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L INTRODUCTION AND ANALYSIS 

A. Preface 
The purpose of thh Ex~cutive Summa1·y 
is to provide the reader with an 
ovurvit-w of the "Minnesota State 
Facilit:iea Maater Planning ProceRs. 11 

Should the reader desire more d~Lailed 
information thnn presented in this 
Executive Su111nary, copies of the com­
plete mas uir planning document may be 
c,bt11.foer t,;1rou,ih the Documtmt ;) l v jg lrir1 

Oepft.rtiner:t of Admj;,l11tratfon (M2) -:!'f--?f'll. 

B. Background anct ObJectlv•• 
The 1978 Legi!lature directed the 
Depnrtment of Administration to 
conduct studies to facilitate 
planni11g to satisfy State admin­
istrative office apace needs. 
1bis directive waa in part a 
response to a request for legis­
lative funding to construct a new 
State office building to lebeen 
the State's current depend2nce 
on l~ase<l apace and to satisfy 
proximity requirements of various 
departments. 

Bec~use Capitol Complex facilities 
were fully occupied in the early 
1970'e, th~ State has satisfied 
needs for additional office space 
<luring recent years by a "passive 
<lecentraHzatior'' approuch. As a 
result, the State currently leases 
approximately 500,000 net square 
feet (NSF) of space in the downtown 
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St. Paul area plus approximately 
100.000 NSF in the balance of Ramsey 
County and the seven county metro­
politan area. This decentralization, 
while responsive to needs and cost 
effective, has been a re-action as 
opposed to an action oriented ap­
proach. 

The State has accounted for approx­
imately one-third of the total down­
town office rental space absorption 
during the laat few years. Due to 
the magnitude of the State's current 
presence in the St. Paul central 
b11sines1 district (CBD) and the fact 
that Slate owned property is tax 
exempt, alternntive State lon~ term 
facility development strategi~s can 
impact retail sales, building 
occupancy rateu and property tnx 
revenues. The Stale recognizPs it~ 
roaponsibility to contribute to the 
economic vitality of the CBD and 
is sensitive to the economic im­
pacts of alternative facility plan­
ning strategies on the community. 

Recognizing that no long term plan 
to satisfy space needs existed and 
that fragmentation was continuir•g, 
the Leg;·; la ture mandated this long 
range facility planning study to 
satisfv the following primary 
objectives: 

e to provide an analysis of 
office space needs f~r the 
next five years; 

• to evaluate the comparattve 
economic advantages to the 

State o~ satisfying current 
and future space requirements 
through constru~tion, purchase 
or continued le~sing strategies; 

• to identify appropriate general 
locations and coi;t estimates for 
required new facilities through 
the year 1')i'~, , and 

e to identify the economic impacts 
on the City of St. Paul and 
Ramsey County of the addition 
of state office space resulting 
from alternate strAtegies. 

The Consultnnt, Facility Sciences 
Cnrporation of neverly Hills, Califor­
nia and the Hodne/~tageberg Partners 
of Mimwapnlis (hereinafter jointly 
n:,ferred to as Consultant), sought. to 
crc£tte a true, ·:1n:,;ter planning document 
which would provide the State with 
overall planning concepts and devAlop­
ment guidelines appropri~te t?_the_ 
Minnesota environment. fhc 00Ject1ve 
of the master plan was not to rigidly 
iJentify specific building sites, 
designs or occupancie& but rather to 
provide the State of Minnesota wit~ 
alternative directions for satisfying 
space needs while retaining an 
appropriate degree of flexibilit~ 
that responds to future changes in 
space requireme~ts and staffing levels. 
Thus, this report is a documentation 
of alternative str&tcgies and a r~cord 
of a dvnami c } lann in,,__Ero~_es s as 
O:)posc<l to a static or TixecJ fina 1 
plan. 
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C.Approach 
Recognizing that the long term master 
planning process is a dynamic activity 
which ultimately affects all space 
users and may have significant eco­
nomic ramifications. the Consultant 
sought co create a realistic and work­
able facility development plan through 
a highly interactive process. Utili­
zing this approach. a number of goal­
oriented meetings and interim pre­
sentation were conducted. 

The interactive planning and decision 
making approach provides three valu­
able benefits: 

• verification of the accuracy 
of collected and <leveloped 
data; 

• completeness of informational 
input regarding policy questions 
and other relevant considera­
tions which are specific to the 
client; and 

• the credibility and support of 
recommendations included in 
the iinal report (affected 
space users were a part of the 
decision process and were 
provided the opportunity to 
voice their concerns regarding 
both findings and the direc­
tion of th~ study prior to the 
finalization of conclusions). 

A number of conditions affected the 
direction and findings of this study: 

• Study Group - the study group 
includes only Executive Branch 
agencies and components of 
those agencies which are not 
site-specific due to special 
space configurations or loca­
tional requirements for cli­
entele service delivery. 

• The "Spine" - If new construc­
tion is suggested, consideration 
is to be given to the preference 
of both the City of St. Paul and 
the Capitol Area Architectural 
and Planning Board to locate any 
new facility within an area 
bounded by Cedar, University, 
Jackson and Twelfth Streets. 

• Parking/Ec.1.til}g - The State will 
provide parking an<l eating fa­
cilities fnr employees as appro­
priate to the specific geographic 
areas considered, based on the 
availability of commercial fa­
cilities in the surrounding 
communities. 

• State Office Building - The State 
Off ice Bu.ITJing was specifically 
excluded from this study because 
it is reserved for Legislative 
use and not available for occu­
pancy by Executive Branch agen­
cies. 

• 4% Staffing Reduction - For 
~uture space planning purposes. 
it was assumed that the Personnel 
Law of 1979 calling for a 4o/ 
r!ducti?n of State-funded p~si­
tions will ~e implemented and 
t~at the reduced staffing level 
w1~l serve as a basis for devel­
OP,1ng future staffing projec­
tions. 

D. Methodology 
~fter the included agencies and build­
ings ~ere ~efined, users completed 
que6tionnaires which were formulated 
to.address the data requirements of 
th:-s study. More than one hundred 
thirty face-to-face interviews plus 
numerous telephone interviews were 
conducted with user agencies in order 
to clar~fy q~estionnaire resronses 
and ~o identify space and proximity 
requirements. A data base was 
developed for all major buildings 
Al; State.owned and most leased · 
buildings were toured by rhe Consul­
tant to evaluate their suitability 
f?r future occupancy and their poten­
tial for space utilization improve­
ment through cost effe~tive remodeling. 

The major analytical steps were as 
follows: 

• 

• 

inventory and evaluation of 
existing staff levels and 
space occupied; 

projection of future staffing 
levels through the year 1990; 
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• identification of future 
space requirements; 

• definition o~ future space 
shortfalls through a com­
parison of future needs to 
the cur=cnt space inventory; 

• identification and comparison 
of alternative facility 
acquisition strategies and 
locations; 

• identification of five 
alternative facility devel­
opment plans and the 
advantages / disadvantages 
and life-cycle costs 
associated ~ith each; 

• selection of three master 
plan options most suitable 
for further definition; and 

• detailing of occupancy pat­
terns for the three recom­
mended options. 

E. Limitations 
As noted, the State Office Building 
is not available for occupation by 
Executive Branch agenc~es. If that 
building were to become available, 
it would significantly impact the 
findings of this report and suggest 
adjusting the total sp~ce to be 
acquired and the occ11p,iny recom­
mendations. 

The comprehensiveness of this 
master plan is necessarily limited 
due to the exclusion of the Legis­
lature, legislative agencies and 
the Supreme Court. This study 
assumes that, other than the 
provision of the State Office 
Building for legislative use, 
future space requirements for 
these groups will be status quo 
and will not affect the findings 
and recommendations contained 
herein. 

The Consultant sought to incorporate 
accurate descriptions of current 
and future space requirements by 
providing preliminary data to space 
users for their review. Individual 
space identifications may vary 
slightly from other documents 
because: 

Three highly interactive goal­
oriented meetings attended by 
representatives of major State 
agencies were conducted. These 
meetings resulted in defining 
future staff and space growth 
parameters to be utilized within 
this master plan. The session • nearly one year transpired 
also resulted in the identffication between the development of 

• users may not have provided 
correction to inaccurate 
data; and 

• new inf~rmation may have 
surfaced too late for in­
clusion in the report. 

This is a master ~lanning document 
rather than a stu y designed to 
result in final identification 
of individuals ace re uirements. 

e onsu tant is t us con i ent that 
relatively small changes in individual 
space requirements will not impact 
final re~ommendations regarding the 
appropriate size, location and method 
of space acquisition. 

of site location parameters and the data base and final . 
optional solutions, including the recommendations. J 
placement of specific agencies 
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F .Summary of Findings 

The devPlopment and analysis of the 
data basr an<l other relevant infor­
mation provided the following quanti­
tative findings which would serve as 
a basis for recommendations presented 
on page 6. 

1. Current study group staffing 
level - 10,178 personnel. 

2. Current staff minus the "4% staff 
level reduction" equals 9,878, a 
reduction of 300 employees. 
This is the "adjusted base" 
utilized for developing future 
projections. 

3. The current space inventory is 
1,893,198 net square feet (NSF): 

• Buildin~s occupied - 44 
• Proportion of space leased -32% 
• Proportion of total space located 

within the Capitol Complex - 55% 
• Proportion of all space in the 

downtown area - 30% 

4. Historical compounri annual growth 
rates: 

• State population between the 
years 1975 and 1979 - .75% 

• Ramsey County State employment 
staffing growth rate between 
1975 and 1979 - 2.68% 

• Study group growth rate between 
1970 and 1979 - 1.70% 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

l:L 

9. 

During the 1970's, Executive 
agency staffing within the seven 
county metropolitan area erew at 
two to three times the annual 
growth rate of State population. 

State population is projected to 
grow at .65% annuallv through 
1985 and .59% annually from 1985 
through 1990. 

At two to three times the above 
State population growth rates, 
employment might be expected to 
grow at between 1.2% and 1.95% 
annually through the year 1990. 

Projected unadjusted staffing 
growth rates: 

• 1979 to D85: 
• 1979 to 1990: 

1. 76~~ 
1.t.1% 

Projections for the year 1990 based 
on 1% and 2\% annual growth rates 
applied to the adjusted base staff 
level of 9,878. 

Staff 11,002 13,000 

Space (NSF) 2,083,838 2,470,000 

Area Factor 190 190 

STATE FACILITIES M 
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10, 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

A number of departments are less 
than optimally located in dm...-n­
town leased space or are hampered 
by split operations due to the 
current space shortage. 

Neither cost nor operational 
savings would result from consoli­
dating laboratory activities into 
one facility. This is due both 
to the diversity of current activ­
ities and facility requirements 
and to more crucial functional 
relationships. 

The State's lease space has 
doubled since 1975 and the State 
has accounted for approximately 
one-third of the do\...-ntown area 
rental office space absorption 
in recent years. 

The State leases approximately 
11% of available downtown area 
rental space. 

The average downtown area monthly 
expenditures for parking, lunch, 
shopping and entertainment are 
$68 for downtm•.'Tl employees and 
$23 for Capitol Complex employees. 

Recommended actions to satisfy 
State space requirements may 
result in an annual gross income 
loss to landlords of slightly 
over $100,000. Roughly one half 
of this amount, however, represents 
variable costs which would not be 
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an actual loss to the landlords 
if the space were unoccupied. 
Offsetting these losses to land­
lords would be gross income 
~ (not profits) of $700,000 
to ,1,700,000 annually for 
retailers resulting from higher 
state employment levels in the 
CBD and Capitol Complex. 

16. All existing buildings - except 
the small owned Rice Street 
buildings, which should not be 
considered because of their 
size - are suitable for con­
tinued occupancy by the State. 

17. Space is currenly generally 
well mana ed and leases ace 
costs are e ow watt e same 
space would cost if provided 
in new lease space or as a 
result of new construction. 
Opportunities do exist, how­
ever, for Im1roved space uti­
lization eff ciency through 
more extensive use of open 
office planning and furni­
ture systems in association 
with cost effective remodel­
ing. 

