently applied across the university, both for F&A purposes, and for allocation purposes. The definitions need to be simple. Overly complex definitions will not be applied, or they may be circumvented or obstructed. 

· Technical definitions of space must be consistent, e.g. inclusion or exclusion of walls, halls, mechanical space, etc.

· Units need to be able to review, edit and validate the inventory.

· There should be a single space inventory that can be accessed, reviewed, and revised by those who are in a position to “ground truth” it.

· The system must be accountable to the university to prevent units from manipulating the space inventory.
· The inventory system should be web-based so that it can be edited at the unit level. This space inventory system should be instituted as soon as possible. The inventory should be set up with permissions for unit managers (e.g. business managers). 

· We recognize that this system will not work perfectly at first. However, our current system of multiple inventories has lost the confidence of the people who rely on it. A process by which the units provide ongoing input to the system should be set up in order to allow the system to gain credibility.

· The space inventory process must recognize that there are ongoing transitions in space assignments and utilization.

· Definitions of space will only represent a “snapshot” of space allocation, relevant for that moment. Decision making should be based on an integrated view of use and needs over time

· Any inventory must recognize that there are “accidents of history” in the present allocation of space.

· Inventory definitions must be sufficiently flexible to accommodate the realities of the space we have, and who occupies it. For example, many faculty offices in older buildings are significantly larger than 150 ft2.

· One cannot hold a unit to unrealistic average space utilization if the space does not accommodate it. In addition, many units have occupied a specific space for many years and even decades. In many cases, much more would be lost, in terms of disruption of programs, morale, productivity, relationships to surrounding units, etc., than would be gained by reallocating space.

· 
Allocation standards must be relevant to OSU.

The allocation process must take the following requirements into consideration.

· To make any system workable at OSU, it must be appropriate for the mission and culture of the units at our campus. Standards designed by organizations that view academia broadly may not be workable here, where the emphasis of specific disciplines may need more or less of a type of space. Otherwise, our university will find itself either fitting our academic units into space models that are designed for other needs, or simply refusing to accept the results of the output of the model. An example might be the different needs of anthropology departments of equal quality but different disciplinary emphasis. If one has an anthropology department that has a strong physical anthropology focus, it will have a different set of space needs than one with a cultural anthropology focus. The university space model should be sufficiently flexible to reflect these differences, either by considering course offerings and type of proposals funded or some other reasonable metric, as opposed to the current model of historical precedent.

· We as a university need to make the choices of what academic units we wish to emphasize, how we wish to support them, and what their disciplinary concentration might be. We should not have our academic emphasis driven by our space needs or models. The inventory must recognize that new requirements will emerge as research and education activities evolve.

· Many of the present standards are based on past practices without consideration of future needs. For example, more research labs are based on shared processes and instrumentation within a group of faculty and thus require larger amounts of contiguous space rather than a series of small labs assigned to individual faculty. Increasing information technology needs require more space, power, HVAC, and networking to accommodate multiple computers, large display screens, etc. The amount of heat loading will increase, and conventional, small offices may not provide sufficient airflow.

· The space inventory needs to capture high-level metrics of quality that are relevant for assessing maintenance costs, planning and investment. Priorities will need to be set on what information we can collect now versus the next 5 years.
· A first order need is to capture the presence or absence of critical infrastructure, such as fume hoods, HVAC, deionized water, networking, power capabilities, air flow, etc.

· Information collected during room remodels should be captured in the inventory.  The university pays a large amount for information that is often lost because it is not readily accessible to those who are working with the space.

· Location on campus should also be factored into this assessment, but this is more effectively considered within a zoning framework.

· Assessment of the condition of space will require a new set of metrics, such as utility, maintenance, etc. Development of these metrics will require an independent review in collaboration with the units.

· The space inventory may be used in part to assign operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, but only after considerable research

· O&M costs depend partially on the types of infrastructure that are present in a particular space. However, we have little information concerning the quality of the infrastructure or even whether it is present or not.

· O&M costs also depend on a wide range of services that are not tied to a specific location, such as janitorial services, preventative maintenance, hazardous waste removal, etc. Such costs are only loosely coupled with space investment and reallocation.

5. Summary of Findings and Considerations
Finding 1. Significant investment is needed to bring many underutilized spaces up to standard

It is apparent that many spaces in the core of the campus are substandard, used inappropriately, or substantially underutilized. However, one cannot simply reassign them or move in new in new operations. Many laboratories cannot accommodate modern research as they may lack necessary HVAC, metal-free cabinetry, high-quality electricity, etc. that are commonly required for state-of-the-art instrumentation. Lecture rooms may not be able accommodate modern methods of teaching; moreover, many fundamental capabilities (acoustics, lighting, furniture) are often substandard. Modest upgrades to laboratory space in Weniger Hall, for example, run about $150/ft2 which means the potential costs would be enormous. Decades of underfunding and neglect are apparent throughout much of the campus. 

Considerations
· As we begin an investment process, it must be driven by the strategic needs of the University with full and continuing input by units and faculty. This process must be driven by a strong requirements-gathering component and strong project management to ensure that investments are done thoughtfully and effectively. It cannot be an ad hoc process driven by behind-the-scenes lobbying. 

· There are many small improvements that can be made at modest cost, especially in regards to university classrooms. For example, signage, furniture, and blind replacement are largely cosmetic, but would improve the student experience. However, even these investments should be made in close consultation with units and faculty.

Finding 2. Spaces that are the responsibility of individual units are generally in much better condition than common-use spaces. 

