























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF Form A
Strategic Planning Summary (Cont’'d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENT

Mission. The statutory mission of the University of Minnesota is to offer
undergraduate, graduate, and professional instruction through the doctoral
degree, and be the primary state supported academic agency for research
and extension services (135A.052, subd. 1). The mission of the
University is threefold:

Research and Discovery. Generate and preserve knowledge,
understanding, and creativity by conducting high quality research,
scholarship, and artistic activity that benefits students, scholars, and
communities across the state, the nation, and the world.

Teaching and Learning. Share that knowledge, understanding, and
creativity by providing a broad range of educational programs, in a
strong and diverse community of learners and teachers, and prepare a
graduate, professional, and undergraduate student body for active roles
in a multiracial and multicultural world.

Outreach and Public Service. Extend, apply, and exchange knowledge
between the University and society, by applying scholarly expertise to
community problems, by assisting organizations and individuals to
respond to their changing environments, and by making the knowledge
and resources created and preserved here accessible to the citizens of
the state, the nation, and the world.

Organization. The University of Minnesota, a comprehensive research
land-grant institution, carries out its mission within a four-campus and one
collaborative center system and through statewide outreach as follows:

Crookston Campus. The Crookston campus provides career-oriented
education at the baccalaureate level primarily in technical disciplines.
Lifelong learning opportunities and outreach activities are also a part of
the Crookston mission.

Duluth Campus. The Duluth campus is a comprehensive regional
university that provides extensive professional, graduate, and under-
graduate educational programs. Focused research efforts, lifelong
learning opportunities, and outreach activities are also part of the
Duluth mandate.

Morris Campus. The Morris camnus provides an innovative and very

high quality undergraduate liberal arts education as well as lifelong
learning and outreach activities.

Twin Cities Campus. The Twin Cities campus builds upon its com-
prehensive research endeavors to provide extensive professional,
graduate, and undergraduate educational programs as well as lifelong
learning opportunities and outreach activities.

University Center Rochester. The University of Minnesota, Winona
State University and Rochester Community College collaborate in
offering a number of specialized graduate programs and select
undergraduate programs through the University Center Rochester.

Statewide Outreach. In keeping with its land-grant mission, the
collegiate and administrative units of the University engage in outreach
activities that support the economic, social, and cultural development
of the state.

TRENDS, POLICIES AND OTHER ISSUES AFFECTING THE DEMAND FOR
SERVICES, FACILITIES OR CAPITAL PROGRAMS:

Factors that affect the future directions of the University of Minnesota
include the following:

External Factors

Diversity/Demography. The population of Minnesota continues to
become more diverse. For example, the Minneapolis and St. Paul
school districts now have a majority of minority students {52 percent
of current enroliment). Outside of the Twin Cities metropolitan area we
find a significant Hispanic population in the western part of the state
and eight American Indian reservations within 100 miles of the Duluth
campus. Our society will continue to grow more diverse and the
University must have a faculty, staff, and student body that reflects
this societal shift. We are also becoming a more elderly, longer living
society. Professional practice and research must strive to meet the
new services and quality of life enhancements required by this rapidly
growing elderly population. On the other end of life’s spectrum,
elementary and secondary school populations are continuing to increase
in Minnesota, and a higher proportion than ever are demanding post-
secondary education options that provide seamless educational
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opportunities.

Changing Economy. To survive in a high-technology world where
information access, use, and management is crucial, the workers of
tomorrow must be flexible and adaptable so that they can respond
effectively to changing circumstances. This implies that higher
education must produce students with strong critical-thinking skills,
provide a core liberal education that prepares students for a variety of
situations, provide the option for specialized professional and academic
training throughout the life span, and instill an enthusiasm for life long
learning. The demand for professional and applied master’s degrees
will continue to increase.

Internationalization. Astechnology, markets, and economic opportunity
make this a smaller world, our society must be prepared to work with
people and ideas from around the globe. The University must address
international issues of concern to Minnesota such as health, environ-
ment, food and nutrition, population studies, sustainable agriculture,
and the alleviation of poverty, hunger, and disease. As we increasingly
interact across national boundaries, our students and citizens must
better understand the history, customs, and cultures of other nations.
International students will continue to seek entry into the University and
will provide links that ultimately benefit the state through cooperative
trade, education, and research opportunities.

Information and Educational Technology. Probably no area has grown
so fast and yet has so much additional potential as the development
and application of technology. The state has consistently committed
substantial resources to make this a high technology region and has
been rewarded for its investment. Increasingly complex technology
such as global networking, multimedia education, graphic-based
information clearinghouses, and distance education bring many changes
and efficiencies to society. The University must have technology
development and application at the center of its activities if it is to fulfill
its land-grant mission and continue as the economic engine for the
state. Continued and enhanced investment in infrastructure and
facilities is crucial to making this a reality.

Health Care. A longer living, more active populace, increasingly costly
technology, and an exponential growth in research and information
bring great challenges to this area. The state and region must continue
to deliver effective and ever more efficient health care options and

delivery systems to its citizens; failure to do so will consume state and
federal budgets as more and more resources will be expended in and
around health care areas. The University Academic Health Center will
be central to the quality of care provided to citizens of the state of
Minnesota. Through its research, outreach, clinical activities, and
training of health care professionals, the University will keep
Minnesota’s health care delivery system the best in the nation.

Higher Education Resource Base. Higher education has been losing the
intergovernmental battle for resources as society has become increas-
ingly concerned with other issues such as tax relief, crime, violence,
drug use, and health care. Since 1987, the proportion of the total state
budget provided for higher education has declined by 21 percent. The
University must be prepared to develop other sources of revenue to
sustain its mission.

The availability of federal research dollars, another important resource
for research universities, is also at risk, and competition for research
grants and contracts continues to increase. As a result, in the future
there may be only half as many research universities as there are today.
The University must position itself to ensure that it will continue to be
one of the top 20 research universities.

Increasing Competitiveness. Difficult demands are being placed on all
Higher education institutions in an increasingly competitive environ-
ment. The University must leverage the state’s resource commitment
to higher education by working more effectively with other higher
education institutions, enhancing regional cooperation among educa-
tional agencies, and encouraging national and international scholarly
exchange. The University must continue to define its institutional
mission and work with other state systems of higher education and
regional universities.

internal Factors

Facuity and Staff. The University’s most important resource is the
people it employs: the faculty, staff, and student employees who make
the University run. When student employment is added, the University
funds some 7,700 fuil-time equivalent positions from state appropria-
tions and about 24,700 full-time equivalent positions from other
revenue sources. Our ability to recruit and retain the highest quality
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faculty and staff by providing competitive facilities and compensation,
given national competition for their services, remains a major challenge.

Students. In 1993 the University enrolled more than 48,000 students
in 250 fields of study and provided extension courses to another
19,000 students. The University awards more than 10,000 degrees
annually and has more than 340,000 living alumni. The University is
engaged in an ongoing process of enroliment management that has
resulted in the recruitment of a current freshman class that is better
prepared for college and more academically competitive than many of
our recent undergraduate classes. Our enrollment management effort
must be enhanced.

Research. The University has long been a national and international
leader in research, and serves as one of the primary economic engines
of the state in terms of moving research from theory to applied policy
and from laboratory to industry. In comparison to its major competi-
tors, both public and private, the University is under-investing in its
research programs. This under-investment must be addressed or the
University is likely to lose its competitive advantage.

Student Services. Student support services are hindered by an
under-investment in new technology. The new degree audit progress
system and on-line registration are notable improvements. However,
the student records system is outdated, the financial aid system is
overloaded, and the current registration system may fail by the year
2000; it has a limited planning and management capacity that hinders
efforts at enrollment management and course access.

Increased access to the University for all qualified students must remain
a high priority in the land-grant tradition. Increased access encompass-
es a number of challenges and initiatives, including making buildings
accessible for persons with disabilities, providing easy and convenient
access to the University’s administrative structure (for example, phone
registration, evening bookstore hours, and well-lit parking areas), and
providing the highest quality courses and degree programs offered at
times and places convenient to the student.

Outreach. The University sets national standards in the delivery of
outreach programs through Continuing Education and Extension, the
Minnesota Extension Service, its museums, and music and dance

programs. The development of the new University College is a further
enhancement of outreach efforts. Distance education programming and
information technology systems require major investments if we are to
retain our national standing in this area. Incentives for outreach need
development and enhancement.

Information Systems and Management Processes. The University’s
management systems-including admissions, financial aid, student
records and registration systems, classroom scheduling, and payroll
systems-need substantial improvement. Our systems require major
investment to gain long-term reduction of overhead and to increase
efficiency and productivity. Also, the University must act to simplify its
procedures and policies, grading systems, calendars, and tuition
schedules.

Program Reviews and Restructuring. For too long, higher education has
only added academic and administrative structures, and has not down-
sized or eliminated units. Beginning with the academic priorities plan
in 1988, the University reversed this trend and began internally to shift
money away from low priority programs towards high priority programs.
Although many academic programs at the University are world-class by
any measure, some programs have eroded over the past two decades,
while some other smaller, start-up programs have not reached their
potential.

The University, as part of its strategic planning effort, is asking all
academic and administrative units to undertake program reviews within
their units. We must identify and agree on the most important, highest
quality programs and also identify programs that must be reorganized
and strategically downsized. Programs will be reviewed on several
established criteria including quality, centrality to the University,
centrality to the state, comparative advantage, diversity goals,
consumer demand, efficiency and effectiveness. These program
reviews will guide planning and resource distribution decisions, both
within and across units.

Capital Planning and Overhead. One of the University’s largest assets
is its physical plant, with a depreciated historical cost of $1.2 billion.
Within the past two years, the University has begun a new capital and
master planning process, which will run parallel to our academic
planning. Many of our research facilities, buildings, and equipment are
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years, if not decades, out of date. As technology requirements
increase, higher education will continue to become more capital
intensive. Emphasis will be placed on the renovation of existing
facilities with a minimal addition of space. Libraries, high-technology
fields, and educational classroom technology are changing rapidly, and
are the farthest behind relative to our peers.

For the University to fund its current physical plant and maintain it at
an appropriate level, we must find a solution to an overly large
overhead in physical facilities.

PROVIDE A SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE CONDITION, SUITABILITY AND
FUNCTIONALITY OF PRESENT FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS OR
ASSETS:

The level of facilities renewal investments has not kept pace with the cost
of maintaining and or renewing aging physical facilities at the University.
While the University is not alone in this regard, the situation is exacerbat-
ed by the fact that nearly half of the University’s 800 buildings are more
than 40 years old.

The University has approximately 24,000,000gross square feet of space.
At today’s replacement cost, this amounts to a capital investment of over
$3 billion. Protection of the State’s investment in the University’s
physical plant must be given high priority. To continue to delay necessary
maintenance or defer renewal is to neglect capital assets that have been
provided by past generations of Minnesotans, while at the same time
borrowing from future generations.

Following the Legislative directive to conduct a Statewide Facilities Audit,
the University has completed an evaluation of every University building
across the State. This information, already shared with the State
Department of Administration, establishes a baseline from which capital
decisions can be made regarding the on-going preservation and renewal
of University facilities. It confirms what previous studies have revealed:
building electrical and mechanical systems, roofs, exterior envelopes, and
interior finishes require major upgrading or replacement. Using an industry
standard definition for deferred renewal, the total backlog is estimated to
be $900 million.

The University’s recently completed, nationally recognized, general

purpose Classroom Study revealed that significant improvementis required
in both the functionality and quality of instructional space to ensure its
ability to support competitive academic programs. A quality classroom is
one in which a student is able to see, hear, and be functionally productive
in a comfortable space. It is also a room in which an instructor can
perform to the full extent of his or her capabilities fully supported by
technological appointments. Two thirds of the classrooms on the Twin
Cities Campus are below accepted levels of physical condition and
functional capabilities for effective learning.

DESCRIBE THE AGENCY’'S LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC GOALS AND
CAPITAL BUDGET PLAN:

To fulfill its mission and to achieve the U2000 vision, the University has
identified six major strategic areas of emphasis, recognizing that it must
strengthen its activities in these areas. They are:

Research. To sustain and enhance the quality of academic disciplines and
determine the investment and emphasis to be placed on basic, applied,
and interdisciplinary research. To be a major participant in the discovery
and application of new knowledge.

Graduate and professional education. To assess the University’s
responsibility and unique resources for providing high quality programs in
response to student demand and requirements of the state and nation, the
University must recruit and graduate under-represented populations in its
graduate and professional programs. To educate tomorrow’s scholars and
professionals.

Undergraduate education. To build on the president’s Initiative for
Excellence in Undergraduate Education, U2000 envisions an environment
that supports students in an intensive undergraduate educational
experience building on the unique resources of the University, especially
research and the breadth of disciplinary and interdisciplinary programs, to
educate tomorrow’s leaders.

Access and outreach. To ensure that research responds to the needs of
the state; that research results, resources, and expertise are easily
accessible to everyone who needs them; that the University continues to
be an important part of the state’s economy; and that instructional
programs support students’ needs and objectives. University College is
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being designed to better serve the needs of nontraditional students who
come to us.

User-friendliness. To improve user-friendliness with respect to all its
customers: students, prospective students, employers, families, communi-
ties, and all residents of the state. Efforts include making the campus
environment more conducive to learning and establishing a
customer-oriented approach to academic program and support-service
delivery.

Diversity. To further strengthen the University’s commitment to providing
equal access to its programs, facilities, and employment by creating an
environment that actively acknowledges and values diversity; and to act
aggressively and affirmatively to increase the presence and participation
of underrepresented groups.

By emphasizing these strategic areas, the University will focus its
resources and energies on the things it does best, redirecting some
resources into the things it must be doing, and changing its culture to
become more responsive to the needs of its students and of the state.

U2000envisions the University as a global, land-grant research university,
a first-rate institution for the 21st century-successful in meeting the
changing expectations of higher education; responding to changing
demographics and to an increasingly diverse society; helping to enhance
the social and economic health of Minnesota and the upper Midwest; and
responding to the shift of society and the economy from a local to a global
scale through research and educational and outreach programs of
outstanding quality. U2000 is based on the assumption that the
University will continue to be one of the premier research universities of
the nation and the world. Quality will be a hallmark of every activity of
the University.

U2000identifies several strategic areas for targeted resource investment.
Examples of projects that deserve investment in advancing U2000 goals
include the following.

In research and graduate/professional education:

8 Recruit and retain a diverse and outstanding faculty and student body.
B Target investments in areas of proven academic excellence.

In

In

Target investments in areas of greatest need (e.g., libraries, academic
computing).

Encourage increased interdisciplinary research (e.g., Center for
Interfacial Engineering, Cancer Center).

Maintain and enhance quality graduate and professional programs on
the Twin Cities and Duluth campuses.

Develop needed graduate programs, particularly in the Duluth and
Rochester areas.

undergraduate education:

Implement new liberal education requirements on the Twin Cities
campus, including a diversified core; writing intensive courses; and
required courses in cultural diversity, international perspectives, the
environment, and citizenship and public ethics.

Target investments to enhance the learning experience (e.g., modern
classrooms with state-of-the-arttechnology, study space, and increased
access to faculty).

Enhance library capabilities by 1) building upon and expanding offerings
of electronic texts, 2) improving downloading and printing capabilities,
3) replacing dumb terminals with computers, 4) extending library
services to distance learners, and increase library programs to improve
campuswide information literacy.

outreach and access:

Develop joint programs withinstitutions in the Minnesota State Colleges
and Universities system.

Make better use of distance education technologies to reach all of
Minnesota.

Develop stronger contacts with industry and corporations throughout
the state, and work to ensure the economic vitality of the state and
region.

Continue to develop the University College concept, ensuring University
access for qualified students.

Enhance library capabilities 1) through the National Technical
infrastructure (INTIA) program to extend library resources statewide, 2)
by extending Bio-Medical Library services and collections to community
health providers and local hospitals.

Complete the community health assessment and implement the
community health plan to better meet the University community’s public
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In a user-friendly University community:

B |Improve the admission and registration system aiming for one-stop
shopping for common student activities."

® Enhance the University’s environment and safety on all campuses.
Restructure the academic programs of the University to ensure multiple
points of access for students (for example, evening courses, weekend
courses, off-campus courses, and increased summer offerings).

® Enhance library capabilities; TQM applications; conduct a user-
satisfaction survey; replace dumb terminals with computers.

In diversity:

@ Work closely with the K-12 system to ensure that minority high school
graduates are prepared to take full advantage of the University.

m Enhance the recruiting and retention of minority students, faculty, and
staff through every means possible.

B Continue to ensure that all persons have equal access to University
programs, facilities, and employment without regard to race, color,
creed, religion, national origin, sex, age, marital status, disability, public
assistance status, veteran status, or sexual orientation.

8 Offer student development opportunities for traditionally
underrepresented students by providing internships, mentorships, and
other developmental programs.

® Promote and encourage internal and external partnerships to increase
outreach and access of minorities and diverse populations to University
programs.

AGENCY PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT THESE CAPITAL REQUESTS:

The Capital Budget and Capital Improvement Program of the University of
Minnesota is a method of providing disciplined financial management.
This decision making process supports the University’s desire to focus on
its mission, follows the Regents’ directive to make the most efficient use
of limited resources, and ensures compliance with the state’s Capital
Budget Reform legislation.

The Capital Budgeting Process consists of the following steps:
Need Identification/Preliminary Ranking: Academic units, Support

Services, Facilities Management, Master Planning, and other University
groups identify capital needs which are preliminarily ranked by

Chancellors/Provosts/Vice Presidents.

Project Definition and Prioritization: A predesign study, including a needs
analysis, a preliminary facility program, cost estimates, and an
implementation schedule, is prepared for each project and is evaluated
against academic priorities, the campus master plan, and code require-
ments. Proposed projects are reviewed and prioritized by the Capital
Improvement Advisory Committee (CIAC).

Annual Budget Approval/Program Acceptance: The senior administrative
officers review the recommendations of the CIAC and forward a recom-
mendation to the Regents. The Regents approve the annual Capital
Budget, including Capital Request items, and accept the 5-year Capital
Improvement Program.

The Capital Budget Calendar ensures that the capital budgeting process
at the University is synchronized with the biennial budgeting process in
the state legislature.

B August: The Budget Office distributes the Capital Budget instructions
to the Chancellors/Provosts/Vice Presidents.