18. Although a large portion of 
leased space is in older fa­
cilities with some environ­
mental problems such as 
lighting and air distribution, 
the State's current short 
lease terms do not encourage 
landlords to provide ~E_Pro­
priate interior improvements. 

It is not cost effective for the 
State to invest large sums of 
n,'Jney to refurbish lca:;~d sp,Jce. 

19. Current leases are one ~:o two 
years in length and average 
$6.50 to $7.00 per square foot 
of usable space. The Depart­
ment of Administration is 
prohibited by law from entering 
into leases beyond two years. 

20. If all other factors are com ar­
¥5 J:i eas .ng ecomes uneconom-
1.ca when com:eared to new 
construction if lease rates 
exceed $7.00 to $8.00 per NSF 
per year in 1980 ddllars. 

21. Based on total life-cycle costs 
per employee over a thirty yea.r 
time frame, the following loca­
tions and modes of accp.iTs'Itio'n 
are the most cost effective if 
economical leases cannot be 
attained: 

• Purchase and renovation 
of an existing buifoTng in 
the downtown St. Paul area 
life-cycle cost: $25,000 
per. person. 

• Construction within Ramsey 
County but not in the 
Capitol Complex or downtown 
St. Paul area - life-cycle 
cost: $35,000 per person. 

• Construction in the Capitol 
co~pBoo - life-cycle cost: 
$""!', , per person. 

22. BaAed on the potential location 
of a new facility, pro rata 
monthly parking costs, if charged 
only to employees using the new 
facility, would be $51 at an 
urban location, $44 at the 
Capitol Complex, and $15 at a 
suburban location. These costs 
include maintenance plus the 
amortization of initial con­
struction costs and land values. 

23. The average employee lives ap­
proximately five miles northwest 
of the Capitol Complex. 

24. Space utilization improvements of 
between 10% and 25% can be 
achieved in a numbei-or-sl:ate 
owned facilities. cost effective 
remodeling can reduce life-cycle 
costs, increase occupancy levels 
and reduce net area factors from 
190 NSF to 165 NSF in approx­
imately 800,000 NSF of State 
owned space. Similar space 
utilization improvements can be 
incorporated into the planning 
and interior design of new 
facilities that are to be added 
to the State space inventory. 

25. For every $2 invested in interior 
remodeling and the procurement 
of new furnitures stems to 
improve overa space uti ~~~ 
tion. total present val~e, liie­
cicle costs will be r~ducP.d by 
f3. If applied on only one-half 
otthe applicable owned space 
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inventory and all new space t0 
be added,a $10,000,000 remo<leling 
and conversion to open office 
planning would reduce present 
value, life-cycle costs by 
$15,000,000. 

26. The feasibility of utilizing 
systems furniture is economically 
justified for a large portion of 
current State Executive branch 
administrative employees. More 
than 3,000 personnel are in­
cluded in this category. 