This differentiation is most apparent in departmental classrooms versus university classrooms, but even within an aging building such as Strand, many units have made significant investment and it shows in the quality and utilization of the space. Although the university operates under the principle that “all space belongs to the university,” the unfortunate result is that common use spaces have been neglected. 

Consideration
· Innovative approaches to create a sense (but not actual) “ownership” of these common spaces might alleviate this problem. For example, units might adopt a nearby university classroom to ensure its maintenance in return for preferential scheduling, maintenance funds, etc.

Finding 3. A “zoning” approach to university functions would allow us to make rational relocation decisions.

There are many functions that are presently located in the campus core that really do not need to be in the center of university activities. They are candidates for relocation off-campus or at least to the periphery of the campus. Such zones should take into account the functions needed to meet the primary missions of the University and that would benefit from a specific spatial location or co-location with related functions.

Considerations
· The campus core should be zoned for those functions directly related to education, research, and service that are the primary mission of the university. Support functions do not necessarily need to be in the core.

· The university should develop an overall zoning process, building on the recently-developed Campus Master Plan. This knowledge, when combined with information on the utilization and value of space, should underpin future space investments and reallocation strategies.

· Any relocations or rezoning must evaluate the quality of the new space in the context of its intended use (research, teaching, etc.) and ensure that there is a connection between location and function. For example, some support services carried out by colleges should remain physically close to the faculty because of the high level of personal interaction. Other support services, such as Facilities Services, can be located on the campus periphery. Other spaces may be low quality for research, but perfectly adequate for large enrollment classrooms. 

· Zoning decisions cannot rely on simple metrics of space utilization, although such metrics should be developed. For example, transitions are always occurring as programs and faculty grow or shift their emphases. Thus a snapshot metric may not be accurate. Moreover, a utilization metric may not account for the quality of the space which may be responsible for an apparently low utilization.

Finding 4. The OSU Capital Projects process is not well-integrated with an overall zoning and investment strategy for the university.

Every two years, units are invited to submit facility concepts as part of the State of Oregon budget process. These projects are ranked internally and then submitted to OUS. The entire OUS submission is then ranked and submitted to the Governor who may or may not include specific projects in the budget proposal. Ultimately the list is used by the Legislature to develop its final capital facility budget for OUS. 

Although this is a well-established programmatic process, it is disconnected from any space strategy for the campus. For example, OSU Extended Campus proposed a major renovation of Waldo Hall; does this function need to be in the campus core or could it be located elsewhere? Thus the budget formulation process should be linked with an overall space strategy as well. These projects are evaluated for their compatibility with the Campus Master Plan, but that is the extent of the strategic planning.
Considerations
· An overall siting process needs to be established for the OSU Capital Projects process.
· All capital projects should be evaluated in regards to location and function in the context of the strategic needs of the university and under the purview of the OSU Campus Planning Committee.
Appendix 4. Report of Classroom Space Subgroup
Subgroup Membership
Tony Wilcox, (Chair), Barbara Balz, Carol Caughey, Dan Edge, Jim Folts, Henri Jansen, Jennifer Manis, Patty McIntosh, Bill Morris, Roy Rathja, Mary Rhodes

Background

In November 2004, Provost and Executive Vice President Sabah Randhawa created the Space Planning Task Force, chaired by Mark Abbott (Dean, COAS). Provost Randhawa gave the Task Force the charge to “advise University leadership on policies that

· are consistent with the philosophy that all space belongs to the University,

· enable long-term growth of OSU educational, research, and outreach programs,

· maintain state-of-the-art facilities through regular upgrade investments and a consistent program of operations and maintenance, and

· are responsive to changing programmatic needs.”

One of the specific issues the Provost asked the Task Force to address was “management of university’s classroom space.” For this purpose, the Task Force created the Subcommittee on Classroom Space. The members of the Subcommittee are listed at the end of this report. In addition to the insight and expertise members brought to the Committee by virtue of their University positions and responsibilities, several members had been on prior committees that dealt with classroom space issues (the OSU 2007 Facilities Space Committee; the Instructional Resource Committee of the Undergraduate Education Council).

The Subcommittee on Classroom Space (SCS) determined the focus of its attention based upon OSU’s pressing needs with respect to classroom space and the relatively short time frame for the committee to report back to the Task Force. There is a need for a standing committee to address ongoing and long-term issues relating to instructional space, and this will be addressed at the end of the report. 

Given these circumstances, the SCS focused on the following four priorities:

· Strengthen OSU’s commitment to improve and maintain the condition of general-purpose
 classrooms.
· Implement scheduling technology, procedures and policies for efficient and effective management and use of OSU’s classroom space resources.

· Access all available classroom space, both general-purpose and departmental
, to meet the critical need for classroom access that has been created by increased student enrollment and an expanding curriculum.

· Establish a standing Instructional Space Committee.
Recommendations

Classroom Condition

The classroom is the site of perhaps the most important activity conducted at the university. It is the university’s common space where students and teachers interact, and it should be conducive to the creation of an optimal learning environment. The committee conducted an assessment of the condition of the university’s general-purpose and departmental classrooms. The assessment is presented as an Excel spreadsheet that documents each classroom as well as a PowerPoint slide presentation with photographs of deficiencies found in the classrooms. Both documents can be obtained from the Task Force chair. The assessment revealed that many of the general-purpose classrooms are in a state of disrepair and neglect, and are an embarrassment to OSU. A systematic and comprehensive upgrade of the general-purpose classrooms is critically needed to improve the teaching and learning environment at OSU and to make our classrooms comparable to those in the best land grant universities in the country. Specifically, classroom upgrade and upkeep includes attention to such things as blinds, blackboards, furniture, instructional technology equipment, light, environment (temperature, acoustics), and general appearance.
Recommendation #1

Upgrading classroom conditions must be an immediate and recurring priority in the OSU budget.

