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STATE OF ONNEC TICUT
COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

P.O. Box 1;'4,20 - HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT 06101
~AREA CODE 203 566-3913

February, 1973

To TheiReader:

The 1972 General Assembly passed Public Act 194 which directed the
Commission for Higher Education fto develop a Master Plan for Higher Educa-
“tion in Connecticut by January 1974. In response, the Commission determined
a structure designed to insure broadly based participation in the deve!cpment °
of the plen. An overview of that structure is contained in +he following
" document . ‘ . : ‘ S

One of fhe mos¥t lmporTan+ elemenfs of The Masfer Pian structure 'is the
Resource Groups. Since September 1972, these groups, made up of over fwo
hundred persons, have addressed themselves to ma jor topics for the Macter-
Plan. The reports.of these groups have been made available to public boards
of higher education with the request that the reports be disseminated to
the chief executives and to *he chief librarians of each institution.and that
the broadest discussion possible of the resource groups! topics be encciraged.
among faculty, students and interested groups. In addition, copies are being
~made available through public libraries and to organizations and governmental
“agencies which might be interested. Because the supply of the irepcris . is.
limited, any interested individuals are permITTed to .reproduce any or all
reporTs. :

This report .is one of elghT Resource Group Reporfs I+ should. be ‘
recognized that The topics assigned to the Resource Groups are not mutually
N exolusuve There1ore, The reader is encouraged To read all elgh* reporfc

The Comm155|on ‘or ngher EducaT|on is mo:+ g'a+eful To the . many ‘ N
indtviduals who- gave freely of their time and energies serving on’ Resourcé -
Groups. ’ The excellent groundwork +hey have prov;ded in their’ repor+s wiil
farrllfafe the deliberations of add:Tnonal groups. and 1nd|v1duals as the
- process of The Mas*rer Plan oevelopmenf con+|nues
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INTRODUCT | ON

The following repo?f has been prepared by the Resource Group for con-
slderation by the Commission for Higher Education as it develops a Master
Plan for higher education in Connecticut.  To insure clear undersfandiné

of This‘reporf a number of poihTs should be emphesized:

o. The findings and recommendations are the considered degmenT
of The individual Resoqrce Group: They do not necessarily
‘represenf an opinion or position of the Commfssion for Higher
Education or eny other group such as the ManagemenT/PoIny or

_ Review and Evaluation Group.

. e This report is one of eight reoorfs,The Resource Group reporfs,

. as a-whofe, are posiffonapapers for consideraffon in the develop-
ment of the Master Plan. They should not be construed as con-
stituting a first draff of the Master Plan. Subsequent to further
discussion and commenT Tﬁe'recoﬁmendafions madelin reports may

- be retained, revise d, or deIeTed in the Master Plan.

e The recommendations of the group may conflict with recommendations

‘Vmade'by oTher groups. The reconciliafion of conflicfing‘r&uommen—

~dations will be consudered in the process of developlng a draft

'Masfer Plan.

e The'developmenf.of a MaSTeffPIan is a'dynamic process requiring-
conTunuung lnpu+ from many sources v AIThough The Resource Group : ‘
, oy S CE
,reporfs prov1de an: :mporTanT source of Judgmenfs abouT the elemenfs“‘

of the plan, addlflonal reacflon, commen#‘ and " Thoughf is reqU|red

'before an initial draff of The Masfer Plan can be compIeTed “’7

(f‘)



All questions and comments concerning this report should be
addressed to Master Ptan Staff Associfa’fes, c/o The Commission for

Higher Education, P.0. Box 1320, Hartford, Connecticut 06101.




PROCESS OF THE MASTER PLAN

Groups Involved in the Master Plan

Commission fdr'HLQher Education: The State's coordina;ing agency. for
higher educaTion was requesred by the General Assemblyl(P.A. 194, 1972)
to deveIOpe in cooperation with the boards of trustees of‘fhe constit-
uent units of the public system, a MasTe. Plan for ngher Education. in
Connecficuf. The plan is to be compIeTed and submitted to the General

Assembly by January, 1974.

ManaqemenT/Poliqerrogp:' A steering commrffee for the Master Plan pro-
eess; membership consisfs of the chairmen of +the boards of trustees for
the consTTTuenT units, and the president of the Connecfﬁcuf Conference
of Independent Colledes. “Liaison represenfafion from the Governor's of-

ftce and from the General Assembly are:also represenféd.»

Resource Groups: These groups are charged with developing position pa-

péers on specific Tooics for utilization in the development of a Master
Plan. Membership is prooorfionafely balanced between the higher educo-
tlon community and non-academics to insure that a broad spectrum of view-

pdinfs be.represenfed in group deliberations. Each group was assigned

,speC|fic quesflons by The NanagemenT/Po'lcy Group. In addiTion, each

©. group was'* encouraged To address any ofher quesfrons as ;T saw . flT.

Revfew and EVaIuaTion Group: A group |nv1+ed to revuew, evaluaTe, and

’make commenTs on The Resource Group reporfs and successnve drafTs of

+he MasTer Plan Ten members reDresenT a W1de spec+rum of the sTaTe s

fbusnness and publac InTeresT ac+|v1+y and Three ex- off|C|o members are

from.sfafe governmenc,

NS Y
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Master Plan Staff Associates: Each of the constlituent units of the

public system and the Connecticut Conferenze of Independent Colleges

_have provided staff support for the Master Plan project. The sTaff

assoclates serve a dual function: (1) each staff associate provided-
staff assistance to a Resource Group and, subsequen+ly, (2) the staff
associates will, in collaboration with the Commission staff, prepare

+he draft of the Master Plan.

Constituent Unit Boards of Trds#ees, including Faculty, Students and

Administration: All boards of trustees df the hfgher eduéafion‘sySTem
are asked to review carefully the Reséurce‘Gron reports and the Master
Plan drafts to follow. It is expecfed,fha+4éach institution will en-
COUrage_The fulle§T poésiblé discussion among'faculfy; sTudenTs, and

administrators.

The Publi¢: in addition to the higher education constituencies noted

above, a vital inpuf to the Master Plan is' the parficipafion of all
who ére{inferesfed, including: individuals in_industry, Iabor,.minori—
ties, professionals.-- in short, all orgahizafions ahd.individuals in-
Téreéfed in higher edUcanon‘” CommenTs are |nV|+ed at any s+age of the
developmenf of The MasTer Plaﬁ ) However, for consxderaf|on for +he
tn?T?at draff of The Masfer Plan, commenTs musT be recelved by Aprll_‘

I973 and in the flnal draft of The MasTer Plan by Sepfember 1973.




AN OUTLINE OF ACITVITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER‘PLAN

Activi-y
. CHE requests staff assistance from constituent units - 6/72
2.

CHE appoinfs.ManagemenT/Policy Group

ManagéménT/Policy Group: |

a. ldentifies elements of Master Plan
b. Develops queries to be addressed

c; Appoints Resource Groups

the Governor and General Ascembly

4, CHE holds Coltoquium Orientation meeting

5. CHE appoint Review and Evaluation Group x

6. CHE approvés interim reporT for transmittal to Governor , i2/72

7. 'Resource Groups compleTe and transmii papers .toc NanagemenT/
Pol|cy Group

8. MangemenT/Polycy Group distributes Resource Group reports to

- Constituent units; Review anc¢ Evaluatior Group, and o+her in-
terested groups and individuals

9.  Comments on Resource Group reports are submitted by Review and

Evaluation Group, constituent unlfs, and other interested in-
dividuals -and groups o

0. Initial Draft+ of Master Plan is prepared and distributed to

consTITuenT units and Review and Evaluation Group

1. |ni+|al reacfions are received and.DrafT of Master Plan is

- amended = ‘

12, - CHE sponsors publlc presen+a+|on of amended Draff of Master Plan
and -solicits commanfs from all qroups and xnleIduals who -are
lnTeresTed ’ o

13.. Comments reviewed’and evaluated anddf?nal draf+"prépared

4. Managemen#/Pollcy Group receives flnal commenfs on f|ral Dra.
- of Master Plan from consflfuenf units and ReV|ew and Evaluaflon
Group, reports to CHE \ |
15. CHE approves final draff of Masfer Plan and +rangm|T53§,.+b 12/73
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Februaryfl, 1973

Mr.. Donald H McGannon
H‘Chalrman ‘ -
,‘Comm1ss1on for ngher Educatlon
" Post Office Box 1320 e :
- Hartford, Connectlcut 06101

:‘Dear‘Mr McGannon

,The report of the Resource Group on Facllltles is"
: jtransmltted herewith. ‘

Our. Commlttee s1ncerely hopes that it will prov1de
substantlal and positive material for the implemen-
tation of 'the: Five~ Year Master Plan for the State
iof Connectlcut :

&.We w1sh to 1nclude, under the same cover, our
‘,?deepest appre01atlon, first, for the honor you
;h‘bestowed on us in des1gnat1ng us for this- progect
 second, for:. the ~compliment you. have paid us - in

, assumlng that we could even approach its accompllsh—
- “ment in so short a t1me and ~above all, for the
‘1_,pat1ence and forbearance youw and your assoc1ates will
. be- called upon to exercise when you have analyzed ‘our
. efforts and discover that you: have placed tbls truly

Cyclopean task in the 1nept hands of . a group of no--

~ more- than—average mortals : o : o

 RHM/abk
‘Enc.




REPORT  OF THE FACILITIES RESOURCE GROUP OF THE MASTER PLAN
CONTENTS

Charge to the Committee . . . . . . v v . v &+ « + v .,; e e e e e . l'

‘Members of the Facilities Resource Group. . . . . . + v o + o v o . . 3
~ Summary of Findings and Recommendations . N~
Answers‘to‘Queries o e e e e e e . e R i
Preface and Acknowledgements T G e e i3
Introduction R R e .:L.; ; B T Y
I. The'Construction BACKIOZ o v & v v vk v e e e e .. 21
1T, The Central Fa0111t1es Process ., .. ... ... .0 .23

' ' - Existing Facilities Process v & v v v v v v v w23
A; Central Facllltles Process , . . e e e e e e e e 27
‘Commlss1on on Aid to ngher Educatlon A, W . 32

Costs and Sav1ngs of Facilities Process Recommendatlons . 33

ITI. Facility Utilization and Stendards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
' ‘Utilization of Classroom Fa0111tles e e s e W e e e . 35
Etherington Report on Utilization . . . . . . . .. . . .38

Fa0111ty Standards for ngher Educatlon e e }‘. .. 38

.IV, Comprehenslve Plannlng L R
i,4V. Prlvate and Reglonal Resources e e e e e e e e 47

Reglonal Resources . .‘.Hj e .f.:d‘. Y

VI Aux111ary Fund Fac111t1es N S e e 49

‘ ‘ ‘Funding,. . e e e e e e e e e e b9
Student Hou51ng R . ¥ |

Parklng Garages T O P SRR ¥

VT, Selectlon of Archltects"; A e e e e . .55
VIII. Physlcal Fa0111t1es DEliVery » v v vov 4w v a' e v w e e . 457
Construction Management. . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . .58
Lease/Purchase Procedure , S P 1

Economles Constructlon e e e e e e e e e e 059

IX. Envlronmental and Esthetlc Cons1 vratlon O ;‘61"

Blbllography e ;‘. . }_; QZ.R; .R. SRR o ;‘.“. L 65




“Westinghouse Flectric Corporation \ 0Park v

New Yark New York 1m16 -

“Donald HMcGannon
President - =
BTUGUCGSWIE, Leaming & Leisure Time

-September 18,‘1972 ‘

Mr Robert Mutrux

c/o Fletcher—'I’hompson Inc
299 Washington Avenue
Bridgeport, Connecticut. 06604

) Dear-Mr :Mutrux:

1Now that all eight of the Resource Groups have chairmen,
1 am writing ‘each person who has accepted a chairmanship
to express my personal apprec1atlon for his or her willing-
ness to serve. I .can: think of no. act1v1ty that will be of
more’ Signlficance to. the development of hlgher educatiocn -
~in the state, ‘or that’ w1ll require more extended and’
detalled attentlon than - the constructlon of a Master Plan.
~ 50 much of" what w1ll happen 1n the future will depend on
how well we plan. and ‘how apparent it is. to the public that
we. have performed capably 1n that area.