27. Ini _ _ti_al_.,cos_ts ___ to_t>e __ incurred 
du;".imL ~?!.!¢D4ax. y~a_n J,9.80 

~~~tH~~n to/6*!n oihth;~~le-_ 
recornmen<led nl{!_~ ter . p lan__gQ..t.;__~_QJl_~ 
would necessitate establishing 
.i--bud_get_of -nfJH:m:·ooo _t_Q 
$..J..LJlQJLJ2QQ . 

28. Total capital costs to implement 
all of Phase I will necessitate 
expenJ!tures through 1986 for 
thf: ac¼·tisition of land and/or 
an existing building, the 
fonding cf additional program­
ming, planning, and design 
activities, the procurement of 
new furniture, the renovation of 
existing State owned facilities 
and the construction of new 
buildings. This will require a 
bud§et over the next six years 
of vS0,000,000 to $75,000,000. 
All costs are in 1980 dollars 
and do not inclucte State 
administrative costs ~ infla­
ffoo allowances . 

MINNESOTA STATE CAPITOL BUILDING 

G. Recommendations 
Based on the analysis of available 
data and consider&tion of those sub­
jective factors which are of impor­
tance to the State of Minnesota, the 
Consultant recommends the following: 

1. The State's long-range facility 
plannin~ strategy should support 
compoun annual ~rowth rates of 
lo/., to 2\'rapphe to the "adjusted" 
staffing base (current employment 
level less71YO employees due to the 
11 4% reduction" law) of 9,878 
personnel. 

2. The State should implement plans 
to provide approximately 2{ o·s·o. boo 
NSF of total space to init ally 
suphort a 1% annunl growth rate 
wit an ability to expand to 
2,470,000 NSF to support a 2~% 
'rowth rate through the ~ear 1990. 
his should be accomplis ed through 

?hased development. 

3. In order to satisfy lease con­
solidations and growth, this level 
of support would translate into 
a need for an addition of 530,000 
to 910,000 NSF of space by 1990 
through a two phase development 
strategy. 

4. The State should be prepared to 
initiate a third phase of devel­
opment if staff levels of included 
agencies grow beyond 13,000 employ­
ees and, although unlikely in the 
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forseeable future, a fourth 
phase of development if 
forecasted staff growth is 
beyond 17,000 employees. 

5. Generally, the State can con­
tinue to lease cost effective 
office space if the lease rate 
is less than $7.00 to $8.00 
per NSF except that leases 
currently totaling 3371487 
NSF should be consolidated 
into new facilities to 
provide increased opera­
tional efficiency and long 
term cost savings. 

6. If the State fails to attain 
the required space resources 
through leasing space at less 
than ~7.00 to $8.00 per NSF 
or through cost effective 
remodeling of existing 
facilities, it will be 
necessary to acquire addi­
tional space in accordance 
with the following priority 
schedule, which is based on 
minimizin~ life-cycle costs: 

• Priority I - Purchase a~d 
renovate a facility in the 
Central Busit1ess Distric.t 
or renovate in the 
Capitol Complex area. 

• Priority II - Construct 
an appropriately sized 
State owned facility in 
a close-in suburban area 
to be occupied by 

d~partments which have the 
lowest Capitol Complex 
adjacency needs or which 
have special facility 
needs that can best be 
accommodated in a sub­
urban location. 

• Prtority III - Construct 
a State owned facility, 
modular and expandable in 
nature, on a relatively 
large site directly ad­
jacent to the Capitol 
Complex, 

• Priority IV - Construct a 
new State owned facility 
on a high-access site 
between the State Capitol 
Complex and the CBD. 

7. Three development options are 
recommended for consideration. 
one of which should be selected 
by the State for implementation 
(the option numbers are those 
which were used throughout the 
study): 

• Option One - Phase lA of 
Option One purchases and 
renovat~s an extsting 
facility of approximately 
300,000 NSF in the down­
town area. Phase 1B 
develops a 221,405 NSF sub­
urban facility. When com­
pleted, Option One provides 
521,405 NSF of additional 
space. 

• Option Four - Phase lA 
Option Four deve 
NSF building on a ess 
sice located between 
Capitol and the CBD. Phase 1B 
of Option Four develops a 
209,884 NSF facility in the 
Capitol Complex area. When 
completed, Option Four 
vides 512,368 NSF of 
tional space. 

• Option Five - Phase lA of 
Option Five changes the com­
binations of components pre­
viously included in other 
options and commences with 
the procurement and renovation 
of a large exis facility 
in the downtown area totaling 
300,000 NSF. occu-
pants are identical those 
in Option One. Phase lB of 
Option Five develops a 
218,249 NSF facili acent 
to the Capitol When 
completed, Option 
vides 518,249 NSF of additional 
space. 

8. Primary consideration should be 
~iven to adopti~1__g_either &Hj_Qil_ 

ne or Option r1.ve-:--Tne eCl.Sl.on 

should be made based on flexi­
bility, functional nPeils and 
economic impacti ratner than the 
insignificant cost differences 
between the two options. 



9. 

10, 

11. 

A $31,000,00~ budget should be 
established or caferurar years 1980 
~1981 to impI'ement initial work 
ror-either option. 

The Consultant recommends that _he 
State providP quantities of parking 
space in different loc3tions based 
on the following percentages of em­
ployees housed within a new facili­
ty: Downtown - 50%, Capitol Complex 

55% and Suburban - 70%. Pro rata 
costs should be assumed by the users 
of all State owned parking facili­
ties rather than being subsi~~zed by 
the State or being the responsibili­
ty of only those employees assigned 
to the new facility. 

Space utilization should be imeroved 
!:Jlr?~.&h cost ertective remodeling, 
conversions to an a_p1ropria te fi degree 
of o en-off ice lann n and t e aC:­
q11is it1on o urnitu~~~ystems or 
p~rtial replacement-5rex1sting fur­
niture. 

12. Remodelin and conversion to furni-
ture systems sou e imp emented 
I!1ID1ediately in approximately 400,000 
NSF. 

13. A continuing space management and 
long range planning system should be 
developed along with formats for the 
development of pre-architectural 
programs, detailed space programming 
data and the selection of highly 
qualified personnel to assist in 
implementation. 

H. Space Inventory 
Executive Branch agencies included 
within the study group are housed in 
1,954.915 NSF in forty-four buildings 
within the seven county metropolitan 
area. Exhibit A on this page summa­
rizes the total building inventory bro­
ken dow: by geographical area and owned 
versus leased space. The State cur­
rently owns approximately 64% of the 
occupied space with approximately 80% 
of the owned spa.ce located within the 
Capitol Complex, including the Capitol 
Square Buildinr,. More than 80% of the 
leased space is located in the downtown 
St. Paul area, including the Space C~n­
ter Building. 

EXHIBIT A 
TOTAL SPACE INVENTORY 

nf 
'. T,)~.d 

',L) 

The Capitol Complex area, with the 
portion of rccupied space, has the 
est concentration of large buildings. 
Major buildings within this area include 
the Transportation building with approx­
imatelv 250,000 NSF, the Centennial 
Building with about 240,000 NSF ~nd the 
Capitol Square Building with about 
175,000 NSf. 

Major downtown area buildings include 
the American Center Buildings with ap­
proximately 87,000 NSF of State occupied 
space, the Metro Square Building with 
about 107,000 NSF ~nd the Space Center 
with 126,000 NSF of State occupied space. 
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I. Space and Staffing Projections 
"Unadjusted" Data Base Projection~ 

Based on the questionnaire and inter­
view process, current staffing levels 
and spaces occupied were identified 
for each Executive branch agency 
included in this study. The majority 
of all space was toured by the 
Consultant. Current space deficien­
cies (as identifie<l by user represent­
atives and space utilization patterns 
were identified. Exhibit B, columns A 
B, and Con page 10 identify current 
staffing levels, space occupancies and 
current net area factors. Columns D 
through I reflect the base "unadjusted" 
staffing and space projections for the 
years 1985 and 1990. 

Adj11stments were made for current 
cpace deficiencies or excesses prior 
to projecting these space requirements. 
It should be noted, however, that the 
spaces identified in the exhibit do 
not represent "buildable area," which 
rs-the definition of how large a 
building would have to be to house a 
given number of employees. Buildable 
area is approximately 20% larger than 
the "net area" identified 1.n the 
exhibit and includes building core 
elements such as stairways, elevators, 
and mechanical areas. 

Exhibit B, page 10, includes approx­
imately 60,000 NSF of "miscellaneous 
spaces" at the bottom of Column B. 
This represents support spaces not 
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assigned to departments, such as 
conference rooms, cafeterias, and 
janitor space. 

Exhibit C page 11, inJicates that 
the current study population of 
10,178 employees is projected to 
increase to 11,301, a 1.8% annual 
growth rate, by the year 1985 and to 
11,908, a 1.4% annual growth rate, 
by the year 1990. The unadjusted 
staffing projections indicate an 
annual growth rate of 1.1% between 
the years 1985 and 1990. 

The unadjusted data base indicates 
that total epaci requirements, if 
unadjusted, wou d g~ow from the 
current 1,890,000 NSF to 2,140,000 
NSF in the year 1985, a 2.1% annual 
growth rate, and to 2,170,000 NSF, a 
1.3% annual growth rate, in the year 
1990. 

"Adjusted" Data Base Projections 

The staffing projections presented 
in Exhibit B do not incorporate the 
Personnel Law of 1979 which mandates 
that the next biennium level of State 
funded positions be reduced by 4%. 
Although the budget for the next 
biennium is yet to bP developed, 
direction provided by the State sug­
gests it is appropriate to utilize 
current staff levels as a basis for 
the 4% reduction. 

The application of this 4% reduction 
~s illustrated in column C of Exhibit 
D, page 12. The overall results o: 

FACILITIE 
es CORPORA 

the application of the 4% reduction is 
the loss of approximately 300 positions, 
reducing the current staff to an ad­
justed base of 9,87R for analysis pur­
poses. 83sed on responses co prelimi­
nary staffing projections presented 
in Planning and Decision Session I, 
it was decided that an appropriate 
basis for future planning would be t0 
employ staffing projecti.)ns at annual 
growth rates of between 1% and 2}/:. 
Exhibit C, par,e 11. illustrates these 
current and adjusted staffing levels 
at 1% and 2~;~ annual gro\o/th rates. 

This approach yields staffing projec­
tions of approximately 11.000 emplovees 
at a 1% annual growth rate through the 
year 1990 and approximately lJ.000 at 
a 2~% annual growth rate. It should 
be noted that the n, projection. 
11,021 employees for the y~ar 1990. is 
less than the actual projection of 
11,301 for the year 1985. This actual 
projection represents a 1. 8':;~ growth 
rate compared to current staffing 
levels and a 2.3% annual growth rate 
compared to the current level less 
the "4~~ reduction." 

Multipl:dng these 11. 000 and 13. Of'\O 
employment projecticm figure~ by the 
t0tal net area fat·or of 190 ~SF PEr 
person, from column F of tht:~ unadjusted 
data base, yields space rt."qui rcmPnts 0f 
2,090,000 NSF at 10:. annual erowth 
and 2,470,000 NSF at 2~% annual gro~th. 
Planning and Decision Session p,trt ici­
pants concurred that these woulJ b.:­
appropriJte space plannin~ targets. 



EXHIBIT B 
UNADJUSTED DATA BASE 
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DEPARTMENT CURREMT Cl1R1'ENT TOTAL 1985 1985 1965 1990 1990 1990 
STA.FF SFACE 'l) HAf STAFF SPACE SAF STAFF SPACE !'Af 

ALL ELECTED OFFICIIJ.S 132 25,263 191 1:.,7 30,720 196 16) 30,686 181 
DOA - TOTAL 1,052 220,807 210 1,066 228.153 21.:. 1,071 :29.21!1 214 
AGRICULTCRE 208 M.000 308 224 66.560 2<n 239 68.960 2M 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 244 51. 761 p2 JOO 53,582 179 Jll 59.007 Pt 
C 6 4 •• , "'O ') 
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The 1% space was then mathematically 
distributed to individual agencies 
and groups of agencies as shown ~n 
Exhibit D, Page 12. Column C of 
this exhibit identifies the number 
of positions reduced due to the 
"4o/ .. reduction" legislation. Column 
D, which results from the subtraction 
of Column C from Column B, represents 
the adjusted employment base totaling 
9,878 employees. Column E, which 
identifies the unadjusted departmental 
projections for the year 1990, is 
presented for reference purposes 
only. 

An agency c<illed Department "X" ap­
pears in Exhibit E, page 13, and is 
identified with 578 employees in 
approximately 167,000 NSF. T~is 
represents a currently non-existent 
department or departments which 
may develop in the future. 
Recognizing the uncertainty of the 
future, the Consultant reserved 
5% of the 11,577 adjusted staff 
for the year 1990 for allocation 