B QOctober: Written descriptions and justifications of capital needs,
ranked within each Chancellor's/Provost’s/Vice President’s area of
responsibility returned to the Budget Office.

B November: In consultation with the Capital Improvement Advisory
Committee (CIAC), proposed capital projects are defined by the
Planning and Programming staff of Facilities Management, and analyzed
by the Budget Office.

B Needs are reviewed to insure consistency/compatibility with
academic and physical plans.

B Preprogramming and cost analysis of proposed capital projects is
undertaken.

B The impact of proposed projects on the operating budget is as-
sessed.

B Financial analysis is prepared by the Budget Office.

B January & February: CIAC holds meetings to review and prioritize
proposed projects.
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B Chancellors/Provosts/Vice Presidents/ (or designees) present
proposed capital projects.

B CIAC evaluates proposed capital needs, and recommends a prioritiz-
ed list of proposed capital projects and alternatives with supporting
rationale to the senior officers.

March: The senior officers review the recommendations and formulate
an all funds Capital Improvement Program. The program is reviewed by
the cabinet and other appropriate consuitative groups.

May: Presentation of the recommended Capital Improvement Program
is made to the Board of Regents.

June: The annual Capital Budget including Capital Request items, and
6 Year Capital Improvement Program is adopted by the Board of
Regents.

June: The Capital Request is submitted to Governor's Office and
Legislature.

August: Review and amendment process of the Capital Improvement
Program begins.

The Capital Budget and Capital Improvement Program are guided by a set
of policy principles which serve as the basis for the development of the
recommendations forwarded to the Board of Regents. The following
Revenue and Expenditures Principles guided the administrative review of
the capital requests presented this year.

Revenue Principles

The Capital Improvement Program shall identify the sources of revenue
for financing proposed projects.

Projects involving requests to the State shall consider the legislative
requirement that the University pay 1/3 of the debt service.

The use of federal, state, and other non-University funds shall be
maximized.

Internal loan fund financing of capital projects shall be provided within

the guidelines and limits of that loan program and shall be consistent
with all other Capital Improvement Program principles.

The Capital Improvement Program shall maintain the University’s long
term AA/A-1 and short term A1 +/P1 credit ratings, provide flexibility
to issue different forms of variable and fixed-rate bonds, and minimize
University borrowing costs.

The sale of University general obligation bonds shall not be undertaken
in aggregate amounts of less than $10,000,000.

The issuance of revenue bonds shall be limited due to the uncertainty
of internal revenue streams and higher debt service costs.

University debt shall not be incurred for projects with a life expectancy
less than the maturity of the bonds.

Bonded indebtedness shall not be used for operating and maintenance
costs.

Expenditures Principles

Contractual obligations, made in good faith by both the University and
the construction contractor for capital projects, shall be honored.

The safety and well being of people during an emergency and the
protection of existing facilities shall be the highest priority for the
expenditure of capital resources.

Conditions which present a danger to the safety or health of persons on
campus shall be mitigated or abated as quickly as possible.

Priority shall be given to projects that enhance accessibility, and no
major renovation of any University facility shall be undertaken without
including as a part of the project all actions necessary to make the
facility totally accessible to all persons.

Recommended capital improvements shall be in compliance with
approved departmental, collegiate and University academic plans;
and/or demonstrate a potential for substantial advancement of the
University’s teaching, research and service mission.
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B Capital projects that impact the campus environment shall comply with
the approved Master Plan for long range development and demonstrate
that the improvements advance the values which are the basis of the
plan.

B Energy conservation measures needed to reduce operating costs shall
be undertaken in buildings worth investing in, if the projects pay-back
period meets the University’s criteria for sound investment.

B The utilization of existing facilities shall be maximized, and maintaining
present facilities, utilities and other infrastructure elements shall be
given priority over new construction whenever feasible.

- @ The operating and life cycle cost implications of all proposed capital
projects shall be identified and priority shall be given to those which will
result in a reduction in operating expenditures or represent the wisest
use of University resources over time.

®m Every new or renovated facility shall be designed to maximize flexibility
consistent with programmatic needs and operating efficiency.

@ Studies needed to substantiate the physical condition of a building or
infrastructure element, or its ability to support academic activities shall
be undertaken prior to committing capital funds for construction
projects.

@ Modifications to the approved Capital Improvements Program necessary
to accommodate unforeseen events shall be adopted by the Board of
Regents.

AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS DURING THE LAST SIX YEARS
(1990-1995):

B New facilities and additions to existing facilities which have been
completed in the last 6 years with Legislative appropriations are listed
below. Non-Legislative contributions to the projects are also noted:
Recreational Sports/Physical Education, phase 1B ($6,000plus $3,100
University funds)

Biological Sciences addition ($17,610)

Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory ($8,381)

Ferguson Hall addition ($8,338 plus $4,176 University funds)
Morris Student Center addition ($4,210 plus $322 University funds)

Integrated Waste Management Facility ($7,660 plus $395 University
funds)

Duluth Campus Center ($10,390 plus $1,097 University funds)
Duluth Natural Resources Research Institute renovation ($2,500)
Crookston Agricultural Operations and Management Center ($4,610)
Crookston Agricultural Utilization Research Center ($590)

B Facilities renewal projects completed in the last 6 years are:
Wilson Library remodeling ($2,080)
Duluth plumbing replacement ($4,688)
Morris primary electrical replacement ($550)
Civil & Mineral Engineering renewal ($1,248)
Johnston Hall Renewal ($133)

&8 Capital projects which are currently in design or under construction are:
Basic Sciences and Biomedical Engineering ($56,704 plus $10,000
federal grant)

Carlson School of Management ($25,000plus $20,000 private funds)
Duluth Medical School Addition ($4,158)

Mechanical Engineering Renovation & Reconstruction ($13,819 plus
$6,711 private funds)

Williamson Hall renewal ($3,619)

Duluth Heating Plant renewal ($4,000 plus $500 University funds)

8. OTHER (OPTIONAL): N/A

9. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336A Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street, Minneapolis, MN 55455

E81-00A.gri
12-21-95 4:56pm cnh
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AGENCY: University of Minnesota

HEAPR - Health and Safety Improvements 1 24,500 20,000 20,000 64,500 540 18,000 18,000 18,000
HEAPR - Facility Renewal 2 32,500 30,000 30,000 92,500 420 6,000 6,000 6,000
Minnesota Library Access Center 3 43,150 -0- -0- 43,150 390 43,150 -0- -0-
Crookston Controlled Environmental Science Facility 4 3,050 -0- -0- 3,050 180 -0- -0- -0-
Duluth Library » "5 20,000 -0- -0- 20,000 230 -0- -0- -0-
Morris Facilities Review & Science Addition & Renovation 6 3,000 24,945 9,739 37,684 2856 -0- -0- -0-
Academic Health Center - Centers of Excellence Facilities 7 6,500 -0- -0- 6,500 100 9,500 -0- -0-
Governor’s Initiatives:
Architecture Renovation and Addition N.A. -0- -0- -0- -0- 258 - 21,027 -0- -0-
Willmar Poultry Testing Laboratory N.A. -0- -0- -0- -0- 215 104 -0- -0-
Architecture Renovation & Addition -0- 21,747 -0- 21,747
Peters Hall Renewal -0- 6,300 -0- 6,300
Recreational Sports Facility - Phase 1C -0- 12,182 -0- 12,182
Studio Arts Renovation/Replacement -0- 10,000 -0- 10,000
Walter Library Renovation -0- 39,855 -0-' 39,855
Agricultural Experiment Station Projects -0- -0- 5,000 5,000
Crookston Kiehle Library/Child Development Addition -0- -0- 3,135 3,135
Earth Sciences/Materials Engineering -0- -0- 60,123 60,123
St.Paul Greenhouse Renovation & Replacement -0- -0- 13,500 13,500
Soccer Facility -0- -0- 7,800 7,800
SE Experiment Station Swine Research Facility -0- -0- 3,500 3,500
Total Project Requests: 132,700 165,029 152,797 450,526 $ 97,781 ‘ $ 24,000 | $ 24,000

PAGE A-429




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
1996 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS
(in $000)

Kittson
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Hubbard L, St Louls 2A 6B 7A 7B58A 5BB 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 618 62A
Becker Cass 7 2 5 62B 63A 63B 13A 55B 64A 64B 65A 658 66A 66B 67A
Clay ) 1 3/ 2 HEAPR - Facility Renewal $32,500
- |Crow Wing 6B 7A 7B 58A 58B 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A
Waden ~ N Carlton 62B 63A 63B 13A 55B 64A 64B 65A 65B 66A 66B 67A 67B
3 . 3 Aitkin
Wilkin Otter Tail Ve 3 Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC) $43,150
58A 58B 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 81B 62A 62B 63A 63B
Todd | % § Pine 4 Crookston Controlled Environmental Science Facility $3,050
Grant Douglas Moi;rison il Lags 2A
i Kanabpe 5 Duluth Library $20,000
averse | 1 6 Banton 6B 7A 7B
- Isanti
Big Stone) Stevens)  Pope Stearns T 6 Morris Science Addition and Renovation $3,000
L Chisago 13A
Swif Kandiyohi 7 Academic Health Center, Centers of Excellence Facilities $6,5600
N Wright 58A 58B 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A 62B 63A 638
Chippewa Mesker | V19
Lac Qui Pa RO MAP
Yellow Medicine Renvills McLsod
Sibley
Lincol1 Lyon | gadwood Nicoller { Lo Suedr Goodhue
Rice Wabasha
Brown
Pipeslfne [Cottonwoo
Blue Earth Steele Olmsted
Murray tonwal Wase Dodge et Winona
ock l Nobles Jack Martin Fresborn " Fillmore Houst
ackson i ower ouston
Faribault @ Agency Priority Numbers Produced for the Minnesota Department of
Finance by Minnesota Planning, Land Management
County Boundaries Information Center, December, 1995.
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
1996 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS

(in $000)
SEE STATE MAP
FOR THE LOCATION . . o .
OF PROJECT REQUESTS ; Anoka.... Projects are identified by Agency Priority Number.
NOT SHOWN HERE. { & {2, The projects are listed below with budget requests
in thousands of dollars and the legislative

. districts that occur within the city where the
budget request would occur.

Wasl;ﬁngt(;n

1 HEAPR - Health and Safety Improvements $24,500
2A 6B 7A 7B58A 58B 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A
628 63A 63B 13A 55B 64A 64B 65A 65B 86A 66B 67A

2 HEAPR - Facility Renewal $32,500
6B 7A 7B 58A 58B 569A 59B 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A
628 63A 63B 13A 56B 64A 64B 65A 65B 66A 66B 67A 67B

3 Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC) $43,150
58A 58B 59A 598 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A 62B 63A 63B

4 Czrxokston Controlled Environmental Science Facility $3,050

5 Duluth Library $20,000
6B 7A 7B

6 "\l’lsﬁﬁs Science Addition and Renovation $3,000

% ; N 7 Academic Health Center, Centers of Excellence Facilities $6,500
! ¢ " 58A 58B 59A 59B 60A 60B 61A 61B 62A 62B 63A 63B

IZI Agency Priority Numbers

. ’ Produced for the Minnesota Department of
County Boundaries Finance by Minnesota Planning, Land Management
a . i Information Center, December, 1995.
Cities and Townships
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET BRIEF
Facilities Summary
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form C

AGENCY: University of Minnesota

|| Gross Square Footage of State Owned Buildings (in 000s)

22,049,000

23,628,000

23,991,000

24,561,000

24,866,750

Il Leased Square Footage (in 000s)

557,000

532,000

532,000

304,000

244,000

Operating Repair and Betterment Account(s) N/A 13,916 9,361 | § 10,092 10,092
Operating Maintenance Account(s) N/A 75,992 96,748 | $ 97,508 97,540
Lease Payments 6,700 7,986 8,146 | $ 6,646 5,146

Agency CAPRA Allocations (from Dept. of Admin.)

NA

NA

NA

HEAPRA Allocations (for higher education systems only)

1,600

11,200

24,000

File: E81-00C.gri
12-19-95; 10:48 am; cle
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST
Building Project Detail

Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form D-1

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Higher Education Asset Preservation and Renewal - Health and
Safety Improvements .

agency, or exposure to legal and financial liability. These improvements
are necessary to maintain existing facility and program operation. ’

The emergency projects are as follows, listed in order of priority:
1. Twin Cities fume hood repair and renovation - $1.26 million
Shepherd Labs

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $24,500
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $20,000

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $20,000 Soils Building
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): System-wide Kolthoff Hall
’ Borlaug Hall
AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only): Gortner Lab

Hodson Hall
# 1 of 7 requests e81-07d.gri Christiansen Lab

12-19-95; 10:49 am; cle Crop Research

SUMMARY ’ 2. Morris Science Building fume hood renovation - $210 thousand

3. Twin Cities roof repair and replacement - $400 thousand

B Health and Safety funds will be used for the adaptation and impro.vement of

existing facilities to extend their useful life and to ensure the health and safety

Nolte Center
Lauderdale Computer Center

of their occupants. 4. Morris Humanities Fine Arts plaza repair - $63 thousand
5. Duluth Life Sciences replacement of fire-proofing - $450 thousand
B A University goal is the achievement of a 50 percent reduction in the number 6. Twin Cities elevator repair and modernization - $1.45 million
of buildings that have code and accessibility deficiencies by the year 2000. Millard Hall
Electrical Engineering
8@ Funds will be directed to improvements which provide the greatest benefit to Owre Hall
the health and safety of students, staff, and the general public. Diehl Hall
Snyder Hall
B Emergency repair funds will allow the University to address critical facility Smith Hall
failures which will otherwise require the diversion of funds needed for routine VFW Cancer Research Center
maintenance. 7. Duluth elevator repair and modernization - $125 thousand
8. Twin Cities air quality/environmental health (essential) - $300
1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: thousand
Dwan Research Center
This Higher Education Asset Preservation and Renewal funding request is for Child Development
the adaptation and improvement of existing facilities to extend their useful life Animal Science/Veterinary Medicine
and ensure the health and safety of their occupants. 9. Agricultural Experiment Stations pesticide storage/handling facilities -

A. Emergency Repair ($9.1 million). Emergency projects require immediate
attention for reasons of system failure or expected failure within the next
year, receipt of a citation from a code official or an order from a regulatory

$150 thousand

10. Twin Cities CFC refrigerant elimination - $750 thousand

Amundson Hall
Appleby Hall
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form D-1

Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

EE/CS
Health Science Zone cold rooms {various buildings)
St. Paul Zone cold rooms (various buildings)
11. Morris CFC refrigerant elimination - $50 thousand
12. Duluth CFC refrigerant elimination - $100 thousand
13. Duluth steam reducing station upgrade - $150 thousand
14. Morris chemical storage facilities - $80 thousand
15. Morris hazardous material storage facilities - $70 thousand
16. Twin Cities fume hood repair and renovation - $750 thousand
Health Science Zone (various buildings)
Amundson Hall
St. Paul Zone (various buildings)
17. Twin Cities roof repair and replacement - $1.3 million
Andrew Boss Lab
Peters Hall
Management and Economics
Shevlin Hall .
18. Twin Cities elevator repair and modernization - $1.4 million
Elliot Hall
Hydraulic Lab
Jackson/Owre Hall
McNeal Hall
Veterinary Science
Phillips Wagensteen*
Crop Research
19. Duluth Kirby Student Center emergency generator repair/replacement
- $75 thousand.

Fire and Life Safety ($8.2 million). These funds will continue the system-
wide program to correct fire and life safety code deficiencies identified by
the Building Code Deficiency Survey. (NOTE: The sum total of the specific
projects listed below slightly exceeds the amount of the $8.2 million line-
item request.} Specific projects proposed for the 1997-98 biennjum are as
follows, listed in order of priority:

1. Social Science sprinkler, alarm, corridor/stair protection - $2 million
2. Biological Sciences sprinkler, alarm - $1 million

3. Management and Economics sprinkler, alarm, corridor/stair protection*

-$1.3 million

C.

Wilson Library fire alarm, corridor/stair protection - $2 million
. Willey Hall sprinkler, emergency lighting - $300 thousand
. Kirby Student Center corridor protection and emergency lighting -
$710 thousand
Morris fire alarm installation/upgrades - $60 thousand
Crookston fire alarm upgrades - $50 thousand
. Twin Cities fire alarm installation - $500 thousand

Ackerman Hall/Mechanical Engineering

Child Development

Morrill Hall

Vincent Hall/Murphy Hall
10. Moos sprinkler (upper floors), stair protection - $1.48 million
11. Morris OSHA safety improvements - $60 thousand

©®~

ADA Access Improvements ($3 million). These funds will continue the
system-wide effort to make all University facilities accessible to persons
with physical disabilities. Specific projects proposed for the 1997-98
biennium are:

1. Ackerman Hall/Mechanical Engineering ramps and elevator - $300
thousand

Blegen Hall power doors and restrooms - $380 thousand
Pillsbury Hall power doors, elevator, restrooms, exterior ramps - $300
thousand
Crookston power doors - $15 thousand
Crookston Dowell Hall and Dowell Annex access ramp - $10 thousand
Morris ramps, power doors, restrooms - $120 thousand

Nolte Center power doors, elevator, restrooms, exterior ramps - $450
thousand

Crookston Kiehle Hall elevator - $350 thousand
. North Central Agricultural Experiment Station - $350 thousand
10. Duluth access improvements - $300 thousand
11. Moos restrooms - $250 thousand
12. Systemwide ADA signage - $100 thousand
13. Systemwide student and faculty ADA accommodations - $75 thousand

w N

N oD

o

Hazardous Material Abatement and Environmental Improvements ($4.2
million). Funds are requested to continue the University’s program to
reduce health hazards by removing or encapsulating materials containing
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont'd.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

asbestos. These funds are also needed for improvements related to
chemical storage and handling, environmental contamination remediation,
improvement of air quality in facilities where health risks have been
identified, and the elimination of CFC refrigerants in accordance with
Federal regulations. (NOTE: The sum total of the specific projects listed
below slightly exceeds the amount of the $4.2 million line-item request.)
Specific projects for the 1997-98 biennium are:

Twin Cities hazardous materials abatement - $2.8 million

Morris indoor air quality improvement - $160 thousand

Duluth Sports & Health Center environmental improvements - $250
thousand _

Morris asbestos abatement in mechanical rooms - $100 thousand
Morris science lab ventilation improvement* - $600 thousand
Morris asbestos abatement in public areas - $190 thousand

Duluth environmental improvements - $200 thousand

Duluth ventilation improvements - $500 thousand

Morris HFA fume hood renovation* - $40 thousand

wn =

RN G

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The University’s capital budget principles emphasize investment in existing
facilities to extend their useful life and to ensure the health, safety, and well
being of their occupants. All projects included in this HEAPR request are
consistent with those principles and will advance strategic initiatives to improve
the University’s facilities in support of U2000 goals. All projects are also
consistent with the statutory definition of HEAPR which includes "code
compliance, including health and safety, Americans with Disabilities Act
requirements, hazardous material abatement, access improvements, or air
quality improvement; building or infrastructure repairs necessary to preserve the
interior and exterior of existing buildings”. Individual projects were identified
through the University’s capital planning process, and were prioritized
according to specific criteria described in the following paragraphs.