In recent years, the university’s annual budget has committed $100,000 for classroom upgrades. Given the state of disrepair documented in the classroom assessment, the current level of funding is clearly inadequate. With the current budget, only the most glaring deficiencies in classroom conditions can be addressed, and only three of the 129 general-purpose classrooms can be renovated each year. Depending on the type of classroom and the use it receives, the renovation cycle for a classroom should be 10-15 years, rather than the current rate, which equates to 43 years. An immediate infusion of funds is necessary in this year’s budget to address the woeful state of classroom conditions, and a 3-to-4-fold increase in the current annual funding commitment is required to cover routine annual repairs and to allow 9-12 classrooms to be renovated annually. Increasing the rate of classroom renovation will also hasten the university’s compliance with ADA requirements for classroom access for people with disabilities. Faculty input is essential in determining classroom upgrade priorities, and a standing Instructional Space Committee is recommended for this purpose (see recommendation #4 below).

OSU’s commitment to the upgrade and maintenance of its general-purpose classrooms must be consistent and recurring. Doing so will build trust with departments and colleges with departmental classrooms, who will be providing access for general-purpose use (see recommendation #3 below). University funds should also contribute to the upkeep and maintenance of departmental classrooms and labs. 

While the general-purpose classrooms are indeed the university’s common space that is used by all departments, one of the reasons they can fall into a state of neglect and disrepair is that the users do not feel a sense of ownership or responsibility for them. As an adjunct to a much greater budgetary commitment to its classrooms, it is recommended that OSU establish an “Adopt-a-Classroom” program, whereby departments would monitor the condition of the classrooms proximate to their offices. Departments would not assume financial responsibility for the upkeep of these classrooms. The Instructional Space Committee should work out the specifics of how this program could work to help the university maintain the appearance and functionality of its general-purpose classrooms. Such a program, coupled with an institutional priority to create and maintain effective teaching and learning environments, will result in classrooms that are a source of pride for OSU. Visitors and the families of prospective students often observe that OSU has a beautiful campus, which is a strongly positive factor in student recruitment. We must make a commitment to our classrooms so that they, too, can make a favorable impression and become a positive factor for student retention.
Classroom Scheduling

OSU owns the CollegeNET Series 25 Scheduling Solution software that automates classroom scheduling and optimizes instructional space utilization by matching class size to room size, matching instructional requirements with the features available in the classroom, and incorporating proximity considerations in room assignments. However, OSU is not using this classroom-scheduling software, and so the current process is slow and results in inefficient space utilization. 

Recommendation #2

OSU should implement use of CollegeNET Series 25 Scheduling Solution software, and all general-purpose and departmental classrooms are to be included in a common, centralized scheduling database.

It is unacceptable that the university is still using a non-automated process that is labor intensive and makes inefficient use of our limited instructional space. Each term, the Registrar’s Office collaborates with the academic units to schedule approximately 7000 class sections. It is unclear why we have not already adopted the use of the scheduling software. The time has come for university faculty and administration to reach a consensus and resolve to improve, automate, and accelerate the scheduling of classroom space. The need to automate the scheduling process is urgent, given the limited number of classrooms available on campus coupled with the multiple credit and meeting-time formats for our courses and the clustering of courses scheduled on Tuesday and Thursdays and between 9:00AM – 4:00PM (see Classroom Utilization below).

There may be resistance to changing to the software because faculty might be assigned to classrooms other than the ones they are used to teaching in. However, faculty will be well served by the software’s ability to match their needs to the room assigned because the software will follow the three priorities listed above (matching room size with class size, matching instructional requirements with room features, and incorporating proximity considerations). In addition, the software can control access to rooms, so that departments can retain exclusive access to their classrooms for the times negotiated (see below). To demonstrate how the software would perform as compared to the current classroom assignments, Appendix 4.1 contains a brief description of the results of the actual and software-scheduled assignments for several departments for the Fall 2005 term. It must be noted, however, that for this comparative run of the scheduling software it was not possible, without departmental input, to account for the instructional features needed in the classroom for the courses assigned. With that limitation noted, the demonstration shows the result when the software assigns classrooms according to class size and departmental building proximity (programmed through a partitioning of the campus, as described in Appendix 4.1). 

Classroom Utilization

OSU has 129 general-purpose classrooms and 54 departmental classrooms (departmental seminar rooms, of which there are 44, are not considered classrooms for the purpose of this report). It should be noted that inequities exist in the assignment or “ownership” of departmental classrooms; many departments have none. Among the colleges with multiple departments (Agricultural Sciences, Engineering, Liberal Arts, Science, Health and Human Sciences), 24 departments have departmental classrooms; 21 (47%) do not. With Business, Education, Forestry, Oceanic and Atmospheric Sciences, Pharmacy and Veterinary Medicine, the classrooms are, for the most part, associated with the colleges, not departments. 