to this unknown department(s). 
The Department "X" space results 
from subtracting th1,; departmental 
space total of 2, 30J, 354 i·lSF from 
the number of 2,470,000 
NSF. 
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EXHIBIT C 

PERSONNEL 
PROJECTION 
ALTERNATIVES 

11.000 -

9,878 (Adjusted base= base 
I 
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I 
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less "4%) 
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l 

1985 

VEAR 
(1) This graph is described on Page 9. 

FACILITES MASTER 
NCl!S CORPORATION - HOONE/STA 

1990 



EXHIBIT D 

SPACE REQUIRED AT 1" GROWTH RATE 

'A) (!$) (CJ- (!'. 
DEPT. PP:IUONN!l. PliOJt:CTHJNS 

OEPARTHJ:!NT GIIRN!NT 
SPACE 

BASt: 1/Z ADJ HAS! 193~ lt 
STAFF' RtOC:TION (D-C) 199·, 1985 (F··,:) 

ALL tLECTEU OFFICIALa 
IX)A • TOTAL 
AGR lCUt Tl:RE 
ATTORNEY t:tNERAL 
GOHHERCE 
AU. 
CORREC'f!ONS 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
!CONOHIC SECURITY 
&.W.iCAIIPY 
EDltCATWN RELATED 
ENERr.V 
nNAliCE 
IIEALTH 
II 
H IETY 
HOlfS lNG r'lNANCE 
IIUMAN "lGll1"S 
1.Al'lOf! E, INDUSTRY 
LAW RAK 
'f!F~6 ON E IC. 
NATURAL H.ESOURCES 
OM!rnDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS 
l'ERSONNl::l. 

. __ .r.otiJ..urn.m CQNl~ .. -·········­
PuuL rc Si\Ff.1"i 
PUBLIC SERVICE 
PUBLIC WELFARE 
RETI REMElff SYSTEMS 

2~.263 
2io,11u7 
64,0ou 
51.761 

lJ2 
l, 0.~2 
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244 
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36 

8 
l:J 
6 

.. t ... 

25,9Jl 209 ~ 
13.649 ,o 2 

114,ulB 924 ~ 
IU# ll!L ·-···-...W ___ _u__ 
4l,6'l9 211 J 
22,1>3 167 2 
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lll,S68 569 8 

1)2 
1,014 
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5. uo . --- .J.':+r+---+--+--·....;;;-
113, 990 99 ·n 

15,979 118 5 113 
13,540 S!I 2 Yl 
38 I 114 245 9 2)6 
21 259 9 0 9 

11:1so 
2,088 

21. I 415 

... 1n:1-rt-· 
31, ()£;5 
76,019 2:~, 506 

·--n ---r·· --z, . 
517 21 496 

10 0 lf' 
112 4 101:1 

-·lli 306 ai~ 33 --iii 
650 23 627 
144 4 140 

(1) This chart is ex.plained on the previous page 
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}') ,1.03 
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·"'~ ~{aQ_ 38,540 
l, 386 

214,020 

(2) 1% growth - 11,021 personnel approximated by 11,002 personnel. 
(3) The figure of 299 employees was rounded to 300 for planning purposes. the figure of 9,879, an adjusted 

base, is quoted througho~t the report as 9,878 employeea. 
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Space St\Ortfalls 

Exhibit H, this page, graphicallr 
portray, potential space shvrtfa la 
due to departmental expaneion. The 
largest portion of ,pace, shown at 
the bottou, of the graph in dark 
,hading, repre1ent• tho current 
inventory of State owned buildings 
included within thi1 study. Adding 
in the two categorie1 of leased space 
previously mentioned vielde the 
current total ,pace inventory of 
approximately 1,900,000 NSF. 

The dotted lines extending from lcf.t 
to right to the year 1990 identify 
total space requirements of 2, ORJ, 838 
NSF and 2,470,000 NSF at the 1% and 
2\l annual growth ratca respectively. 
The graph indicates that to provide 
for the minimum 1% growth, approxi­
mately 190,000 NSF of additional 
apace woulJ be required without 
terminating any leaaea. Approximately 
530,000 NSF and 910,000 NSF would be 
required to 1upport growth at 1% 
and 2%7. respectively and to consolidate 
all lease space suggaated for elimi­
natior. in Exhibit F. 

EXHIBIT H 
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K. Adjacency Anatf* 
Three criteria were utilized to eval­
uate departmental proximity require­
ments: government operation, 
accessibility end common clientele. 

During the questionnaire and interview 
process, State agencies were asked to 
identify: 

• Those agencies they visit, or 
are visited by, at least ten 
times per week; 

• Those agencies they prefer to 
be located within the same 
building complex or within the 
same building; 

• The degree to which they need 
to be loc~1ted wi.thin the Capitol 
Complex; and 

• The number of visitors and, if 
possible, who they are, e.g., 
general public, farmers, or 
trade unions, 

Exhibit I, page 17, illustrates the 
degree of interface between the 
larger &Rencies. Adjacency linkaKes 
are shown as high, medium, and low 
level degrees of interface. The 
Treasurer is shown separately from 
Elected Officials and Information 
Services is separated from Adminis­
tration in order to show their 
individual adjacency relationships. 

Exhibit J, page 18, illustrates the 
degree tc which the major adjacencies 
have need to be located in the Capitol 
Complex. 

~he economic costs of emplovee tran­
sit time which could be sav~d hv re­
locating agencies to the Capitol 
Complex from other locations wcs also 
evaluated. The frequency of trips 
between various departments is not 
nearly as great as generally thought. 

Therefore, cost ~avings actually 
available as a result of relocating 
agencie1 to alternative quarters will 
not produce sufficient present value 
life-cycle coat savings to justify 
the additional costs of remodeling 
space and relocating a department 
fc,r that reason alone. Information 
regardi.ng common clientele indicated 
thaL this factor alone would not 
outweigh cost and adjacency factors. 

The primary determinants in finaliz­
ing recommended departmental area 
assignments were: 

• agency consolidation to improve 
overall operational efficiency 
and, 

• the minimization of present 
value life-cycle costs associated 
with remodeling. 

Present value life-cycle costs are 
minimized primarily by using cost 
effective acquisition methods and 
improving space utilization through 
remodeling and conversion to full 
open-planned spaces employing systems 
furniture and other contemporary 
concepts. 
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L Altemdve Plar-*'9 Concepts 
The ,malysh of alternative long 
range planning concepts and the 
1ub1equent development of sound 
facility 1trategies requires careful 
attent:1011 to three elemet1t1: 

• First, the proper amount of 
apace must alway1 be provided 
and overall space utilization 
should be maximized. The pro­
jected space requirement aut.unes 
efficient space utilization out 
not a utilization level so high 
that it would require costly 
investments in furniture sys­
tems. 

• Second, the location of any 
new facility, be it lea~ed or 
owned, must be considered. 

• Third, the selected strategy 
should be Luilt upon a variety 
of elements that, when compared 
to other options, are as eco­
nomi~ally feasible as possible. 

Alternative Locations 

From an analysis of statistical data 
developed by James B. McComb & Asso­
ciates. it was found that the center 
of housing, the "Centroid", of all 
State employees responding to the 
survey is 5 to 7 miles northwest of 
the Capitol Complex. Average actual 
driving distances for a on~-way com­
mute are 10 to 12 miles. 

Calculation of Employee Travel Costs 

For each mile that an employee must 
drive from residence to work place, 
the employee will incur tr,ansporta­
tion co~ts of $28.60 to $40.00 
annually. 

Based solely on employee transit 
considerations, preference should be 
given to locating a new facility be­
tween 2\ and 5 miles to the northwest 
of the Capitol Complex. This would 
minimize driving distances for those 
employees who might be assigned to 
the new facility. 

A number of sites are available for 
purchase at $2 to $5 per square foot. 
This study makes no attempt to an­
alyze or recommend the purchase of 
any particular site. It is suffi­
cient to note that large land parcels 
are available in acceptable geograph­
ical areas and at suitable prices to 
support development of a large com­
plex in what will be termed a "subur­
ban" location. 

Economic Evaluation of Acquisition 
Methods 

Preliminary present value life-cycle 
cost deta was prepared to compare the 
relative economic advantages or dis­
advantages of alternative space acqui­
sition methods. 

The development options include typi­
cal lea8ing alternatives, purchase 

and renovation of existing facilities, 
procurement and extensive renovation 
of existing school facilities which 
may be available, and development of 
a facility designed to State specifi­
cations and occupied on a sale/lease 
back arrangement. 

Ten different space acquisition alter­
natives were evaluated. These included 
three lease options, three options 
involving the purchase and reno· ation 
of existing space, tnree construction 
O?tions at different sites and the 
renovation of the State owned Mechanic 
Arts High School. 

The leas~_options evaluated were: 

• New Lease Space - Although the 
State would not lease first 
quality "image" space due to itb 
high cost, the new Town Square 
project being dev~loped by Oxford 
Properties, Inc. was analyzed as 
an example of the new space 
available in t1le "close-in" 
downtown are1. This project was 
utilized because there is little 
new space currently availabl~ 
downtown. Due to high ocrup~ncy 
rates the State could not lease 
large quantities of space in 
existing old and inexpensive 
buildings. 

• ~ease and Renovati~n of Existin& 
Srace - A downtown building 
o approximately 300,000 
NSF was available. 



• Lease of a School - Sheridan 
J"unior Rigff· .. ~,chodl in Minneapo­
lis, a facility which could 
provide appioxlmately 100,000 
NSF, served as an example. 

The purchase and renovate options 
evaluated were: 

• Purchase of the 300,000 NSF 
downtown building - The a-v.iil­
al51e 6uffding analyzed above as 
a lea~e option was also evalu­
ated for 

• Purchase of Sheridan Junior 
High School - As above, this 
site was evaluated for both 
lease and purchase potential. 

• Purchase of South St. Paul 
Junior High .. ~.!5001 - This 
scnool could provfde approxi­
mately 120,000 NSF. 

The cor.il?J:ruction options evaluated 
were: 

20 

• A Suburban Site - A site within 
ITve miles of the Capitol Com~ 

, approximately 17 acres in 
s , and capable of supporting 
a three level 300.000 NSF 
buildi.ng. 

• The Centennial East Site - A 
prototypical 300 ,1ltRflfS'F building 
on the 2.5 acre State owned land 
parcel directly p1,st flf the ex­
isting Centennial Building. 
This site is capable of support­
ing an even larger building as 

MINNE 

described in the phased 
Master plan recommendations. 

• /::_ High Access_Site - A proto­
typical '.roo;lf00 NSF building to 
be located near a major roadway, 
possibly near Interstate 94, be~ 
tween the tol Complex and 
the St. Paul central business 
district. 

The State owned Mechanic Arts High 
School could provide approximately 
~0,000 NSF of usable office space 
without substantial renovation or 
structural change. 

SOUTH ST. PAUL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

STATE FACIUTE 
ITV SCENCl!S CORPORA ~~~~~A~~~OCESS ________________ ,,,, 
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Because many of the acquisition 
alternatives contain different amounts 
of office space, it was necessary to 
compare them on a comn,on basis. The 
evaluation of each was reduced to 
fae'ntifying the present value life­
~le cost per NSF. Thiq approach 
identified the amount of money in 
1979 dollars which would be required 
to support occupancy throughout a 
thirty year time frame. 

less than high quality space is a 
constant recommendation that should 
always be explored, the analysis of 
the relative cost advantages of leas­
ing versus new construction limits 
!:he "leasing" analysis to new space 
in 1".'elatively high quality facilities 
that would have a rental rate some­
where in excess of $11 per rentable 
square foot per year. 

Exhibit K identifies l ·:-th fixerl and 
variable components of occupancy 
costs. Variable costs are those 
operating costs which can cha~ge 
over time based on such facto··s as 

EXHIBIT K 

occupancy levels, energy utilization 
~nd labor costs. Fixed costs are 
capital acquisition and construc~ion 
cos ts .-:hic:i are typically amortized 
over time and do not change. 

The lowest variable cost would be 
displayed by the existing downtown 
building. New construction would 
display higher variable costs, but 
lower than new lease space T~e 
utilization of renovated school space 
is penalized by very high variable 
costs, primarily due :o the inherent 
inef~iciency of the space. 

Exhibit K identifies the comp::irative 
costs of the ten prototypical acquisi­
tion alternatives both on a per square 
foot and per employee basis. Conver­
sion to a "per employee" basis assumes 
that each pers1m will require an aver 
age of 190 NSF, including support 
spaces such as reception and confer­
ence rooms. This Exhibit indicates 
that the four most beneficial alterna­
tives, strictly from an economic 
basis, are the following: 

COMPARATIVE COSTS OF ACQUISITIONS 

• Purchase and renovation of an 