A. Emergency Repair. Thisrequest consists of projects which need immediate
attention to maintain facility and program operation. Emergency projects
meet one or more of the following criteria:

@  Failure of a facility or system, or the expected failure within less than
a year

B Receipt of a citation from the code official or an order from an outside
regulatory agency.
® |mmediate action necessary to avoid legal and financial liability.

Without emergency funds, it will be necessary to divert funds intended for
routine preventative maintenance to address these urgent needs. Such
diversion of funds will exacerbate the deferred maintenance backlog at the
University.

Fire and Life Safety. The University’s capital budgeting principles establish
that "the safety and well being of people during an emergency and the
protection of existing facilities is the highest priority for the expenditure of
capital resources”. Significant changes in fire codes over the years have
caused many of the University’s older buildings to have outdated and
inadequate fire protection, creating the potential for extensive loss of life
and property. The Building Code Deficiency Survey, completed in 1991
and updated in 1994, identified system-wide fire and life safety code
deficiencies which exceeded $85 million to correct. Improvements for
which funds are being requested are consistent with the University’s goal
to reduce the number of buildings with code deficiencies by 50 percent by
the year 2000. Previous Legislative appropriations have been used to
initiate this program for eliminating fire code deficiencies. This program
must be continued to provide safer facilities for University students,
faculty, staff, and the general public. Compliance with building and fire
codes will also have a positive effect on insurance rates.

The University applies the following criteria to determine priorities for fire
and life safety improvements:

1. Buildings worth investment for long term use
2. Buildings with fire safety ratings of O or 1

3. High rise buildings

4. Buildings with high occupancy levels

All University buildings have been surveyed for fire and life safety code
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

compliance and have been rated on a system of O to 4, a rating of O repre-
senting seriously deficient buildings and 4 indicating minimal or no deficien-
cies. Improving a building’s rating to 2 is considered acceptable for older
buildings. Once all buildings with ratings of O or 1 have been increased to
a rating of 2, additional improvements may be made at a later date to
further improve the ratings.

The University concentrates on correcting the deficiencies that have the
greatest cost/benefit for increasing a building’s safety rating, rather than
completing all code deficiencies in a building at one time. This will allow
a limited amount of funds to have the greatest impact on maximum
number of facilities and their occupants. For individual buildings that meet
the preceding criteria, specific improvements are addressed in the following
order of priority:

1. Installation of fire and smoke sensing and alarm systems
2. Installation of sprinkler systems
3. Protection of exit corridors

The application of these criteria requires judgement in each individual
building. In some cases it may be most cost effective to do all of the
above improvements simultaneously. For example, if the installation of a
sprinkler system requires substantial removal of ceilings, corridor protection
can be accomplished most cost effectively at the same time, rather
incurring the cost of removing and reconstructing the ceiling again at a
later date.

The establishment and application of these criteria was accomplished by
the Campus Fire and Life Safety Committee, consisting of representatives
from the following University departments: Building Code Official,
Environmental Health and Safety, Emergency Management, Risk Manage-
ment, and Facilities Management. The recommendations of this committee
are reviewed by the Capital Improvement Advisory Committee and
incorporated into the University’s capital improvement program annually.

ADA Access Improvements. State and Federal laws require that all new
and remodeled buildings meet specific standards for the accessibility of
persons with physical disabilities, and require that all University programs

be accessible. University budget principles support these requirements by
stating that " priority be given to projects that enhance accessibility" and
that projects shall take "all actions necessary to make facilities totally
accessible to all persons”. The handicapped code deficiency survey,
completed in 1991, identified over $25 million of required access improve-
ments system-wide. A more recent study of the impact of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) on all University facilities has concluded that
even greater expenditures will be required to comply with its regulations.
Previous Legislative appropriations have been used to fund access
improvements. Additional funds are needed to continue the effort to bring
all University facilities into compliance with the ADA and other regulations
pertaining to improved access.

The University applies the following criteria to determine priorities for ADA
access improvements:

1. Building worth investment for long term use
2. Buildings with ADA access deficiency ratings of O or 1
3. Buildings with high occupancy/activity levels

All University buildings have been surveyed for compliance with ADA
requirements and have been rated on a system of O to 4, a rating of O
representing seriously deficient buildings and 4 indicating minimal or no
deficiencies.

The University concentrates on correcting deficiencies that have the
greatest cost/benefit for increasing the building’s access rating and serving
the most people. For individual buildings that meet the preceding criteria,
specific improvements are addressed in the following order of priority:

1. General access to buildings with elevators that serve all or most floors
2. Access to all program areas within a building
3. Access to restrooms

The application of these criteria requires judgement in each individual
building. In many cases it may be most cost effective to correct all

-deficiencies simultaneously. For example, general access improvements

to a multi-story building may have limited benefit unless an elevator is
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Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
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installed or upgraded at the same time.

The establishment and application of these criteria was accomplished by
the Campus ADA Committee, consisting of representatives from Disability
Services and Facilities Management. The recommendations of this
committee are reviewed by the Capital Improvement Advisory Committee
and incorporated into the University’s capital improvement program
annually.

Hazardous Materials Abatement and Environmental improvements. The
health and safety of all persons on campus is of utmost importance. A
University budget principle states that "conditions which present a danger
to the safety or health of persons on campus be mitigated or abated as
quickly as possible”. Past construction practices, such as the use of
asbestos and other environmentally hazardous materials, have created
potential danger to the health of University students, faculty, and staff and
must be corrected. Funds are needed to continue the University’s
hazardous materials abatement program and to improve air quality in
buildings where hazards to public health have been identified.

Recently completed building assessments have revealed extensive amounts
of asbestos materials in some facilities which will require major expendi-
tures for its abatement in the future. Separate surveys are currently being
conducted to determine the extent of the asbestos problem on each
campus and the condition of fume hoods and ventilation systems in
instructional and research labs. In addition, the University’s Environmental
Health and Safety Department is constantly monitoring buildings and
operations to identify environmental hazards.

Projects of the following types are included in the hazardous materials
abatement and environmental improvements category:

Asbestos abatement
® Hazardous material storage
B Environmental contamination remediation
& Air quality improvement
# CFC elimination

A building rating system, similar to that used for rating building for fire &
life safety code compliance, is currently being developed to determine the -
facilities which demand immediate attention. Projects for the FY 1997-98
capital request are currently being prioritized by applying the following
criteria:

Higher Priority:

B Large numbers of people potentially affected (assembly areas, arenas,
dormitories, etc.).

B Actual injury, illness, or overexposure occurring or likely to occur.
Serious environmental contamination likely.

B Situation out of compliance with federal or state regulations or
accreditation requirements.

B Potential for major financial impact (cleanup, loss of property) or
significant liability.

Lower Priority:

E One or two persons potentially affected.

® Likelihood of injury or iliness is very low. Period of potential overexpo-
sure is likely to be very short. Environmental contamination unlikely.

@ Not a compliance or accreditation issue.

B Financial impact and potential liability likely to be small.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The impact of Health and Safety improvements on the University’s operating
budget will be minimal. The installation of fire alarms and sprinkler systems will
require periodic testing and maintenance. The installation of power-assisted
doors and elevators will result in additional energy use and periodic mainte-
nance. Upgraded mechanical systems required to improve air quality may also
increase energy and maintenance costs.

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

The Legislature appropriated $15 million for Health & Safety in 1994. In
1992, $9.2 million was appropriated for Health & Safety projects. No previous
state funding has been appropriated for the specific projects in this request.
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

This request is based on the assumption that the one third debt service
obligation will not be required for health and safety improvements in existing
buildings for existing programs.

The appropriation estimates for the 1998 and 2000 sessions, are based upon
the University’s intention to continue to address Health and Safety improve-
ments methodically and aggressively. Although the need to invest in the code-
related needs of existing facilities is great, there are limitations on the amount
of improvements that can be effectively implemented within a biennium. The
actual amount of future HEAPR requests and the specific projects to be
addressed will be determined through the University’s annual capital budget
and capital improvement program process.

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336a Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-2
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d) '
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply): AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Multiple buildings
___ Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: Multiple buildings
__X  Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes. . FACILITY SOQUARE FOOTAGE:
____ Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or Existing Building
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. N/A Gross Sq: Ft.
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): Project Scope
N/A Gross Sqg. Ft. Demolished
Safety/liability N/A Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
Asset preservation N/A Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
Code compliance N/A Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction
Handicapped access (ADA)
Hazardous materials Final Project Size
- Enhancement of existing programs/services N/A Gross Sq. Ft.

Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

[TTT T bebelebeb

Co-location of facilities Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
Operating cost reductions and efficiencies project?
Other (specify): X _ Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Uniform Building Code,NFPA,ADA
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __no XNA F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01
approved by IPO __yes ) X N/A Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses ... $ 20 $ 44 $ 48
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: Change in Lease Expenses . ..... $ 0- $ 0- ¢ -0-
submitted to IPO __yes __no X N/A Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ -0- $ -0- § -0-
approved by IPO __yes __no _)S_N/A Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 20 $ 44 $ 48
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . . .. 0] 0 o
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

1.  Site and building preparation

Site acquisition . . ... ... ... e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . .. ........... ... ... ... ..., $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:

Environmental studies . ....... ... .. i $ 200
Geotechnical survey . . ... ittt i i e e $ -0-
Property sUrvey . .. .. it e e e e e e $ -0-
Historic Preservation . ............ ... ..o, $ -0-
Other (specify) . e e e e e $ -0-

1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 200 $ 170 $ 170

2. Predesignfees ........... ... ... i 2. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-

3. Design fees

Schematic design . ... ... ... i e e e $ 311
Design development . .. ... ... i i e e $ 415
Contract dOCUMENTS . . . . i vttt ittt et e et et et $ 1,039
Construction . . .. . e e e e e i e e $ 311
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 2,076 $ 1,695 $ 1,695
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . .. ...................... $ -0-
Construction Management . . . .. oo v vt ittt et $ -0-
Construction Contingency . . . .. v i vttt it ittt e e $ 969
Other (specify) _Univ_admin/permits/moving . ................. $ 485
4. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,454 $ 1,185 $ 1,185
5.  Site and building construction
On site CONSITUCLION . . . . . . ittt e e et et e et e e $ 15,491
Off site construction . . . . . ... ... .ttt it e $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement ... ............. ... .. ... $ 5,279
Other (specify) e e $ -0-
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 20,770 $ 16,950 $ 16,950
6.  Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . .. ................ 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
7. OCCUPANCY . . . it vttt it e e e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ...............00iitiiiiiiiiinnen, 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ -0- $ 24,500 $ 20,000 $ 20,000
9. Inflation multiplier _____ ... .......... .. ... . ... ... 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.)
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ -0- $ 24,500 $ 20,000 $ 20,000

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) $__ 64,500
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

FUNDING SOURCES:

State funding received ........
Federal funding received .......
Local government funding received

Private funding received .. ... ...

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State funding requested . ......
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding ........... XK

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

Total Project Costs (all years) .. ..
State funding requested (all years)

Federal funding (all years) .......
Local government funding (all years)

PROPOSED METHOD(S] OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears) .............. $ -0- Cash: $ Fund
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0- X __Bonds: $24,500 Tax Exempt X Taxable
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
X General Fund % of total 100
................. $ 24,500
................. $ -0- User Financing % of total
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0- Source of funds
................. $ 20,000
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ 20,000
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ 64,500
................. $ 64,500
................. $ -0-
............... $ -0-
................. $ -0-

Private funding (all years) .......
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-5
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: ] ]
Statewide Strategic Score

The University of Minnesota has partially defined the scope of health and life Criteri Val Point
safety discrepancies by identifying projects totalling $24.5 million. A fiteria alues oints
long-range plan to address the issue has also been developed. This program Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
is defined by Minnesota Statutes, section 135A.046.

Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: -

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
cion P project Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 120

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 105
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:

Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 105
The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $18 million for this
project. Also included are budget planning estimates of $18 million in 1998 Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
and 2000. . .

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 - 0

Asset M ment 0/20/40/60 60
e81-07d.gri Sset Manage
12-22-9511:14amcm Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 50

Total 540

Predesign

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

Schematic Design Const.
Design Devel. Doc. Const.

O oo
B @ & @
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form D-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Higher Education Asset Preservation and Renewal - Facility
Renewal

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $32,500
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $30,000
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $30,000
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): System-wide

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only}:

#

2 of 7 __ request

SUMMARY

The University has adopted critical initiative goals to reduce deferred renewal to
$750 million and to bring 100 percent of the University’s general purpose
classrooms into national utilization and quality standards by the year 2000.

Proposed projects will reduce the deferred renewal backlog through the
comprehensive renewal of obsolete or deteriorating facilities and underutilized
space.

Facility renewal will preserve buildings that are worth investment and will allow
some of the University’s most undesirable space to be decommissioned.

Significant efficiencies of effort and cost can be achieved by simultaneously
addressing all code and accessibility deficiencies, deferred maintenance, and
programmatic improvements for an entire building. This is especially true when
space is temporarily vacant (Duluth, Liberal Arts, Department of Health).

Renewal willimprove learning and working environments, teaching and research
technologies, and the utilization of space for existing programs.

Classroom Renewal

Approximately two thirds of the University’s classrooms are below acceptable
standards for functionality and physical condition and are technologically
inadequate.

Students spend 50 percent of their time in classrooms while on campus, yet
classrooms represent only 5 percent of total space. A modest investment in
modernizing classrooms will significantly enhance the education experience for
students.

Classroom renewal will result in the appropriate quantity, quality, and size of
classrooms to serve the University’s students.

Contemporary instructional technology will be provided; classroom chairs,
desks, sight-lines, and acoustics will be improved; and classroom utilization will
be increased.

Haecker Hall Renewal

Renewal will result in more efficient space utilization through the consolidation
of Animal Science units currently located in separate buildings, allowing an
entire building to be vacated for alternative use or decommissioning.

Project will improve existing laboratories to serve contemporary instructional and
research needs of the existing academic program and to support the state’s
dairy, beef, and poultry industries.

Renewal of obsolete, but sound building is less costly than construction of a
new replacement facility.

Renovation of Haecker Hall has been top priority for Animal Science facilities for
1
many years.

Duluth Academic Space Renewal

Both undergraduate and graduate instruction will be enhanced through
improved laboratories and instructional space for high priority academic
programs currently operating in inadequate space.

Project will result in improved utilization of space vacated by the discontinuation

of the Dental Hygiene program and by the relocation of several academic units
to the recently-completed Campus Center.
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College of Liberal Arts and Student Services Space Renewal

B The proposed renewal will provide improved facilities for numerous academic

and student service units currently located in inadequate space.

B Academic units and services which are intensely used by nearly all students will

be consolidated in convenient and accessible locations.

Completion of the project will allow approximately 70 thousand square feet of
obsolete space to be decommissioned, resulting in savings of nearly $450
thousand in annual operating costs.

Comprehensive renewal of the Management and Economics Building will be
accomplished more economically while the building is vacant following the
relocation of the Carlson School of Management program to its new facility.

Morris Humanities Fine Arts Building Renewal

B The building is the newest and most intensely used academic building on the

Morris Campus. Renewal is a sound investment.

Project will correct problems with the building’s windows, walls, and mechanical
system which unless repaired promptly, will cause more extensive deterioration.

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This Higher Education Asset Preservation and Renewal request is for funding
comprehensive renewal of existing facilities to extend their useful life in support
of the existing programmatic mission of the University.

A. Classroom Renewal ($8.5 million). This project will initiate a system-wide
program to renew existing classrooms and instructional space. Funds
requested will be used to provide advanced teaching technology and to im-
prove the physical environment of classrooms, including seating, lighting,
and room configuration, to raise the quality of University classrooms to an
acceptable contemporary standard.

This project, the result of a recently completed classroom study, is the first

-phase of an estimated $20 million investment needed to reach acceptable

contemporary standards for classrooms, both physically and technologically.

Of this request, $6 million is to address the acceptable standards on the
Twin Cities Campus, $1 million for classrooms on the Duluth, Morris, and
Crookston campuses, and $1.5 million to target specific needs in the Aca-
demic Health Center (AHC). The specific projects in the AHC include
upgrading the Bio-medical Library, creating three additional teleclassrooms,
improving technology in the six large auditoriums, and reconfiguring existing
classrooms into sizes most needed.

. Haecker Hall Renewal ($12.8 million). This project will completely renew a

key building on the St. Paul Campus, addressing code deficiencies, deferred
maintenance, and facility obsolescence. It will also accommodate the
consolidation of two units of the Animal Science program: Ruminant, which
currently occupies much of the building, and Poultry, currently housed in
Peters Hall. Obsolete laboratories, teaching facilities, and faculty offices will
be upgraded to meet current programmatic needs. Limited remodeling of
space in the Classroom Office Building and McNeal Hall will be accom-
plished to permanently house Rhetoric and provide interim accommodations
for Rural Sociology, academic units displaced by the consolidation of Animal
Science. Minor remodeling will also be required in the Poultry Teaching &
Research Building and the Turkey Research Building to accommodate animals
now housed in Peters Hall.

. Duluth Academic Space Renewal ($3.2 million). This project involves the

remodeling of vacated academic space in four buildings--Heller Hall, MW
Alworth Hall, the Library, and Business and Economics--to address deferred
maintenance items, code deficiencies, ADA requirements, and programmatic
improvements for existing programs. Improved laboratories, instructional
space, support facilities, and offices for the existing Chemistry, Biology,
Geology, Computer Science, Student Access/Diversity, and Business
programs will be provided.

. College of Liberal Arts and Student Services Space Renewal ($5.7 million).