The need for access to classroom space has become critical as a result of OSU’s growing student enrollment, the multiple time and credit formats for courses taught (e.g., the increasing number of 4-credit courses), the tendency for classes to be heavily scheduled on Tuesday and Thursdays and between the hours of 9:00AM and 4:00PM, and the plan to close buildings for reconstruction and renovation (Apperson and Education halls). According to the classroom utilization standard set by the Oregon University System, a classroom is expected to be scheduled 33 hours per week. OUS has also set a standard of 20 hours per week for student station utilization, which combines the average number of hours a classroom is used times the percentage of stations (seats) used during that time. Data from the 2002, 2003 & 2004 fall terms show that general-purpose classrooms had an average utilization rate of 89% (29.4hr) and an average student station utilization rate of 103% (20.5hr). For these same terms, departmental classrooms had a utilization rate of 51% (16.7hr) and a student station utilization rate of 58% (11.5hr) for scheduled classes. Appendix 4.2 has classroom and student station utilization data from Fall 2002, 2003 and 2004. While general-purpose classrooms are being scheduled for near maximal use, capacity exists with the departmental classrooms to provide access and flexibility for class scheduling. Since the University is hard-pressed to manage its current need for general-purpose instructional space within its general-purpose classroom resources, and given that “all space belongs to the University” (Provost Randhawa, see above) and that departmental classrooms are a University resource that is inequitably distributed, then:

Recommendation #3

Departmental classrooms should be made available for limited general-purpose instructional use.

The amount of university access to departmental classrooms will be determined in a collaborative manner and accomplished over a transitional period. It is understood that the scheduled use of departmental classrooms, cited above, might underestimate their actual use, since departments also use these classrooms for activities that are not formally scheduled. Entering all classrooms into a common database and scheduling all use though scheduling software, as recommended above, will document actual usage. This data will be taken into account to lessen general-purpose access to a departmental classroom when departmental use is high. A reasonable goal would be to allow access for general purpose scheduling of the classroom for eight hours per week between the hours of 9:00AM and 3:00PM. Outside of the agreed upon times for general-purpose use, the departmental classroom would be reserved for departmental use. 

Instructional Space Committee

Recommendation #4

OSU should establish a standing committee to set and implement policies regarding the University’s instructional space, to manage utilization of this resource, and to work with the appropriate offices on campus (Academic Success Center, the Center for Teaching and Learning) to support the creation of environments that promote effective instruction and learning.
Some examples of the Committee’s purview and responsibilities include: 

The Instructional Space Committee would:

· work with Administration to ensure a recurring budgetary commitment to OSU’s classrooms,
· work with Facilities to determine the priorities for projects to upgrade instructional space, 

· develop a formula for directing University funds to support departmental instructional space, 

· work collaboratively with faculty, departments and colleges to better utilize the range of days and hours of the week that are available for course scheduling, 

· work collaboratively with departments and colleges to determine the times that departmental classrooms are available for general purpose use, 

· develop and implement the Adopt-a-Classroom program, 

· assist the Registrar’s Office in the implementation and use of its classroom scheduling software,

· collect faculty feedback on classroom conditions (particularly those not apparent through visual inspection, such as temperature and acoustics),

· merge and bring consistency to the separate classroom inventories maintained by Facilities and in BANNER, and

· provide faculty input into the creation and design of a new building primarily or exclusively dedicated for instructional purposes.

It is recommended that the Instructional Space Committee be a Faculty Senate Committee, and that it contain student members, members from Finance and Administration (e.g., Space Planning Office, Preventive Maintenance Crew) and the Registrar’s Office, and that the director of the Center for Teaching and Learning be an ex officio member.
 Appendix 4.1 Comparison of Classroom Scheduling Software
DATE:
12 October 2005

TO:
Tony Wilcox and the Classroom Space Subcommittee

FROM:
Mary Rhodes

RE:
Sample Schedule25 Results

As you requested, we ran Schedule25 to demonstrate how the software can schedule classes. For this S25 run, we used data of all classes that currently are scheduled in General Purpose classrooms. From the results, we extracted data showing how S25 scheduled the following sample departments: ART, DHE, ENGR, EXSS, FW, and PH. These data are available in Results of Schedule25 Scheduling Run. The same courses were manually scheduled in Banner, and these data are available in Room Assignments in Banner.

The S25 run was made with certain assumptions derived from historical evidence, but without input from departments. Partition (building and/or room) preferences may be established for each department with the intention of keeping classes as close to the department’s home building as possible. Departmental input about specific technology needs for specific classes would enable us to tailor room assignments even more exactly, and we will incorporate departmental preferences for room features and technology when we implement S25.

Some of the reports, such as for ART, show that certain classes were placed inappropriately. ART 121 and 199, for example, need to be in KIDD 028, a computer-based instructional room. Because the data we were using were the live data from the current term, we could not modify those specific classes to direct them to KIDD 028, but in an actual application, we would be able to do that. The same is true of some of the classes in PH, and probably some others. Here, again, when we implement this on campus we would benefit from departmental input.

Appendix 4.2 Classroom Utilization Survey
	2003 % Utilized by Hour and Day of Week
	
	

	
	MON
	TUE
	WED
	THU
	FRI
	
	

	 8:00 a.m.
	26%
	40%
	26%
	33%
	18%
	
	

	 9:00
	61%
	92%
	67%
	86%
	45%
	
	

	10:00
	77%
	95%
	88%
	89%
	69%
	
	

	11:00
	77%
	89%
	87%
	81%
	60%
	
	

	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	

	12:00
	38%
	79%
	60%
	83%
	42%
	
	

	 1:00 p.m.
	48%
	84%
	79%
	84%
	53%
	
	

	 2:00
	46%
	90%
	72%
	87%
	43%
	
	

	 3:00
	42%
	83%
	60%
	78%
	31%
	
	

	 4:00
	29%
	57%
	41%
	50%
	11%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004 % Utilized by Hour and Day of Week
	
	