existing downtown building; 

• Lease and renovation of an 
existing downtown building; 

• Construction of a new facility 
at a suburban site; and 

• Construction of a new facility 
at the "Centennial East" site. 

It should be noted, however, that 
leasing alternatives below the "brealr­
even" limit of $7 per NSF per year 
are economical and should alwais be 
strongly considered before beginning 
an analysis of whether 0wnership is 
more preferential. Given that 
"economical" l0ases for recycled or 
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Geographic Area Analysis 

The present value, li.fe-cycle cost of 
leasing. building at. .. buying space in 
each of seven geographic areas was 
identified for those areas where each 
acquisition mode is appropriate. 
Exhibit L identifies those costs on 
a per employee basis assuming 190 
NSF per person. 

The prima;:_x preferences are shown to 
be purchas~ a 1 renovation in both 
downtown St. Paul and the balance of 
St. Paul <!P1d the construction of new 
space anywhere in Ramsey County 
except downtown St. Paul. The range 
of comparable per employee costs is 

EXHIBIT L 

$24,000 to $37,003 for these solutions. 
Building in Minneapolis could result 
in a life-cycle cost almost twice as 
much as purchasing and renovating a 
suitable existing building in St. Paul. 

It should be noted that numerical 
values may differ between Exhibits K 
and L because Exhibit L results from a 
less detailed but geograt>bically more 
extensive approach than thiai.t utilized 
for Exhibit K. The numbers in Exhibit 
Lare those from Planning and Decision 
Session II. The dark circles denot~ 
solutions which are either not avail­
able or do not meet development 
criteria. 

Exhibit L inc ludcs allowances for 
employ~c connuting costs. the 
development of the shuttle bus sy~tem. 
interface costs and parking costs that 
would be the responsibility of e1ther 
the State or the employee. The 
shaded boxes indicate those apace 
acquisition strategies and locations 
appropriate for furtl-er analysis in 
this report:. 

Overwhelming preference is given to 
the opportunity to n~rchase and 
renovate an appr~~riately sized and 
located facility. Secondary consider­
~tion must be given to corstruction 
of a State owned facilit,- 1.n either 
the Capicol Complex drea· or the 
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balance nf the City of St. Paul. 
Also considered would be Ramsey 
County. However, movement to the 
inner ring suburbs or the outer ring 
suburbs begins to significantly 
increase employee driving time and 
penalize Jperating efficiency through 
the increased allocation of space and 
an increase in the cost of the 
shuttle bus system. 

Undesirable alternatives would bP to 
construct a new facility in the much 
more costly and urbanized Minneapolis 
area or to build within the immediate 
duwnt~wn St. Paul area. Leasing 
first class space would be more 
costly, but any opportunity to lease 
suit~ble space at less than the $7.00 
"break-even" cost should be taken 
advantage of immediately. 

Qualitative Compatibility 

Although cost considerations should 
significantly affect che State's 
decisions regarding long term facility 
plans, there are a number of less 
quantitative and more sub~ective 
factors to be incorporate. 

A number of alternative macro-models 
were developed, eAch expressing a 
particular philosophy relative to 
the location of space and its acquisi­
tion method. The seven macro-models 
included, as their primary object: 

• Energy conservation; 
• Business vitality in the downtown 

area; 
• Mininr.JX:1 actual or initial costs; 

• Government operational efficiency; 
• Flexibility; 
• Accessibility; and 
• Life-cycle cost. 

A weighted compara,ive evaluation of 
the application of these models to 
the three acquisition modes in each 
of seven general locations was then 
completed. The build mode of sriace 
acquisition was founc to have the 
greatest number of positive character­
istics. This strategy outweighs the 
purchase/renovate alternative and a 
lease alternative by a three to one 
margin. It should again be noted, 
however, that $7 per rentable NSF 
space should always be utilized if 
it is well located from a functional 
standpoint. 

From a locational perspective, the 
Capitol Complex is much preferable to 
the balance of the metropolitan 
area and satisfies proximity require­
ments better than a downtown location. 

Combining the acquisition modes and 
the locational characteristics 
indicated that construction in the 
State Capitol area satisfies the 
majority of the macro-models to the 
greatest degree. Construction in the 
balance of the City of St. Paul is 
equivalent to a suburban site. New 
construction in downtown St. Paul and 
a purchase alternative in the balance 
of St. Paul were very close in overall 
score. Leasing new space in downtown 
St. Paul and purchasing an existing 
building in downtown St. Paul did not 
exhibit strong positive characteristics. 

FACLITY LOCATION AFFECTS COST 



A compari!lon of the r,r,int- J liWl'lrded ~o 
ench ontion on thr followinq chart in­
dicates 117 r,oints are achiewerl tw nnt i ~n 
15, J n po inti t:-y Option ~ 1, 31'\5 points 
by Option ~ 4, 291 Points lw Opt i r"n ! 2 
l'lnd 260 points by 0pt:l.on J1. 

Th~ rankinn of the pr~ference for the 
ootinns is in ~iroct rnlatinnship tn 
the points ansirmer1. i'\ rnnkinn pri­
ority of nption "5, *l, t4, J2, an,1 
~1 results. Tt is of sianificance to 
note th~t the rantinq ~~sed on nnints 
,,rml ia<l to c1uaU tative a,,,1 nuantita­
tiva criteria produced nearly the sa~~ 
r~nkin~ of tho five notions aA thnt 
found bv utilizinq only real nresent 
value life-cvcle cost rlata. nntinn~ 
11 an~ 15 ar~ clearly preferaLle tn 
nll others ~nd aro nearly identical 
in the scor"s t~1ile th" remaininn 
thre<'! ontion~ r1re consistentlv distant 
in Rn order nf preference of *4, ,2, 
and t! 1. 

(;_o_r:_no!1 i_t,;e. Rc1.nJ~_ino 2',,rl. _'l.ecor,Men<lations 

Based on the above CO'Mf'>/U:'.'ison~, and 
rnconnizin~ t½at 0~tin~s ¥1, 14, and 
45 incluJe at luast one siqnificant 
facility located in or very close to 
the cnn, these thr~e options ,-~er<! sel-­
ected by the State r,,r further develop­
Pent in rnoro datailcc1 ~•aster Plan 
ir'mleMentati(")n rccori,man<lations dis­
cu~sc~ in ~ectlon Tit hPninninn on 
"1,Vle )1. 
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ALTIUATIVE FACILITY - HASTIR 1LAM EVALUATION CRITERIA 
npTtON~ 

CIUT!RlA WCT. .. ··1 - ,, 
~..lAMtl]D! (Worth 7~) SC, PTS. IC. , IPTS. SC. Pts. SC. PTS. 

PrHent•valu1 Uft•cycle 001u .....•...••...•. 10 s 50 l JO 2 20 1 10 4 40 
Totai capitsl eo1t1 (1979 to 1990) ............ 4 s 20 2 8 • 2 8 ] 12 4 16 
lnitlcl capital cCNt (1979-1913) .... .......... , I 5 40 3 24 2 16 i 8 4 32 
Proxialtv to Public Tran,it/Pot'l P•oPl• Hovel. s 40 J 24 2 16 l 8 4 32 
Number of phaoe1 or 1tep1 of dntlop111ent avai , s s 2S 4 20 4 20 3 u 5 :t) 
Min. inltlal ad~t·1 ,pace to 1dd to inventory. J 5 u 4 12 ) .9 5 lS 2 6 
Entr~y con••~vaclon charact1rl1tlct 10 3 JO 5 50 4 40 3 30 2 20 
rlexlbility option• (level of developaent) .... 4 3 12 5 20 5 20 s 20 ,. 16 
Prox. to houllna and tranaportatio,. pattern• .. 6 s n 4 24 4 24 2 12 3 18 
lpac• utilla•tlon 1fflci1ncy ......•...•....... 5 2 10 5 25 4 20 3 u 1 s 
Parking co1t1 to be ab1orbed bJ .-ploy••• , .... 3 3 9 5 u 4 12 2 6 l 3 
Econoaic i11p~ct on downtown ............ ,,,;.,, 8 l 24 1 8 0 0 s 40 4 32 
lcono•lc lap~ct en Clty of It. Paul .....•.•.•• 10 3 lj 3 30 3 30 s so s 50 
lconoaic iapact on R••••1 County .............. 4 2 4 16 4 16 s 20 2 8 

A) SIJD•TOTAL , • , • 343 306 251 261 303 .., ___ ., ~-•·• .... _..,_, .,....,,.,u,,._,_, ...... ....., ,.. 

~ (Worth 301) 
Correct, current 1pace-rel•t1d d1fir.i1nci1a ••• ? 5 3S 5 35 5 35 5 35 5 35 
Support111 iu11r•1ieo levc,le ••.•••••.. , ••••••••••.. 8 3 24 2 16 2 16 4 ]2 5 40 
Support• adjacency criteria of State Co,t •••••• 10 1 10 2 20 ] 30 5 so 4 40 
Community acc1ptanea potential .•. , ••••.••••••• 5 4 20 3 u l 15 3 u s 25 
Consolid1r:e111 Ag1ncie1 • , ••••.••.••••••••.•• , • , , 10 4 40, 5 50 4 40 ) 50 5 50 
Conform. to 11n'l or existing plane by oth1r1 , J 0 0 4 u 4 12 5 u j 9 
Accommodate• centrallzation to degree nec1e1ary 

and prOU10t11 efficient Govt. up1ratlon1 •.•.•• 10 1 10 2 20 3 30 s so 4 40 
Haximl:e, utllizat1on of exietin& building• ..• ? s 35 5 35 3 35 .s 35 i 21 
Terminate• expenaive le•••• ••••••••••••••••••. 5 ' 25 s H 5 25 s 25 25 
Recycle• exieting 1tructure1 •••••••••••••••••• 7 5 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 35 
Environaental 11n11t1vity •••• ,, •••.••••••••••• 4 l 12 1 4 1 4 2 I 4 16 
1roxblit1 to ujor 1tr1et arterie1 ..•.••..•.•• 6 3 19 2 12 2 12 s 30 4 24 
Proxiaitl to food and •hopping 1ervic11 .....•. 4 3 12 l 4 2 • 4 16 s 20 
Ac:ceH. ~Y &en' 1 pubUc, Yid.ton & client, , •. 9 3 27 l 9 2 u s 4S 4 36 

I) SUB•TOTAI. , , , 303 257 2&0 406 416 
WEICHTID TOTAL• (,7 X A)+ (.3 K,B) .. ,. Ul 291 260 JOS 3)1 ~-

IATlO •• , , , •• 18'7. ' 86% 177. ,n. 1U07. 
RANK ....... ~ (4) G) G) - -m-
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I. ECONOMIC IMPACT EVALUATION 

A. Introduction 
The State accounted for approximately 
one-third of the total downtown area 
leased office apace abaorption 
b~tween 1974 and 1978. The primary 
emphaeis of this portion of the 
atudy is to assess the impact of the 
State'i current and future downtown 
area presence and th• potential 
econofflic effects of the three Master 
Plan option~ recommended. 

B. Maanlude of the State'• PreMnee 
In tfle Downtown 111. Paul Area 

Excludi.ng che new Agriculture 
Building, Capitol Square and Spac~ 
Center, the State's current total 
central business district employment 
is approximatell 3,000 or only 
approximately 5t of the central 
businass district total of 65,000 
employees. 

Excluding the Capitol Complex which 
contains 1.3 million square feet, 
the total remaining available down­
town area office space is approxi­
mately 6.8 million square feet. The 
State occupies approximately 11% of 
this total. 

Based on Coldwell Banker's calcula­
tion of 2.4 million square feet of 
"tenant occupied'' space available 
in the central business district, the 
State occupies approximately 365,000 
square foet afte:r excluding the 

Agriculture Building and Space 
Center. This total• only about 
15.2% of available rental space. 

Thus while the State•s 
t e tota eas ng mar 
£.!~t it ls not nearl 
common 

1.-

C. Evaluation Factors and Anumpttone 
An evaluation of the economic impacts 
of State employee presence should 
consider a number of factor, in 
light or the recomm4nded facility 
optiona. It should be noted that 
this evaluation i1 not intended to 
define specific dollar values which 
would b~ gain~d or lost, but rRther 
the magnitudes of economic impact 
which wonld be assochted with alter­
native State actions. 

Because the following evaluation is 
necessarily based on a number of 
assumptions, the specific dollar 
amounts aseociated with each alterna­
tive are lea, r~levant than the 
magnitude of the differences between 
each of the alternatives and the 
relative importance associated with 
the potential recipients (i.e., 
retailers, landlords, and the city 
tax coffers). 

D. lmf,actl of Factcm and Assumptions 
With respect to the three facility 
options. the primary factors have the 
following impacts: 

1. Retail Spending Patterns 

A 1979 survey of State employees 
conducted by James B. McComb & Asso­
ciates provided data which led to the 
identification of the following 
mont~ly downtown spending patterns 
oy t e average State employee based 
on his or her work location: 

TYPE OF LOCATION 

MONTHLY DOWN CAPITOL 
EXPENDITURE TOWN COMPLEX 

Parking $3l $ -

Lune:h ~l 15 

Shopping&. 
Entertainment 16 8 

TOTAL $6H $2J 

A statistically significant sample 
size was not available for the Space 
Center but, based on Capitol Complex 
data and its physical and transit 
relationships to the central business 
district, it is assumed that the 
average Space Center uccupant currently 
spends approximately one-half. or $12, 
in the central business district 
as does the typical Capitol Complex 
employee. 

________ MI_N_N_E_S$11Arrvs~-me~M!Er&~~Tlffl}~~IN,A~NEPIOC_E_s_s _______ 2s_, 



Monthly expenditure• by occupants of 
the new Agriculture Building are 
auumed to be $12. The "High Accus" 
1ite included in Option IV i1 aa,umed 
to diaplay the aame spending patterns 
as the Capitol Complex. 

Exhibit M illuatratea where th~ future 
building occupants currently are 
hou1ed. From the pers~ective of the 
central busine1s district, all 
employ••• except those listed in 
Columns Band C (i.e., from the 
Space Center and Agriculture Building 
or leased CBD •r,ace) can be 
considered "new' employeea because 
their presence do~s not currently 
impact the central business district. 
The addi.tional employees not 

accounted for in Exhibit M relocate 
into existing Capitol Complex 