This project will renew the Management & Economics Building on the West
Bank Campus. It will include correction of code deficiencies, deferred
maintenance items identified by a recently completed building assessment,
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and limited remodeling to accommodate academic and student service units
which will occupy the space to be vacated by the Carlson School of
Management when its new facility (now under construction) is completed.
Because the efficient reuse of the Management & Economics Building will
require the relocation of nearly 20 academic and service units in 18
buildings, some of these funds will be used for remodeling spaces in other
buildings to accommodate affected units. The end result of the project and
associated relocation of academic and service units is to allow the decom-
missioning of approximately 70 thousand square feet of obsolete space.

E. Morris Humanities Fine Arts Building Renewal ($2.3 million). This project will
address deferred maintenance items which require immediate attention to
prevent more serious deterioration of the facility. Required work includes the
correction of causes of water infiltration, repair of the exterior building
envelope (roof, walls, windows), modification of the mechanical system to
allow proper temperature and humidity control, repair of damage caused by
excessive humidity in portions of the building, and the correction of code
deficiencies. ‘

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The University believes that its existing facilities should be utilized to their fullest
extent. Implicit in this belief is an emphasis on maintaining and improving
present facilities so that they will continue to be serviceable. Therefore, the
University has adopted a capital budget principle which states: "The utilization

- of existing facilities shall be maximized, and maintaining present facilities,
utilities, and other infrastructure elements shall be given priority over new
construction whenever feasible."

A. Classroom Renewal. U2000 identifies "targeting investment to enhance the
learning experience through modern classrooms, with state of the art
technology, study space, and increased access to faculty" is one of the
primary strategic goals for undergraduate education. Renewal of obsolete
classrooms to contemporary standards is major aspect in the achievement
of that goal. The recently completed study of classroom quality and
utilization on the Twin Cities Campus revealed an estimated $20 million will
be required to upgrade classrooms to standards necessary to ensure the

University’s ability to support competitive academic programs in the future.
Two thirds of the classrooms on the Twin Cities Campus are below accepted
levels of physical condition and functional capabilities for effective teaching
and learning. The second phase of the study, expected to be completed by
the end of 1995, will determine the most urgent classroom renewal needs
to be addressed with funds requested in the 1996 session, and to complete
the analysis of classrooms on the coordinate campuses. '

. Haecker Hall Renewal. The strategic goals of U2000 include strengthening

graduate and professional programs and improving teaching and research
facilities. The capital budgeting principles emphasize renewal of existing
facilities over new construction. The renewal of Haecker Hall will advance
all of these objectives. The project represents a cost effective method of
addressing the University’s deferred renewal backlog through adaptive reuse.
Comparative estimates prepared in predesign indicate that the cost of
renewal is approximately 20 percent less than the cost of new construction
of a comparable facility.

Haecker Hall is one of three architecturally distinctive buildings on the
St.Paul mall. Its aesthetic and historical value demand its preservation. The
size and relationship of Haecker Hall to buildings which house other Animal
Science units make it ideal for accommodating two units of Animal Science
which are currently dispersed. Upon completion of the Haecker Hall
renewal, Peters Hall will be vacated. The second phase of the St.Paul
facilities improvement project proposes to renew Peters Hall for another
graduate professional program, the School of Social Work, which is currently
housed in inadequate and fragmented space.

. Duluth Academic Space Renewal. At the completion of the Campus Center,

programs relocating to that facility will vacate space they now occupy in
other buildings. In addition, the transfer of the Dental Hygiene program from
the University to Lake Superior College (formerly Duluth Technical College)
has resulted in the vacation of space. Space will be reassigned according
to UMD’s Vision 2000 programmatic priorities and demonstrated space
needs according to the standards of the Minnesota Facilities Model.

This project involves remodeling of space in Heller Hall, MW Alworth Hall,
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Library, and Business & Economics to address deferred maintenance and
code deficiencies, and simultaneously improve the laboratories, instructional
space, offices, and support facilities for the existing Chemistry, Biology,
Geology, Computer Science, Student Access/Diversity and Business
programs. [f this renewal is not accomplished, existing space will remain
underutilized while existing programs will continue to operate in inadequate
space. .

D. College of Liberal Arts and Student Services Space Renewal. The relocation
of the Carlson School of Management (CSOM) to its new facility will vacate
approximately 70,000 square feet of space in the Management & Economics
Building and in the Humphrey Center. Planning is currently in progress to
determine which academic units will be relocated to that space, with the end
objective of decommissioning (or demolishing) an equivalent amount of
obsolete space in older buildings. The correction of code deficiencies and
other renewal work defined in the recently completed building assessment
of the Management & Economics Building, as well as minor remodeling
required to accommodate academic programs to be relocated, can be most
efficiently accomplished while the building is vacant. Therefore, it is
important that this project be implemented immediately following the
completion of the new CSOM facility, scheduled for occupancy in the fall of
1997.

E. Morris Humanities Fine Arts Renewal. Although the Humanities and Fine
Arts Building is one of the newer buildings on the Morris Campus (built in the
early 1970’s), it has reached the point in its life that certain problems have
been identified. If these problems are addressed immediately, the cost of
renewal will be relatively small; if they are ignored or postponed, more
serious, costly problems will result. Water infiltration and inadequate
humidity control, as well as code deficiencies and other deferred mainte-
nance items will be addressed. This renewal project advances the Univer-
sity’s capital budgeting principles which emphasize renewal of existing
facilities over the construction of new buildings.

. IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

Technology and lighting improvements as part of classroom renewal will
increase energy use, but the operating cost impact of this request cannot be

estimated until specific classrooms and improvements are identified by the study
which is currently in progress.

The renewal projects are expected to increase operating costs because the costs
of operating more sophisticated technology and new heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning systems in renovated buildings will exceed savings from
improved energy efficiency. The additional cost of operating Haecker Hall after
renewal is estimated to be $165 thousand per year. For the renewed academic
space at UMD, annual operating costs are estimated to increase by $45
thousand. The increased operating costrelated to the Management & Economics
and UMM Humanities Fine Arts projects are estimated to be $80 thousand and
$75 thousand respectively.

. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

The Legislature appropriated $9 million for Facility Renewal in 1994. No
previous state funding has been appropriated for the specific projects in this
request.

. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

This request is based on the assumption that the one third debt service
obligation will not be required for renewal of existing buildings because these
projects advance the preservation and stewardship of existing state assets as
opposed to investment in new or expanded facilities.

. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336a Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply): AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Haecker Hall #350, Heller Hall #527, MW
Alworth Hall #560, Library #522, Business & Economics #566, Management
X Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). & Economics #201, Humanities Fine Arts #758
X Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes. STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: E8100202350, E8100303527,
____ Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses. E8100303522, E8100303566, E8100102201, E8100404758

Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

Existing Building
289,940 Gross Sq. Ft.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS {check all that apply):

Project Scope

_X_ Safety/liability . 0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
X Asset preservation 0 Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
—X_ Code compliance : 289,940 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
_X  Handicapped access (ADA) 0 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction
__ X _ Hazardous materials
X Enhancement of existing programs/services Final Project Size
__ Expansion of existing programs/services 289,940 Gross Sq. Ft.
New programs/services
X Co-location of facilities Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
Operating cost reductions and efficiencies project?
_____ Other (specify): X _Yes __ No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model, Uniform

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING: Building Code, NFPA, ADA

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

Information technology plan: : F.Y. 96-97 F.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01
- submitted to IPO __yes __no X N/A Change in Compensation . ...... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
approved by IPO —yes - o X N/A Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ 23 $ 365 $ 383
Change in Lease Expenses . ... .. $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: Change in Other Expenses . . . . . .. $ 0- § 0- $ -0-
submitted to IPO __yes __no X N/A Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ 23 % 365 $ 383

approved by IPO __yes —_ no X N/A -

Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel ... ... 0 0 0
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Form D-3

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES):

1.

eNe

Site and building preparation
Site acquisition
Existing building acquisition .. ....................
Other acquisitions costs:

Environmental studies

Geotechnical survey . .. ........... ...

Property survey . .. ... ... ...t

Historic Preservation
Other (specify)

Predesignfees . ............. ... ...

Design fees
Schematic design
Design development
Contract documents
Construction

..........................

Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . . ...............
Construction management . . . . ... .. .. c.v ..
Construction contingency . .. ....... ¢,
Other (specify) (Univ Admin & Permits)

Site and building construction
Onsite construction . ... ... ... ...,
Off site construction . . ... ... ... ...
Hazardous material abatement . ... ................
Other (specify) ... e
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . . . . . .. .. ..........
OCCUPANCY . . . . ittt e et e e e e e e e
Percentforart .............. ... ..ot

1. Subtotal
2. Subtotal

5. Subtotal
6. Subtotal
7. Subtotal
8. Subtotal

Total without inflation (1 through 8)

Inflation multiplier
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.)

9. Subtotal

Total with inflation (1 through 9)

Project Costs
(all prior years)

-0-

Project Costs
(F.Y. 1996-97)

Project Costs
(F.Y. 1998-99)

234

Project Costs

(F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

234

335

-0-

o o

-0-

2,344

2,344

-0-

1,640

1,640

23,440

23,440

o o &r O N U

1,875

1,875

467

467

-0-

-0-

32,500

30,000

30,000

-0-

@« o &r O I

-0-

Ur o W N W

-0-

335

32,500

$

30,000

$

30,000

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years)
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FUNDING SOURCES:

Previous Project Funding (all prior years) . ... ..
State funding received .................
Federal funding received ................
Local government funding received {(University) .
Private funding received . . ...............

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State funding requested .. ..............
Federal funding ......................
Local government funding ...............
Private funding ......................

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate . ................
Federal funding ......................
Local government funding ...............
Private funding . .................. ...

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate .................
Federal funding . .....................
Local government funding . ..............
Private funding . .....................

Total Project Costs (all years) .............
State funding requested (all years) .........
Federal funding (all years) ................
Local government funding (all years) (University)
Private funding (all years) ................

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

........ $ 335 Cash: $ Fund

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0- X Bonds: $_32,500 Tax Exempt X Taxable

........ $ 3356

........ $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
X General Fund % of total 100

........ $ 32,500

........ $ -0- User Financing % of total

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0- Source of funds

........ $ 30,000

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0-

........ $ 30,000

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0-

........ $ -0-

........ $ 92,835

........ $ 92,500

........ $ -0-

........ $ 335

........ $ -0-
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
- Statewide Strategic Score
The University of Minnesota has partially defined the scope of facility renewal Criteri Val Poi
by identifying projects totalling $44.5 million. A long-range plan to address the fiterta alues oints
issue has also been developed.  This program is defined by Minnesota Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
Statutes, section 135A.046.
Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:
Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- o
tion. Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 80
Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $6 million for
classroom student space renewal, including specific needs in the Academic Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 100
Health Center. Also included are budget planning estimates of $6 million in ] .
1998 and 2000. User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
Asset Management 0/20/40/60 60
Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 40
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 0
Total 420
Schematic Design Const.
Predesign  Design  Devel. Doc. Const.

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

L O O o
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AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC)

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $43,150

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: -O-

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: -O-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Twin Cities/West Bank Campus, Minneapo-
lis, Hennepin County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only):

# of 7 requests
SUMMARY
-]

MLAC will serve as the State Library of Record. In that capacity, it will
maintain and make accessible through MINITEX significant, but less used,
materials for all libraries in the state, saving those libraries space and costs
associated with maintaining this information.

MLAC will enhance University research by improving access to important
national archives (ex. Immigration History Research Center)

MLAC will utilize all availableé technology such as text digitizing to most
efficiently utilize space and deliver information to users.

MLAC will allow the University to reclaim needed study and research space for
undergraduate, graduate and professional students in other University Libraries

that has been lost to expanding collections.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for funding the construction of the Minnesota Library Access
Center. The center will serve two primary functions. The center will house
the University Libraries’ several archives, manuscripts and special collections,
and the collections of the Immigration History Research Center and the Charles
Babbage Institute. The center will also house significant but less used
collections from libraries throughout the University of Minnesota System, the

Minnesota State Colleges and Universities (MNSCU), and public and private
libraries throughout the state. )

The project consists of the construction of an above-grade structure for public
space for users, and staff offices; material storage in mined space below that
structure; and the remodeling of approximately 6,000 s.f. of space on the
ground level of Willey Hall to accommodate a portion of the MINITEX services
and operations.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The Minnesota Library Access Center responds directly to a number of the
goals of U2000. It helps realize the University Libraries’ role in supporting
outreach, research, enhancing the undergraduate experience, and making the
Twin Cities Campus more user-friendly. The building also responds to an over-
arching goal of U2000: the University’s commitment to being as efficient as
possible in the use of its resources.

The University Libraries has a long history of outreach. Having pioneered
resource sharing twenty five years ago with the creation of MINITEX, the
University of Minnesota Libraries is the largest lender in the United States of
materials to other libraries. Of the 320,000 information items loaned out each
year, 230,000 loans are to other libraries and citizens in Minnesota who are
not affiliated with the University. The Minnesota Library Access Center will
significantly enhance the Libraries’ ability to be the information hub for the
state by providing a repository where less heavily used books and journals
owned by other libraries can be preserved for the use of future generations
and made available through the MINITEX network.

The research goal of U2000 is furthered by bringing together in the Minnesota
Library Access Center the several archives and special collections in a single
building designed both to preserve these nationally and internationally
significant research materials and provide easy access to them. These
collections are dispersed in four locations at present. Two are in an old coffee
warehouse at the city limits, two miles from the Minneapolis Campus, and two
are in the sub-basement and the attic of Walter Library. The condition of
these current facilities place the collections at constant risk and possible loss
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from fire or water damage. With the Center located on the West Bank
Campus, it also brings the collections in immediate proximity to the facuity
and students in these disciplines.

The undergraduate experience on the University’s Twin Cities Campus will be
enhanced directly. Moving the materials which are in less demand to the
Center where efficient access to them can be provided through MINITEX, the
Libraries can restore lost user space and significantly improve the study and
research experience of undergraduates. In Wilson Library alone, this will
mean the replacement of 700 lost user spaces.

All of the results described above combine to make the Twin Cities Campus
a more user-friendly environment for our students and faculty. At present,
just finding some of the archival collections is a major challenge. Once the
collections are located, discovering the sorry conditions in which the
collections are housed erodes most, if not all of what should be a very
positive and stimulating research experience.

The Minnesota Library Access Center is also consistent with the over-arching
goal of U2000 to make possible the most efficient use of University resources.
The consolidation of the archives and special collections reduces the number
of locations for these collections from four to one and enables the decom-
missioning of one and possibly two buildings on the University’s building
inventory. The consolidation also means that dramatically improved access
can be provided to these collections without increased staffing requirements.
The Minnesota Library Access Center will capitalize on the latest develop-
ments in computer assisted information retrieval, telecommunications
technologies, and text digitizing. A center for electronic texts (in digital form)
will be established within the Center and be made available throughout
Minnesota via MINITEX.

Building a single facility to gather and provide access to the combined less
used materials from throughout the state will also resuit in cost savings for the
state by reducing the initial capital investment which would be required if
several regional centers were built instead of one. The Center will also be less
staff intensive than multiple locations would be. Combining the Center’s
ability to house and preserve these materials with the MINITEX access system
brings together the best information sharing network in the country with a well

designed and efficient building supporting the state’s information needs at the
lowest possible long term cost.

External Support for MLAC

The idea of a centralized Access Center for the state has also been supported
in a number of recent studies of library capital needs in the state. In 1992,
the Citizen’s League issued a report, New Regional Approaches to Library
Service: Long Overdue, which proposed the development of a "regional
materials depository to house little-used materials, special collections and
archives" (p.30). Subsequently, a planning study sponsored by the Minnesota
State University System, The Academic Library of the Future, proposed the
concept of a library of record that would eliminate the necessity of storing
duplicated and little- used materials in multiple sites {(p. 21). In the spring of
1993, the MINITEX Cooperative Collection Management Task Force comprised
of librarians from Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota, passed a
resolution strongly endorsing the University’s plan for the Center: "The Task
Force believes that this facility would be an essential component in planning
the future of library cooperative collection management in Minnesota and the
region." The 1994 Metropolitan Council study on library cooperation also
supported the concept of centralized storage for less-used library resources.

In 1981, the University of Minnesota Libraries negotiated an agreement with
the MSUS libraries to serve as the Library of Record for Minnesota. The idea
of the Library of Record means that the University Libraries will ensure that
the back copies of any unique resource are retained and kept in useable
condition for all users in the state. The Minnesota Library Access Center will
put in place the necessary collection storage capacity to support this
responsibility. :

The need for an Access Center is supported by the inexorable growth of
library collections. Within 20 years, the Twin Cities campus will experience
a two-million-volume excess over current shelving capacity. Similar growth
will be occurring in many other libraries in Minnesota. A statewide library
access center offers substantial savings in construction and operational costs
when compared with the costs of building additions to existing library
buildings in response to collection growth. The center would also provide
space for the MINITEX Library Information Network, for a book preservation
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laboratory, and for high-tech equipment through which the texts of important
printed works can be scanned, digitized, and transmitted electronically to other
libraries or individual scholars. Such a capability does not currently exist in
Minnesota. Over time, as more texts are digitized and electronically stored,
the need to continue storage of printed volumes may decrease.

Additional Benefits of MLAC

The Center will have a direct impact on the cost of renovating Walter Library
by providing the swing space which will be required to house approximately
60% of the Walter Library collection which must be moved out of Walter
Library during the 30 month construction period. The alternative is to arrange
for off-campus storage space which is estimated to have an acquisition, fit-up
and servicing cost of $1.5 million.

By bringing archival materials together in a single, well-equipped, climate-
controlled facility, the University will create a center for research and
scholarship to rival any that exists in North America. It is anticipated that the
‘use of these collections, some of which are internationally renowned, will
increase dramatically as University faculty and graduate students and scholars
from around the world rediscover these important resources.

The University of Minnesota Libraries have a program of withdrawal and
discard of those resources for which there is no longer a need. Because of the
singular importance the University Libraries have as the only major research
library in the state, it has a particular responsibility to retain the information
in our collections and make it available to the state.