‘Warren has adv1sed me of the activ1ty which has taken place

. to date and I am: gratlfied by. what he reports., Please“

- accept my - thanks and those of “the: members of the Management/
Policy Group and the Comm1351on for Higher Education for
accepting a leadership role in this 1mportant enterprise ‘

I ook forward to. see"ng you at Southern Connectlcut State
College on- Monday

Sincerely,

" Donald H. McGannon ‘
Chairman, Commlssion
for Higher Education

© DHM:ja
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SUMMARY QOF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FACTLITIES RESOURCE GROUP

1) TEE CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG

Finding: Tt is clear that the State is struggling with
‘building commitments tc a range, of institutions, commit-
ments it finds e\ceedlngly difficult to finance. It is
_also clear that the State is looking for sound guldance
on just. how to treat w1th this backlog ‘

Recommendatlon. It is recommended that the Governor .give
clear and Immedlate guldance as to.the avallablllty of
capital funds for each of the constltuent units of “higher
education, based on an evaluation of the faclllty prlorlty
recommendatlons made by these units this past .year. Further,
it is’ recommended that the Commission for ngher Education
in collaboratlon with the Boards. of Trustees of the con-
stituent units estabilsh a: pattern for capital constructlon
that: (a) lengthens out the program of development of the
Community College system,‘(b) insists.on a slower. plan of
facilities development. for the University, State, and Tech~
nical Collegec, and (c) defers- commltment to new programs
that requlre new'. fac111t1es.‘ o

2) THE FACILITIES PROPESS

Flndlng . There ex1sts no author1tat1ve adVISory body 1n ;
higher . educatlon with" the stafi the expertlse, and the re--
sponsibility to deVISe standardlzed procedures of fac111t1es
programming, to. gather suff1c1ent data'on the quantlty and
r‘quallty of: fac111t1es, to advise on the prlor1t1es of faci-
lities needs based upon‘constltuent unit plans, and to seek
out and lllumlnate State flscal plans in the fac111t1es area.

'Recommendatlon Establlsh w1th1n the context ‘of the Commlss10n
for Higher Education a Central Facilities- Group,w1th1n the
offices of the Commission with"an approprlately-structured
T AdVISory Committee: of ‘its own to carry. out the above func+lons
- and to encourage w1th1n the constituent units a cont1nu1ng
plannlng DProcess: and the exploratlon of opportunltles for =
developlng jolnt -use fac111t1es (See later recommenda+lon)




2) FACILITIES PROCESS (Cont.)

Finding' There is pending legislation to transfer the resoonS1b111t1es
of the. Cemmission on Aid to.Higher Education to the CHE and to reserve
‘a role for members of the Commission on'Aid as advisory to the CHE on
facilities. The Commission on Aid is a- knowledgeable body, familiar
with Federal programs that benefit higher education and familiar with
fa0111ty needs .at both’ publlc and private institutions. This expertlse
wouZd be valuable within a facilities process. ‘The staff and sy
the Comm1ss10n on Aid could thus comprise in part the makeup of the pro-
Dosed Centra acllltles Group

Recommendatlom Proposed leglslatlon to transfer the respon51b111t1es
s - of the: Commizsion on Aid ko Higher. Educatlcn tothe CHE should be
supported, reserv1ng a rola for the members of =*he Comm1551on on A1d
who could usefully~be asked to serve as a&n advlhory body to the CHE on
‘ fac1llt1es need.' ‘It is further recommen“ed “that: members “of thls B
adv1sory body be compcsed of representatmmes of both prlvate and. publlc
- institutions. as: ‘well as others with competency in evaluating- facilities:
- requirements and that these members be appplntedxby the Comm1ss10n for
‘ ngher Educatlon ‘ "

* T O * . *
Finding: The present proceSs of facilfty plannlng is ined quate in
staff and resources at the campus: and the c¢onstituent unit - Board of
Trustees level to carry out proper plannlng'actlvatles te yield@ timely
and ' relevant data om fac111ty needs. . The. imputs: from such ‘decentra-
lized planning activities ‘are vital to prqggr c0351derat1mn of need.
3and prlorltles by a Central Fac111t1es Gromm.

‘ Recommendatlon Fac1lrtmes plannlng should be a.decentrdﬂlzed activity
carried-out at the 'level of the campus and @onstItuent unit -Board of
' Trustees and’ that funds for operatlons and’ Staff for a continuing plan-
ning capablllty be a part of the budget reqmestslof each'cmnstl tuent
. un1t

% , * ‘ : *

“Finding: The Department of Public Works has for”years been. bearlng

_most of the criticiism for the fallure to deliver facilities cefficiently
and economically. We find this cr1t1c1sm exaggermted; the: fault: belongs

“to all of the agencies that hzve had'a hand in: meeting construction ‘
requ1rements——frcm the constituent units to the Ccmmission..for Higher

: Educatmon, from the: State Adnrnlstratlon to membe-s of the General
Assembly :

‘Recommendation ‘The Departmemt of Public Works should be strengthened
~with & Deputy: Commlssloner amd appropriate staff specificelly charged
with responsibility for higher educatlon fac111tles and cooperatlon with
-the Central Fac1lim1es Group.




3) FACILITY UTILIZATION AND STANDARDS:

'P ndingt Our ‘Resource Group soon determlned that traditional class-
‘room-and laboratory utilization studies, while tney do have thell
appropriate use and value, by and large. ~ are an. 1mperfect means
of establishing the degree of efficiency and adequacy with which
Fmstitutions use their facllltles. At best these data relate to a.
Frmetion of facilities on campus and treat them within a limited con-
text. Thns the conclusions of the recent Etherlngton Report on:
clﬂesroom utlllzatlon at publlc institutions of higher educatlon
Hemve been found to be in- serious error and mlsleadlng

_Eac@mmendatlon.‘ It is Iecommended that: (a) utlllzatlon data from
Hoth publlc and private: 1nst1tutlons contlnue to be gathered, (b): that -
the - Central Facilities Group within the CHE be. charged with respon-
-83hility for insuring its accuracy and relevance; (c) that this -
SEs  group: recommend*to +he State approprlate standards of utlllza-
tFmn; and (d) that the CHE improve its own comprehension of the
m=wming of utlllzatlon data and its approprlate context. so that it
s #4n a stronger: pos1tlon to relleve some of the mls"ulded ~public

umrehenslon over exlstlng condltlons.

Fnding: Connecticut malntalns strlngent space requlrements for
aexementary and" seCOndary schools, but it has not established ade-
quate standards of space or a clear notion of the scale of facili~
“tides’ approprlate to the 1nd1v1dual constltuent units of hlgher e

»:edi‘ucatlon .

ZRecommendation: Pendlng the development of Iaclllty space _standards
“&f its own, the State should adopt the standards developed by the
f‘;stern Interstate Commission for Higher Education, . feeling that.

these standards are probably the most thoughtfully des1gned in the

mzagion today.




L) COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

Findingz: The present processes of institutional planning at the
campus level are generally sporadic and uneven. Most important

- of all, though many of the plenners have been talented, they have
not had access to realistic fiscal parameters against whlch to do-
the plannlng.‘ These inadequacies have restricted opportunltles to
take into account changing needs and- purposes-as they relate to!

. students, -other institutions, and to higher education as a system
with their consequences in the quantity and quality of facilities.
Such plans are vital for the functlonlng of an adequate facilities
process ‘ ,

: Recommendatlon. Contlnulng and adequate procedures of - comprehen31ve _

planning including periodic development of academic and physlcal ‘

~ plans should be: establlshed for .each separate 1nstltutlon of publlc
higher educatlon.-

5) PRIVATE AND REGICNAL'HESOURCES‘”

Finding:' The Resource Group was 1mpressed greatly with the avail-
ability of educational resource in the private sector, particularly
within an often—neglected sector, that of.the proprietary schools.

- Taking advantage of such resources may reduce the burden of faclllty
needs in publlc hlgher educatlon

‘Recommendatlon°' Wherever feaslble and de31rable in the development
of -higher education in the State, and in'the plannlng of individual -
ylnstltutlons due -account shall be taken of the resources of the
private and proprletary sectors .of hlgher education to make use of
. the pOSSlbllltleS of 301nt use and sharlng of facilities uhrough
contract programs

w0 o : R B o %

‘Finding: There are substantial resowrces in public and private
higher. education as well as in non-hlgher education 1nst1tutlons
which are located within educat10na1 regions as defined by the =
CHE and which may usefully augmentone another "to the benefit of
the region and the State.. o : L

Reoommendatlon. Data on facllltles and academlc resources should
be ‘compiled by regions to be’ ‘used in the plannlng process ‘so.that
- they may lead. to the optlmum ‘utilization of resources, ‘and. in' the
A‘optlmum development of hlgher educatlon w1th1n a region.




6) AUXILIARY -FUND FACILITIES

. 'Finding: One: of the profound problems facing the constituent units
‘relates to the funding of non-academic facilities, including student
union buildings, parking areas, and dormitories. Construction costs
have simply outdistanced the ability of 'students on many campuses in
Connecticut to finance these much-needed facilities. A further burden
is. imposed by the limited 20 year bonding term that does not spread
out the cost of facilities to the generations of students who will use
them. ‘ PRI ‘ ‘ S '

Recommendation: The newly-imposed tuition payments should be segre-

- gated to provide a Self-Iiquidating Facilities Fund with which to '
finance such non-academic facilities across the State and the term

- under which bonds are sold for these projects be lengthened from: the
present 20 years to 30 years. . - - o ‘ o

7)  ARCHITECT SELECTION

Finding: “The present system of the selection of architects and
engineers by the Department of Public Works fails to lead to the
optimum choices of professiorals that would lead to the establishment
of the relationship of confidence and rapport between. the user agency
and professionals needed for the proper design and programming of

facilities. _ o ‘ .

Recoﬁmendatidn:j The,presiaéntfof an‘institutiqn shall_have a signi-
ficant voice in the selection of all professionals engaged in the

~planning, programming, and design of campus facilities.

8) FACILITIES DELIVERY

. 'Finding: Due to factors beyond its' control the Public Works Depart-
- ment has not operated 'in an efficient manner in the production of
facilities for higher education. We believe that there is great oppor-
‘tunity: (a) to speed the process of design and construction through a -
streamlining of procedures; (b) to explore new techniques of design R
and construction; (¢) to develop increased use of the private sector o
- through leaseback and other contractual arrangements; and (d) to save
substantial money through elimination of unnecessary delays occasioned

by the present process.

Reébmmendatidn: The organization and 6peratiohs‘of thé‘Departméntiof»
Public Works should be reviewed to the end that it may make optimum
‘use: of methods and approaches to improve jits. - effectiveness in faci-

lities delivery=in terms of speed, quality, and economy. = |




9) ENVIRONMENTAL AND ESTHETIC CONSIDERATIONS

Flndlng it requlres no gzeat breadth of observation nor depth of
perception to realize that the relation between the physical symbol
for higher: educatlon and the world around it has not. achieved' the:
‘high standard ‘that the State deserves. The exterior appear&nce of
fa0111t1es, on the whole, is spartan at best; in the layout and
des1gn of facilities, the environment has more often than not been
elther neglected or totally 1gnored

Recommendatlons. Every effort should be made to achieve the ‘highest
level of. quallty in ‘these vital areas. Respect for environmental
factors.in site plannlng, energy conservatlon, and the preservatlon
‘of natural resources is of prime 1mportance in a field which, by
}deflnltlon, is-a maJor influence Jn “the shaplng of the world we llve
in and hope to enJoy ‘

'Furthermore, we are deallng in an area whose v1sual lmpact is ev1dent
well in advance of its functional effect. It is’ essentlal therefore,
that creatlons resultlng from the Master Plan, in every case, be a '
distinct credit to the ‘institution that inspired 1t the State that
hosts it,. and the taxpayer who supports 1t

In partlcular, funds should not . only be budgeted but reserved first,
for planning whlch will result in an: agreeable natural setting, and
second, for interiors in which stlmnlatlng works of creative art may
be dlbplayed and appre01ated. :
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FACILITIES RESOURCE GROUP
- ANSWERS TO QUERIES

A, UTILIZATION:

1. WHAT IS THE CAPACITY OF FACILITIES TN INSTI+JTIONS OF HIGHER
LEARNING IN CONNECTICUT?

Capac‘ty of facilities is a judgment that 1s dependent upon
many factors such as purposes, standards of space, and the availabi-
lity of classrooms and supporting fac1llu1es It therefore appears
impcssible to answer th1s questlon in the llght of the 1nadequate
data. avallable ‘ o .