building• in all option§. 

Baaed on the above data, noting that 
Optiona 1 and V call for a downtown 
renovation without State provided 
parking and the continuation of pay­
ment• to private or city lots, monthly 
lose of consumer spending can be 
auociated ,,ith current employee 
locations, Each new employee or 
employee relocating would have the 
following monthly economic impact on 
the CBD: 

• Addition of a new employee 
or relocation from a "sub­
urbar.0 site to the central 
bu1ine1s district ........... + $68 

• Addition of a current Space 
Center or Agriculture Build­
ing employee to the central 

STAFF RELOCATIONS TO NEW BUILDINGS business district ........•.. 
AT 1t. ANNUAL GROWTH RATE 

EXHIBIT M 

+ $56 

Ot'-!'HtH l 
Do·\.l""l:·i:'lc~;--~-.~Hnt•' -t;•l 

tt"I! t":'•I" ~-1 f.}lt 1_! ,;.>'.•1 

11.:r:;1 orn\)fr,j y 1,n • i •. 1 ~., I 

111 !I'·• 
l ,; ' 

I 
1~ I 1 j • , .,,, 

f\) I Jf. :l! 

r-1~ ' lib }Hl 

__ 2e ______ MIN_N_E'1~TA 

• Movement of an employee 
currently in downtown leased 
space to the Capitol Complex 
or the "Hir·h Accti!ss" or 
"CentenniaY East" sites ..•.. 

• Addition of a new employee to 
the Capitol Complex or relo­
cation to there from the 

$45 

suburbs. . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . + $23 

• Relocation from the Space 
Center or A~riculture Build­
ing to the Centennial East" 
or "High Access" sites ...... + $11 

• To downtown renovation No 
from downtown lease space. . . Change 

Additional retail spending of approxi­
mately $29,300/month might be expected 
near the suburban site in Option 
One. This represents an average 
expenditure of $23/month for each of 
l, 273 staff personnel. 

Should the "High Access" site be 
located in th~ CBD rather than closer 
to the Capitol Complex, 1,956 total 
employees would spend an additional 
$14/month on retail sales for a 
total of $27,384. This yields a 
total monthly expenditure differential, 
actually ,l¼n incr(.;ase, of $88,074 for 
Option IV. 

2. Rental Income Loss to Building 
Owners 

The projection of future office space 
absorption rates, overall occupancy 
rates and rapidity of re-leasing 
space the State might vacate is 
complicated because history does not 
provide an adequate baseline for 
future absorption patterns. This 
is primarily due to the minimum 
amount of available new space during 
the 1970's as compared to the 
significant amount of new space 
currently under construction or in 
the planning stage. 

Whereas the 7th Place/Galleria/Town 
Square Complex, new housing expansion 
and the Lowertown development project 
will no doubt instill new life to the 
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downtown area, projection of future 
absorption rate1 i• largely a matter 
of conjecture. This is becau1e it 
is difficult to identify the magnetic 
power of theaa developments to draw 
potential tenant• from both exiating 
downtown building• and from the sub­
urban or downtown Minneapolis areas. 

Effect of Downtown Peo h Mover: At 
t st e t wou e unw se to plan 
for the future existence of a Downtown 
People Mover.because of the uncer­
tainty of the project funding. 

In the "Downtown Development Pl1n," 
Hamner, Siler, George and Associates 
project significant economic: benefits 
would result f~om the institution of 
the Downtown People Mover. It should 
be noted, however, that the report 
indicates that the presence of the 
Downtown People Mover could facilitate 
the economic growth of the downtown 
area but its absence would not 
necessarily suggest that significant 
cormnercial expansion would not occur. 

Numerous forces which will affect the 
marketplace complicate identification 
of the absorption of what will 
primarily be new Class A office Sface. 
Existing space is effectively 1007. 
occupied and will therefore have 
minimal impact on absorption needs. 
The potential re-absorption of State 
vacated space is, however, not 
directly related to absorption rates 
of new space. This is due to the fact 
that the State primarily occupies 
Class C space which would not be in 
direct competition with new space. 

In the absence of any dependable 
Class C office ~bsorption predictors 
within the future "new" St. Paul 
environment, the magnitude of rental 
loss due to State vacated space may 
be approximated by taking into 
consideration the following factors: 
Absorption sluggishness is anticip&ted 
for two to three years. It may result 
in a sot to 601 occupancy followed by 
a long-term occupancy rate of 757.. 
Suburban or "other Ramsey County" 
space is assumed to be leas adversely 
affected by new downtown construction. 
The specific building to be vacated 
is within an area of increasing 
rental rates. A long-term occupancy 
rate of 851 is ueed for this analysis 

EXHIBIT N 

PO"fENTIAL RENTAL INCOME LOSS 

and an average lease rate of $7 is 
projected. These assumptions would 
yield the rental losses identified 
in the chart below. 

3. Taxes 

Those taxes which must be taken into 
consideration in this economic anal­
ysis are as follows: 

¥Ril6t11rrantise ree: Also known as 
e t ty ompan es Gross Earnings 

Tax, this fee L; levied by certain 
lu::alities as a percentage of gross 
revenues. For example, St. Paul -
8.67%, Minneapolis - 3%, South St. 

IMPACT ON LOCATI0;1 
SPACE VACATED IN 

NSF AND LEASE INCOME CD G) 

I LOSS AT $7/NSF CENTRAL 0THER ST OTHER 
BUSINESS PAUL LO- RM!SEY TOTAL 
DISTRICT CATIONS cou:·rrY AREA 

Space Vacated . ................ 61,000 189,000 44,000 294,000 

40% Space for 2 Years ......... 24,400 75,600 17,600 117, 60( 

\nnual Income Loss • • 0 ••••••••• $170,800 $529,200 $123,200 $823,200 

Long-te~m Vacancy Rate . ~ . . . . . . 15% 25% 15,: 23. 5o/., 

ILong-term Vacancy ............. 15,250 47,250 6,600 69,100 

Annual Long-term Income Loss .. $106,750 $330,750 $ 46,200 $483,700 

(D Capitol Complex area, Space Center, Agriculture, Griggs-rtidway 

@ Buetow Building - lossE~s a.re less likely than those in St. Paul. 



Paul - 51 and White Bear Lake - 1.5%. 
Unlike sale1 taxes, the State is not 
exempted and pays these fees either 
directly for owned space or indirectly 
through leases. 

At an annual utility expense of $1.25 
per rentable SF, each SF the State 
occupies is worth 10.8¢ to the City 
of St. Paul, irrespective of whethe~ 
the space is leased or owned by the 
State. 

The net effect of vacating lease space 
is approximately a 20% reduction 
from current levels. 

Where new space is included in the 
calculation, a long term franchise 
fee net gain would result as follows: 

Income Income 
Increase Loss for 
for Add' 1 2070 Vacat- Annual 

Option Space@ ed Space Gain 
10. 8<;: @ 10.8¢ 

I $31,752 $5,400 $26,352 

IV 55,296 5,400 49,896 

V 55,296 5.400 49,896 

Prorerty Taxes: Property tax revenues 
wou d decrease as a result of the 
State adopting either Option I or IV, 
which call for the purchase and reno­
vation of a downtown building. Upon 

purchase, this building would be 
removed from the property tax rolls. 

A second potentiallv direct impact on 
property tax revenues is the possibil­
ity that property assessments and 
taxes might actually decrease if the 
State vacated space remained 
unoccupied for an extended period of 
time. 

As indicated in the discussion oi 
potential losses of rental income, the 
State would not, under any of the 
options, vacate more than 12% of the 
total space available in a CBD 
building. Based on the October 197~ 
occupancy survey, if the State-vacated 
space in the Metro Square and American 
Center were not re-leased, the 
occupancies in those buildings would 
still be over 80%. Even those 
minimum occupancy levels would 
certainly not justify property 
assessment reductions and, therefore, 
there would be no reduction in 
property tax collections. 

In summary, should the State decide to 
proceed with a downtown renovation, 
the City's share of property tax 
losses would be approximately $28,000 
annually. The County's share would be 
$25,600. 

In addition, the City and County might 
suffer a temporary loss of property 
tax revenues because of vacancies. 
Total maximum annual losses to the 

STJ\TE FACILITIES MASTER 
SCEN'c!S CORPORATION - HODNE/STA 

City might approach $40,000 and losses 
to the County would be equivalent in 
amount. 

E. Summary of Economic Impact& 

Exhibit 0, page 29, identifies the 
annual economic impacts on the CBD, 
the City of St. Paul and Ramsey. 
County for the three recommended 
options. Potential employee 
transit, parking and housing related 
changes are not included because of 
their extremely small or indeterminate 
nature. The Exhibit shows an annual 
estimated reduction in landlord income 
within the central business district 
or $106,f10 under all three options. 
Sales revenues will show increases 
in all cases, ranging from $728,300 
under Option IV, the "High Access/ 
Centennial East" alternative, to 
$1,682,100 under Option V, the 
"downtown renovation/Centennial East" 
alternat:i.ve. 

The Exhibit indicates that the 
estimated effect on countywide 
business 1rofits, not revenues, from 
food serv ce, retail sales, parking 
and landlord income is a net increase 
at today's levels under all options. 
These profit increases range from 
$25,700 for Option IV to· $126,700 
for Option I annually. 

With respect to taxes, the only 
option which results in a tax loss 
to St. Paul is Option I which calls 
for a suburban located site and 
<lowntown renovation. The loss is, 
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however, insignificant in relation­
ship to total tRX revenues and State 
differential costs. Options IV and 
V would yield net annual tax gains to 
St. Paul of $28,900 and $900 respec­
tively. On a combined city/county 
basis, Option IV shows a $4,900 annu­
al gain in taxes, Option V shows a 
$48,700 loss and Opcion l shows an 
$89,200 loss. The substantial loss 
associated with Option 1 is due to 
the removal of both a downtown build­
ing and suburban land from property 
tax rolls. 

In conclusion, it appears that the 
potential economic impacts of State 
actions are less than generally 
believed when placed in a total city/ 
county/downtown economic perspective 
The thr~e options recommended herein 
will increase private business rev­
enues in all cases and result in an 
appreciable City and County tax loss 
in only one case. 

F. Impact of Potential Actions on 
Other Geographic Areas 

It is possible to generalize as to 
the economic impacts of alternative 
State actions on other geographic 
areas. 

employees currently in downtown St. 
Paul due to higher parking rates and 
a larger commercial area. At $75/ 
month/employee, 3,000 people would 
generate a $2,700,000 annual expendi­
ture. 

If apace were leased at roughly $12/ 
SF, if available, annual landlord in­
come would be $6,000,000. If 500,000 
NSF were purchased by the State and 
removed from the tax rolls, the annual 
tax loss to the City of Minneapolis 
and Hennepin County would be approx­
i.mately $250,000 each. If the State 
were to build in downtown Minneapolis, 
the City and County would lose ~axes 
currently collected on vacant or 
underutilized land. This loss could 
be $10,000 to $20,000 annually for 
each jurisdiction. Although difficult 
to quantify, residence patterns would 
shift from the St. Paul area to 
Minneapolis and Hennepin County with 
associated increases in property taxes 
and other expenditures. 

If the State were to locate ln subur­
ban Hennepin County, Minneapolis would 
not gain Utility Franchise Fees or 
property taxes. The city would also 
not suffer tax losses dee to removal 
of properties from the tax rolls. 
Total property taxes paid indirectly by 
the State through leased space would 

The addition of approximately one half be lower in suburban areas than in 
million square feet within Minneapolis either downtown St. Paul or Minneapo-
would result in annual Utility Fran- lis by an estimated 30 - 40%. A sub-
chise Fees of roughly $19,000. If urban Minneapolis location, if close 
these employees were located within to the downtown area, would generate 
the central business district, their approximately $69J,00C annually for 
monthly expenditures would most like- lunchtime spending in the downtown area 
ly be hfgher than those of State and at suburban shopping centers. 

MINNESOTA STATE FA ...__ ____________ FACLITY SCENCl!S C MASTER 
-HODNE/STA 

STATE ACTIONS WOULD RESULT 
IN A NET GAIN TO CBD BUSINESS 

OCESS 29 



EXHIBIT 0 
ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON CBD,ST .. PAUL 
AND RAMSEY COUNTY OF ALTERNATIVE STATE ACTIONS 

ANNUAL EC.ONOMIC IMPACT, POSITIVE AND (NEGATIVE) 
OF DIFFERENT LOCATIONAL STRATEGIES 

~~INESS DISTRICT 
l) 
2) 
3) 

Chan~ed Salu Revenue (l.unch, Parking. Retail) ........... . 
Reduced Annual CBD Landlord Income.(3) ................... . 
Subtotal: Additional Gross Income to CBD Busine8smen 

ST, PAUL IMPACTS 

DATA 
FOUND 
:>N 
EXHIBIT 

X.2 
X.3 