	
	MON
	TUE
	WED
	THU
	FRI
	
	

	 8:00 a.m.
	27%
	33%
	26%
	30%
	18%
	
	

	 9:00
	63%
	75%
	66%
	72%
	51%
	
	

	10:00
	72%
	88%
	74%
	80%
	60%
	
	

	11:00
	73%
	92%
	76%
	88%
	57%
	
	

	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	

	12:00
	55%
	75%
	53%
	80%
	38%
	
	

	 1:00 p.m.
	73%
	80%
	69%
	83%
	45%
	
	

	 2:00
	72%
	80%
	70%
	83%
	43%
	
	

	 3:00
	66%
	76%
	60%
	79%
	25%
	
	

	 4:00
	51%
	60%
	45%
	58%
	8%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Report is of General-Purpose Classroom Utilization
	

	% Utilization is computed as the number of classrooms 

	scheduled for use at a specific hour divided by the total 

	number of general-purpose classrooms (129)
	
	


	2002
	Type of Space
	Room Hrs
	% Util
	Type of Space
	Student Sta Hrs
	% Util
	3,781
	Total Course Hours Scheduled

	
	All Classrooms
	25.4
	77.0%
	All Classrooms
	18.7
	93.5%
	186,692
	Total Student Station Hr Sched

	
	GP Classrooms
	29.5
	89.4%
	GP Classrooms
	20.5
	102.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	Dept. Classrooms
	16.3
	49.4%
	Dept. Classrooms
	11.7
	58.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2003
	Type of Space
	Room Hrs
	% Util
	Type of Space
	Student Sta Hrs
	% Util
	3,743
	Total Course Hours Scheduled

	
	All Classrooms
	25.7
	77.9%
	All Classrooms
	19
	95.0%
	189,731
	Total Student Station Hr Sched

	
	GP Classrooms
	29.2
	88.5%
	GP Classrooms
	20.9
	104.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	Dept. Classrooms
	17.5
	53.0%
	Dept. Classrooms
	11.2
	56.0%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	Type of Space
	Room Hrs
	% Util
	Type of Space
	Student Sta Hrs
	% Util
	3,789
	Total Course Hours Scheduled

	
	All Classrooms
	22.5
	68.2%
	All Classrooms
	21.5
	107.5%
	182,896
	Total Student Station Hr Sched

	
	GP Classrooms
	29.6
	89.7%
	GP Classrooms
	20.1
	100.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	Dept. Classrooms
	16.3
	49.4%
	Dept. Classrooms
	11.7
	58.5%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ave GP Classrooms
	29.4
	89%
	
	20.5
	103%
	
	
	
	

	
	Ave Dept Classrooms
	16.7
	51%
	
	11.5
	58%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	The OUS standard (expectation) for room utilization:  33hr/week
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% room utilization:  hours a room is scheduled for use per week divided by 33 hr (OUS standard)
	
	
	

	Student station utilization: computed as the hours a room is scheduled for use per week times the % of stations (seats) used during those times

	The OUS standard (expectation) for student station utilization:  20hr/week
	
	
	
	
	

	% student station utilization: Student station utilization divided by 20 hr (OUS standard)
	
	
	
	


Appendix 5. Report of Flexible Space Subgroup
Committee Membership

Roger Nielsen (chair), Joe Beckman, Jim Lloyd, Patty McIntosh 

Goals for flexspace process

· Create system where units voluntarily release space in return for access to resources (BUC, Deferred Maintenance or other funds), which can be use to renovate other space. Units may also wish to surrender access to space to reduce their exposure to calculated “costs” for space (e.g. Budget Rebase criteria).

· Create two primary types of flex space.

3) Space for programs to occupy temporarily during the renovation of “home” space.

4) Space for new programs – where the needs occur for timelines too short for space negotiations (at least as they currently occur).

· Units would make proposals to a “Space Allocation Committee” made up of members of administration, Facilities Services, together with persons with a broad based university experience (Dean, former Dean or former chair). The subcommittee should be a small group (3-5 people).

· The Space Allocation Committee would evaluate proposals from units based on values to the OSU community. (Criteria includes: type, size, quality, age, location (campus core), contiguous location (single space vs. scattered space) and negotiate appropriate compensation in terms of renovation costs.

· Released space would be placed in a “Provost’s Reserve/Space Bank” under the authority of the Provost and implemented through Facilities Services while renovations are being completed. 

· Released space would be reallocated by Facilities Services for uses by other units and/or for new uses with basic refurbishments (including infrastructure improvement) as space is requested..

Proposed Requirements and Criteria Proposals

· Space would need to be described in terms of:

· space type (office, laboratory, classroom)

· size (total sq. ft.)

· continuity (is the space contiguous)

· proximity to campus core

· quality (state of repair)

· cost of operation (age)

· Priorities and compensation would be based on these criteria and characteristics and also be compared with campus community needs.

· Departments who research space voluntarily should be provided incentives for other renovation costs, reduced exposure to costs (budget rebase), and preferential access to renovated flex space.

Action Plan

· Create a university level “Space Access Committee” with a configuration as described above with a mandate to:

· Identify and renovate space for flexspace and other new and ongoing uses.  The committee would work parallel with academic units to find and refit space.

· Develop a Request for Space (RFS) for the flexspace reallocation and renovation program. (see below)

· Proactively search for opportunities for flexspace

· Provide Committee with annual budget (e.g., $500K each year to renovate 3000 sq ft)

· Create process for a smooth transfer of responsibility of space from the original unit – to the unit supervising renovations – to the new unit.