2. WHAT IS THE RATE OF UTILIZATION OR CAPACITY OF;FACILITIESSIN
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING IN CONNECTICUT? PUBLICT.
INDEPENDENT? o

The Comm1s51on for Higher Education is" 1ssu1ng in the: near L
future a report on classroom and laboratory utlllzatlon of the public
and private sector in the State of Connecticut. ‘See Chapter III of ‘
our own report. for. a d1scusslon of the relevance of utlllzatlon data

3. HOW DOES THIS COMPARE NATIONALLY°

Comparlng earller reports of Connect1cut S classroom utlllzatlon
as publlshed by the Commission for ngher Educatlon w1th reports ‘from
other State systems 1nd1cates that 'in general Connect1cut uses its
classrooms as . 1ntens1vely or moreso than other State systems

L. ' WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES IF ANY COULD INCREASE RATE OF CAPACITY
UTILIZATION9 Co . . 0 . .

. Chapter III of th1s report d1scusses the role and context of
"space utilization. In. our: judgment the goal of. max1mlzlng space utili-
: zatlon in itself is of dubious value. As an ‘end in itself it leads

to 1llog1callt1es such as: changlng over classroom space to support space
or 1ncreas1ng enrollments on a campus or uslng teachlng techn1ques that
lead to greater classroom use. :

B.  WHAT IS THE APPROXIMATE DOLLAR. INVESTMENT IN FACILITIES IN THE
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORSV

Space 1nventory data appear to have- some errors There appear " to
be approx1mately 20 OOO ,000 - gross square feet of space in the’ public’
and private sectors of. hlgher education.’ Assumlng a replacement -cost
of fac111t1es of $80 per square’ foot to 1nclude the cost of ut111t1es,
s1tework, parking areas, ‘land, and professlonal fees, it 1is est1mated
that the value of these’ fac1llt1es is: $1 6 bllllons :
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FACILITIES RESOURCE GROUP
ANSWERS TO QUERIES (CONTINUED)

C. WHAT ARE DOLLAR ESTIMATES FOR'EXPANSIONrOF FACILITIES TO 19797

ProJectlons for the next five years submltted by - the const1tuent
urnits: to, the Commission for ngher Educatlon during the. last budget
perlod 1nd1cate based on. present plans, ‘that there is & need for a
- total of $h53 866 ,000 in fac111t1es over th1s perlod '

;D.‘ WhAT ALTERNATIVES ARE THERE FOR DEVELODING NEW FACILITIES?

‘ The Fac1lltles Resource Group cons1dered the . 1mpllcatlon of many
alternative approaches to the’ constructlon of ‘facilities. It \s clearf
that if: alternatlves ellmlnate the need for facilities at little:or -
' no penalty in educatlonal effectlveness, or indeed 1mprove it, :the cost
of facllltles for. h1gher educatlon w1ll ‘be - thereby reduced. Some of
the. alternatives 1dent1f1ed we;e the sharlng of facilities and serv1ces

among 1nst1tutlons, year round use- of: iacllltles through quarter calendars,‘ipﬂﬂ‘::

ctime shortened degrees, educatlonal telev131on, and 'so on..

“Whnile on the surface some of these approaches appear plau51ble
and hopeful, ‘the FaCllltleS Resource Group hasconcluded that:it is
only their appllcatlon w1th1n the settlngs of" actual 1nst1tutlons that
educatlonal 1mpllcatlons, costs, and ‘benefits can be truly assessed ‘
‘It appears that it is within the’ academlc phase ‘of comprehens1ve fa-
‘Clllty planning (See Chapter IV of "this report) W1th1n an: 1nst1tutlon
that such" cons1deratlons can most usefully be" brought to bear- to affect
- the fac1llty program of a college . The Fac1llt1es Resource Group, there—.:
"fore,,cannot in general advocate any spec1f1c proposals except to c1te
“that these. proposals should be factored: in. at ‘the: approprlate t1me-—'
‘:the cycllcal perlods when an 1nst1tutlon 1s creat1ng and updat1ng 1ts
academic plan ~ - : '

EL SHOULD ANY CHANGES BE MADE IN POLICIES REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION

OF DORMITORY FACILITIES° ' |

The Facllltles Resource Group has made a: number of recommendatlons L
in this area which. are d1scussed in. Chapter VI Aux1llary Fund Facllltles,
in" thls report.' - :

F. WHAT MAJOR CHANGES IN FACILITIES SHOULD BE PLANNED OVER THE NEXT
DECADE‘2

; Plans should be: madt for the Commun1ty Colleges to get permanent ERN
ffacllltles, ‘and existing: campuses should be bullt to acceptable stan-i]‘
dards. of space, or. at least cons1derable str1des should be made 1n th1s
“d1rectlon.“ : :
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‘Preface and Acknowledgements

The history of higher education is written in three major chapters.

It is recorded in the‘galaxy of great teachers‘uhose precepts, from the
beginning of time, have influenced man's development and increased his
knowledge of the world and of‘himself. It is written in the 1ist of studénts
who have gone into the world prepared to guide the course of men and of
events. And‘it is written in its buildings.

This aspéct o? advanced instruction, though it is the most'prominent
and the most easily grasped, is philosOphically the least important. The
locale of one of the first universities was a mere grove of trees dedicated
to the God Acaedemus. No mention is,made of structures of any kind; in
fact, throughout all the works of Plato the term "architecture" is hardly
ever mentioned. Furthermore, this center of instruction was created not
from an acknowledged necessitypbut.as a gratuitous token of appreciation
from that now.endangered and almost extinot species, the wealthy donor.

The‘need for‘structures per se, however, cannot be minimized. ‘Thei
famous Library at Alexandria had to be adequatelylsheltered;‘and it is
‘highly regrettable that fire codes did not exist &t the time of ity con-
struction. In 1591 a 2000—seat hall was built in Padua to accommodate
‘the thronss who came to attend lectures by Galileo. . The,Unlver51ties of
Bologna Cordoba and Paris, though they may not even remotely have
h_resembled the grandiose educational surroundlngs portrayed in Raphael'
"School of Athen' were nevertheless ‘housed in bUlldlngS, some of which are’
',stillhin ex1stence\‘_‘ )

| The preoccupation with structurec -of spec1al character -and the1r
bassociation w1th higher education in our own country is quite evident. vIt

may be traced, in large part, to the univer31ties of Oxford and Cambridge
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in Engiand. Their influence is clearly evident in the so-called "Collegiate'
Gothic" style which appears frequently throughout our centérs of learning.
Within the last century a total of over 2500 institutions have been con-
structed, each in a particular "style'", from well-endowed state and private
universities to the most modest denominational colleges and technical
schools. 4Forty—six such establishments exist in Coﬁnecticut alone, not to
mehtion fifty—nine proprietary colleges and thirtyfeight nursing schools.
Eaéh is characterized by itS'éﬁecial progreams énd goals; all are distin-
guished by the extent and character of their facilities.

The cénstant dermand for educational space in one form or another,
accompanied by thelyearniﬁg for some fdfm of outward symbollism, has resulted
in an unprecedented p?oliferation of buildingsvand facilities of every sort
in every,category. Many of these are presently under construction; many more
are or the d;awing Boards, Méaﬁwhile, millions of squére‘feet (of which
_Cbnnecticut is'host,toiappréximately’13.566)‘already exisf, all‘inyiting‘
efficient usage bpt demandingVCOﬁstant maintenance, amortization, and defense
agdinst the spectrum of obsolescence.

In‘a éeriod of unparalleled costs out of all propbrtioﬁ to tﬁe average
institution';‘incémé, ﬁoday’s center for higher education is faced with
the harsh realities of modern-day economies. One is reminded of Marc Hopkins, -
Vhd stated that the optimum‘enQironmeﬁt of éducation was‘ﬁhe space occupied
by a teacher and a sfuaent ast%ide a fallen‘iog. Tomdrrow,,in due céﬁsidera—
tion of studenf overpopulétibn bélanééd.égainst devaluation, inflatioﬁ, de-
forestation, the‘skYrocketing cosf pf iumber alone, plus the fact that tddéy’s
~donor is fhe<unromantic,ﬁaXpayer, it. may be necessary to dicpense with the
log itself. | | |

"Thus, frqm’thegrovesof Piato’s Aéademy, we have come full circle,



A review of the facilities neccessary and desirable to accommcdate the

process of higher education at the standards we choose to establish
could not be more appropriate or timely. This réfoft will attempt to
provi@e its basis.

At this point the Facilities Resburce G?oup wishes tc @cknowledge the
assistance‘of the mény people ﬁho gave us informatiqn anv.:the benefit of
their insights. Special thﬁnks should go to Dr. Kenneth‘R..Summerer of
the Staff of the Regional Coﬁmunity Coilege Board éhd Mr. Lucian L. Lombardi,
Director of the Technicsal CoilegeS, for their fine presentations given

at meetings of our group.
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Introduction

~The task of the Resource Group on Facilities is clearly expressed
in the words of State Senator Ruth O. Truex, whe stated recently, "We
‘have accepted. the responsibility to provide quelity higher education

for ell young people whc aspire to it. Now we face the challenge of

meeting that responsitiflity within a framework of limited resources”.

The phrase "a framework of limited resources" explicitly (though
perhaps unintentionally) outliﬁés the problem of facilities for higher
educatioﬁ as it does, indeed, in the entire country. "Facilities" are
the concrete frémework which is needed to house the abstraction of pro-.
mise, program, goal, and universal intellectural development;l The
chronic shortage of funds‘is the factor’that mskes thisg requirement a
nagging probleﬁ'rather than an idyllic creative exﬁerience.

While the aim of higher éducation is difficult to assess and impossible
to predict, its visual imsge, at any given point in time, is frozen in
‘ fhe feality of square‘feet of brick, steel and‘glaés, and innumerable
‘ square‘yards of asphalt paving, all subject to the tyranny of thé-dollar—
sign. | |

Tt is not sufficient, by,any means, to provide merely the bare bones
of classrooms, labs,‘cdrridors,‘restrooms,‘aﬁd ﬁtilities. Without the
indispensable 1list of concomitaﬁts‘which include thé‘iibrary, the stu-
dent cénter, the auditorium, and the athletic field, today{s educational
center fdr higher edﬁcaﬁion does not méetkSéﬁator_Truéx;s strict speci—
fication of "qualify". |

Moreover, regardless‘bf‘thé_quality of the program 6f§ered, its
unbounded'potential,‘or even its speéific atfainments,'it i;mits riiysical

envelope that is education's most prominent‘symbdlﬁ It is the structures
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and the physical atmosphere that ““‘erccmnects -them that represent most

strongly the public's faith in the veli®ity o .education and the soumndness:

of its own .investment. |

For this reason the facllltl‘s Zox highex education throughout

Connecticut should be reviewed in all‘thﬁir dfmmensions. Existing facilig

ties must be reevaluated ln terms of todegy's tmEgets as well as tOday's
I.needs; new facilities must be plenned mr the b=sis of the total- experlenCe

of a long past and in anticipation, *o-the extent thet it is humanly poss1ble,
“of the real needs and the valid desires of the future.

- On the snrface, the problem dees riot appear to be insoluble. It is
made up, essentially, of a set of known factors consisting mainly of a student
population, a faculty, a set of tools, and their mutual juxtaposition to
echieve a desired result. It is the job of the facilities to shelter and
facilitate the attaimment of this goal. In the light of modern problem~
solv1ng technology, it does not seem 1mposs1ble, at flrst glance, to deVlSe
a' formula whereby, in a given 1nstance, all related factors could be anaLyzed

‘ and coordinated and the resnlt obtained through the efficacy and the exact-
ness of the computer. |
However, the problem is compoundea by two factors
flrst nf all, standards must be establlshed which reflect our relative
.posture in a natlonnlde perspectlve. Then, in acknowledgement of our
democrat1c her1tage, these standards must be applled in a manner which will

ensure an equltable balance thr oughout the entlre state.» The'student must

enJoy a falr chance to achieve optlmum development w1th1n the range of his

‘ebilities and hls ambltlons in any of the flelds mede available to him.

Secondly;.within e budget whieh Fs perennlallyrand unlversally it ted,"

the resulfing capital 1nvestment3,wﬁ1cn‘must'obv1ously be conducive to. simdy
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and development, must also meet stste, national, and locai criteria for
environmental quality. Most important of all, it must stand up agsinst the
critical judgement of the supporting citizen.

Expressed in ofher terms, the facilities for higher education through-
outuConnecticut'must be plarned for maximumefficiency, they must be economical
within reascn, and trey must provide an atmosphere in‘yhiqh the faculty arnd.
the students can dc their best work and of which the taxpayer can be justly
proud. - Today's challenge is ar echo, over some 1700 years, of Vitruvius's
"Commodity, Firmness, and Delight" translated into,funsticn, construction,
and beauty, at teday's equivalent of so many denarii per square cubit.