4) Additional Annual Rednced Landlord Income , ... ·· ..... , , , , X.3 
5) Subtotal: Reduced CBO/St. Paul Landlord Incoma (2+4) ..... X.3 
6) Subtotal: Cain to CBD/St. Paul Businessmen (3+4) 
7) Property Tax Loss Due to Removal from Tax Rolls ·· 
8) Property Tax Reductions 
9) Utility Franchise Fees Charge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X. 4 

10) Subtotal: Net City Tax Ch~rge (7+8+9) 

R/\MSr:Y COUNTY IMPACTS 
11) Additional Reduced Landlord Income .. , ..................... X.3 
12) Subtotal: Reduced CBD/St. Paul/County Rentals (5+11) ..... X.3 
13) Additional Suburban Retail Sales (1273x$23/Mo.xl2) 
14) Subtotal: Gain to Ramsey County Businessmen (6+11+13) 
15) Property Tnx Loss Due to Building Removol from Tax Rolle 
16) Property Tax Loss Due to Suburban Land Removal 
17) Property Tax Reductions 

ESTIMATE OF REDUCTION OF COUNTY WIDE BUSINESS PROFIT (4) 
CITY /COUNTY TAX GAIN (LOSS) 

MASTER PLAN OPTION 
OPTION I OPTION IV 

RENOVATE/ HIGH ACCESS/ 
SUBURB CENTENNIAL 

$1,339,000 
( 106,3001 

1.232.WO 

( DO~OO) 
r-n7, offOT 

901, '¾00 
( 28,000) 
( 21. 000) 

26-..i!QO -r----n~mrr 

( li6, 200) 
( 483,800) 

351.,300 
1,206,500 

( 2 r: 600) 
( J.1,'000) 2 
( 2/t, 000) 
$ 126,700 

($ 89,200) 

$ 728, 300 1 

( 1061800i 
621,500 

( 3301800) 
(™ 437,uCJ?JJ 

290,700 
-

( 21,000) 

tHW-
( 46.200) 
( 483,800) 

244,500 

( 24,000) 
$ 25,700 
$ /4. 900 

1Plus an additional $328,608 if the hi~h access site were.downtown. 
2Includes both the county and locality s shares (assumes % of 2% tax on $1.45M). 
JRcduces in subsequent years as a result of decreased vacancy rates 
4Line #14 times 15% profit less )0% for income and business taxes) 
t:Losses are shown in parentheses 

I 
I 
I 

OPTION V I RENOVATE/ 
CENTENNIAL 

I 
$1,682,100 

~106,800) 
. Sir.JlJu I 

c JH·~go> \4 , DJ I 
l, 2/+4 I 500 

I ~ 28,000) 
21,000) 

--~i- I 
( '•6, 200) I ( 48).800) 

-
1,198,300 I ( 25,600) 

( 24,000) 

I $ 125,800 
($ 48.700 

I 
I 
I 
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IL MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
During th• third planning session, the 
State selected matter plan Options One, 
Four, and Five for further detailing 
to provide the Legislature with three 
acceptable couraes of action to take 
to support all annual growth rate 
through the year 1990. 

EXHmlT P 
STATE EMPLOYEE GROWTH­
CURRENT TO YEAR 2000 

'1,lltl 9,fPe 9, 8111 : 9 ,!i7fl L CAPACITY 
I if--I Hl,076 10, l]~ lO. 174 'IJ,21) 

I 
l•).17. l(l, 178 lO ,480 10,684 

10, 4113 
I 

lf), 611! Ill /<j(, 11,lll ~ 
10,6'11 ! )Ii ljl)! n;ns 111JS:..J 
10. !l(jl, ll,116 i U,4~1 '12.«, ~t-1. CAPACITY 
U,U4 11,45~ 11,,,, uJ"e'.~j 
U,141 11,742 U,149 UHt 
,J,!174 12,0:u U.!Ul 13, ;1<1 

u,110, 12,336 u.ae• Jt,,0")9 

U,041 U,64, 13, 27~ 11,,612 

1 12,au 12,961 13,611 I~ ,W7 4 

u.,u 11,28'1 · 11, ,084 l'l,!115 '.fllL CAPACITY 

U,711 13,617 : tt,, ,oti l6,1+4fl 

l 1,0'.l4 11, q~ 7 14,91d 11,106 

13,2'14 14, 106 IS, H'l 11,7,0 

13, ",60 14 ,1.,,4 l~,SH 11,,01. 

lJ,l.!'.12 IS ,O'JI 11,, 321 1',241 

1,,.1oa t'i,406 16,1117 20,0U tllYOND DI. 
11,. J90 l'>, 791 17,321 20,811 
14,678 16, UH, 17.141 21,644 

14,972 16,591 18,376 u,no 

Each of the three master plan options 
is ~iscussed as three sequential 
phases of development. Phase I sup­
ports a 17. growth rate through 1990, 
Phase II supports a 2\t growth rate 
through 1990, and Phase III accommo­
dates either a 2\% growth rate 
through the year 2000 or a 47. growth 
rate through the year 1992, which 
have space requirements equal to a 
2\% growth rate through the year 2000. 

Exact space and personnel capacities 
of each of the three phases, regard­
lP~s of the year those staff levels 
a, : attai.ned, are shown below. They 
are Lhe same for all three options. 
Exhibit P shows the capacity of each 
phase in terms of total personnel and 
relates when that capacity ~ill be 
reached at different annual growth 
rates. 

EXHIBIT Q 
PHASED EXPANSION REQUIREMENTS 

State E111p loyecs 

Net Square Feet Occupied by Study Group 

Net Area Factor 

Incremental Space Acquired/Constructed 
(owned) 
Cumulative New Construction/Acquisition 
(owned plus leased) 
Cumulative Space Added to Inventory 

In all cases, Phase II is compatible 
with all actions that would be taken 
in Phase I. Phase II is implemented 
after Phase I and would allow a con­
tinuation of a 11. growth pattern wcin 
beyond the year 2000. If a 2~% 
growth rate were realized, Phase II 
would have to be completed by 1990. 
Phase Ill adds to existing facilities 
and develops an. extensive suburban 
facility that incorporates new spaces 
and activities. 

A Phase IV goes beyond the year 2000 
at all growth rates that might be 
realized and develops a significant 
suburban service c:er:..er that: incorpor­
ates new decentrali~ed ac~ivities that 
were not involved in Phase I and Phase 
II. 

.. 
I'H.\SE . :'lL.\SE II r. !,\~;c 1 ~ r 

----··-· 
11,021 12,9ol 17,00ll 

2,090,000 2,1+70,000 J,220,00() 

190 190 189 

525,000 275,000 700, 0()0 

s2s,noo 1:HJO, 000 1,500,000 

575,00!J 87),000 1,67:>,000 



In all three options, certain de~art­
ments are held constant or "frozen" 
in specific buildings. These condi.­
tions are designated by department 
names which are shaded i.n gray on 
pagH at the f:nd of this summary. A 
total of 16 buildings out of 19 State 
owned facilities have identical space 
profiles in all three options. Addi­
tionally, all options use the same 
ten buildi.ngs and assign the same 
departments to them. The remaining tie 4 

partments vary in their location for 
each of the options. 

The options show the need for sign:f.fi­
cant additional space due to the 
termination of leases. 

Derailed occup~ncy profiles showing 
the a~signment of all space users 
in all existing and new facilities 
are shown at the end of this summary. 

Opti.on One - Phase I 

The main components of Option One are 
the purchase and renovation of a down­
town St. Paul facility of 300.000 NSF 
and the construction of 221.405 NSF 
at an unspecified semi-suburban lo­
cation. The first step of implementa­
tion would be to purchase and renovate 
the downtown structure and relocate 
departments when the structure is 
ready for occupancy. The next action 
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would be to backfi41 the Centennial 
Buil<line space. 

The second step is to build a facili­
ty of 221.405 NSF on a suburban site 
of at least 25 acres for occupancy 
by DOT and support groups. After 
this project is completed, the Trans­
portation Building can be remodeled. 

Suboptions 

If Mechanic Arts High School were to 
be renovated and made available with­
out substantial modification to the 
existing structure, an additional 
80,655 NSF would be available for 
occupancy. The r~wntown site would 
then either be underutilized by 
about 80,000 NSF, thus not requiring 
renovation. and could be subleased 
at very low rates until needed by the 
State. or would allow the further 
termination of up to 80,000 NSF of 
leases in the CBD. This would yield 
cost savings if the space in the 
renovation project would otherwise 
be vacant. 

9ption Four - Phase I 

The new construction in Option Four 
totals 512,368 NSF with 302.484 NSF 
at a high access site and the re­
maining 209.884 NSF to be built at a 
site east of the Centennial Building 
in the Capitol Complex. Detailed 

area assignments for all departments 
in all included facilities are pre­
sented at the end of this summary. 

The first step would be to construct 
the high access site of approximately 
302,484 NSF. "High access" could be 
described as a site along a major 
artery, fixed somewhere between the 
Capitol Complex and the CBD. The 
prime attractions of this site would 
be its centrality and good access. 
The initial task would be to relocate 
departments in and rackfill both the 
Centennial and DOT Building. 

The second step would be to construct 
a new facility on the Centennial East 
site. Again, the main advantage of 
this sit£. is the location and immedi­
ate adjacency with other State build­
ings in the Capitol Complex. 

Suboptions 

If Mechanic Arts High School were 
renovated and used for occupancy by 
some of the departments included in 
this study data base, the scale of 
initial construction of the new 
Centennial East facility could be 
reduced by almost one half or that 
project could be deferred by about 
three or four years. If the Agri­
culture Building lease were continued 
and the school extensively renovated, 
the Centennial East project could be 
deferred as many as eight years as 
long as the High-Access Site projec~ 
were initiated as soon as possible. 
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Option Five - Phase I 

Option Five new construction totals 
518,249 NSF with 300,000 NSF in a 
renovated downtown site as in Option 
One and 218,249 NSF of new construc­
tion on the Centennial East site. 

The first step is to purchase and 
renovate the downtown site. When the 
building is ready for occupancy, the 
first task would be to relocate large 
departments, a~ in Option One, into it 
and then backfill the Centennial 
Building. 

The next step would be to build on the 
Centennial East site and backfill the 
Transportation Building. 

Suboptions 

The alternative to this option in­
volves the utilization of the Mechanic 
Arts site in the same way as in Op­
tion Four. Agriculture and related 
boards would not relocate in the Cen­
tenniai East Building, reducing new 
construction requirements at Centen­
nial East to ~57,856 NSF or deferring 
the project three years. If the 
Agriculture Building lease is con­
tinued, the project could be deferred 
up to eight years with the use of the 
school. 

B. Phase IL and II. Development 
In all options presented, five poten­
tial sites are employed: 

• a Centennial East site; 

MINNESOTA S ________________ FACUTY 

• a high access site; 
• a suburban site; 
• a general office building with­

in the Capitol Complex; and, 
• a downtown building acquisition 

and renovation. 

Phase II expands upon Phase I while 
Phase III utilizes sites not previous­
ly included in the Option. Phase II 
adds about 300,000 NSF to the inven­
tory and is roughly equal to the 
difference between 1% and 2%% growth 
requirements. Phase III w~uld require 
construction of 750,000 NSF beyond the 
Phase II space requirement of 2,470,000 
NSF. Details of how Phases II and III 
evolve follow: 

Option One - Phase II and III 

In Option One, Phase II adds a new 
206,000 NSF general office building 
in the Capitol Complex and expands 
the suburban building by approximate­
ly 80,000 NSF. Phase II adds 284,595 
NSF in total. 

In Phase III, a Centennial East Build­
ing would be developed to provide 
450,000 NSF and a high access site 
of 300,000 NSF would be completed. 
Total space added by the conclusion 
of Phase III would be 1,556,000 NSF, 
an increase of the current space in­
ventory by over 80%. A total space 
inventory of 2,466,114 NSF is pro­
vided as shown in Exhibit R, page 33. 
Phase II is an easy transition from 
Phase I. 

FACILITIES MASTER PLA 
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Option Four - Phase II and III 

In Option Four, Phase II expanjs the 
high access site to 355,000 NSF and 
expands the Centennial East site to 
465,000 NSF. A total of 307,632 NSF 
are added to increase the total inven­
tory~.460,708 NSF. In Phase III, 
Centennial East ~rows by 125.000 ~SF, 
a general office building is developed 
northwest of the State Capitol at 
250,000 NSF, and a suburban service 
center would be progranu:ned at 385.000 
NSF, similar in occupants to the one 
developed in Option One. A total of 
760,000 NSF is added in Phase III. 
bringing the total space inventory 
increase to 1,580,000 NSF. 

Option Five - Phase II and III 

Phase II in Option Five simply adds 
281.751 NSF to the Centennial East 
Building. When Phase II is completed. 
the space inventory will total 
2.460,708 NSF. In Phase Ill. a sub­
urban site service center is added 
at 300,00 NSF, a general office 
building is developed in the Capitol 
Complex at 185,000 NSF, and a high 
access site facility is added at 
265,000 NSF. A total of 750,000 
NSF is added to the inventory. 

CESS 



Comparison of All Phases for All 
1rhree Options 

A comparison of construction or reno­
vation levels of activity for all 
three developmenc phases for the 
three options is presented in Exhibit 
R for review. As can be seen in Ex­
hibit R, the three options are very 
consistent and provide nearly identi­
cal incremental and total amounts of 
net area in edch of the three p~ases 
of development. By the time Phase III 
is completed, just over 1.5 million 
NSF will have been added to~~~ total 
space inventory which will then equal 
nearly 3.25 million NSF. All three 
Options are comparable and accommodate 
the same growth level. Exhibits S 
through U on ~he next pages illustrate 
the main components of Phase I for 'ill 
three options. 