Other benefits of the Minnesota Library Access Center include:

E the project makes good economic sense from a public policy perspective
and underscores the University’s commitment to inter-institutional
collaboration;

® it will significantly improve University and statewide access to important
retrospective collections by bringing these materials together in a single,
well-designed facility;

B it will provide space urgently needed by MINITEX, Minnesota’s resource-
sharing network, which is presently housed in extremely cramped quarters
in the sub-basement of Wilson Library;

B the LUMINA and MSUS/PALS computer-based catalogs along with an
efficient information retrieval and delivery system will provide statewide
access to collections in the overflow center;

® it builds on 25 years of interlibrary cooperation and resource-sharing in
Minnesota and will provide even greater incentives for collaboration includ-
ing cooperative collection development, paper preservation, electronic
imaging, and text digitizing.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

Because the proposed center will combine in one place eight collections which
are now housed in separate locations, it is anticipated that some modest staff
reductions will occur for the Archives upon completion of the facility. For the
less used collections portion of the facility, modest staff increases are
anticipated, resulting in a net increase of 3 FTE at a clerical level.

Building operating expenses are estimated to increase by $865 in FY 99, the
first year of operation, and $1,805 in FY 2000. The addition of 2 FTE are
anticipated to operate and maintain the facility.

Construction of a new facility will enable the University to eliminate the
properties that now house the Immigration History Research Center and the
University Libraries’ Manuscripts Collection (826 Berry Street), and possibly
the building that currently houses the YMCA Archives (2642 University
Avenue).

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

In 1994, the Legislature appropriated $2,700 for planning and design of this
project. In addition, the University’'s request for planning funds for the Walter
Library renovation project, approved by the Legislature in 1989, included $150

for predesign of the Minnesota Library Access Center.

PAGE A-453



AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

Debt Service

The Minnesota Library and Access Center is a facility which will serve not only
the University libraries, but other higher education systems and library
jurisdictions as well. Therefore, the University requests exemption from the
one-third debt service obligation based upon the unique benefits to the state
as a whole.

Will This Facility Take Full Advantage of Telecommunications and Other
Information Technologies?

® The Minnesota Library Access Center will be electronically accessible to
libraries throughout Minnesota, as well as to students and researchers who
have personal computers equipped with modems.

m All of the materials housed in the Access Center will be retrievable via
present online systems (e.g. PALS and LUMINA) and future systems as they
are acquired. Collections housed in the Archives section of the Center will
also be similarly accessed, but first they must be cataloged and listed in
LUMINA. At present, only a small percentage of the archives have been
cataloged.

8 The Library Archives and all collections will be accessible to people in
greater Minnesota via a toll-free 800 telephone number. At present, this
number can be used to access the collections of the University Library
which are listed in LUMINA.

® The Center will be designed to anticipate future telecommunications
developments and will feature extensive fiber-optic cabling as well as
multimedia transmission capabilities.

® It will surely play an important role in supporting distance education in
Minnesota by using information technologies to overcome the effects of
distance and travel time.

Why Can’t All of a Library’s Collections be Digitized?

B [n certain fields such as law, medicine, and physics, a growing percentage
of new publications are being issued in electronic formats, particularly in
technologically advanced countries. But for many parts of the world, most
publications are available only in print-on-paper formats. As more and more
Minnesota companies conduct business in Eastern Europe, the Pacific Rim,
Africa and Latin America, it is important, from an economic development
perspective, that research materials (most of which are paper products)
from these countries be collected and preserved by at least some libraries
in Minnesota. Minnesota corporations need access to this information if
they are to be players in the global economy.

® A second factor that limits a library’s ability to digitize and scan paper
documents is cost. Recent studies have indicated that it costs $46.00 to
digitize a book of average size, including the cost of refreshing the storage
medium (tape, disk, or CD-ROM) every ten years. The process of scanning
and digitizing continues to be a labor-intensive one. Using current
technology, it will cost $3.9 million just to digitize the archives of the
University’s Charles Babbage Institute.

# Thirdly, the U.S. Copyright law prohibits the large scale transfer of
copyrighted works from one medium to another. All books and articles
written during the past 70 years are under copyright protection. Permission
to digitize these materials would have to be obtained from individual
publishers and/or authors.

OPTIONS CONSIDERED:

The decision to propose the Center is based on two important factors. In
order for the present library buildings on the Twin Cities Campus to remain
serviceable buildings into the next century, a solution for containing collections
in the space originally designed for collections is essential. This, of necessity,
suggests some kind of off-site option, (meaning outside of the existing library
buildings). The second factor is that the materials which are important to
retain but are in less demand are almost all printed on poor quality paper which
is slowly deteriorating. Over the past twenty years, the library profession has
done extensive research into the problems of paper preservation. All libraries
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have enormous capital investments in the information we have acquired in
book form.

The cost of putting that information into another more stable format, be it
microfilm or some form of digital storage, is very close to the original purchase
price of the information. It amounts to buying the information that the Library
already owns all over again. The least expensive long-term solution to the
deteriorating paper problem is to put these materials in an environment which
is kept cool (60° F.) with a stable humidity level (45-50%). Kept in these
conditions, paper which might otherwise deteriorate can be made to last and
be useable for many decades.

Standard warehouse space is not an option because maintaining the proper
environmental conditions inside the building storing these materials is critical
to the success of this solution. The building must be able to maintain the
proper humidity level and in this area of the country, that means a building
with both excellent insulation and very sophisticated moisture control with
respect to the shell of the building. Without these environmental controls, the
condition of these fragile materials will not improve. In fact, poor conditions
could hasten the loss of these materials and the information they contain.

The several archived collections, which are threatened in the same way by
paper deterioration, are mostly housed now in conditions which are so poor
that the buildings they are in are actually speeding up the potential loss of
these valuable research materials. This common need for preservation
logically led to the decision to seek a common solution for both the archives
and the storage of less heavily used materials.

The Library evaluated a number of options with the following criteria in mind:

B relieving the pressures on user study space brought about by the growth
of book and magazine collections.

m finding a way to bring together the archives and special collections to
make them more accessible to our users.

® finding a solution which would provide the kind of stable environmental
conditions which would preserve the archives and special collections and
the less-used materials from the University of Minnesota library collections
and from libraries throughout the state.

The options considered were:

B expanding existing library buildings on the Twin Cities Campus.
& finding an existing building to meet these needs.

2 building a new surface building to meet these needs.

® building in mined space.

Expanding the Existing Library Buildings.

There is no buildable site expansion option for Wilson Library, Walter Library
or the Bio-Medical Library in Diehl Hall. There is a limited expansion possibility
only for the St. Paul Campus Central Library. Besides the lack of adequate
expansion sites, three expansion projects would be more capital intensive than
the Minnesota Library Access Center is and would contribute nothing to the
solution for the archives and special collections problem. In effect, this option
did not prove to be a viable one.

Finding an Existing Building.

While most warehouse buildings are designed to be temperature controlled,
rarely, if ever, are they designed to maintain a stable relative humidity,
especially over the winter months. Given that there were no existing buildings
anywhere near the University’s Twin Cities Campus which could meet these
essential criteria, this option was not pursued.

Building a New Surface Building.

A careful study was made of the option of building the Center as an entirely
above-ground building. The costs of building such a facility were higher than
standard warehouse construction by a wide margin. Moreover, the chances
that the outside shell of the building, particularly the roof and the exterior
walls would lose their ability to sustain adequate moisture levels inside the
building and would require frequent repair and maintenance argued against
this alternative. There is the additional problem that there is no site for a
building of this size anywhere near the Twin Cities Campus. A suburban off-
site location would make use of the collections more difficult.

Building in Mined Space

The opportunity to consider mined-space presented a unique opportunity to
solve all of these problems. Because the Twin Cities Campus sits on both
sides of the Mississippi River gorge, direct access to the sandstone layer of
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the river gorge is already in place. Putting the materials storage component
of the building in mined-space provides a number of natural benefits.

B the building on the West Bank Campus can be located in immediate
proximity to the disciplines it serves.

& the natural conditions of sandstone caverns, in which the storage space will
be built are a constant 50°F. and 100% relative humidity. These conditions
allow for a mechanical system for the building which will dehumidify year
round and will only require modest energy to raise the inside temperature
to design conditions. In addition, the sandstone which will surround the
storage structures provides excellent insulation from the wide outdoor
temperature and humidity variations in Minnesota.

Finally, the plan for mined space construction takes advantage of an ideal
site, combines it with thoroughly tried and tested construction methods and
applying them to a library preservation and storage problem which could not
be as successfully solved by any other practical means, and allows for
possible underground expansion, if needed.

® The concept of underground archival storage has been successfully
demonstrated by two of the nation’s largest records depositories -- the
Archives of the Church of the Latter Day Saints and National Underground
Incorporated, a depository for the National Archives. Other underground
depositories include the Park College Library in Kansas City, Kansas; the
Iron Mountain Storage facility in Hudson, New York; the Belsize Park
Security Archives in London, England; the Stockholm City and Swedish
National Archives and the Royal Library Archive in Stockholm, Sweden; and
the National Archive of Norway.

During schematic design, the location of the facility was adjusted to reduce
the length of the portal to the mined space and to the new building to
existing Willey Hall. Approximately 6,000 S.F. of space to be vacated by
the University Food Services will be remodeled for the MINITEX function.
These adjustments will result in substantial cost reductions from predesign
estimates. In addition, the construction within mined caverns and the
storage systems have been simplified from initial assumptions to reduce
costs. ‘

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336A Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

alll

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion).
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses,
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

[ bebebed [

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify):

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __no X N/A

approved by IPO __vyes __no X N/A
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:

submitted to IPO __yes __no X _N/A

approved by IPO __yes no X N/A

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Library Archives and Overflow Facility

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: New

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
101,890 Gross Sq. Ft.

Project Scope
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
31,150 Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
9,000 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
174,000 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Project Size
183,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
project?
X _Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01

Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- $ 60 $ 125
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ -0- $ 805 $ 1,680
Change in Lease Expenses . ... .. $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0--
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ -0- $ 865 $ 1,805
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel .. .. 0] 5.0 5.0
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TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

1.  Site and building preparation

Site aCqUISItiON . . . . ... e e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . .............. .. .. ... ... . .. $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies . . . . ... ... ... ... . i . $ -0-
Geotechnical survey . . ... ... ... it i i e $ -0-
Property survey . . .. ... ... e e e $ -0-
Historic Preservation . . . .. ....... ... ...t $ -0-
Other (specify) e $ -0-
1. Subtotal $ 176 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees .............. .. ... .. 2. Subtotal $ 255 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees )
Schematic design . . ...... .. i e e $ -0-
Design development . ... ... ... .. ... e e $ -0-
Contract documents . . ... R $ -0-
Construction . ... ... ... e e e e $ 1,540
3. Subtotal $ 2,070 $ 1,540 $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . ....................... $ -0-
Construction management . . ... . ... iit ittt trennnanens $ -0-
Construction contingency . ... ... ...t ittt ennnenn $ 2,030
Other (specify) _"U" Admin./Permits/Moving ... ......... $ 1,770
4, Subtotal $ 349 $ 3,800 $ -0- $ -0-
5.  Site and building construction
On site CONStIUCLION . . . ... vttt it e it e ettt $ 32,900
Off site construction . .. ....... ... ..t nnnnnn $ 54
Hazardous material abatement . .......................... $ 24
Other (specify) Special Inspection . ................. $ 204
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 33,182 $ -0- $ -0-
6.  Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . .................. 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 434 $ -0- $ -0-
F. OCCUPANCY . . .ttt ittt it e e e e e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 121 $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ............... ... ... 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 329 $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ 2,850 $ 39,406 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier .095 . ... .. ... ... . . o 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ 3,744 $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction {mo./yr.) 6/97
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ 2,850 $ 43,150 $ -0- $ -0-

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ali capital costs, all years) $__ 46,000
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FUNDING SOURCES: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):
Previous Project Funding (all prior years) ............. $ -0- Cash: $ Fund

State funding received . ..... ... .. .. . .. . o oL, $ 2,850

Federal funding received ........................ $ -0- X Bonds: $43,150 Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
Local government funding received ................. $ -0-

Private funding received ............ ... .. ... ... $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97) X General Fund % of total _100

State funding requested . ........... ... . oL, $ 43,150

Federal funding . .......... ... ... i, $ -0- User Financing % of total

Local government funding ............... . ..., ... $ -0-

Private funding . .. ... it e $ -0- Source of funds

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99}

State Funding Estimate . ................... ... .. $ -0-
Federal funding . ........ ... .. ... i, $ -0-
Local government funding ................ .. ...... $ -0-
Private funding .. .......... .. ... . . ... . o, $ -0-
For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate ...... Y e e $ -0-
Federal funding . ....... ... .. . . ... . . . iy $ -0-
Local government funding ................. ... ... $ -0-
Private funding ... ... ... ... . . .. . ... i $ -0-
Total Project Costs (all years) ..................... $ 46,000
State funding requested (all years) ................. $ 46,000
Federal funding (all years) . ....................... $ -0-
Local government funding (all years) ............... $ -0-
Private funding (all years} ........................ $ -0-
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
. Statewide Strategic Score
The Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC) has presented a predesign . .
submittal and received a positive recommendation. Criteria Values Points
. . Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0

This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
budget requirements.

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: L

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 120
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
tion. Current law exempts only asset preservation and renewal projects from
the one-third debt service assessment. This project constructs a new facility Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 105
and does not fit the definition of asset preservation and renewal.

Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 75
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: . .

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
Th.e Gov?rnor recommends general obliga?ion bonding qf $43.150 million for Asset Management 0/20/40/60 40
this project, contingent upon a one-third debt service payment by the
University. This recommendation is contingent upon the University of Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
Minnesota preparing and executing a statewide agreement with other public -
and private libraries in Minnesota to store their infrequently used books and Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 50
publications, and to make these stored collections accessible statewide through
the MINITEX Library Information Network. The agreement must include the Total 390
libraries of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities and private colleges,
state agency libraries, city libraries, county libraries, regional libraries, and - -
public school libraries. The Governor’s recommendation is also contingent upon _ Schematic Design Const.
the University’s full participation in statewide planning for a seamless statewide Predesign ~ Design  Devel.  Doc.  Const.

electronic library catalog that would link all libraries throughout the state.

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

HE B BB [
O 0N -
M
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AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Crookston Facility Improvements

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $3,050

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: -0O-

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: -0O-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Crookston Campus, Crookston, Polk
County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996

ion only):

#__4 of 7  requests

Summary:

B The Controlled Environment Science Facility will replace the existing obsolete
greenhouse currently utilized by the Northwest Agricultural Experiment Station
and the Crookston Campus to serve as a year-round research and teaching
facility for plant sciences.

B  This project will connect the Crookston Campus to the new high school and
the community. This connection will encourage use of Crookston’s academic
programs by high school students and the community and will allow the
efficient sharing of athletic and physical education facilities.

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for funding the preparation of schematic design, design
development, and construction drawings and the construction of facility
improvements to support the mission of the University of Minnesota,
Crookston. Specific improvements are:

a. Construction of a Controlled Environmental Science Facility for teaching
and research in plant sciences to replace existing obsolete greenhouse
space. The 12,750 square foot facility will include plant growth rooms,
growth chambers, glasshouse space, a classroom/laboratory, student
workrooms, and support space. A 6,000 square foot hoophouse for
teaching horticultural production methods will be renovated and expanded
as part of this project. ($2,800)

b. Construction of a road connection between the campus and the new
community high school. ($250) ’

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

a. Controlled Environmental Science Facility.

The Controlled Environmental Science Facility is the top capital investment
priority for both the Crookston Campus and the Northwest Experiment
Station (NWES). It addresses the strategic goals of enhancing the
undergraduate learning experience through state-of-the-art technology,
investing in successful career-oriented technical and academic programs,
promoting interdisciplinary research, and providing research and extension
services which will directly benefit the economy of the region.

Current greenhouse and support facilities lack environmental controls to
allow year-round use and the appropriate safeguards for the use of
pesticides and other chemicals. The facility will be used heavily by NWES
during the summer when the majority of the students are off campus. The
facility will be heavily used during the academic year by University of
Minnesota, Crookston (UMC) and Minnesota Agricultural Experiment
Stations (MAES) for teaching and outreach, as well as NWES and Agricul-
tural Utilization Research Institute (AURI) for research. The facility and
associated equipment are necessary to provide a safe, flexible environment
in which to teach students methods and techniques found in the modern
workplace, and to support research in tissue culture, plant nutrition, plant
pathology, and photoperiodism.

It will provide shared instructional space for multiple programs, including
biology, botany, horticulture, agronomy, environmental and natural
resources management and processing technology.

Research

®  Involves a wide array of individual, collaborative and multi disciplinary
research projects, such as the fusarium head blight “scab” initiative
funded by the Minnesota legislature in 1995, biological and other
alternative control methods for soil borne disease of sugar beet (particu-
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arly for southern and central Minnesota) and other crops and for use in
alternative crops for production, reduction of inputs or erosion control.

B  Faculty currently involved include agronomy, soil science, plant patholo-
gy, pesticide management, water quality, horticulture, natural resourc-
es, animal science, extension specialists, AURI.

B Undergraduate students and special research projects.
B Center of Small Grains Excellence research.

It will serve the region through Continuing Education and Outreach (long-
distance and in-house by UMC, NWES, MAES, AURI) providing:

B Specialized programs for update of certification, job training- (e.g. crop
consultants)

@ Programs to address new, critical issues
8 Programs related to Center of Small Grains Excellence

It will provide the Agricultural Utilization Research Institute opportunities for
faculty and student collaboration with business/industry for technology
transfer and product commercialization

b. Campus Connection to High School.

The Crookston School District is constructing a new high school immediate-
ly south of the Crookston Campus. This proximity will provide an
opportunity to enhance the partnership between the local high school and
the University, consistent with the strategic goal of strengthening the
relationship with the K-12 system to improve student readiness, diversity,
and community outreach. Access to college level courses by high school
students will be substantially increased, and support facilities, such as
athletic and physical education facilities currently located on the University
campus, will be shared.

As part of the new high school development, the City and school district
will extend a street to serve the new high school site. The University

proposes to continue that extension to connect to the existing campus
street system, thus improving access to the campus from the high school -
and the community.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The existing greenhouse is expensive to operate because it is energy
inefficient. The new facility will be designed for greater energy efficiency and
will have less glasshouse space, but more sophisticated growth chambers and
growth rooms with higher intensity lighting are expected to increase operating
costs by an estimated $47.9 thousand annually. No additional staff will be
required to operate the facility.

The annual maintenance costs for the short street connection will be minimal.
No additional personnel or equipment will be required.