· Create a standard flexspace MOU that would set boundary conditions for 
· 1) the maximum time of occupancy
· 2) allowable uses; and 
· 3) a process for units to transition out of flexspace.
This document should not be overly specific, but try to preclude units holding onto flexspace permanently, or use it for unauthorized purposes. It should state what unit will be responsible for the costs of moving other departments out of the flexspace before the space is reallocated.
· Create a clear, transparent process by which units can request space. A request for space (rfs) would need to include:
· 1) the identification of the unit’s needs in terms of type, use, program need, proximities to other programs (both within and out of the “home” college).
· 2) Identify specific benefits the units and university would gain by granting access to the space. This process could also be used if leased space is being requested.
· After three years, the creation of the flexspace program should be examined and evaluated for effectiveness. If sufficient flexspace is not created, or if costs are (not?) prohibitive, a system wherein the space committee is given more leeway in recruiting space from units should be considered.

Questions and other considerations:

Is this preferable to a system of payment for all space at this time. Such a system would require that all space be constantly evaluated with a high level of accountability. Current feedback from department chairs is a “pay for space” system is unrealistic.

We do not currently have a system in place that allows us to accurately track space usage according to type/personnel. Such a system would be required before we create a “pay for space” system.  However, in the near future, we should be able to more accurately calculate the costs of providing each unit’s allocation. Ultimately, this should allow us to better assess the costs/benefits and develop a fair means for charging “space rich” units for space. 

Would chairs have an incentive to “grab” large amounts of space to use in future trades? Perhaps, but the current space allocation process requires that we justify new space allocations.  In addition, the “collection” of large blocks of contiguous space to be turned over for new uses might be to the ultimate benefit of the university.  

We may need to take a broad view of potential sources of funding for such a program (matching funds?)

In evaluating proposals, quality of uses for each category are not equal and must be evaluated rationally. For example, much storage is wasted space, but some is absolutely required for teaching and research enterprises (initiatives?). What criteria does a unit use in allocating storage space?  Is there a policy? Another example, is there a policy on the allocation of space to faculty that are not state supported (emeritus, courtesy)? How does a unit evaluate their contribution to the university in return for the resources allocated? Is there a written policy?

Finally

If this program does not result in a sufficient number of acceptable proposals, should this committee have the latitude to initiate unilateral reallocation of space based on need?  

Appendix 6. Report of the Neighborhood Planning Subgroup
Membership
Jeff Hale (chair), Dan Edge, Patty McIntosh, Vincent Martorello, John Cassady, Moira Dempsey, and Mark Merickel

Mission

To examine the application of the concepts of “neighborhoods” and neighborhood planning to Oregon State University.

Purpose of Report

To refine the principles and process of neighborhood planning within the context of a dynamic space and land use planning paradigm for application at Oregon State University.

Basic Assumptions

· All neighborhood planning occurs within the framework of the Campus Master plan (e.g. design, zoning, density, traffic requirements, etc).  The Campus Master Plan facilitates the accomplishment of academic and research initiatives.

· Neighborhood planning happens within the design paradigm of the OSU Community (sectors) and is an outgrowth of these higher level community plans.

· The needs of the community supersede the needs of a specific neighborhood and units. The added value of a neighborhood focus is to create complementary uses and create/respond to an area identity that helps define the character of the community.

· Neighborhood planning is applied to the main campus within the context of the Campus Master Plan. OSU satellite facilities are governed by community and neighborhood planning within their specific communities (e.g. Newport, Bend). 
· Neighborhood planning uses the principles of mixed land use planning.
Goals of Neighborhood Planning
· To have a functional guide for the co-location of spaces and uses at all levels (e.g. buildings, departments, programs, etc.)

· To identify interdisciplinary programs which act as a point of synergy for a significant number of teaching and research faculty through co-location of core facilities and services.

· To implement a planning process that is inclusive and creates a sense of ownership of space and place.

· To gain an understanding of the space needs and functions, building needs and functions, and adjacencies of space by aligning and benchmarking neighborhood plans with the OSU Master Plan.

Activities on campus can be place on a continuum ranging from finite, discrete, and self-contained to fully-integrated, holistic, involved, and inclusionary.  Planning for such diverse organizational needs and opportunities can be managed to enhance the teaching and research experience.

Guiding Principles

· Neighborhood planning should not be used to develop exclusive neighborhoods or disadvantage areas.

· Seek economies of scale in the co-location of uses.

· Recognize that organizational structure may not coincide with physical space requirements.  Space location decisions don’t simply follow the organizational chart. (i.e. it is inappropriate to put all the departments of a college together if their space requirements conflict).

· The University places a value on interdisciplinary collaboration which can be facilitated by location decisions.

· New and renovated spaces should be welcoming and have a visual, physical and functional connection to campus.  Specialty buildings should be discouraged since they promote a “silo mentality.”

· Create synergistic spaces by co-locating functions and departments that work off of one another so the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.

· Sites will most likely have a dominant or primary use.  However, such spaces must be flexible enough to be opportunistic and responsive to change and not impede the work of secondary uses.

· Site selection for all new buildings or program placements must be consistent with neighborhood plans.

· Neighborhoods are not self-contained, self-sufficient units.  They are dependent upon community-wide infrastructure and services (transportation, heat, power, sewer, etc.)

· Neighborhood planning should be an equitable and inclusive process. The “haves” don’t drive the agenda—everyone affected by the decision has a say in neighborhood planning.