The Resource Group on Facilities has chosen to deal with this aspest
of the Master Plan undsr the following subheadingss

1. An overview of statewide facilities, current projects, and the
status of individual waster-plannlng,

2. A proposal to centralize the study of facilities needs for higher
education by creating a continuing body empowered to review,
evaluate, and make specific recommendatlons for the creation of
new facilities;

A discussion on the danger of-measuring space-utilizetion by
broad and irrelevant generalizations and the importance of
applying new standards in the light of individual situations;y

(98]

L. A reordering of the steps involved in the creation of facilities
~for higher educatlon, from plannlng through funding, de51gn, -and
.dellvery,
5. A comment on the env1ronmental and esthetic 1mpact of structures,
the treatment of. the spaces. between structures, and their educa-
~~tional and psychologlcal effect on faculty, student, and the .
_passing taxpaver '
We have interviewed representatives from each of“the varioﬁs types of"
state 1nst1tut10ns, as well as eyecutlves from prlvate and proprletary schools.

We have refrained, for obv1ous reasons, from making spec1f1c assessments

or detailed pronouncements. - However, it iS<hoped'that our report will offer
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a clear record of our findings, and that our recommendations will provide
realistic guidance in the formation of the final Master-Plan for the State

of Connecticut.
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Chapter I

The Construction Backlog

In the rising tide of higher education enrollments over the last ten
years the public colleges of Connecticut’have greatly exﬁanded. Ten new
public-institutions‘were authorized by the General Assembly, four of these
within “the last three‘years‘alone. These developments have swelled the
need for facilities to a degree beyond the ability of the State's mechanisms
to pfovide them. In the face of this need the State anvaatien experienced
a sharp growth in inflationAand rising construetion costs. Concern for the
8rowing State debt led to a moratorium on State constrection. To date’
over $ldO million in funds authorized for higher educaﬁion facilitiesAby
the General Aseembly remain unallocated.

Meanwhile, there is a range of unmet needs at existing campuses and
many of the‘Commuhity Colleges are without their ownveempuses, existing in
leased facilities and temperary buildings. While some State standards call
fof an average of 68 (Flofidaéfandar@ assignable square feet for’every“fuil—

time equivdient:Etudentjat Community€Collegee; Connecticut's Community
Colleges struggle aleng on an average‘of~39 assignable‘square'feefl

_Looking to the future it is suggested by recent capital pfojections
from each conetituent unit that additional expenditﬁres asbhigh as $L450
million may be needed fo; facilites ovee the hext:five years. Some of
these;faeility‘prejeciiongeare in}a@t;cipation of enrollmentegrowthfthat

‘ mey never materielize. ﬁbwever, others are for space, site&ofk, and other
'faciliﬁy‘needs that~are3aireadyiexisting."

‘I{;,was not feasible in‘_'tvhe ‘t’ime'ja‘va.ileble to the Facilities Resource
Group to review in’detail‘the‘exieting”ahd‘érojected faciiity'needs‘in the

Stéte. Indeed,'in many cases Master Plans and other data were simply not
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Chapter 1-- The Construction: Backlog

available.. Of the;plans that were available, some appeared to us, out of
date:, others:were inadequate In their detail. And yet it is clear to us
that the Siate Is looking for sound gmidanoe on Jjust hoﬁ to treat their

backlog of commitments.

In stmdy¥ng the range of facility issues, the Facilities Resource‘Group
has concluded tiat the State's first duty is to provide for those instltu—
tions that =re already in existence. It seems unwise for the State to
underteke commitments to new institutions or new programs requiring sub-
stantial facilities withouﬁ fﬁll ewareness of the cost of facilities
such action will entail, and a readiness to meke funds available for them.

With respect to those projects already designed and fumded the Facilities
Resource Group recommends that the Governor give clear .and immediate guidance
as to ‘the availability of capital funds for each of the consfituent units
of-higher{education, based,upon the evaluation ‘of the facility priority
recommendations made and ‘submitted by these units thls past year.

Further, in recognltlon of the volume of needs, it is recommended that
the‘Comm1551on for H;gher Education ln collaboration'with the Boards of
Trustees»of the constituent units establish a pattern for capital’construc-
‘tion that: ‘(a) lengthens out the program,of development of the Community
College}system- (b) insisté on a‘slower‘plon of facilities development
for the Unlver51ty, State, and Technlcal Colleges, and (c) defers commitment

to new programs tkﬂs 7eﬁn1r° new fa01lit1es.

w
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Chapter II

The Central Facilities Process

The Facilities Resource Group, soon after deliberations began,
recognized that a critical part of its work was an assessment within higher
education of the present facility procese. A subcommittee‘was appointed
to study these.matters ih detall. Three questions emerged;

.l) What is the existing facilities process?

2)  In what way is the existing facilities process deficient?

'3) What improvements can be made in the existing process?

Existing Facilities Process

The process for developing buildings and facilities for higher educa-
tion is long and complicated. It begins at the‘institutional level where
facility needs are expressed in specific terms as a request for a serieS'of
projects.‘ These are then sdbmitted to‘the institution's‘Board of Trustees
for evaluation and approval. | , o o ;)

Subsequent to. this approval, the request is forwarded fo two sepa-
rate agencies of government 1) the Budget. Offlce (representing the Executive
Branch) and 2) the Commission for Higher Educatlon (CHE).. The latter
. ‘mgency. reviews and recommends w1th a concern for establishlng overall hlgher
educetion priorities. The former agency, 1n,consultat10n with the Public
Works Depertment provides information‘upon which‘the“Governor can base hie
own capital budget request for the State as a whole.

" The General Assembly then responds with funding authorlzatlons based

on its own, often 1ndependent evaluatlon of the orlginal recommendatlcns

of the Boards, and that of the CHE, and the Governor.
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Chapter 2 - Existigg¥Facilit£es'Process (cont.)

Once the Capitel Budget is passed and signed by the Governor, the
respeétive Stake Agency is in a position to file a formal reguest with the
Department of Public-Wbrks for the commissioning of architects and engineers
to be assigned a particular project. This in turn is followed with yet a-
notheg review through the State Bond Commission, which is reflective 6f the -
views of the Governor and Commissioner of Finance and Control. If that
Commission then determines once more that the pfoject is warranted, funds
are allocated to the Public Works Department which designates an architect
and superviées the preparation of plans. Later, when the projlect is designed,
a furtherkappeal must be made to the Bond Commission to allot authorized
funds for construction. Diagram I is an outline of this process.

In 1968 the Public:Works Department in consultation with‘the State Budget
office recoﬁmende@ g two-stage funding procedure. Accofdingly, the first
'reéuest,for fund{authorization was té cover érchitectural planning.. Later
when piané neared completion, & second request for fuhd authorization was
meade for construcfion. ‘Thié concépt,‘besides making possible more précise
informgtion oh the construction cost of a project, gave‘all reviewing agenéies
and the 'Generél Assembly two opportunities for evaluating any project.

in terms of time;Jthe pfocéss from the poinﬁ wheré a constituent unit
Boafd‘approves & project to the point where funds are alloted for grchi-
tectural design reéuireé”a minimum of one year and often extends from 18
monthS‘té‘two‘years. An additional thrée‘yéars is usually fequired until a

facility is‘actudlly completed and in use.
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Chapter 2 - Criticism of Existing Process

To the degree that the process described enforces long-range planning
and thoughtful representation of need, it is desirable. But there are s
number of shortcomings built into the process that operate at various
. stages and in general.

To begin with it mﬁst befreccgnized that in contrast to the private
sector (wherein the formulation of plans and later effectuation are en-
compassed within one organization,) public.agencies must work with an array
cf reviewing agencies which have separate objectives and special procedures.
The net effect is one of delay and even paralysis in méeting institutional
needs. In the interim, the forces of inflation erode authorized funds and
projects can no longer be built without drastic cuts in building space or
corpromise in function. The result is a substantial penalty both to the
taxpayer and user agency.

Cranting the need for these reviews, the Facilities Resource Group was
impressed by the following shortcomings which we believe contribute to the
difficulties within the process:

— there dces not exist commonly accepted space and facility standards
to which higher educntion agencies and State administration officials
mutually subscribe. ' :

-- there does. not °x1st at the institutional level: an ongding
authorized coordinated planning process that can continually.
come to grips with changing needs. and purposes and their effects
on faCilities needs.

-- tlere does not exist at the systemm1de level of 1'u.gher education
an authoritative advisory body with staff,- expers ise, and -
responsibility to devise and establish: standardlzed procedures of .
fac1lit1es programming, to gather suffiCient data on the quantity
and quality of facilities, and to advise on priorities based upon.
constituent unit plans. ‘Such: authoritative groups as exist pre-
sently reside within the Commission for: Higher Education and the

Department of Public Works. Neither are adequate for the task as
envisioned, ‘ c '
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Chapter 2 — Criticism of Existing Process (cent. )

-— there is an uncommonly long period required to produce facilities
even after funds are allotted for design and construction.

The difficulties of the existing process are perhaps reflected in the

original establishment and later abandonment of the State Building Program

Commission, which served for over two‘decades ag an advisory &gency to
Governor and Legislature in matters relating to’the need for facilities.
This Commission was established in an effort to bring to bear sound judge-
ments onltne need for State facilities. Wnile the Commission did attempt.
to develop responsible, independent recommendations based on its own review,
it was inadequately staffed and funded to handle its lmportant.charge.
Consequently, its advice tended to be simply corroboration of the‘political
mechanism and was regularly disregarded on the basis of inadequacy.

Vhile this Commission was recently abolished, the problems it sought to

resolve remain. It is thus clear that an adequate facilities process is

needed.

A Central Facilities Process
In seeking to develop a more adequate facilities process, the Facili-
ties Pesource uroup was impressed by the following valid concerns:

—— The failure of the existing process. that has on the one ‘hand found
it difficult to welgh competlng claims ‘for facilities and on the
other hand has produced. a system that is hlghly bureaucratic in -
its effect.‘ :

—— The need to permit. 1nst1tutlons themselves to determine their
‘ facilities needs and defend them responslbly before not only
the Commlsslon for ngher Educatlon, but also the State at ‘large.

— The need to recover a more orderly process, one that acknowledges
a place for adequate long-term planning and prov1des essential

staff and funding for this. plannlng process

| -~ The need to accelerate,the delivery process so that facilities
gre put into place within reasonable time frame. .
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.Chapter 2 — A Central Faclllties Process (cont )

_— The need to relate thls process to an. understandlng of the fiscal
.constralnts under ‘which the State as a whole must operate.

The'Facllltles Resource Groun has concluded that to take due. account

Ef'of these matters, both the State and th~2 respectlve 1nst1tutlons of higher

educatlon are best served,fnot bv-addlnginew-admlnlstratlve agencies to

those‘that‘alreadx,exist,rbut'by taking corrective action within three

';fexisting_levels of.the.processr' 1) the State system of higher educatlon,
ff?)},he 1nst1tut10ns and component Boards of Trustees, and 3) the. delivery
t”process as it involves»the'Department of Public Works.* Each w1ll be d1s—
'h‘cussed in turn but before d01ng so.. 1t must be noted that there are some.
‘Haddltlonal correctlves that must be applled of a technlcal nature such as
_space standards and comprehenslve plannlng procedures. These‘latter!aspects‘
l Wlll recelve attentlon in: later chapters of th1s report
| Level.l'e' To cope with facilities_problems asrthey relate to the’
’lsystem;wide level‘it is recommended‘that a‘profesSional'staff be organized
'fpw1th1n the offlces of the Commlsslon for ngher Educatlon to serve the

’Chancellor in a’ staff relatlonshlp to h1s offlce. Wezhave chosen‘to_call

th1s d1v1s10n a Central Facllltlcs Group.
In order to. fdnctlon effectlvely such a group should have d1rect access

'lﬂto‘the Chancellor and h;s staff and should-be intlmately familiar with the

- goals end constraints that are a part of hlgher educatlon in Connectlcut

foﬂSuch a group: will requlre a staff that is both experlenced and able._ In

.xorder for it to perform usefully it must be properly funded The-group
‘”also should have 1ts own Adv1sory Board representatlve of the varlous unlts
fof hlgher educatlon and other State 1nterests to be app01nted by the CHE.
(Later in this chapter a recommendatlon is made that ‘the. ex1st1ng Commlsslon

on Ald to ngher Educatlon be transformed to serve in this capaclty )



Chapter 2 - A Central Facilities Process (cont.)