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

No previous funding has been provided by the Legislature. The University has
funded the predesign planning.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The Controlled Environmental Science Facility will serve the entire state
through plant sciences research conducted by Minnesota Agricultural
Experiment Stations, Agriculture Utilization Research Institute, and the
University  which directly supports the State’s agricultural economy.
Therefore, the University requests exemption from the one-third debt service
obligation.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget and Finance, 625-4517
336A Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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Form D-2

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

b ||

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion).

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Controlled Environmental Science Facility

Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped

access or legal liability purposes.

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: New

EFACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.

Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or

Existing Building

enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. 9,872 Gross Sq- Ft.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

k] | b |

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify): Linkage of existing buildings.

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes _
approved by IPO __yes .
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:
submitted to IPO __yes _
approved by IPO __yes .

no

no

Project Scope

9,872

6,000

12,750

Final Project Size

Gross Sq. Ft
O Gross Sq. Ft
Gross Sq. Ft
Gross Sq. Ft

. Demolished

. Decommissioned

. Renewal or Adaption
. New Construction

18,750 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this

project?

X _ Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note}:

F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01
X N/A Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- % -0- § -0-
no _x— N/A Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ -0- 3 96 $ 100
T Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ -0- §$ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . .. ... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
X N/A Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ -0- $ 96 $ 100
no X_N/A Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . . .. 0 0 0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Doliars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years} (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

1. Site and building preparation

Site acquisition . .. ... e e e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . ... ........ ... ... i i $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies . ............ ... . . . . . . . i $ 8
Geotechnical sUrvey . . . . ... ... . . e $ 6
Property SUIVEY . . . . . ittt i e e e e e e e e $ 6
Historic Preservation . ........... .. it $ -0-
Other (specify) _Demolition & Roadway . .............ccuvuo.. $ 220
1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 240 $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees ............. ... ... 2. Subtotal $ 12 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematicdesign . ......... ... e $ 35
Design development . ... ... ... .. ... $ 25
Contract dOCUMENTS . . . .ottt i et et ittt e e e e $ 70
CoNStrUCHION . . . . i i e e e e $ 75
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 205 $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . . ....................... $ -0-
Construction management . . .. ..ot $ -0-
Construction contingency ... ..... ...ttt ennernan $ 110
Other (specify) _Univ. Admin./Permits .. .. ............. $ 90
' 4, Subtotal  $ 3 3 200 % 0- 3 -0-
5. Site and building construction
Onsiteconstruction . . ... ... .. ittt i e $ 1,972
Off site construction . . . . . ... ... . .. .. i $ 4
Hazardous material abatement . ... ... ..................... $ 16
Other (specify) _ Special Inspections ... ............... $ 16
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 2,008 $ -0- $ -0-
6.  Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . . . ... ............. 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 180 $ -0- $ -0-
7. Occupancy . ..........ououeunranaas e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 2 $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ............... ... .. . ... .. 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 19 $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation {1 through 8) $ 15 $ 2,854 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier _.068 . ............... .. .... 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ 196 $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) _12/96 Total with inflation (1 through 9} $ 15 $ 3,050 $ -0- $ -0-

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) $ 3,065
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FUNDING SOURCES:

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears} .............. $ 15
State funding received .. .. ..... .. ... .. 0L, $ -0-
Federal funding received ........................ $ -0-
Local government funding received (University) ......... $ 15
Private funding received . ... .. e e $ -0-

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State funding requested .. ... ... ... ... . . 0., $ 3,050
Federal funding . ........ ... .. . . .. $ -0-
Local government funding ....................... $ -0-
Private funding .......... .. ... . . . i $ -0-
For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate ................ ... .. .... $ -0-
Federal funding ............ .. ..., $ -0-
Local government funding . ............... ... ... $ -0-
Private funding . ... ... ... .. . .. . . . i e $ -0-
For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate . ................ ... ..., $ -0-
Federal funding . ...... ... ... ... . ... ... ... ... $ -0-
Local government funding .. .......... ... .. ... ... $ -0-
Private funding .. ......... ... ... . . i i $ -0-
Total Project Costs {allyears) ..................... $ 3,065
State funding requested (allyears) ................. $ 3,050
Federal funding (all years) ........................ $ -0-
Local government funding (all years) (University}) ........ $ 15
Private funding {all years) ............. ... ... ..... $ -0-

PROPOSED METHOD(S} OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

Cash: $ Fund
X Bonds: 83,050 Tax Exempt X Taxable

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply}:

X __ General Fund % of total _100
User Financing % of total

Source of funds
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Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
Statewide Strategic Score
This request is for design and construction. The Crookston Controlled Criteri Val Point
Environmental Science Facility project has completed predesign and received niteria alues omnts
a positive recommendation. Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital
budget requirements- Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Strategic Linkage oraorgon 2o 40
. . ' L. ) . Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 35
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica-
tion. Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 35
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Agency Priority 0/25/60/75/100 50
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
Asset Management 0/20/40/60 20
Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 (0}
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 0
Total 180
Schematic Design Const.
Predesign  Design  Devel. Doc. Const.

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

L OO
(] H H H N
I I I O B O
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Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Duluth Library

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $20,000

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0O-

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Duluth Campus, Duluth, St. Louis County

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only):

#_5 of 7 requests
SUMMARY
B The existing library is overcrowded and functionally obsolete. The absence of

interior environmental controls has resulted in air quality problems in the
building, creating a health hazard to students and staff.

The aggressive use of electronic technology in the new library will improve
access to information and reduce the amount of space required to serve an
increasing student enrollment and research demand. Use of the Minnesota
Library Access Center will minimize the space required for storage of essential
print collections.

The UMD Library, the largest information resource in Northeastern Minnesota,
will benefit not only the teaching and research missions of the University, but
will also serve the needs of the community, other educational institutions, and
the citizens of the state.

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for funding of the preparation of schematic design, design
development, and construction drawings, and the construction of a new library
to support the undergraduate and graduate education, research, and outreach
missions of the University of Minnesota, Duluth.

The new facility will provide space for multi-media information resources and
electronic access equipment, improved student study space, and efficient
storage of existing paper collections which must remain readily accessible to
students and faculty. The total project will consist of approximately 140,000
gross square feet (gsf) including 114,000 gsf of new construction is proposed.
The newest portion of the existing facility, the 26,000 gsf Health Sciences
Library addition built in 1977, will be remodeled and integrated with the new
construction to create a flexible and operationally efficient library.

The vacated portions of the existing library will either be decommissioned or
reprogrammed for other purposes at the completion of the classroom,
laboratory, and studio space studies currently in progress on campus.

. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE

STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

Enhancement of library capabilities is a strategic goal for undergraduate and
graduate education, research, and outreach and is an area targeted for
investment by the University’s capital plan. A major strategic objective of the
Duluth Campus is the development of the library and other information
technology and resources to meet not only the needs of the campus community,
but serve the needs of the citizens, public libraries, businesses, and educational

institutions of the region. The University’s capital improvement program
supports the priority of this project.

A new library is needed for several reasons:

B The UMD Library is the largest library and the primary academic resource in
the region. It is the site of the Northeast Minnesota Historical Center which
documents the history and culture of Northeastern Minnesota, supports
scholarly research, and disseminates information to interested parties.

The UMD Library provides Internet access to other higher education
institutions and research centers in the region, and has offered to be the hub
sister for the data network planned by the Arrowhead Regional Libraries.

UMD has reciprocal agreements with other academic institutions such as
Lake Superior College and the College of St. Scholastica, and cooperates in
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additional library consortia which include the Duluth Public Library, the North
Country Library Cooperative, Arrowhead Regional Libraries, the University
of Wisconsin-Superior, the Superior Public: Library, Arrowhead Health
Sciences Library Network, the Northeast Minnesota Telecommunications
Network, the Northeast Alliance for Telecommunications, and the Northeast-
ern Minnesota Telecommunity. The various resources are shared with the
Arrowhead Community College System in Hibbing, Virginia, Grand Rapids,
Ely, and International Falls. Last year more than 11 thousand items were
circulated in the region.

The existing library, constructed in four separate phases between 1954
and 1977, is awkwardly configured and undersized. The proposed facility
is being planned for a projected enroliment of 8,500 students. It will be the
focal point for technological access to library resources. High use print
materials will remain in the library; others will be accessed electronically or
in cooperation with the archive facilities in the state.

The proposed library will increase space and improve study space and
information accessibility through aggressive use of technology. Use of the
Minnesota Library Access Center and efficient space configuration will
minimize the space needed for print collections.

The existing library lacks the space and infrastructure necessary to support
electronic access to information.

Student study space has been converted to shelf space for the storage of
books and other materials as collections have grown. Simultaneously, the
enroliment has increased, creating greater demand for both individual and
group study space. ;

Interior environmental controls required to protect collections from deteriora-
tion and prevent the accumulation of mold and fungi do not exist in the
current facility. This condition has resulted in health hazards to staff and
students, requiring a $100,000 cleanup effort in 1992. Unless adequate
ventilation and humidity controls are provided, the hazardous condition will
reoccur.

The reconstruction of a new library adjacent to the existing library was selected
for the following reasons:

The existing 1977 addition can be retained, reducing the amount of new
construction,

The location is ideal for student access (day/night, resident/commuter).

The location conforms to the campus master plan directive that academic
facilities remain in a compact, interconnected complex.

Several alternatives were considered during predesign:

@ Renovation of the 1964/65 and 1977 portions of the existing library and

construction of another addition. This option was rejected because the
configuration, column spacing, floor loads, and ceiling heights of the
1964/65 structure restrict the functional flexibility required in a contempo-
rary library. Furthermore, the complex phasing required to maintain library
operations during the renovation activities would substantially increase the
construction period and cost of this approach.

Demolition of the 1954 and 1964/65 structures and construction of a new
library on the same site. Again, the complex phasing required would extend
the construction period and increase costs substantially.

Construction of a new library across Oakland Avenue from the existing
library and connecting it to the existing 1977 addition by skyway and/or
tunnel. This option was rejected because it would seriously reduce the
functional and operational efficiency of the facility.

Construction of an entirely new facility on an open site. This approach
offered the advantage of allowing the existing library to operate undis-
turbed until a new facility is completed. However, continued use of the
1977 addition is considered a more prudent approach to meeting program-
matic needs in a cost effective manner.
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3. IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The new library building will cost more to maintain and operate because it will
be larger, will be air-conditioned, and will contain increased electronic technolo-
" gy. The annual operating cost is estimated to increase by $867 thousand.

The new facility is not expected to require additional Library staff. Although the
demand for electronic user service functions will increase, it is anticipated that
this will be addressed by a shifting responsibilities instead of increasing staff.

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

No previous funding for this project has been requested or received from the
state. The University has funded the predesign study.

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

In addition to supporting the teaching and research mission of the University,
the UMD Library also serves as the major information resource for the northeast
region of the state, as detailed in Section 2 of this document. The new facility
will benefit not only the University, but the community and state as well.
Therefore, the University requests exemption from the one-third debt service
obligation.

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336a Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-2
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d) ’
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

b ||

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion).
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal hability purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

LT Bebeleebe] e

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance )

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify):

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __no X N/A

approved by IPO __yes __no X N/A
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:

submitted to IPO __yes __no X _N/A

approved by IPO __yes __no _X_N/A

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: UMD Library #522

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: E8100303522

EACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
117,600 Gross Sq. Ft.

Project Scope
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
0 Gross Sqg. Ft. Decommissioned
26,000 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
114,000 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Project Size
140,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
project?
X _Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):
F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99E.Y. 2000-01

Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- $ 160 $ 336
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . $ -0- $ 707 $ 1,484
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . ... .. $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ -0- $ 867 $ 1,820
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 4.0 4.0
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Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)
1. Site and building preparation
Site acqUISItion . . . . i i e e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . . .. ... ... ... .. . . . o $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies . . ...... .. ... ... e $ 3
Geotechnical sUTVEY . . . . . i i it i e e e e e e $ 6
Property survey .. ... .. .. i it e e $ 6
Historic Preservation .. ... ... ..ttt on $ -0-
Other (specify) ___ . e $ -0-
1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 15 $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees .......... .. ... . i i, 2. Subtotal $ 92 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematic design . ... ... ... . i e $ 214
Design development ... ... ..... . . . .. e $ 286
Contract documents . ... .. ..t i ittt it e e $ 715
Construction . ... ... e e e e e $ 215
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,430 $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . ... ............... . ..... $ -0-
Construction management . . . . . ..ottt ittt i e $ -0-
Construction contingency ... ... .. ...t $ 670
Other (specify) _U Admin/Permits/Moving _~ .............. $ 400
4. Subtotal $ 8 $ 1,070 $ -0- $ -0-
5.  Site and building construction
Onsite CONSIIUCHION . . . . . . 0. i it it et e e e $ 14,150
Off site construction . .. .......... e e e e $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement . ... ......................., $ 180
Other (Specify) e e e e e $ 60
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 14,390 $ -0- $ -0-
6.  Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . .. ................ 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,085 $ -0- $ -0-
7. OCCUPANCY . . . .t vttt ittt it ee et nenan 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 200 $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ............. ...ttt 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 140 $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ 100 $ 18,330 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier 105 for items 5,6,7 & 8only ........ 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,670 $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction {mo./yr.) _8/97
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ 100 $ 20,000 $ 0 $ -0-
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years $__ 20,100
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FUNDING SOURCES:

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears) .............. $ 100
State funding received . ............ ... ... . ., $ -0-
Federal funding received ........................ $ -0-
Local government funding received (University funds) .... $ 100 .
Private funding received . ... ............... ... ... $ -0-

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State fundingrequested ............. ... .. ..., $ 20,000
Federal funding . ....... ... ... $ -0-
Local government funding ...................... v $ -0-
Private funding .. ........... .. ... . . . ... . ... $ -0-
For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate . ........................ $ -0-
Federal funding . ......... ... ... .. . ... $ -0-
Local government funding ....................... $ -0-
Private funding ... ... ... ... . .. . o $ -0-
For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate . .................... ..., $ -0-
Federal funding . ......... ... ... .. . ... $ -0-
Local government funding ............... ... .... $ -0-
Private funding .. ........ ... . . . . .. i i, $ -0-
Total Project Costs (allyears) ..................... $ 20,100
State funding requested (all years) ................. $ 20,000
Federal funding (allyears) ............. .. ......... $ -0-
Local government funding (all years) (University funds) ... $ 100
Private funding (all years) ........................ $ -0-

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

Cash: $ Fund

X _Bonds: $20,000 Tax Exempt _ X Taxable

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

X _ General Fund % of total _100
User Financing % of total

Source of funds
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Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
Statewide Strategic Score
The predesign submittal is being developed. It is anticipated that the predesign Criteri Val Point
document which would be submitted will reflect the information contained in fitera alues oints
the capital request. Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital
budget requirements with the following observation: Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
1. Inflation is understated by $200 thousand. Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 80
. . . . . L. . Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 35
The agency is asked to review their project request in association with these
comments and make any appropriate amendments prior to legislative action on Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
the bonding bill.
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 25
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: . .
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
ThIS submission meets all Department of Flnanc.e criteria for prOJect‘ qualifica- Asset Management 0/20/40/60 20
tion. Current law exempts only asset preservation and renewal projects from
the one-third debt service assessment. This project constructs a new facility Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
and does not fit the definition of asset preservation and renewal.
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates - 50/0 0
GOVERNOR’'S RECOMMENDATION:
Total 230
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project.
Schematic Design Const.
Predesign Design Devel. Doc. Const

Prior Funding:
Agency Request: D .
L1 [

Governor’s Recommendation:

O OO
B
[]

=
L]
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AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Morris Science Addition and Renovation

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $3,000

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $24,945

STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $9,739

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Morris Campus, Morris, Stevens County

AGENCY PRICRITY (for projects in the 1996 session only):

#_ 6 of _7 requests

SUMMARY

®  The existing core teaching facilities on the Morris Campus are substandard and
deteriorating, suffering from lack of investment for more than 25 years.

®  Conditions in the existing Science Building present serious hazards to the
health and safety of students and faculty. Space is inadequate to meet the
increasing demand for science and math programs.

B  As atop quality, nationally recognized public liberal arts college, the University
of Minnesota, Morris serves a unique role in Minnesota higher education,
deserving of a high level of state support.

B  funding is needed to design improved science and math facilities and to
conduct a thorough facilities review to determine the capital investment
necessary to meet the strategic needs of the Morris campus in the future.

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for funding of (a) the preparation of schematic design, design
development, and construction documents for the renovation of the Science
Building and the construction of a science laboratory addition to support the
undergraduate teaching mission of the University of Minnesota, Morris
($2,720); and (b) the preparation of a comprehensive facilities review to
determine the total capital investment required to meet the programmatic
needs of the Morris Campus in the future ($280]).

The Science Addition and Renovation project will be implemented in two
phases. A laboratory addition of approximately 61,000 gsf will be constructed
first. The existing PE Annex, a building which is failing structurally and cannot
be economically repaired for long term use, will be demolished to make room
for the addition. Chemistry and biology laboratories, classrooms, and faculty
offices will then be relocated to the new addition, allowing the existing 66,000
gsf building to be renovated for other uses with less stringent physical and
environmental requirements, including laboratories for geology, physics, and
computer science.

As a result of the construction of the addition and the demolition of the PE
Annex, other facility needs will be addressed by this project: Student support
facilities, including the bookstore, post office, and duplicating center, will be
incorporated into the addition to take advantage of the existing service delivery
facility in the Science Building and to allow the demolition of another
deteriorating building; the existing power plant will be expanded to accommo-
date an additional boiler to provide adequate steam capacity for periods of
peak demand; the PE Center will be expanded to replace facilities lost with the
demolition of the PE Annex; Plant Services offices, currently located in another
building which is failing structurally, will be incorporated into the PE Center
expansion.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

a. Science Addition and Renovation. The Morris Science facility is inadequate
for the teaching of modern science. Thelack of safety in the building, the
growth of our programs, and the changes in the fields of biology,
chemistry, computer science, geology, mathematics and physics all
contribute to this inadequacy

To retain its position in the forefront of the nation’s small undergraduate
liberal arts colleges, the Morris Campus has established as a strategic
objective the improvement of its academic and student support facilities
to remain competitive and increase academic excellence. The definitive
classification system for institutions of higher education, the Carnegie
Commission, has ranked Morris as a National Liberal Arts College based
upon our highly selective admissions and our high proportion of graduates
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with majors in the traditional liberal arts disciplines. Morris’s quality was
also noted in the September 25, 1995, issue of U.S. NEWS & WORLD
REPORT which included a three-page article about Morris as an example
of excellence in public liberal arts. Students who are considering Morris
have typically had better science facilities in their high schools. The
increasing competition for good students is from the UM's Twin Cities
Campus with its new basic science building and from the private liberal
arts colleges of the region, many of which have facilities which encourage
student-faculty joint research projects, e.g., Carleton, Gustavus, St.
Benedict’s. The faculty Morris seeks to recruit likewise are concerned
about the lack of an adequate science facility. Morris is losing too many
quality applicants for both the student body and faculty.