Definition of a Neighborhood

There are many definitions of neighborhoods. It is a place and a space, a process and a result. In general, neighborhood planning draws upon the concepts of New Urbanism.  The New Urbanism planning approach focuses on community attributes such as pedestrian scale, accessible public spaces, use of mass transit (e.g. shuttles), and buildings that reflect the local ecology and culture. Neighborhoods are a collection of uses consistent in function and service needs that contribute to the overall character of a given area and the overall campus. Neighborhoods have boundaries (usually defined by roadways or natural features) and include transitional areas. Their design and location features give people opportunities to experience a sense of connection to a place that facilitates greater participation in the life of the community. These connections inspire relationships that impact productivity, a compelling learning experience, and improve the quality of community life. Neighborhoods are webs of spaces and relationships that denote how people respond to these spaces. Neighborhoods create identity.

Neighborhoods provide seamless transitions between areas of campus and can reflect the diverse nature of the educational enterprise. While neighborhoods provide identity, flavor, and character, they are not disconnected from their surrounding communities.  In fact, they should remain dependent on other neighborhoods for a portion of their livelihood.

Neighborhood Planning as a Process

Neighborhood planning addresses questions such as:

· How can we use location information to guide space investments?

· What principles will guide future planning and construction?

· What accidents of history have benefited or detracted from the development of the community?

· How can we move away from the “silo mentality?”

· How can “neighborhoods” take ownership for the condition of University (e.g.  classrooms)?

Neighborhood planning is not just a product but a process. The process starts with the community plan (University Master Plan) and moves to specific neighborhood plans. OSU is both a neighborhood within Corvallis and has neighborhoods within the OSU campus. Within the neighborhoods there are tenants who use space in diverse ways. These uses have direct ramifications for space allocations and planning. Currently the OSU Master Plan is divided into Sectors (e.g. Sector F is Reser Stadium). A neighborhood planning process is needed to implement site specific planning in a comprehensive manner.

Neighborhood planning is a step between a Master plan and micro-level facilities planning.  It is a process that can facilitate long-term planning through an ongoing process of proposal, review, action, and assessment. Neighborhood planning occurs within all systems and integrates with all other levels of planning. Good neighborhood planning engenders a sense of participation and shared ownership of decisions.

Levels of Planning

· State land use planning

· County planning

· City planning

· Campus Master Plan

· Sector Plans (Sectors show predominant uses)

· Neighborhood plans

· Site plans (buildings, service areas)

· Space plans (within or amongst buildings)

Neighborhood planning is important because it acts as a bridge between more general community plans and site specific space plans. Neighborhood planning connects unit strategic goals with the Campus Master Plan.  In this way, neighborhood planning can be consistent with the general directions and principles outlined in the Master Plan.  A neighborhood planning approach will provide the necessary components for sound space planning and efficient space use (replication not duplication). 

Neighborhood planning is implemented through space planning as response to the needs for particular types and quantities of space. Neighborhoods are identified by their stakeholders, including how these stakeholders are compensated, definitions of criteria for inclusion in the process, or the neighborhood itself. Development of a trusting stakeholder relationship is essential for effective neighborhood planning.

The committee hopes for a transparent process, where there is ample opportunity for stakeholders to become involved in shaping decisions that affect their neighborhood and the selection of their future neighbors. The campus will need to be educated about the process from initiation to review of site location decisions.

Neighborhood Planning Implementation

Neighborhood planning relies on the residents of a neighborhood to define what the neighborhood is and what it can be. The process is very inclusionary and requires a series of meetings and communications to build a sense of ownership and a definition of “place.”

The sub-committee recommends that a neighborhood planning process be led by a neighborhood planning committee. Such a committee could be an outgrowth of the Campus Planning committee. The committee would be charged with the responsibility of initially identifying neighborhoods including their identity, boundaries, and opportunities.  The committee would be responsible for the formation of individual neighborhood committees that would further define and develop the identity, functions, and plans for a particular neighborhood. Neighborhood plans are not exclusive or static documents.  Rather, they provide a guide for the planning and location process. The Neighborhood Committee could also provide a list of amenities best provided at a neighborhood scale (e.g. coffee shop, artwork) versus a community scale (e.g. guest parking, power grid).

Neighborhood Planning - General Practices 
1) Provides a set of recommendations to improve a given area.

2) City land development (OSU CMP) guides overall development for any neighborhood plans that are drafted. Plans must be consistent with the codes and are usually adopted as a part of the overall land development code as identified in a city document.

3) The neighborhood plan articulates a shared vision, but also identifies tasks that need to be done to improve the neighborhood. Generally this results in more physical improvements; helps strengthen communities by increased interaction for people involved in the process; leads to a fairer distribution of resources; increases neighborhood access to and trust of executive offices.

4) Flowchart the process: data collection to presentation to action.

5) Evaluates physical, social, cultural, and economic conditions and requires various information for each category.

6) SWOT Analysis (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats)

a. Evaluate existing uses

b. Evaluate circulation (walking area of campus)

c. Evaluate condition (old vs. new building)

d. Evaluate unit resources vs. general university resources

e. Evaluate trends or preferences

f. Evaluate capacity needs vs. demand

Neighborhood Planning and the Siting of New Buildings

The location of new buildings takes into consideration proximity to uses necessary for the full-functioning of the program and access to amenities. Decision-making considers the needs and opportunities at various levels: individual, the organization, neighborhoods, campus, Corvallis, and the core values and other functions carried out by the university.