The responsibilitles of this Central Fac111t1es Group should be

defined as fo;lows:

——  Accumulate and maintain satisfactory facilities data on all
asgencies of higher education in Connecticut. Not only would
this include inventories of existing facilities, but also data
on space utilization, a compendium of facility master plans and
future facility-requirements.

—-  In cooperation with the Public Vorks Department, establish
appropriate building and space standards for Connecticut.
(Until the time such standards can be suitably defined, we
suggest 1mmed1ate cons1deratlon of the usefulness of some other
State's standards . See Chapter III. )

—— Devise a standardized system of programming procedures to be
utilized by all higher education agen01es in order to:strengthen
performance ‘on the ‘part of such agenc1es and to provide a measure
of comparabillty in evaluating capital budget requests.

- Develop satisfactory familiarity With the facility needs of each
agency and’ out of this familiarity be in a position to recommend

' priorities to its own Advisory Board .and then, to the Comm1s51on
vfor Higher Education 1tself. .
- Seek out and 1llum1nate State fiscal plans in the capital program
© area to give all units an. understanding of the fisecal constraints
under Whlch the. State as ' a Whole must operate.

There continues to be an important reservation about this arrangement.
As;a group, We~are'concerned‘over the natUral tendenc&‘to;equate organization-
al centralization with effectiveness4¢hus‘seeking a centralized structure
of governance at the expense of essential diverSity.

£,

So, while the Facilities Resource Group recormends the structure here
‘described;'a'staff arm of the'Commission; available to the Chancellor and
Advisory to the Commission itSeif‘it forewarns of the dangers of centra-
_llzatlon and urges sens1tiv1ty to the need to repose greater competence

‘ and strength within the several Boards of Trustees and Executive Staff of

the four constituent units of Higher Education. It is for this reason
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Chapter 2 - A Central Facilities Process (cont.)

that we now describe the second level of the fa "ilities process that operates
in a decentralized manner at the institutional‘and Board of Trustees level.

Level II - In order for the Central Facilities Group to function pro-

perly within the facilities process, appropriate plans and information are
required to be prepared at the institutional level where the range of con-
siderations such .as enrollments, academic programs; shared facilities,
contract programs, regional resources, and systemwide plans can be speci-~
fically brought’to bear.
Ve therefore recommend the fo‘low1ng
—— That funds be approprlated to the Boards of Trustees of each
constituent unit to permit the understanding of satlsfactory
planning. It stould be the responsibility of each Board to

identify the funding needs for such purposes as part of its General
Fund Budget Request.

~~ - That each const1tuent unit employ anproprlately trained professional
- personnel who in turn can be responsible for working with the indi-
vidual institutions, and where necessary, with consulting firms, to
" treat questions related to specific facility needs, utilization of
existing ‘facilities, and other. overall facilities requirements of
the individual campuses.

. It should be streesed that to 1mplement an effective plannlng effort

along the llnes descrlbed will require adequate funds It is suggested that

the proposed Central Facilities Group could assist in 1dentifying the
appropriate scale‘of‘this funding; hut we state again thatvthese fUnds‘if -
approprlated should be assigned to the Boards of Trustees of the individual
const1tuent units for admlnlstratlve responsibility. Only in this way can
the 1nd1v1dua1 colleges adequately respond to the d1st1nct1ve needs of the1r
“students and community'as well'ashpreserve their own unigue identityr It
is‘helieved that an adequate facilities process,must meke this possible

within higher education.
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Chapter 2 - A Central Facilities Process (cont.)

Level IIT - Since the role of the Department of Public Works is
crucial within the facilities process, we have felt a concern to try to
define a more effective future role for it in the delivery of higher
educational facilities.

It appears to our group that this Department has been handicapped
on the one hand by its lack of full authority and,on the other, bybin-
adequate familiarity with the long-term objectives‘of higher education,
at least as they relate to facilities. No doubt, the developmentfand
N maintenance'of up to date academic‘andithsical plans'for each institu—
“tion will aid the‘Department in establishing that familiarity and mimimize
misunderstanding of‘objectiVes.;

Nonetheless in relation to higher education we:prefer~to recommend
& more defined and‘discreet‘role'for Public Works, one substantially
limited to the design‘and delivery of specific facilities rather than
responsibility for the development of broad purpose plans;‘ (In a later
chapter of this report we will have spec1f1c recommendatlons on the ‘process
of the deslgn and dellvery of facllltles ) In connectlon w1th the
fac1llt1es process we expect that the Publlc Works Department will cop~
tinue to take up 1ts asslgnment in_ the usual way However, we recommand:

-- That the Public Works Department be strengthened in terms of

staff so that:it may properly relate ‘to the work ‘of the proposed
Central Facilities Group. We therefore. ‘endorse 1dent1f1catlon.of
an-additional Deputy Commlssloner and perhaps. some. supportlng

" staff that could become. expert in this area of the State's ‘
facilities needs. The top leadership in the Department of Public
Works should thus have every opportun1ty to part1c1pate in and: be .
familiar with the processes developed, by the Central Facilities'
Group. (This suggestlon is:'in d1st1nct10n to the. model developed
in New York State whereby higher educatlon was hendled by s

‘separate Building Authorlty We feel Connecticut can and ishould
_avoid new agenc1ee of government 1n this- area. )
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' Chapter 2 = Commission on &&=y Higher Educstion. (cont.)

——. That the Public WorkssEepartment deveflop effectiwe liaiScnﬁwith
the Central Faciliffss Eroup in: stremgthening use of common
design criteria ard st=xdards among Fifferent. campuses, and in
‘meking use of the: prim=te:sector in developing facilities as in
some of the. successfdl lease/purchase techniques used recemtly
in higher education..

Commission on Aid to Higher Education

In recommending a Central Facilities Group with its own Advisory Board

~.to be appbinted by the Commiseion for Highef Education, we ha§e~beeﬁ‘aware
ef the model’of‘th‘Commission onrAid‘to‘Higher‘EducatiOn and believe its‘
format worthy of studyjand'emulation. | |

The Commission was establiehea in 1963’teaeupervise and;menitor a range
of newlyflegisletea~Federai pregreme related to higﬁer educa"tioﬁ.i Tﬁese‘-
‘programs ﬁere eoneerned not ehly witﬁ facilities, but also with certein4
kinds of equ1pment as well as the Communlty berv1ce Pr ogramv(ln which -
Federal-matchlng grants were aﬁarded to respond to'a wlde'range of commuhity—‘
oriented problems.)f
) The Commiseion's staff consists of-e direrfcr and supporting‘elerical
:,>3551stance, and budgeted with EeE=ra] and State funds. Inzaddition-to
‘serv1ng as a condnlt for FederELwiﬁmds to publec and prlvate 1nst1tutlonq of
higher education. The agency Wcmﬁnzcted w1th‘%h@ Commission:: for ngher
Educationxfor otherwdata.gaths:nma;arrangements_

‘ The Commlselcn:has performed iseful serwicee over the years 'It"hae
responsibly monltored millions -¢f'dollars ef Federal fgnds and is conversant
with the builuing programs dn*ﬁ@@ﬁecaﬂfueee"fhroughout the State. With its
present familiarity withvedueatienal facilities, the‘staff of the Commission'
repfesents'a qualifiedAreseurce for imﬁlementating the‘capital buiiding pro-

cess as it relates to higher education.
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Chapter 2 — Commission on Aid to Higher Education (cont.)

‘Now that there isflegislation to transfer the responsibilities of the
Commission on Aid to Higher Education to the CHE we recommend that this
legislation be supported so that:

—— TIts staff be transferred to the Commission for Higher Education
(from its present organizational location within the Office of
Fiuance and Control.) :

~— ' That the staff be assigned in consultation with the Chancellor
for Higher Education to the appropriate offices within the
Commission, noting that the Central Facilities Group might include
one or more membeérs of this staff..

- That the Commlsslon on-Aid 1tse1f be restructured at the dlscretlon
~ of the Comm1ss1on for ngher Educationito serve an an Advisory
‘Board to the Commission in matters relating to facilities. Such
an . Advisory Board should “be helpful in reviewing recommendations
relating to fac111t1es as they move forward from the staff to the
Chancellor, and then to the Commission 1tself

Costs and Savings of Facilities Process Recommendations

t1While‘recommendatfons such as the establishmentoof 8 CentraIﬁFacilities
959393 the addltlon of planning personnel to constituent units, and an
add1tlonal Deputy Commlssloner and others at the Department of: Publlc Works
appear to requlre a cons1derable 1nvestment in addltlonal personnel they
kwill effect substantlal savinés in the;long‘run; At the very. least by
expedltlng the dellvery process  the reduced 1nflatlon factor alone represents
a conSLderable sav1ngs. Thus, for example, if hlgher educatlon is authorlzed
$30, 000, OOO in constructlon funds in =& glven year, it could be 1mag1ned/
lf that sav1ngs of lO7 or $3, 000, OOO mlvht reasonably mature iftie present
f1ve .year dellvery experlence is reduced by a s1ngle year. This in our
Commlttee s v1ew} is not.an extravagant objectlve and mrght indeed be the

‘overriding‘gain to be achieved through such a process.
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Chapter ITT
Facility Ubilization and Standards
It a\fagilities‘process‘is to funétion properly, it is essential'“that

there be substantial agreement among agencies of higher education and State
Aaministration 6n standairds governing performance and'spaéé allocation ‘for
various fﬁncfions. ‘The Facilities‘Resource Group therefore Set up two
separaté»subcoﬁmittees to study issues in these areas. The firét subommittee
~exploréd~issues concerning cléssroom andmlaboratory utilization} A .s=cond
subcommittee reviewed issues;concernihgjspace standards. The findings and

‘recommendations of each committee are presented below.

- Utilizaetion: of Classroom Facilities

Classrmnm and 1&boratory utiliiatian‘studies are the most common means:
of évaluatﬂngﬁfa@ility“use in higher education. Itiis‘not’difficmlt‘to find
“the reasonswwhy. : |

The rationalé for suéh utilization si#udies is. relatively simplé,_fRéason_
ing proceeds :as follows: -

-~ The:fuqction affCQlleges and Unimersities is to teach.

-~ Teaching is‘carriéd out in)classmoom fééilities,

s

-~ Therefore, a measure of classrpom use is 'a measure of the==fficiency
of facility use. :

Tﬁe actuélrutilizafion technique itself is equally‘simplé.,;Basically, it.is
8 measure:.of the degree tgtwﬁich an‘institution succeeds in.making usé of
thé totg.l hours o f cléssroom availabili':ty‘ during the re‘gulér‘weekl‘y‘sche“dule ‘
and‘withiﬁ the:actual hours of room use, a measure of the use of each chair
or studénf station in the roém. Thus, institutioﬁskrecoraing high levels of

room and seat use are said to be using their facilities well.

T'35'fj
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Chapter 3 - Utilization of-Classroom Facilities (coht;)
Low scores are evidence to’theoontrary andnsuggest the potential of
accommodatingpadditional enrolimentsf

.Given the simplicity‘of the'technique and itseasy application;
State government officials and‘legislators across the country have used
it‘to monitor higher education facility use.: The State.ovaonnecticﬁt
is no exception. In 1971, using a modified_form‘of utilizatioh techni~.
‘que; the.Governor's Commission‘on:Servioes anQﬂExpenditure——the so-called
‘Etherington CommissioneﬁailegadJlow»levels of classroom‘use at Connecticut's-
pﬂblicwinstitutionstofﬂhigher education. This:su@gaﬁted inefficiencj and
available-enrollment capacity atgexisting institutions.

With;themabore badkgrouad, the‘Faoilities Resouroe Group'spent a
consiﬁerable portion ofﬁtimeJreVieWing~th£‘issue cf*classroom utilization
-and: its relationship tnwiastitutional enrollmentwcapacity.. A subcoﬁmittee
© was: appointed torinvaSﬁigate the matter in detsail. CThe followingwwere*the

mainﬁfindings of thistnvestigation:

~=- "Classrooms andilabeoratories often -accountfor less than 30% of
institutional:space (e. &., CCSC.15%, UCONN: '26%.%) ‘Measurement
of" classroomzuse-alone: therefore glves an 1ncomplete picture-.of’
<1nst1tutlonalwspace use.,

-~ "The physlcal capac1ty of an 1nst1tut10n to aecommodate enroll-
‘ment is not :dependent on classroom space alone but relates to a
range of classroem and support fac111t1es. :

~- There are ample and warranted internal reasons why hlgher educa—
tion institutions score cons1derably less than 100% in classroom
and station utilization. = For example, the optimum standard of
general classroom day use across the country has been. found to
be T5% 'of theoretically poss1ble hourly:use with a 60% rate for
station occupancy. "An even lower optimum standard of hourly
use 'is ‘cormon for laboratories--50% of theoretlcally poss1ble
hours available though with an 80% station occupancy. Teking -
such factors into account,; recent stud1es compiled by the Commission
for Higher Education iindicate most’ of Connecticut's public
- colleges make comparatiVely good use of their facilities.