Because of the increased proportion of students pursuing majors in science
and math programs and the severe inadequacies of the existing Science
Building, the improvement of facilities for teaching science is the highest
building priority for the campus. Over half of Morris entering freshmen
identify themselves as science or mathematics majors. Over one-quarter
of our seniors graduate with such majors. Many students transfer to the
professional colleges on the Twin Cities campus, notably the Institute of
Technology.

The existing Science Building has served for over 30 years. During that
period, codes have changed significantly and building mechanical systems
have exceeded their life expectancy, resulting in serious health and safety
hazards. For example, the lack of adequate ventilation in chemistry labora-
tories restricts experimental activity because at times the air quality be-
comes unsafe for students. Faculty offices occasionally cannot be occu-
pied because the ventilation system circulates laboratory fumes throughout
the building. Plumbing systems in some laboratories are substandard and
deteriorating. Facilities for storing and handling chemicals are undersized
and below current safety standards.

In addition to health and safety deficiencies, the building is also over-
crowded. The demand for space has intensified as enrollment has doubled
and programs (computer science and geology) have been added since the
existing building was completed. Marginal basement space is being used
for offices, computer labs, and study space, and an adjacent temporary

structure is being used to accommodate faculty offices.

b. Comprehensive Facilities Review. The existing core academic facilities on
the Morris Campus are substandard and deteriorating, suffering from lack
of investment for more than 25 years. Before committing major capital
investment beyond the proposed Science project, itis essential to conduct
a thorough facilities review to determine the capital investment necessary
to meet the strategic needs of the Morris Campus. The results of this
study will provide the basis for the University and the state to make
informed decisions for investment on the Morris Campus in the future.

Morris’s academic space is in buildings completed in the following

years:
Camden Hall 1912
Social Science 1920 (small addition 1949)
Old Humanities 1954
Science I-lI-ll : 1966-68
Briggs Library 1968 (addition 1973)
Physical Education Center 1970
Humanities & Fine Arts 1973

The first three buildings were intended for a small agricultural high
school student body. Even the most recent four have a number of
problems. No classroom, laboratory or studio space has been built at
Morris for 22 years.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The completion of this project is expected to increase operating costs by $403
thousand annually. The increased cost of operating the new laboratory
addition and associated improvements included in Phase 1 of this project is
estimated to be approximately $314 thousand annually. The operational cost
increase related to the renovation of the existing Science Building (Phase 2) is
estimated to be $89 thousand.

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

No previous funding for this project has been received from the state. The
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

University has funded the predesign study.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The University requests exemption from the one-third debt service obligation
for this project because:

8 The Morris campus serves a unique role in Minnesota higher education,
a top quality public liberal arts college.

® Morris is a teaching oriented undergraduate institution; therefore,
faculty do not generate the research grants which could produce

indirect cost revenue.

B Morris is a young institution without alumni of an age to make sizable
gifts to the University.

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate VP/Budget & Finance, 625-4517
336a Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, MN 55455
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Doliars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form D-2

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

X

sl

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion).
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

T ETT bebebbebeb

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify):

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __ho X N/A

approved by IPO __yes __no X N/A
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:

submitted to IPO __yes __ho X N/A

approved by IPO - __yes __ho X N/A

: 66,000

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Science Building #750

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: E8100404750,

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
99,500 Gross Sq. Ft.

Project Scope

Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished

Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

17,100

10,000

117,300

Final Project Size
180,700 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this

project?
X __ Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01
Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- $ -0- $ 60
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ -0- $ -0- 3 254
Change in Lease Expenses ...... $ -0- % -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . ... .. $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ -0- $ -0- $ 314
Other:
Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0 0 1.5
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)
1.  Site and building preparation
Site acquisition . ........ e e e e e e e e e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . ... ... ... ... .. .. . . . o . $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies . ......... ... .. . .o e $ 10
Geotechnical survey . .. ... ... . i e e $ 75
Property SUrvey . . . .. ot i e e e $ 50
Historic Preservation .. ... ... ... ... ennns $ -0-
Other (specify) ___ . . e e $ 100
1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 235 $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees .............¢cititiiiini. e 2. Subtotal $ 96 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematic design . . .. ... .. it e e $ 365
Design development .. ........ ... ... oo $ 490
Contract docUMeENtS . . . .. ... . .t ittt e $ 980
ConstruCtion . . . . . ... e e $ -0-
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,835 $ 417 $ 155
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . . ... .......... .. .. . ... $ -0-
Construction management . . . . .. ... ..ot ittt s e $ -0-
Construction contingency . . . . . ...t ittt ittt nannnnnn. $ -0-
Other (specify)_Facilities Review Study &Univ Adm. ............. $ 580
4. Subtotal $ 10 $ 580 $ 200 $ 70
5.  Site and building construction
On site construction . . . ... ... . .. i i e $ -0-
Off site construction . . . . . o v it i i s s e s $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement . . ............. .. .. ... $ 50
Other (specify) . e e e $ -0-
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 50 $ 17,890 $ 6,320
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . .. .. .............. 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 250 $ 1,420 $ 520
OCCUPANCY . . . . .t i ittt e e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ 350 $ 126
Percentforart ............ .. .. ... ieieineae.. 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 50 $ 170 $ 23
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ 106 $ 3,000 $ 20,447 $ 7,214
9. Inflation multiplier 1,285 ........................ 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ 4,498 . $ 2,625
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) _8/00
Total with inflation {1 through 9) $ 106 $ 3,000 $ 24,945 $ 9,739
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years $__ 37,790
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

FUNDING SOURCES:

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears} .............. $ 106 Cash: $ Fund
State fundingreceived . .......... ... .. . . L, $ -0-
Federal funding received ......... e e e e e $ -0- X _Bonds: $_3,000 Tax Exempt X Taxable
Local government funding received (University) ......... $ 106
" Private funding received . .............. ... ... .... $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State funding requested .......
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

For 1998 Session {F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

Total Project Costs (all years] . ...
State funding requested (all years)

Federal funding {all years} .......
Local government funding (all years)
Private funding (all years) .......

X _ General Fund % of total _100

................. $ -0- __ User Financing % of total
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0- Source of funds
................. $ 24,945
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ 9,739
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ 37,790
................. $ 37,684
................. $ -0-
............... $ 106
................. $ -0-
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-5
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
Statewide Strategic Score

The predesign for the Morris Science Addition and Renovation has been
submitted. At the time of this review a final recommendation for the project Criteria Values Points
is pending. It is anticipated that the information submitted will reflect the . .
information found in the predesign submittal. Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0

Critical Legal Liabilit 700/0 0
This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general 9 Y
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
budget requirements.

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 80
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS:

Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 70
T:hIS submlssmn_meets all. Department of Finance criteria f0|". project guallflca- Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
tion. The portion of this request ($280 thousand) for "preparation of a
comprehensive facilities review" does not qualify for general obligation bond Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 25
financing. Pre-design work and comprehensive planning that is not associated
with a specific capital project is appropriately financed through a general fund User and Non-State Financing 0-100 0
direct appropriation. Current law exempts only asset preservation and renewal
projects from the one-third debt service assessment. This construction project Asset Management 0/20/40/60 40
goes beyond the definition of asset preservation and renewal. Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 0
The Governor does not recommend capital funds for this project. Total 285

Schematic Design Const.
Predesign Design Devel. Doc. Const.

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

I N
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form D-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1996-2001

Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 =

$138)

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Academic Health Center, Centers of Excellence Facilities

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $6,500
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: -O-
STATE APPROPRIATION ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: -O-
LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY):

AGENCY PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 session only):

# of 7 requests

Summary

8  Molecular & Cellular Therapel)tics program will modify an existing research
facility in order to proceed with their cutting edge research in gene, cell and
bio therapy in efforts to provide treatments to a variety of human diseases
including cancer, AIDS, and Hunter’s disease.

L The Magnetic Resonance imaging program has outgrown its existing building.
A new facility would allow this successful research to continue expansion.

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This request is for funding of two projects: (a) a new facility for the Magnetic
Resonance Research program (MRR), and a remodeling project for the
Minnesota Molecular and Cellular Therapeutics Facility (MCT).

a. Magnetic Resonance Research Building (MRR) {$3,500)

The Department of Radiology requires a new facility in order to accommo-
date its continually expanding research program. The existing building on
East River Road can not be expanded to accommodate a fourth magnet to
be used in human research. The original facility of 5,700 GSF was
constructed in 1988 at a cost of $800 thousand and expanded with the
addition of 5,888 GSF in 1991 at a cost of $463 thousand. The current
site does not allow for the necessary additional expansion. Furthermore,
future plans call for the demolition and reconstruction of the adjacent East
River Road parking ramp which may also affect the MRR facility.

b. Molecular and Cellular Therapeutics Facility (MCT) ($3,000)

The present building was planned, designed and built for a single purpose;
manufacturing of the anti rejection transplant drug ALG. Its design reflects
a single large scale core system designed for this specific purpose.
Accommodating three new research programs in the areas of Bio Thera-
peutics, Cell Therapeutics and Gene Therapeutics requires major maodifica-
tions in the building systems and equipment. The proposed changes will
provide the necessary flexibility to use the building for production of a
variety of experimental drugs for human clinical trials.

The project would include the removal and dismantling of equipment which
can not be used for the new programs, the installation of new equipment
and upgrading building electronic systems, and the remodeling of
recovered space to GMP (Good Manufacturing Principles) requirements,
including modifications in utilities, air filtration and distribution systems.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

These two emerging fields of medical research could provide the next major
technology transfer to the substantial health care sector of Minnesota’s
economy. Quality facilities enable research programs to stand out in
generating research grants.

a. Magnetic Resonance Research Building. The University’s MRR program is
world renowned for its excellence. In order to maintain and enhance its
leadership position, a new 20,000 GSF facility is needed on a site that will
adequately accommodate present program needs as well as provide the
opportunity for future expansion. The new facility would be built in
proximity to the existing Lyons Research Laboratory located in the
northeast area of the campus. Any increased operating costs associated
with a larger facility would be covered by increases in indirect cost
recovery funds generated by increased research grants.

The mission of the Center for Magnetic Research is to promote research
and development in Magnetic Resonance Research. It is the physiologic
basis of brain and cardiac function. Within this realm of activity are human
and animal basic science, including studies of brain activation (functional
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form D-1

Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Doliars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

MR), brain metabolism and neoplasm (MR spectroscopy), and cardiac
function and metabolism.

Significant accomplishments to date and expected in the future include the
identification of specific loci of brain and cardiac activation, and the
prediction of brain response to normal physiology and disease. In addition,
the Center for Magnetic Research (CMRR) is particularly unique in
pioneering development of computer applications, software and hardware
that are now being used at other high-field strength centers for magnetic
resonance research around the world. The CMRR remains the leader in
this development and is expected to continue to expand the envelope in
such computer applications.

Magnetic resonance is the only completely non-invasive technique to offer
the ability to make high resolution images of anatomy and simultaneousiy
provide chemically-specific information, which can improve the ability to
make accurate clinical diagnoses and is invaluable for basic physiological
and biochemical research of normal and diseased states. Major outcomes
of the research at CMRR include but are not limited to: )

® Mapping and understanding brain function{using MRI)

@ Understanding the physiological/metabolic basis of cardiac failure
{using in vivo MRS) leading to improve/therapy.

B [mproved techniques to quantitatively assess cardiac function and
perfusion.

# The development of non-invasive biopsy (using in vivo MRS) for brain
tumor patients which can be use for making diagnosis and prognosis,
and evaluating and selecting therapies.

Numerous applied research studies have already been published regarding
somasensory activation which, among other things, will improve patient
outcomes as they undergo resection of brain lesions, and visual system
activation to correlate basic science research into visual cortical organiza-
tion.

Minnesota Molecular and Cellular Therapeutics Facility.

With the proposed conversion of the building into a multi use clinical
supply facility the University Academic Health Center will be in a unique

5.

position of having a core facility for the production of the newest high
technology therapeutic products for clinical trials. The primary function of
the facility will be to support the three core programs in Bio, Cell and Gene
Therapeutics. These programs are providing cutting edge research in gene,
celi and bio therapy research in efforts to develop treatments for a variety
of human diseases, including cancer, AIDS, and Hunter’'s disease.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The MRR facility will be expanded by approximately 55 percent, resulting in
an increase of an estimated $110 thousand in annual operating costs. The
cost of operating the MCT Building for supported research programs is
estimated at $375 thousand annually.

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

No previous funding has been provided for either of these projects.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

The proposed projects for the Centers of Excellence will support nationally
recognized high-tech medical research which will advance Minnesota’s
position on the cutting edge of health care research and delivery. This
research will have significant economic impact on the State’s health care
industry, and will enhance health care services available to citizens throughout
Minnesota. Therefore, the University requests exemption from the one-third
debt service obligation for these projects. '

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:

Richard Pfutzenreuter, Associate Vice President/Budget and Finance 625-4517
336a Morrill Hall, 100 Church Street SE, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Form D-2

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

Renewal of existing facilities or assets {(no program expansion).
Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes. o
Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

b ||

o

ROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify):

RARRCRRNE

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __ho X N/A

approved by IPO __vyes __no X N/A
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:

submitted to IPO __yes __no X _N/A

approved by IPO __yes __no X _N/A

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Center for Magnetic Resonance Research
#168, Molecular & Cellular Therapeutics Facility #436

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: E8100103168, E8100202436

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
46,440 Gross Sq. Ft.

Project Scope
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
9,056 Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
37,381 Gross Sqg. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
20,000 Gross Sqg. Ft. New Construction

Final Project Size
57,381 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
project?
X Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources: Minnesota Facilities Model

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 96-97 FE.Y. 98-99F.Y. 2000-01

* Change in Compensation ....... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Bildg. Oper. Expenses . .. $ -0- $ 728 $ 1,018
Change in Lease Expenses . ..... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . . . . ... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs .. $ -0- $ 728 $ 1,018
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel . ... 0] 0] 0
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

1.  Site and building preparation

Site acquisition . .. ... ... . e e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition . .. ... ....... ... ... . . . .. ..., $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies .................. e $ -0-
Geotechnical sSUIVEY . . . . . ... ittt e i e $ 5
Property sUrvey . . .. .. v it i e e e e $ 5
Historic Preservation .. ... ... .. ..ttt enannnnn $ -0-
Other (Specify) e e e e e $ -0-
1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 10 $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees ............ ... i 2. Subtotal $ -0- $ 50 $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematic design . ... ... . i e e $ 69
Design development . . ... .. ... e e e $ 92
Contract doCUMENTS . . . . . .. i ittt et $ 230
CoNStIUCHION . . ottt e i e e e e e e $ 69
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ 460 $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant .. ................ ... ..., $ -0-
Construction management . . . . .. ..ottt v ittt $ -0-
Construction contingency . . ... ... ...ttt $ 184
Other (specify) _(Univ Admin & Permits)  .................... $ 138
4., Subtotal $ -0- $ 322 $ -0- $ -0-
5.  Site and building construction
Onsite coNStruction . . . . . . vttt it e e e e e $ 4,600
Off site construction . . . .. . ... ittt i e e $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement .. ............... .. ... .. ... $ -0-
Other (specify) e e $ -0-
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 4,600 $ -0- $ -0-
6. Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . .. ................ 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 367 $ -0- $ -0-
T. OcCupanCy ... ...... .. e s 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 100 $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ...............ciuiiiiiiineeniannn 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation {1 through 8) $ -0- $ 5,909 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier _0.10 .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ 591 $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) _7/97
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ -0- $ 6,500 $ -0- $ -0-

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years $ 6,500
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

Form D-4

FUNDING SOURCES:

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears) ..........
State funding received . .......... ... .. . ...,
Federal funding received ....................
Local government funding received .............
Private funding received . ... .................

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State fundingrequested . ...................
Federal funding . .........................
Local government funding . ..................
Private funding . ....... ... . ... .. . .. . . ...

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate .. ...................
Federal funding . .......... ... ... ... . ... ..
Local government funding ...................
Private funding . ........... ... ... . . 0.,

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate . ....................
Federal funding . ......... ... .. ... ........
Local government funding . ..................
Private funding .......... e e

Total Project Costs (all years) .................
State funding requested {all years) .............
Federal funding (all years) ....................
Local government funding (alt years) ...........
Private funding {all years) ....................

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

ce.. $ -0- Cash: $

... $ -0-

... 8 -0- X __ Bonds: $_ 6,500
... $ -0-

... $ -0-

Tax Exempt

X Taxable

STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply}:

X General Fund

oo $ -0- User Financing
.. $ -0-
.. 8 -0-
... $ -0-
ol $ -0-
... 8 -0-
. $ -0-
oo $ -0-
... 3 -0-
e 8 -0-
e 8 -0-
co.. 3 6,600
c.o.. $ 6,500
- -0-
... $ -0-
... 8 -0-

Source of funds
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AGENCY CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST Form D-5
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS: ] .
This request is for all stages of work on the Academic Health Center, Centers Statewide Strategic Score
of Excellence Facilities. - Until the predesign work is completed and receives a Criteri Val Poi
positive recommendation, the information submitted is considered preliminary. riteria alues oints
It is unclear from the description as to why these projects are combined into Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
one request.

. . . . Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
This request has been reviewed with an emphasis on cost planning, general
scope of work, and schedule and is in general conformance with the capital Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
budget requirements with the following observations:

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 40

1. Predesign costs (1.1%) are above the 0.25%-0.50% guidelines.

2. Design costs (10%) are above the 6%-9% range. Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
The agency is asked to review their project request in association with these Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 35
comment.s anq make any appropriate amendments prior to legislative action on Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 25
the bonding bill.

U d Non-State Financi 0-100
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Ser and Ton-State Financing °
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0
tion.