The life cycle cost of a building includes 30% for up-front planning, site preparation and construction, and 70% for maintenance over the life of the building. The committee recommends that the funding of long-term building maintenance be identified before the campus takes on the construction of new facilities.
Development of a Decision-Making Matrix: Location of Buildings
One way of looking at our space is to think about “how it will be remembered” by our alumni and faculty (e.g. Trysting Tree). A memorable space is one that creates strong “adjacencies” (connections) within a neighborhood. Neighborhood planning doesn’t happen in isolation. It is critical to ensure functional co-location of unit uses and spaces. For example, traffic patterns must be taken into consideration. If you want a coffee shop in a building you have to determine how that retail function will be served—how will it receive deliveries?  The reasoning for a particular location must take into consideration various attributes such as:

· Relationship to surrounding uses

· Need

· Service

· Availability of space (vacant or redevelopment)

· Connectivity

· Use

· Academic priority

· Impact on parking

· Impact on transportation, traffic patterns and road demand

· Pedestrian access (no more than a 10-minute walk)

There is a need for specific campus planning criteria for site location that creates a “frame” for each neighborhood.  Units should be measured at the program, not college, level.  Planning also occurs within the framework of guiding principles such as “all space is university space.”  A set of policies, processes, and practices must be put in place that allows decision-making to move from idea initiation to assessment to appeal and finally to practice to allow facility planning to work effectively. The neighborhood planning process facilitates lots of conversations with stakeholders through a series of reviews and a high degree of process transparency.

Synergy Between Spaces (The Fatal Flaws Analysis)
Placement of a function or building on campus requires and assessment of functions.  For example:

· Can this unit function outside of the neighborhood?

· What is it about this neighborhood that creates program integration and reliance?

· How will the unit use both neighborhood and core services?

· Is it a self-sustaining use?

· Will the functions of the unit conflict with existing uses?  Enhance existing uses?

· What are the most important services received and provided by this unit?  How do these services relate to other units in the neighborhood or in other neighborhoods?

· How do the people in the unit move around?

· What are the physical space needs for the unit (size, type, FTE, special needs, security, etc.)?

· What is the unit’s current space utilization and how efficiently is it being used?

While space planning can be guided by rules and objective findings, space is ultimately a personal experience that establishes identity, worth, status, prestige, compensation, and provides other benefits. There is an “art” to the location and development of space, and a proper balance between the art and science of site location must be achieved to ensure the best long-term result.

Neighborhood Revitalization/Urban Renewal


Many parts of the campus suffer a severe lack of long-term maintenance.  Neighborhood planning can be used to establish revitalization goals that will help the campus make facility upgrades to meet the research and academic demands of the 21st century.  For example:

· All classrooms should have appropriate technology.

· Labs must have functional equipment and utilities (e.g. fume hoods, and AVAC), and safe environments must be created and maintained.

· Facilities should meet all requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

· There should be ongoing Community beautification  efforts (art, parks, multi-use areas, recreation, safety, landscaping).

· Signage should be effective and enhance the beauty of the community.

OSU Partners
The OSU community includes partner organizations. Many of these partners such as SMILE, E.P.A., KidsSpirit, and Team Oregon, occupy or are adjacent to university space. Some of these organizations are critical to the Legislature’s and Governor’s growing interest in a seamless K-20 educational system. Others carry out specific educational and/or research missions. Some of these organizations add to the “community feel” (e.g. KidsSpirit) on campus. Most, if not all of the centers, programs, and institutes at OSU have outside partners critical to their missions both on and off-campus. The campus must determine the relative importance and location of partner organizations as facilities are upgraded or constructed.

Data Sources

There are a number of data sources that will be needed for neighborhood planning purposes. These data sets may also be revised based on the needs of the neighborhood planning process. Data sources include:

· Annual Space inventory, refined through space audits

· Campus Master Plan

· OUS guidelines for space (based on Federal Guidelines)

· Benchmarks with other universities (Peer institutions and others)

· FTE/headcounts, human resources employment data, institutional research, enrollment growth

· Strategic unit plans

Decision-Making Matrix

The Committee recommends the development of a decision-making matrix (hierarchy of decision-making) with a level of review dependent upon the proposed activities. With such a matrix university planners can begin to assess the appropriateness of the location of activities ranging from the Craft Center, Team Oregon, coffee shops, to faculty labs. 

Neighborhood planning can bring together space planning with land use planning.  Over time there will be a process of mitigation that will result in the “best fit” for a given activity or function.  Location considerations go through a series of “screens” such as:

· Health and safety

· Vehicular load (18 wheelers)

· Toxics

· Lines of sight

· Student specific services

· Aesthetics

· Historical district (character)

Future Neighborhood Planning Considerations

The neighborhood planning process and resulting plans discussed above focus on the short-term enhancement of university space. The university must also be cognizant of long-term trends that may affect space usage.  For example:

· Neighborhoods will need to adapt to the long-term possibilities of technological applications and reduced infrastructure expenditures.

· There is a need to focus on the use of facilities for research, especially flexible space. Much of the existing research space is inadequate and should be converted to other uses or demolished. There may be an opportunity to use old research space as shell space for alternate uses. 

· The OSU campus experience, like other residential college campuses, will look increasingly to a future that includes a virtual community experience. The university should consider the long-term opportunities of lessening infrastructure requirements that will be off-set by asynchronous and off-site educational delivery systems. These educational programs will also require the development of virtual communities that support various learning pedagogies and community experiences.

� General-purpose classrooms are those that are centrally scheduled through the Registrar’s Office and maintained by Facilities (includes 8 computer labs that are centrally scheduled but maintained by Information Services).


� Departmental classrooms may or may not be scheduled through the Registrar’s Office, but they are maintained by departmental or college units.
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