. -~ ¥*Compiled from data in_the2Comprehensive Facilities‘Inventory,
Report IV, (Fall,l971);-published-by;the Commission for. Higher Edudation,




Chapter 3 - Utilization of Classroom Facilities (comt.)

—-— Program changes over time may radically &lter the need for
spec1allzed laboratory spaces creating surpluses in some areas
and shortages in others and yet leave an- “dnstitution w1th over-—
all low laboratory utilization scores.

—— The classroom utilization technigue d's mot designed to.teke inko-
account special circumstances that are Frdispensgble for' proper
interpretation of data. For example, while utilization:stmdies
at the Grcton Branch of the University wf Connecticut incTcated
low levels of classroom utilization, B the fact is that this ower—
sized campms and its substantial buildimg :space was purchased
from the Federal govermment complete :at = most economical cosk.
to the Stsfte. Also for eyample, utilizstion. technlques «do ‘now
differentiate quality of space. Thus imefequately ventilated.
0ddly 'shaped spaces, or those otherwisezunsuited for full. use
are treated in studies.as the equal of- adequate classrooms amd
.may hide actual need for new classroom 'Space.. '

o

ZEnfthe'nght of ‘these findingstﬁhe Facilit:

==‘Resource Group;ﬁwsrcan-k
cluded fthe following:

I UtilZzation measures of classrooms::and! lgboratories dlone:are:

urrels@Fle as an index of efficient space use:or of the potential: faor

ka&&ifﬁ“ 31 enrollments. Such studies, if'they‘enE“to ee used, must Be:
set 'Im e proper context and correlated_#ith additional informetionmta
prevent:misinterpretatien;

2. Classrqom;resourees alohe,as ihdieatedﬁbywutilization scores;
srezm amreliable guide to‘the petential‘of enrolimentS‘aﬁ'a giyen
instifmifidon, |

Eﬁnmspite of!the shertcomings an@ misuses oflclassroeﬁ utilization‘
estudies; these can be‘veluable to institutiens, their Trustees, and to .a

Central Facilitieu Group. It is therefore the recommendation of the

Facilities Resource Group that (a) utlllzatlon data from both public and
prlvate institutions continue to be gatherea (p) that the Central

Fac111ties Group w1th1n the CHE be: charged w1th respon51b111ty for in-

suring its accuracy and relevance; (c) that this same group recommend to .

the State appropriate standards of utilization; and (d) that the CHE
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Chapter 3 - Utilization of Classroom Facilities (cont.)
Aimprove .its own comprehension of the meaning of utilization data and its‘
-appropriate context so thatbit is in a stronger position to relieve some

of tue misguided pﬁblic apprehensioﬁ over existing conditicns;

Etherington Report on Utilization

The Report of the Governor's Commission on Services and Expenditure,
the so—célled Etherington Report, has been critical of classréom ufiliza~
tion at the pgblic célleges aﬁd‘the Ehiversity; Since its findings have
reéeived wides?rééd attention, it was felt that‘this aspeét of the report
should be commented upon ﬁy the Facilities Resource Group.

fhe Etherington Report in its”workVon classroom‘utiliZation‘measured
seat occupancy of élassroéms élqne regardless»of whetherfa'partiéular foom‘
was in use or not. It then related its finding to a'national standard that
waé incommensﬁraterwith its methods. Giveg these findings, the Etherington
Rep&rt, as it relateé to the evaluation of classroom utilization at
Connecticut's public institutions, must be discounteq as an authoritative

assessment due to what appear to be serious errors in Its methodology.

——

Facility Standards for Higher FEducation

' ‘Af the outset itkbecame clear that within the existing system of de{
‘velbpiﬁg facilitigs some important underlying-éssumptions abdut the re-
lation of the State to ité resﬁonsibilitieS‘in the facilities area had be-
. come obscured.‘ Therefore, it appearedtimperative that»once agéin these
assuﬁptions be clgarly arﬁicuiated.

To begin with, the State providés to the‘people of Connecticut a
range 6f serviceg to promote the general welfare of the commonwealth. To

do so considerable numbers of people are employed from whom the State
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Facilities (cont.)

Chapter 3 - Utilizeaticn of Claésroom
kexpects high standards of performance and dedicaticn. Tn recoenizing
he ttate's ripght to the best efferts of its employees, the Facilities
. .
hescurce Gronn also recogﬁizes the recipreceal cbiigation of the Otale to
prevides propar Tocilities for emplovees te envry out their rele.

Furthermgre, in higher education this oﬁ?igamicn appenrs to be twe-
‘fcla, It is nct‘only ar cbligation to ernloy=ag but an obligaticn 1o the

“public “hat 1is served in those facilities: far il is a characteristic cf
higher education that it maintains prolonged and intimate contact with
its'clienfs} The conditionsland quality of that centact as they pertain
to facilities nre ﬁherefore impbrﬁant Qénsiderations in.any examinaticn
ol faéility requirements. Poorly housed functions and dispiriting sur-~
roundings not only'éffect‘oéerations but cast é rall upcn the very value
of education and its'purpbses;

This latter observation was confirmed again and again in discussions
held with representatives of the constituent units. For example, iu’the
case of the Tecﬁnical Colleges,'the Facilities Resource Group was perQ
suaded that fhese institutions are advefseiy éffepféd by a physical plaﬁt
‘thatjappear mdre closely reiated ﬁoiolder high sqhéols rather than a part
6f post-secondary education. Whiie.the Technical Colleges‘appear to héve
adequate laboratory facilities, regularly absent on such'gampuses are the : '%
s£udent spaces that bring youhg people and faculty togetﬁer‘iﬁ a relaxed

and pleasant atmosphere characteristic of higher education. Thus at a

time when skilled technicians are needed by society, young pucple are dis-
“': . ' .

-couragedffggm securing training at institutions that appear to be merely

extensions of their high school experience,

- . i

If the interests of the users.of faciiities and of those whose re- ‘ Cy

sponsibilities are to provide them are to be safcguarded, it is important _
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Chapter 3 - Facility Standards for Higher Education!(cont.)

that there-be agreed uoon standards of facility space for various pur-
poses. Such standards are to be used within the academic nhase of" faci-
lity‘planningiw Thus as academic programs and services are identified
.within the academic plan, their space implications can be readily com-

puted. 1In practice, it is conceived that special cases may make occasion-

al departures from standards advisable and here the Central Facilities
Group would be involved in such judgements.
The‘subcommittee“on standards reviewed.a number of standards from
different stateS, including those aeveloped Ly the Planning and Manage-
ment qystems Division of the Vestern Interstate Commission for Higher'

Education in their series named Higher Education Facilities Planring and

Management Manuals. These appeared to be well conqidered and complete

Representatives from thirteen Western states participated in its deve]op-
-ment. It is recommended that these standards be studied and if necessary
modified for use in Connecticut. |

In lieu of such acceptance, it is recommended'that the State of
Connecticut fund a study by professional‘planners to develop its own
. appropriate standards. in doingfso, the‘process should includerrepresent;‘
‘ation from the constituent units of higher education, as well as repre—. |
sentatives from appropriate State agencies.
| ‘Before ieaving this subject, a- few words ought to be said about a
reiated aspect: the range of fac111t1es approp”late ior developnent at
.any one institution. Beyond the academic purnoses of institutions there
are other‘supporting and ancillary purnoses_arising from the nature of
institutions dealing with 1argernumbers of young people and with the

community‘at‘large. These and other needs, and their intensity, are
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Chapter 3 - Facility Standards for Higher Education (cont.)

established within the academic planning process of an institution. If
the academic planning process is done well, such needs oﬁght to appear
with_clarity to be .developed according to‘space standards adopted by

.higher education.




Chapter IV

Comprehensive Planning

In the preparation of this report_the‘Facilities Resource Group heard"
‘representétites from the various constituent units of High;r eduéation who
‘spoke in some detail on the methods .and procedﬁres used to develop state~
menté‘of facilities needs at the various institutions.

It became apparent to the Facilities Resource Group that these methods
and procedureslare critical tojan adequ;te’facilities pfocess. Thus the
difficulties that we_faced in evaluating facility needs in specific cases
could in some measureiﬁe traced to thé‘fact that édequaté, up-to—date plans
for in;titutions‘gehefally1did‘not exist. Those‘that'ﬁehdid find varied~iﬁ
terms- of deptﬁ and com@fehenSiﬁénesé which‘probably‘depended'upon the avail-
ébility of funas‘for'consultant;to prepafe thé piéns; Also? maﬁy of thé :
pians were baéed upon acédemic prograﬁiassumptions that'are at least three
years old aqa in.need of’revision, It was -also observed that thekfistal out-
lopk~of the State had changed considerably~over.the pgst few yearstowing‘to.
‘:unﬁsual inflationary fofces.‘ Plans; if they ére:to be rélevant;kmuét:be‘up—
‘datedato-take account of such‘factqfs.

‘If the facilities,pfocess récommendediearlier‘in'tﬁis‘reptrt is to
function properly it ' is imperétiﬁe that‘pianning‘pfocedures of‘a éomprehehsive
nat@re‘te officially'inétitutéd atrail institutions fbr which State funds for
faciiities.will be expenaed. Sutﬁhcémprehehsive tlans must include bothu :

aéademic.and ﬁhyéicai piéns, whith éhbuialbeiaéveloped at the ievel of the
institution with apprbpriéte input from‘other:agetcieé a éaft‘of the process.
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Chapter L4 - Comprehensive Planning (cont.)
Diagram‘II on the following cage illusfrates the process of planning and
notes the range of participants within the various stages.

;5 ”It is witﬁin the academic planﬁing phase 'that the wide range
of considerationsArelating te such things’as enrollments, academic pro-
grams and services, shared facilities and contract programs, off—campgs
instruction, tectnological changes in teaching methods, trimester or

| quarterly terms, and a host of others that can usefully be‘brought into
focus and‘related tc facility needs:

It is within the physicallplanning phase that the academic
plan statements of facility needs can be adapfed to the specific locale
of a campus, and the utility, traffic circulation; parking? aesthetic,
and environmental dimensions of‘the physical cempus can be anticipated,
saaped, and provided‘for. |

The. above.process of academic and phy51cal plannlng must be
_repeated in a regular cycle that takes reallstlc account of the pace of
‘change w;thln‘a given period‘and provides opportunity for feedback‘from
earlier‘cycles; It is expected‘chat academic plens wiil be updated every
B year or two with phj51cal plans updated at longer 1nterVals dependlng ‘
”“upon the 1mpllcatlons of academic clan changes
Before leaving this subject it‘should be stressed once again that =
the preparationiof acadeﬁic and‘physical:facility plans are tasks requiring
j’the partlclpatlon :of skilled and experlenced profe551onals Funds are
;requlred to make such partrclpatlon poss1ble, and should be allocaied to

the constituent unlts for this  purpose.
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Chapter V

Private and Regional Resources

The Facilities Resource Group, in investigating alternative ways of
providing for facility needs within,public-higher education, which remains
the primary responsibility of the State, is persﬁaded that there are sub-
stantial resourceé within the privafe sector of higher education including
proprietary schodls and within the geographic regions of the State. These
resources are discussed below. .

The Private and Proprietary Sector

The Facilities Resource Group looks upon all post-secondary education

«;g part of one system, who;e role is to serve the needs of the people of
Connecticut. The group was greatly impressed with the availability Qf
‘educational resources in the private sector particularly within an often-
neglected sector, that of'thebproprietary schools. Thus if facilities in
the private sector can‘be‘shéfed with public colleges cr indeed if entire
ﬁrbgrams can bé contracfed using already avgilable private resources, there
could well be a reduttion in the burden of £acility needs in public higher
education. | |

' Hgving recognized in‘genefal the potential advantages of partnership
ﬁifh the private sector, the facility Resource Group also recognizes that
the effective use uf ;uch resoﬁrces‘require in depth solutions to the acédemic,
adminisfrative, economic, ana’logistic problems that such a paftnérship may
kimpose. If is believed that these separate problems may be‘proﬁefly resolved
within the préviousiysrecémmended aéademid pﬁase df_institutional‘planning |
and could‘resuit in statements of facil;ty neéd considerably reduced‘in
’séopevand‘costs while yet’providing adeguately for an‘enfiched érray of educe-

tional needs.
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Chapter 5 - Private and Regional Resources

It is therefere the recommendation of the Facilities Pesource Group
that wherever feasitle and desireble ir the development of higher education
in the State, and in the planning of.individual institutidng due account
shall be taken of tue rescurces of the private end proprietary sectors of
higher education tc make use of the possibilities of joint use and sharing

of facilities through contract programs.