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 0
The portion of this request ($3.5 million) to construct a new facility for the
Magnetic Resonance Research program does not fit the definition of asset Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 0
preservation and renewal. Under current law, the project would not be exempt
from the one-third debt service assessment. Total 100
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: , ' -
The Governor recommends general obligation bonding of $6.5 million for the _ Schematic  Design  Const.
Academic Health Centers of Excellence, contingent upon a one-third debt Predesign  Design  Devel. Doc. Const.

service payment by the University.

In addition, the Governor recommends up to $3 million to be matched dollar for
dollar by Fairview Hospital/University of Minnesota for exploration and
predesign of a transitway between the Fairview and University of Minnesota
hospital campuses.

Prior Funding:
Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

I N A
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w E B B =
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-1
Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Architecture Renovation and Addition

GOVERNOR’S REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $21,027

GOVERNOR’'S ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-

GOVERNOR'S ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-0-

LOCATION (CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Twin Cities/East Bank,
Minneapolis, Hennepin

GOVERNOR’S INITIATIVE {for projects in the 1996 session_only):

# GO1 of 2 requests

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Funds are requested to renovate the existing Architecture Building and to build
an addition. This will permit the College of Architecture and Landscape
Architecture to bring together in a single location its architecture department,
landscape architecture department, Urban Design Program, and research
centers. The addition will house classrooms, design studios, laboratories,
faculty offices, a lecture hall, and a library. Work on the existing building
includes: correcting building code violations, meeting energy code require-
ments, installing air conditioning, refurbishing the building’s interior, and
creating needed research, student, and administrative space. The current link
between the Architecture and Mechanical Engineering Buildings will be
improved to better accommodate pedestrian movement through the campus.

2. PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The University of Minnesota has a distinguished history of educating leaders
in architecture and landscape architecture. This leadership has been
instrumental in creating an architecture and landscape architecture community
in Minnesota that is recognized as a major exporter of design services to the
region and country. Ninety percent of the professionals who design the
buildings and landscapes of Minnesota received their training at the University.

The architecture and landscape architecture programs are ranked 10thand 7th
respectively on the national level and are the only accredited programs in the
state. The regents recognized the importance and quality of the degree
programs when they made the former School of Architecture into the College
of Architecture and Landscape Architecture on 7-1-89. This project would
provide the new college with the appropriate space and modern equipment
needed to train future professionals and to serve the professional community,
thus meeting its responsibilities to the people of Minnesota.

This project addresses the University’s strategic goal of strengthening graduate
and professional programs. It fulfills the college’s commitment to strengthen
its degree programs, emphasizing graduate education and research, and
improving service to local professionals.

It will provide the following:

B A facility in one place for all college activities. College units and activities
currently are dispersed in inappropriate spaces throughout the Twin Cities
campus (both Minneapolis and Saint Paul).

B Critically needed space for students and faculty. Originally designed for
300 students, the Architecture Building now serves more than 700. There
are 22 offices for 45 faculty.

B Modern research facilities. There is no space in the Architecture Building
for the college’s $11.2 million of applied research.

® Appropriate environment for the study of architecture, landscape architect-
ure, andurban design. Outdated facilities do not meet current standards for
accredited professional degree programs. The environment negatively
affects programs that place a high value on aesthetics.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

Since this project is intended to consolidate existing units of the college and
upgrade facilities for improved delivery of existing programs, an increase in
program staff is not anticipated. Operational costs are estimated to increase
by $590 annually. The addition of 1 FTE is anticipated to operate and
maintain this enlarged facility.
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-1
Building Project Detail (Cont’d.)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

4. PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

In 1987, the legislature appropriated $707 for planning and design of this
project.

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):"

. Of the total project budget of $25.233 million, the Governor’'s initiative
recommends that the University raise one-sixth of the total project budget, or
$4.206 million, from private funds. The governor further recommends that an
additional one-sixth of the total project cost, $4.206 million, will be financed
by University debt service payments.

6. PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-2

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply):

Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion).

Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped

access or legal liability purposes.

Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded or

enhanced programs or for replacement purposes.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply):

X

x

X

x

x

x

Safety/liability

Asset preservation

Code compliance .

Handicapped access (ADA)

Hazardous materials

Enhancement of existing programs/services
Expansion of existing programs/services
New programs/services

Co-location of facilities

Operating cost reductions and efficiencies
Other (specify): Consolidation and decommissioning

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes __no
approved by IPO __yes __no
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability:
submitted to IPO __vyes __ho
approved by IPO __vyes __no

x N/A
x N/A

XN/A
Xx N/A

AGENCY BUILDING NAME AND #: Architecture #112

STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #: EB100106112

FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:

Existing Building
102,800 Gross Sq. Ft.

Project Scope
Q0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
O Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
102,800 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption V
75,200 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction

Final Project Size
178,000 Gross Sq. Ft.

Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
project?
X _Yes No.

If so, please cite appropriate sources:

CHANGES IN STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

F.Y. 1996-97 F.Y. 1998-99 FE.Y. 2000-01

Change in Compensation . ........ $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . ... $ -0- $ 590 $ 1,240
Change in Lease Expenses . . ...... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Change in Other Expenses . ....... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total Change in Operating Costs ... $ -0- $ 590 $ 1,240
Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel ... .. 0 1 1
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
(all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)
1.  Site and building preparation
Site acquISItion . . . .. . e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition ... .......... ... ... . . . . ... $ -0-
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies . ... ... .. .. it e $ -0- -
Geotechnical survey . . .. ... ... ... . e $ -0-
Property SUrvey . . . ..o it e e e e $ -0-
Historic Preservation ... .... ... ... .. $ -0-
Other (specify) . i i e e s $ -0-
1. Subtotal $ 18 $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees ............ .. 2. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematic design . ... .. ... e $ -0-
Design development . .. ... .. .. ... e e e $ -0-
Contract dOCUMENTS . . . . . o v ittt ittt e e e, $ 803
ConstruCtion . . . . . i e e e e e e e $ 256
3. Subtotal $ 546 $ 1,059 $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . . ....................... $ -0-
Construction management . . . . ... ...ttt e $ -0-
Construction contingency . . .. ... .. ..ttt ittt $ 864
Other (specify) _"U" Admin./Permits/Moving  _ ............ $ 355
4. Subtotal $ 143 $ 1,219 $ -0- $ -0-
5. Site and building construction
Onsite CONSIIUCHION . .. . . .. ittt ittt e e e $ 17,171
Off site construction . . . . . ... i it i e e e e $ 672
Hazardous material abatement . . .. ............... ... ...... $ 199
Other (specify) _Special Inspections  .................. $ 120
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ 18,162 $ -0- $ -0-
6. Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . . ................. 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ 1,145 $ -0- $ -0-
T. OCCUPANCY . . o ittt ettt it e et e e e e e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ 91 $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ...............0 .0 .00ttt 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ 171 $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ 707 $ 21,847 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier _.155 . ......... ... .. ... ... 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ 3,386 $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction (mo./yr.) _6/98
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ 707 $ 25,233 $ -0- $ -0-
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) 25,940
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-4
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

FUNDING SOURCES:

State funding received ........
Federal funding received .......
Local government funding received

Private funding received . .......

For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97)

State funding requested . ......
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01}

State Funding Estimate ........
Federal funding .............
Local government funding ......
Private funding .............

Total Project Costs (all years) .. ..
State funding requested (all years)

Federal funding (all years) .......
Local government funding (all years)

PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):

Previous Project Funding (all prioryears) .............. $ 707 Cash: $ Fund
................. $ 707
................. $ -0- X _Bonds: $1,027 Tax Exempt _ X Taxable
................. $ -0- - ‘
................. $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
X __ General Fund % of total _80
................. $ 21,027
................. $ -0- X__ User Financing % of total 20
................. $ -0-
................. $ 4,206 Source of funds _University of Minnesota
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ -0-
................. $ 25,940
................. $ 21,734
................. $ -0-
............... $ -0-
................. $ 4,206

Private funding (all years) .......
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Predesign  Design

Devel. Doc. Const.

Prior Funding: . . - D D
Agency Request: I:I I:I D D D
Governor’s Recommendation: D [:I l:] . .

GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-5
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
Statewide Strategic Score
N(A Criteria Values Points
W: Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
tion,
: Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 (o]
OVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
g Q A Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 80
The G9vernor recommgnds general obligation. bond financing of $21 .927mi|lion Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 35
for this project, contingent upon debt service payment by the University of
Minnesota on $4.206 million of the bonds sold, and a match of $4.206 million Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 70
in private funds. :
Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 0
User and Non-State Financing 0-100 33
Asset Management 0/20/40/60 40
Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 o
Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 (o]
Total 258
Schematic Design Const.

PAGE A-494



GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE

Form D-1

Building Project Detail
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

AGENCY: University of Minnesota
PROJECT TITLE: Willmar Poultry Testing Laboratory

GOVERNOR’'S REQUEST FOR 1996 SESSION: $104
GOVERNOR'S ESTIMATE FOR 1998 SESSION: $-0-
GOVERNOR'’S ESTIMATE FOR 2000 SESSION: $-O-
LOCATION {CAMPUS, CITY, COUNTY): Willmar, Kandiyohi

GOVERNOR’S PRIORITY (for projects in the 1996 ion only):

# G02 of _2  requests

1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This initiative is for funds to purchase land and a new facility for the
University’s Minnesota Pouitry Testing Laboratory (MPTL) in Willmar. The new
building and land will replace the Laboratory’s existing facility which was
constructed in 1960 and has several deferred maintenance problems.

The existing University facility is located on property in an area that is
scheduled for commercial development. The city of Willmar has determined
that the primary access for this development will be a new street that would
run directly through the middle of the University’s property.

A local developer has offered to construct a new building for the MPTL in
another location in exchange for the University’s current facility and land. The
difference in the value of the University’s property and building and the
proposed facility and site is estimated at $ 142 thousand. Commitments by the
city of Willmar and the developer would reduce this difference to $104
thousand.

The current facility was donated to the University in 1968 by Pfizer, Inc. and
is operated by the University College of Veterinary Medicine under contract
with the Minnesota Board of Animal Health. The Board has provided input into
the site selection and building plans. A site has been selected that is
acceptable to all parties.

The new building will be 3,600 square feet and of wood and steel construc-
tion. (The current facility is 4,200 square feet.) Useable equipment from the
existing laboratory such as autoclaves, sinks and other portable equipment will
moved into the new facility.

PROJECT RATIONALE AND RELATIONSHIP TO AGENCY LONG-RANGE
STRATEGIC GOALS AND CAPITAL PLAN:

The Minnesota Poultry Testing Laboratory is an important resource to the
poultry industry in Minnesota. It conducts animal disease testing necessary for
poultry breeders to comply with Board of Animal Health and national rules.
The MPTL also trains poultry testing agents and serves as an information
resource and referral center.

IMPACT ON AGENCY OPERATING BUDGET (FACILITIES NOTE):

The Board of Animal Health operates the Laboratory and provides funds to the
University of Minnesota to cover the cost of operations, including compensa-
tion, utilities, and supplies. No change in operating expense is anticipated as
a result of this project.

PREVIOUS PROJECT FUNDING:

None.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS (OPTIONAL):

PROJECT CONTACT PERSON, TITLE, AND PHONE:
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-2
Building Project Detail (Cont.’d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {$137,500 = $138)

PROJECT TYPE (check all that apply): AGENCY BUILDING NANME AND #:
__ Renewal of existing facilities or assets (no program expansion). STATE-WIDE BUILDING ID #:
__ Adaption of an existing facility for code-required changes, handicapped
access or legal liability purposes. FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE:
_____ Adaption of an existing facility for new, expanded or enhanced uses.
X Construction or acquisition of a new facility for new, expanded 6r Existing Building
enhanced programs or for replacement purposes. 4,200 Gross Sq. Ft.
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS (check all that apply): Project Scope .
0 Gross Sq. Ft. Demolished
__ Safety/liability 4,200 Gross Sq. Ft. Decommissioned
____ Asset preservation 0 Gross Sq. Ft. Renewal or Adaption
__ Code compliance ‘ 3,600 Gross Sq. Ft. New Construction
_____ Handicapped access (ADA)
__ Hazardous materials Final Project Size
X Enhancement of existing programs/services 3,600 Gross Sq. Ft.
__ Expansion of existing programs/services
____ New programs/services Are there any space utilization standards that apply to your agency and this
__ Co-location of facilities project?
___ Operating cost reductions and efficiencies Yes _ X No.

Other (specify):
If so, please cite appropriate sources:

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUTING:

CHANGES [N STATE OPERATING COSTS (Facilities Note):

Information technology plan:

submitted to IPO __yes o X N/A F.Y. 1996-97 FE.Y. 1998-99 F.Y. 2000-01

Change in Compensation . ........ $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
approved by IPO —yes  __no X N/A Change in Bldg. Oper. Expenses . . . . § 0 $ 0. $ -
. L Change in Lease Expenses . . ... ... $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Telecommuting plan or statement of non-practicability: Change in Other Expenses . . . . . . .. 3 0- § 0- $ 0-
submitted to IPO __yes __ho X N/A Total Change in Operating Costs ... $ -0- § -0- $ -0-
approved by IPO __yes __no X N/A

Other:

Change in F.T.E. Personnel .. ... 0 0 0
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GOVERNOR’'S CAPITAL BUDGET Form D-3
Building Project Detail (Cont."'d) )
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (ALL YEARS/ALL FUNDING SOURCES): Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs Project Costs
{all prior years) (F.Y. 1996-97) (F.Y. 1998-99) (F.Y. 2000
and beyond)

1.  Site and building preparation

Site acquisition . . ... ... e e e $ -0-
Existing building acquisition and site acquisition . ............... $ 104
Other acquisitions costs:
Environmental studies .. ........ ... .. .. .. $ -0-
Geotechnical SUIVEY . . . .. it it ittt i ettt e it e $ -0-
Property survey . . ...ttt e e e e e $ -0-
Historic Preservation .. ... ... ... ittt enn $ -0-
Other (specify) ... e $ -0-
’ 1. Subtotal $ -0- $ 104 $ -0- $ -0-
2. Predesignfees .............. . .. . ..., 2. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
3. Design fees
Schematic design .. ... ... e e e $ -0-
Design development . ... .. ... ... ... e $ -0-
Contract documents . . . . ... ...ttt it $ -0-
Construction . . . ..t e e, $ -0-
3. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
4. Administrative costs and professional fees
Project management by consultant . . ....................... $ -0-
Construction management . . . . .. . ..ottt ittt e $ -0-
Construction contingeNCY . . . . v vttt ittt et e e e e e $ -0-
Other (specify) e e e e e $ -0-
4. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
5.  Site and building construction
Onsite construction . ... ... .0ttt it e $ -0-
Off site construction . . . . .. .. ... . ...t e $ -0-
Hazardous material abatement ... ... ......... ... .. ... ..... $ -0-
Other (specify) e et e $ -0-
5. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
6.  Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment . . ................. 6. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
7. OCCUPANCY . ..ttt t it ittt ittt e 7. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
8. Percentforart ..............00 i 8. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Total without inflation (1 through 8) $ -0- $ 104 $ -0- $ -0-
9. Inflation multiplier ___ .. .. .. ... ... . 9. Subtotal $ -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-
Mid-point of construction {mo./yr.)
Total with inflation (1 through 9) $ -0- $ 104 $ -0- $ -0-
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS (all capital costs, all years) $ 104
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE _ Form D-4

Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands {($137,500 = $138)

FUNDING SOURCES: PROPOSED METHOD(S) OF 1996 STATE FINANCING (check all that apply):
Previous Project Funding (all prioryears) .............. $ -0- Cash: $ Fund

State funding received . ............ ... ... .. . ... $ -0-

Federal funding received ...............c........ $ -0- X _ _Bonds: $__104 Tax Exempt _X Taxable
Local government funding received ................. $ -0-

Private funding received . .. ...................... $ -0- STATE DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTS (Check all that apply):
For 1996 Session (F.Y. 1996-97) X __ General Fund % of total _100

State fundingrequested . . ............. .. ... ..., $ 104

Federal funding .............. ... ..., $ -0- User Financing % of total

Local government funding . .............. ... ..... $__ -0- .

Private funding ............ .. ... . ... . . . 0., $ -0- Source of funds

For 1998 Session (F.Y. 1998-99)

State Funding Estimate . ........................ $ -0-
Federal funding . ....... ... ..o $ -0-
Local government funding . ...................... $ -0-
Private funding . ... ... ... .. i e e $ -0-

For 2000 Session (F.Y. 2000-01)

State Funding Estimate . ............. ... . ...... $ -0-
Federal funding . ............. ... . . .. ..., $ -0-
Local government funding . ...................... $ -0-
Private funding .. ......... ... ... . . . ... . . ... $ -0-
Total Project Costs {all years) . .............. e $ 104
State funding requested (all years) ................. $ 104
Federal funding (all years) ........................ $ -0-
Local government funding (all years) ............... $ -0-
Private funding (all years) ........................ $ -0-
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GOVERNOR’S CAPITAL BUDGET INITIATIVE Form D-5
Building Project Detail (Cont."d)
Fiscal Years 1996-2001
Dollars in Thousands ($137,500 = $138)
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ANALYSIS:
Statewide Strategic Score
Criteria Values Points

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANALYSIS: Critical Life Safety Emergency 700/0 0
This submission meets all Department of Finance criteria for project qualifica- Critical Legal Liability 700/0 0
tion. )

Prior Binding Commitment 700/0 0
GOVERNOR’S RECOMMENDATION: Lo

Strategic Linkage 0/40/80/120 40
The Goyernor recommends general obligat.ion bonding of $104 thousgnd fgr Safety Concerns 0/35/70/105 0
this project. The Governor’s recommendation assumes that the University will
acquire the new building and land from the developer in exchange for the Customer Services/Statewide Significance 0/35/70/105 105
University’s existing Poultry Testing Laboratory facility and land, plus $104
thousand. Agency Priority 0/25/50/75/100 0

User and Non-State Financing 0-100 70

Asset Management 0/20/40/60 0

Operating Savings or Efficiencies 0/20/40/60 o

Contained in State Six-Year Planning Estimates 50/0 0

Total 215
Schematic Design Const.
Predesign  Design  Devel. Doc. Acquis.

Prior Funding:

Agency Request:

Governor’s Recommendation:

L OO
O oo
OO0 .
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