Regional Resources

Using gimilar assumptions as citeq abcve under the Private and Pro-
prietary Sector, the Faci;ities Resource Group is pérsuaded that in addi-
tion to resources within the private sector of post-seccndary education

" there are resources in institutions that are not strictly;a part of higher
education. . Such institutions may be museums, teleuision stations; plane-
,tariums, zoos, and the like.‘ Where such resources. are availsble in a
'particular geographic locale there is the potentiél for educational enrich—ﬂ
ment.fo the:benefit of the region and State. |

The Cemmission for Higher Education in conjunction with pub;ic aud
private institutions has identified six regions which‘have already been in

.‘ogeration for a eonsiderable period of time andﬂit.appears desiraﬁle that
. suchkregionsi.units serve ‘as the focus for investigations of regional
resources and the coileétion of data. f |

Given these fiudings,‘it isrthegrecommendation~of the Facilifies
Resource Group that data on fac111t1es ‘and educatlonal resources should ‘be
complled by reglens to be used in the plannlng process so that they may ‘
lead to the optlmum utilization of resources, and in the optlmum develop—

ment of higher e@ucatlon w1th1nxa region.
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Chapter VI

Auxiliarv Fund Facilities

In the original queries from the Commission‘for Higher Education the
Facilitiez Resource Gfoup was askéd to explcre issues ¢oncerning auxiliary
fund facilities. The majcr.distinction between trese ard cther facilities
is that‘while most facilities are finarnced through the general fund of the
‘Etate, auxiliary facilitiex are finarced through college fees paid each
seméster.by students. .In the past{ the type of buildirg financed in this
wey ﬁas been the non-academic facility such as studernt housirg,: student
union;, aﬁd parking garages.‘ The following sections discuss aspects of

. ’; = = . B
auxiliary facilities. -

Funding

Cne of the profound problems facing the constituent units relates to
“the fpnding‘of guxiliafy facilities. While such issues of finance‘were
considered heyond the charge of the Facilities Group (we have requested
that the Fiﬂance Group explore this mattef) wekfeei it iﬁperativé to‘bre—
sent our comments from the facilities‘perspective.

We note that congtrUGtion costs ha?e”simpiy outdistanced the ability
of students on many'camPUSes in Conpecticut to finance.theSé much—needéd '
facilities within the présent figcal approach. These approaches are

“burdened by a limited tﬁenty—jéar bonding period that does not adequately

-

spread costs over the decades of studeﬁté who will use‘thé‘facilities._'
A simpie corfecfivé is3 of‘COursé,‘to incféase'fhe‘length of fhe bonding
period. ThisIWill‘spread'fhé payment of éostsiover‘time and atfthe‘same
time will erable a given‘fee income to'sﬁpport:a largef total Of;ﬁbﬁ&ing

funds. If present funds to pay for auxiliar& facilities are already at
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Chapter & - Funding

their 1limit, short of raising college fees, increasing the bonding period
is one way to make availabie additional capital funds. It is suggested
thet this approach be explqred.

Ancther approach to euxiliary fund facilities is to reduce the types
cf facilities within its category. Presently, Student Unions are con-
sidered non-academic facilities. HOWever; it appears to us that Student
Unions are necessary and desirable facilities on any carpus and might be
every bit as important as so-called academic facilities. in the lives of
studentis. We note that in the 1971-T73 recommended capital budget of the
CHE it was proposed that a Student Union facility at Western Connecticut
Ztate College be supported by the General Fund. If that recdmmendation
were favorably acted‘upoe and if all future Stﬁdent Unions were so funded,
the total burden'wiﬁhin auxiliary facilitiee would be substantially re-

: ducedf' We,‘therefore, fespeeffully support the recoﬁmendation of the
Commission for Highef Education and further sﬁggest that consideration be:
given to extending General Fund.supperf to Student Unions. |

fn lieu of, or in addition to sueh changes in the existing funding
aﬁproach, the Facilities Resource Group wishee to hote the possibility
of augmenting existing funds for non-academic faeilities through the

: tuitidn fees tﬁat‘are already‘levied on'Connecticut public higher education
students. Thus assuming that 60,000 students in the public system pay an

| average.tuition of $300 per year, yearly yiells of $18;OO0,000 can be
expected which will supporfyover $30bbmillionfin twenty-year bonds and
far more‘ip fhirt&fyear bohds. | |

If alleor part of this mdney wereiset aside in a Facilities Trust

| Fund, it could pay for well conceived plans and systems of pridrities to

=30 -




Chavter 6 - Funding

veliminate waste and to make optimum use of funds with respect to construction,
market conditions ané project readiness that saving costs due tec inflation
#r4 rising censtruction costs. (Some systems of higher education notably
tre Hew York State University system and the City University system use
student tuition for the purpose of issuing bonds for construction of all
higher education fac111t1es )
In discussing this proposal grave reservations erose as to whether

such a system eliminates legislative controlvor'would generate a force

of its own that would in itself lead to waste. On the positive side, some
Resource Group members cited that the very vrocess of comnrehensive planning
where all projects require proper justifications would itself pose a
restraint. flso, the Governor through the State Bonding Commission could
impose.still more'restraint and it 'is conceivable thet even other restreints
could be built into the process.

| Cons1der1ng the foregoing, the FaCilities Resource Group reeommends

that the newly—imposed tuition payments be’ segregated to provide a Self- .
Liquidating Fa0111t1es Fund with which to finance such neon-academic facili-
ties across the State and‘the.term under‘uhioh bonds.'are sold for these

projects beilengthened from the'ﬁresent 2C years to 30 years.

Student Housing
The‘spelelc 1ssue of student housing has been raised in the original
‘queries presented to the Fa0111ties Resource Group | Tbe follow1ng is a
(summary of the‘group s:oon51derations . |
| Presently Uﬁonn and the otate Colleges are: thebonlv nublic units of
: higher education that bulld student hOUSJHg | The need for such housing‘ﬂffﬂ .

'fis in our 1udgement a programmatic matter that is probably best evaluated

S




Chapter 6 - Student Heusing

in the context of the academic planning phase Of the recommended institu-
tionel comprehensiye planning process. Huwever, there are sore aspects
of student housing that we believe are worthy of comment from our ver-
srective.

First, it does seem apparent that, whatever the educationsal merits of
student housing, if some campuses are to grow and to serve statewide needs,
the availability of student housing could be a critical facility to make
such growth possible. Hence, housing is not a.peripheral issue to institu-
tional develcpment, a frill, but rather an importan’ consideraticn in ful-
filling an institution's mission and goals.

Zecond, with respect to housing styles, it is apparent tnat riany
students”are rejecting the older concept of dormitory living on campus.
Manv prefer living together in small groups -within anartment—type cwell-
ings. We support suoh‘developments. The rew liVing‘patterns‘properly
recognizeLthe student's need for security, privacy, and individuality,in
his living space. We suggest that in the case of new housing, if built, ‘ g
'thought be given to des1gn1ng all unitg in the form of apartments w1th
kltchenette fac111t1es This we belleue is a way to insure against early -
obsolescence 1n fac111t1es Wthh can house others when they are no longer
needed for students. ‘Also, where feasible gpng war*anted, existing dormltory

facllltles mlght be COHSldEI°d for renovatlon asyapartments

! . o

Parking”Garages o T - ER R Ly
The 1ssue of parklng garages sppeared to the Fac111t1es Grcup as one
- worthy )f clscu531on in the context of non-academlc fac111t1es Here 1n

",Connectlcut on grade Darklng fa0111t1es as part of campu" development are

e‘acknowledged as 1eg1t1mate and proper but onlv to a degree Thus whlle

. f..‘:i




Chapter { - Parking Garages

all 1qst&buulons provide some parking accomrcdations nct all rrovide for
these needs adeqguately owing tc the unavailebilitv of lard cr “urde cr toth.

It is true thet there are ecclcgicel arzurerts +iat s o e sunpert

C

Py

mass transit. In scrme areas cf the State and in aevtsin civourmstences

such suppcrt is commendable. FKowever, in gereral, it =prears thel cwing
to the lccations of carpuses and to the ahsence 7 niwsizte racg Uransit
facilities, perking facilities are indeed rEnersary | ; et of
students, Taculty, enid s4aff. Tt 1= alsc importanﬁ toowote that the

neightoring community is also affected by irnadequate parking facilities
cn campus. For it is the contiguous rneighbers that tco cften muét(suffer
the congesticn and biight brought cn by the failure to proviée gdequately
~for parking.

It therefore appears worth mentioning that carpus nlans should make

proper and adequete provision for thevaccommodaticn of parking need.

Appropriate standards should be established hy the preposed Ceotﬁﬁl Faciliz
ties Group. ,If‘iﬁétitutional land is not availablé fcrosuoh purposes,
where need warrants, serious consideration should be given tc the con-
struction of vparking garagesuwhich could aﬁ tires provide optimum.solu—
tions for the‘econoﬁio, polltlca ,.-and logistio,problems‘that the Dro-

‘blen of parking tends to generate. The difficulsy ere iz that, uriess

Such farages are’ suppor%ed through the regal " ‘zeneral fund cepital
prcgram fHe smaller carpuses cannot Qff‘oru suck reeded f:c1 1t1@s flnanced

bhrough a pay—as;youfgo‘basis.; It is thef‘o~~ suggested that tﬁe“éarlier-

"proposed eTf—Llouldatlng Fac111t1es Fund be used to prov1de fiﬁancing,

vforiSuch‘,ac111t1es.




Chapter 51

Selection of Architects

The design of 2 building is a complex matter requirins the coordina-
éicn of many skilled professiomals. As such, the précess ¢¥ building de-
sign and construction necessarfily mwsuirmes the warticipation of iﬁdividuals
capable of judging the ongcing performance c¢? such prcfessionszls. The

Public Works Department has in the past provided such judgements of pro-

fessionals and the Facilities Resourcé Grour e el continue
to do so. . However, there are two aspecms of Txcilities which are not
narrcwly technical in nature butlare, nevertheless, of coverriding concern
to institutions.

The first of these is the prograrming of facilitieswethal is, the
proper selection of the varicus &yﬁes of classrooms, coffices, support
spaces, and equipment that sérve‘generalland speciqlizeﬁ cOllege needs.
ﬁith respect to thege program elements,. we believe that fhe institution
has the best vahtagé in .determining i£s requiremen£s as these ought to bé
‘finally reflected in the designs of buildings.

The second aspeét in thEt of the visuwal character of a facility and
its suitabiliﬁyvto the environment of the cambus. Here again institutioﬁsv
ére clbsesf_to prevailing‘sentimehts 6n éampus Of’what’that character
cught to be. Since it.is théy who must live with the final’result; it isf
désiréble that‘they;haQE'é significant voice ih‘deéiding sﬁch‘ﬁatters;

'If the institution is to have some responsibility for the achievement

Qf'adequate‘pngrammingiand‘visual‘chafécter5 it is important that it de-

R "~ velop a félétidhshipfﬁf“donfidenqe'and:rapport Qithfphe architecf,‘ Giviﬁg‘

~colléges.afsignifiCaﬁt'rdlexiﬁ thé Seléction'of‘architegté‘is, we believe, . o

FullText Provided by enic I8




Chapter 7 - Select.on of Architects

an important and necessary way to insure that a proper relationship be
established. For othewrs to have sole respersibility for seiection could
Jeopardize thi; relationship and undermire desirable responsiveness to
‘the needs of the institution.

One way that selection might proceed is for the Public Works Depart-
ment to provide a ;isﬁ @f,qualifiéd architects--screened for their skill
and experience in perfoeming @ proposed commission--with the president of
a campus then making the final seleection. 'Such a process could do much
to safeguard the many .interests involved»in the design of a facility.F

Considering the forsgoing, the Facilities Resource Group recommends
that the president of“an‘institution shall have a significént voice in

the selection of all professionals engaged in the planning, programming,

and design of campus facilities.




Chapter VIII

Physical Facilities Delivery

After academic and physical blans are created and projects are identified,
the‘following phase deals with the asctual design and construction of facili-
ties. This phase is referred to in this rerort as the Physical Facilities
Deliverv fysterm. This phase is sclely administered by the Department of
Pubiic Works, which supervises the development:of architectural plans and
the construction process, and whese Ccmmissioner appoints allvprofessional
consultants.

This physical.facility delivery phase is particularly important for if
it lacks in skillful or efficient execution,lthe cost of a project may rise
Oor its performence characteristics may be impaired both functionally and as
an environrental amenity. The effect of poor performance is to reduce the
amount and adequacy of facilities available to higher education. A sub—
cormittee was therefore appointed to study the matter and give its recom-
mendations. | | T

In general it was found that due to factors beyond its ‘control the
Publlc works Lepartment has not‘always operated in an efficient manner in
the production’of‘facilities for higher education and that there appeared to
be opportunity;‘(a) to speed the process of de51gn and construction through
a streamllnlng of procedures, (b) to explore new technlques of design“and
construction;'(c) to deveLop 1ncreased use-of the perate sector through
leaseback and other contractual arrangements, and (a) to save substantlal
money through ellmlnatlon of unnecessary delays occa51oned by’the‘present :k
‘process. It is therefore a recommenddtlon of .the: Fac111t1es Resource Group
k‘that the‘organlzatlon and operatlons of the‘Department of Publlc Works should

“ﬂbe rev1ewed to the end that it may make optlmum use of methods and approaches'




Chapter 8 - Physical Facilities Delivery

to improve its effectiveness in facilities delivery in terms of speed,
quality, and economy. Scme details of suggested methods are discussed

under the headings that follow.

Construction Management:

In the past few years'a service has grown within the construction
irdustry and within some larger architectural firms called construction
management. This service makes available within the architectural design
phase of a project information on construction téchniques that can antici-
pate and eliminate problems in later phases of the process. It has fre-
quently happened that plans have had to begredesigned because later con-
structicn information indicated that the original approach was consider-
ably more ccstly than necessary, orkposed serious'construction‘problems
that could be avoided. In addition, through constructlon management the
des1gn of prOJECtS can be d1rectly geared to make use of cr1t1cal path
planning technlques dur1ng constructlon. Th1s is warranted espec1ally 1n“
larger projects where considerable savings in time and costs become poss1hle.

leO to be considered is the use of the constructlon management serv1ce
within the physlcal masterkplannrng,phase of development ‘especially where
new campuses are 1nvolved or where Cons1derable‘add1tlons to-an exastw ng

~campus are proposed. "It is. 1n the formatlve stages of development that
consid rable economles are poss1b]e through a helghtened awareness of the‘
later constructlon process., - | ‘
‘ It is" argued by some that‘such helghtened awareness ‘of" the demands;us‘
of constructlon may llmlt OPPortunrtles‘for good deslgn.V howewer, th1s T

: need not: be so, and such awareness may 1n fact add greater flex1b111ty to dg

«the d881gn process and economles galned can be used for de51gn 1mprovements




Chapter 8 - Construction Management (cont.)

Considering the foregoing, it is the recommendation of the Facilities
Resource Group that the service of Constructior Management be explored

for use within the facilities process on a regular basis.

Lease/Purchase Procedure

The lease/purchase concept in facilities development is one in which
the space needs .and performance characteristics of a project are described
in a document which is‘then used to solicit bids from constructioanirms
to design eand build fecilities at a given cost within a given lenéth of
time, Selections are made on the basis of proposed costs, delivery time,
ard a preliminary design of the project.

In at‘least two cases within higher education the lease/purchase con-
cept was used to‘develop facilitiesw—one forfstudent'housing at Eastern
Connecticut State Collegejand a~second for .a new canpus for‘Middlesex
‘CommUnity‘College. Notably, the process ellmlnates t1me consuming reV1ews
of plans by Public Works. ~Ind1catlons areythat sav1ngs 1n_t1me,and money
are possible without compromise of‘performance‘characteristics.;:'

Since the lease/purchase;concepthaffords savingsain time and‘cost‘Of‘
dellverlng faCllltleb, it is the recommendatlon of the Facilities. Resource

Group that thls method be used where appllcable.\

,Economies in Construction

In dlscusslons of economy and efflclency Wlth respect to faC111tles a

'word of cautlon appears 1n order.a In the press to get more facllltles W1thtxuf%‘f

‘iavallable funds there is .a; tendency to purchase these beneflts through

: fbulldlng temporary fac111t1es or through spec1al purpose fac111t1es that




o \‘thapter 8 - Economles in- Constructlcn (cont )
”ecannot be reaaapted to new uses. It therefore appears approprlate to comment
,fat th1s t1me that such expedlences if generally practlcea, can in the long

"’run lead to conslderable waste Thus temporarv fac1llt1es that incur higherr

‘costs cf malncenance at a later date, faC111t1es that cannot be remodeled
: gfor new‘uses, or- whlch frustrate year round use due to a lack of proper ﬂllmate‘
”control are not economlcal if 2 long run perspectlve is 1ntroduced. It is

‘o_-jtherefore.a reeommendation-of the‘Facrlltles,Resource GrouP thet in the

,.aeeigﬁ of]ailrfacilities‘due regard. be‘taken_of‘therlong runﬂfaptors that

wyulv i determine economi.es.
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Chapter Ix

Environmental And Esthetic Considerations-c

Today's center of advanced‘instruction,_as’an architectural‘symbol,
has not yet attained its full and deserved stature. Our chronic‘pre—
occupation‘with the more immediate demands of everyday life has caused

our Centers of learning to be hidden behind a dense screen of skyscrapers,
corporate headquarters, hlgh tension llnes, TV antennas, and the stacks of

power nlants. Vurthermore, our constant demand "to geu ‘the. most for the

“dollar' has str1pped the center of learning cf 1ts role es an area where the

Cart that stamps our age can be‘cultlvated, d1ssem1nated, and eventually ‘_7

‘judged.

Moreover, our acknowledgement of the 1mportance of. hlgher‘educatlon :
is ev1denced far more by the extent of our facllltles than by thelr‘qualltv .
The- bulldlngs and related’elements,‘v1ewed 1ndlv1dually as well as 1n a
stateW1de perspectlve, represent a potpourr1 of styles, a unlon hetween

form and functlon that is lraglle at best, and an occaslonal 1ngenuous out-

‘burst of self—expresslon but on the whole ‘are lacklng 1n organlc unity -

_hand esthetlc s1gn1f1cance

And yet, in the pageant of h1story,‘1t is the college and the,f

L L -t it .._.»“...,._.‘.."u.__‘_v i e e e e man e s s — _...,., il e e o e e

;a E

un1vers1ty that most clearly reflect the educatlonal goals and sp1r1tual

B 1deals of the t1mes. We are made to reallze th1s when we cons1der that, aJ :

‘ generatlon or. even a decade hence, we Wlll be Judged prec1sely as we have‘

~Judged the past, in the words of Ruskln, ”by our words, our deeds, and our

art".r

Thus it is essentlal, 1n plannlng for the 1mmed1ate as well as

the dnstant future, that we make speclal note of the physlcal character‘ =

':of the educatlonal surroundlngs we propose to create.




Chapter 9 = - Environmental and Esthetic Considerations (cont.)
| First of all, the sites for new facilltiesjas well as new institugt
tions‘should be'selected vith particular attention to their enleonmental
appr0priateness. Ve are‘now%universally conscious of the needvto preserve
our‘magniflcent heritage‘in topography, in natural grovth, ln‘watenﬁourses
and wetlands. However we have not yet begun to document this awareness
in the c1t1ng and deslgn of the very centers in whlch thls knowledge is
formulated and syntheslzed Every“new structure shouldlheklocated in-
relation to-;ts natural context as a granhic token‘of our respect for the
world we invadedt—e and‘vhich we‘chOOse‘to‘continue to inhabit. The facill-
‘ktles 1n the1r full range; from parklng lots and‘stad1a to llbrarles and
‘dormltorles, should contrlbute to a harmonlous whole. In the1r surfaces,
'A‘the1r forms, “and the1r 1nterrelatlon, the bu1ld1ngs‘should form part of &
slngle‘organlc unlt; | | |
Secondly,:the spaces between structures should be‘studledwand treated
L w1th as much care and attentlon to detall as the structures themselves.‘ Thei
,h whole should result 1n an atmosphere wh1ch‘1s in itself an estuetlc experlence.'
| No s1ngle factor 1n‘the’educat10nal process‘ls more 1mportant than an
oatmosphere’whlch 1s conduciVe to observatlon; stuoy, and 1nd1v1dual 1ntel-r

‘lectual development - No, 51ngle center of act1v1ty, 1nclud1ng the church

o . T 5 o b e
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- -and museum, can do more. to brlng to the student and to the world ‘he w1ll
eventually 1nfluence, the elevatlon of the: human sp1r1t that‘results from ”
Tcontact w1th palnt;ng, sculpture,warch;tecture;fmusic,:and‘the artkof_landlf
scapels | | o | | - | |

Thls,'well above and beyond the relatlvely slmple task o providlng
,“mere shelter, is the role of fac111t1es of hlgher educatlon for the future.
The task 1s not an easy one; regardless of the v1slble;_tang1ble

: nature of 1ts elements.» The stat1c quallty of fac111t1es in every category

R
wt




Chapter 9 - anironmental and Esthetic Considerutlons (cont.)

must maintain pace’ w1th evolutionary cnanges in 1nstructional methods and
‘revolutionary changes in student life —style

However, 1ts solution does no+ wecessarily depend upon the. massnve ‘
expenditure of additional funds ‘ In all probabllity, a reduction in the
rate of" demand may be felt “due to the 1nfluence of two major factorr.

First of all, the trend toward shared programs though essentially
sporadic in applicaticn, is bound to have an apprec1able effect on the need
‘for new space. Close cooperation’among state, private, and proprietary’;
school,bwithin logical geographic limitations, should be:seriously-considered
in this regard. Furthermore, the development. of combined centers, where the
_requlrements of two—year technical certificates and two and four-yearvprograms '
fw1ll share the same roof w1ll likew1se have an effect. Beyond this, there
is the strong probability that ex1st1ng methods of communications W1ll be
,utilized to mahe education available and even offer degrees 1n spec1alized
’;areas w1thout resort to‘the‘ neCessity of structures of ary kind, excepting,‘
‘of‘course, thOse that house the electronic equipment

Secondly, the standards of liVing accommodations for university and

kcollege students, Wthh have altered radically 1n the last decade, w1ll ,‘

“bring'about noticeable changes These have progressed beyond the state of
coed apartments, the current and eminently desirable norm 1s liVing off-,
fcampus o This trend Wlll result in a marked decrease 1n the demand for the’

“s‘cell—like dormitory of the past It w1ll’be characterlzed,,conversely,bby

an increase in’ the demand for parking space‘in close prox1mity to the aca-

Vdemic facilities‘and,.in some cases, by the construction of parking garages.j

, There is little’doubt‘that th1s novel feature 1n‘the ncademic landscape‘“i

‘ w1ll be rendered palatable Ain terms of construction finan01ng and student “ -

tuition long before 1ts negative env1ronmental 1mpact ceases to be felt

In conclusion,‘it is" safe to say that 8 study of physical facilities R
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for hlgher educatlon, in all their. varled dlmenslons, is mandatory As
- oted in detall in Chapter II, th1s study should be made by a carefully
selected and cont1nu1ng group of capable ‘and dedlcated professionals. It .
should be continually adjustedﬁ(to the extent that concrete,‘steel,‘and
asphalt canh be'”adjusted”), on the basis of new goals,‘programs, values,
and fluctuatlons in student population. New measures for evaluatinglfacili-
ties, furthermore, should he'estahlished. The near-archaic "square-foot-per—
student” may,be replaced for example by a phrase from the Weather Bureau,
and in the future the 1ntellectual cllmate of an 1nst1tutlon may be calrb ated

'1n "degree-dollars s w1th‘hopefully some diminution‘in the‘peryasived“chill-
factor”,'with uhich thedtaxpayer‘views his.share"in the operation.

In any case, progress 1n th1s complexdfleld cannot be made through
; 1mm00111ty or moratorla the appllcatlon of‘the solutlon must 1mmed1ately
“follow the study Fortunately,yln the broad range of the overal1 challenge

“the facets of shelter and exterlor 1mage, as. stated 1n the preface, are of

somewhat less than first prlorlty
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