C. Growth aey'Wld PhaH8 L and IL 
Once the personnel and space idventory 
grows beyond ti1c ~-~~ rate, w¾.ich sup­
ports a maximum of 13,JOO ftate em­
ployees and provides 2.470.000 NSF. 
Phase II is completed and Phase III 
initiates. 

It is clear that the Capitol Complex 
will bncome increasingly ~onges~ed 
and th~t. even-with at least one 
new site to a~commodate growth at both 
1% and 2\7. levels, long range trends 
must lead to an eventual decentraliza­
tion of those 3gencies that have less 
than critical needs to be in or near 
the Capitol Complex. 

Phase III will support m<'re than 
17,000 employees and provides a to­
tal of nearly 3,200,000 NSF of space. 

Bevond Pt,ase III, ~rowth will con­
tinue and be satisfied by the further 
development of the suburban site thaL 
was used ih earlier phases and by the 
construction of a suburban service 
center to allow the relocation of 
departments and special purpose fa­
cilities (e.g., records center, ware­
house, maintenance) from existing 
buildings in the Capitol Comple:>: that: 
can then be used ~o support further 

EXHIBIT R 

NSF SPACE PROVIDED 

growth of depar~ments that have a cri­
tical need to remain adjacent to one 
another within the Capitol Complex. 

Suburban Service Center 

The suburban service center developed 
in Phase IV for all three options 
is the only site included in Phase IV 
where potential occu~'ants could be 
presently identified. The other sites 
for Phase III and Phase IV would be 
programmed as general office S?ace 
for unspecified tenants at r~i~ t~me. 

r--::-:-:---=-::-:--:-:---=--------·,__..:.T..=O..:T:.:A~L NET SQUARE FEET PRO\'IDED 
' PH:'\SED DEVf'!...Or:1Er-~T OPTIO:J o:JE orT1u:,; FOUR' orno:: nvr:I 

l
l ~· ,',:~s.-. I - •-~I Total 5,1.~.JS -1~ 3·~ l - ~ :) L, V~ 518,::..'..9 ) 
l 
;~~ase II AJJicional 
lri,~is~ II Total 

lrLa~~c 
Phase 

III 
III 

Ad,j it iona 1 
Total 

rl:;,~e I Snace Provided 
1 Pi1 •se T sj)acc Occupied 
' S~1rp l u~ NSF 

Surplus i. 

ihase II Space Provided 
P;1a:.e l I Space Occupied 

2s1.~595 
606,000 

750 (\()fl 

1.s56:ooo 
2.u2.ns 
2.mn.s3s 

48,390 
2.2n 

2,466, lll,. 
2 • • ~ 70. 000 

307~63~ 
820, ·O:O 

760.1'.100 
l,5SO,OOO 

2,123.191 
2. 083. 8JJj 

39. 353 
l. 857~ 

2~•~50~ 70S 
2,470,000 

~Sl~ 751 
soa. o,:;0 

750,0(/0 
1,5)0.DOJ 

2,l29.f'72 
2,083.838 

45.234 
2.121,, 

2 .f.-60, 708 
:? ~ 4 7l)~ OiJO 
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EXHIBITS 

I 
I OPTION ONE 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PHASE ONE 
SUBURBAN ·SITE __ .,, 

221,405 HSF 
- Transportation 

Atty. Gen. 

DOWNTOWN RENOVATIQ~,: 

I 300,000 JSF 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Natural Resources 
- Public Welfare 

Personnel 
- Pollution Control 

PHASE TWO 
SUBURBi•~_ S II];. 

75.07~ Adrlitional NSF 

Add PC,\ 

206.525 NS? 

Add 
- Add 

55,233 

214,020 
7,38::> 

98,U22 
110,360 

25,403 
53,108 

- Add 

39,564 
128. 734 

b,65C 
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EXHIBIT T 

OPTION FOUR 

PHASEONE • 
CENTENNIAL EAST sn:: 
209,884 NSF 
- State Planning 
- Personn(l 
- Public ·...relfare 

Sec. of State 
Atty. General 

HIGH ACCESS SITE 
302,484 NSF 

Natural Resources 
- Publi.c Safety 
- Pollution Control 
- Agriculture 

PHASE TWO 
ltlGh ACCE.S8 SITE 
32,235 Additional NSF 

~:!£l'ffEl-:N IAL --·-·-----·-
254,648 Additional NSF 

- Ad<l Retirement Systems 
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3lt, 940 
25,403 

110,360 
8,406 

11,318 

98,022 
74,742 
53,108 
65,280 

29,756 
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I EXHIBIT u 

I 
I OPTION FIVE 
I 
I 
I PHASEONE • 

CENTENNIAL EAST SIT~ ------------1 2ld,249 NSF 
Public Safety 
Agriculture 
State Planning 
Atty. General 

74, 742 
65,280 
34,540 
13,506 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

DOWHTOWN RENOVATION -----------r-r 
300,000 NSF 
- :Jatural Resources 
- Public Welfare 

Personnel 
Pollution Control 

- Atty. General 

PHASE TWO 
i:NTEN:'IAL EAJT SITE 

281,002 Additional NSF 
- Add Pollution Control 
- Add Retirement Systems 
- Add Atty. General 

98,022 
110,360 

25,403 
53,108 
4,913 

53,108 
29,756 
14,841 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNINO PROCESS 
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D. Parking~ 
TI~ ~rovision of adequate and properly 
locate.d employee parking in the Capitol 
Complex has been a problem to the State 
for some time. R~sed on available dafa, 
a parking allocation percentage of 58Z 
of the total Capitol Complex State 
employee population ia required. The 
Consultant subsequently reduced the 
reliance on this parking allocation for 
the Capitol Complex by anticipating 
future increased reliance on car pools 
and existing or new mass transi.t 
systems. Thus, a 55% parking alloca­
ti~n rate for State employees in the 
Capitol Complex is assumed. This r,er­
centage is to be applied to both ll 
and 2,io/. growth n1U· levels. 

Utilizing a 55% allocation level, 
employment projections for 1990 at a

3246 1% growth rate indicate a need for 
parking spaces. a shortage of 385 
spaces. and at 2~% a need for 3817 
spacest a shortage of 956. 

DOWNTOWN EMPLOYEE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Because of the existing transit systems 
available for downtown use. projec­
tions show that a 50% parking allo­
cation for downtown State e~ployees 
is reasonable. This reduction of 5% 
from the Capitol Complex percentage 
is due to the availability and 
efficiency of public transit systems 
and the resultant employee accessi­
bi.lity to work. 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS AT A SUBURBAN 
tOCAT!ON 

If a suburban locati.on is chosen for 
a new facility, it will be necessary 
to increase the allocation of parking 
spaces for employees to 70% to reflect 
the probable decrease in the use of 
car pooHng by employees who previ­
ously pooled with other State employ­
ees who continue t9 work in the 
Capitol Complex Area. 

VISITOR PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

For planning purposes, a ratio of one 
visitor parking space for every 
twenty State employees is assumed 
based on survey data. 

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL PARKING 
R@lJIIffi~NTS 
Available parking within the Capitol 
Complex is insufficient to accommodate 
current needs and will become more 
acute at both 1% and 2\% growth levels. 
The shortfall of parking spaces pro­
jected for the future at either a 1% 
or 2~% growth rate can. however. be 
accommodated by the parking provided 
by the construction of a new facility. 
If an optlon is selected for imple­
mentation that does not include a new 
facility in the Capitol Complex. the 
growth would be stabilized and only 
the current shortage of 277 parking 
space needs to be satisfied by con­
struction of a small, but expandable, 
parking structure. 

PARKING COST ANALYSIS 

A comparative analysis of the costs 
associated with developing additional 
parking in three different areas 
through the use of surface parking and 
parking structures was developed. 
Based bn a thirty year present value 
life-cycle cost analysis, the total 
monthly break-even cost would be: 

Downtown ........ $50,95 
Capitol Complex.$43.91 
Suburban ........ $15.36 

These monthly figures include operating 
expenses plus amortization of land 
purchas~ and construction costs. 

CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF PARKING 
RECOMMENDA'l'IONS 

If the State must construct addi­
tional parking facilities. the Consul­
tant recommends that all costs 
associated with the acquisition and 
construction and the annual mainte­
nance and operation of those facilities 
be passed on to all State employees 
using State provided parking. No 
oarticular employe~ group should be 
"penalized" by having to personally 
absorb high monthly parking costs 
resulting from the construction of a 
large new parking structure. The 
basis should recognize cost differ­
entials for surface parking lots, 
covered parking structures and 
enclosed and possibly heated garages. 
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E. Master Plan Option Bud9eta 
After the Legislature selects one of 
the three master plan options for 
implementation, it will be n,cessary 
to adopt a budget for the next two 
years that provides necessary funding 
for land acquisition, building pro­
curement, continuing space programming 
and pre-architectural facility 
planning studies, furniture acquisi­
tion, and a nwnber of remodeling 
projects. 

budgets for each of the three options 
for all activities that could be 
completed within the next two ye.1.rs, 
prior to funding construction of a 
major new facility, are presented in 
Exhibit V. Budgets appropriate for 
new construction are also provided 
in the budget for 1982 and later years 
through th~ completion of all included 
projects by 1986. All costs are 
presented within the context of 
current, earl ear 1980 costs. 
A owances or in at on sou be 
incorporated into resultant budfets 
after a .£_articular ottion and t me 
rrameTs chosen for mp fomentation. 

The budget clearly indicates those 
costs that are common to all three 
options, those costs that are likely 
to be incurred during calendar years 
1980 and 1981 and those costs likely 
to befncurred after the beginning 
of 1982. All of these expenditures 
will be necessary to complete Phase I 
of the development process and 
provide an additional 525,000 NSF 
of State owned space. 

EXHIBIT V 
MASTER PLAN OPTIONS BUDGET 

;110, CURRE:-IT COS1 Of' ACTIVITY COST CATEGORY 
-----·-···· ·- -----t-O_P_1 __ ·1_o_N_(;.;.)N..;;,~:-t....:..:0r.'T..::.l.;;.;01.:..i .:...•.;:..OL~:·R;..+...;.f)~r·..:..r.::.;.lO;,:.;N_.:..;F l:..,:V~E 1 

A. l 

A.2 

A. '1 

A.4 

co·_~'.0N ACTrvr:·1, _; 

R"""Hh ; t,r:.), 000 NSF' to improve 
1,p .. ~c•, uti i iz•t.ton 

Prn,:11rr furn1 tu~·f' Sy1tf'ffll and 
in~: ,11111'..lon 

Pn1~ro111111{ni,:, planning, and 
intrrlnr des!r.n 

C•,::t inKf'flCY f,,, T'f/'l'llodel ing( 15•1.· 

• Suhtot11l 

!l. I T,•nnlnatt 74. 909 N:Sr l••••• :,nd 

C 1 
r: 2 
C J 
r '• 

r.-101."A!r i,Ol c·:•l1,!p•;1•,r1 inl<" •w 
quan,.•r5 total· ·1; :~0,1174 

t::II~1f. •• ACTJVI'l'1[S 
l'11rclrn~r exht i111; facility 
r111nrnng at\d ,fo,.1~:, ffff'S 

lll!'nO\'ation and contingency 
rut·:,lturl' ayKtem for 4()() 

P<'l'/:n11ni•l 1.-d ~upplf'n«:ntal 
components f11r 1., .. 1;:inc.c of 
building 

• Subtot11l 

D. l Purch11•e l!luburban site of 
2 S a,·res 

ll.l !lt>taikd program of require­
m,:,nts .ind pre-ar..:hi tectural 
studh,s for new fad li tv and 
t; .,, .. l id11te:d nor support 

• Suhtot,11 

E l Remodel c,rntcnni.al Building 
~pace vacated by DNR and 

$ 4,666,000 ' 4,6t,6,000 $ 4,666,000 

3, 600,000 3, bOO. 0 1'0 3, t,00. 000 

SOO, GOO 500,000 51)0, 000 
1,11_1,,,L.900 _ _l, .. }.'4,_900 _l,_:llt,.,_QOO 

($10,080,91)0) ($10,0130,900) (:;:l1),08U,'~')11; 

• , 000,000 
875,0UIJ 

8,365,000 

1,265,000 
($14, sos, 00{)) 

4,000,000 

200 ooc 
is t,. :mo. ooo, 

,,so ,()00 

4,0f!0,0111) 
815. I! J 

11, )6~, Ofi•J 

1,265,000 

($14, ~OS, li1JO} 

\.lelfar;;, $ 750,000 $ S , i "0 ~ 'D 
)0,{J' 1 E. 2 Planning and design fua 50,000 

F: 3 B,1ckfil l Centenni.11 f.a11t using 
existing furnit11rc- and 
rtarrnnge --~oo.ooq 

• Subtotal ($ 1,000,000) 

I' 1 G,mcral rearran~ement of 
personne J and miscellaneous 
n•mo,I(• ling 

G. i Purchase and prepare high· 
acce:rn !lite 

G 2 Det.dled programming and pre· 
architectural studies for 
hig'1·!lCCC$!4 site 

• Subtotal 

351,800 200,000 

• 3,000,000 

- 200,000 

$ '.1,200,000 

200 000 
($ l.000,001)) 

)51.800 

.... -,_ ... ·····- .... ,_ .. ,_ · · .. ,.--------1-----+------1---·-------· 
H TOTAL 1980-1981 BUDGET $30,587,700 $13,930,900 $26,387.700 
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Inflationary coits are not taken into 
account nor are any costs associated 
with the procurement of land for sur­
face level parking or the construction 
of a parking facility included. As 
previously indicated, these costs 
could be born by the State employees 
who utilize new and existing parking 
on an actual cost reimbursement basis. 

Parking Budgets 

Should the cost of procuring land and 
constru:ting parking facilities re­
quire bu<lgeting by the State, tot~l 
initiol costs would be between 
$3,000,000 and $8,000,000 depending 
on the option selected for implemen­
tation. 

In order to support Option Four, the 
high access site and the Centennial 
East site, costs approaching $8,000,000 
would be expected. Should th~ State 
select Option One and privately 0wned 
parking facilities provide acc 1.Jtrunoda­
tions for those employees assigned to 
the purchase/renovation project and 
the balance of oarking requir~mcnts 
be satisfied at a suburban site, a 
cost of $3,000,000 might be antici­
pated. The initial development cost 
for Option Five would be approximately 
$5,000,000, again assuming privately 
provided parking for the downtown 
renovation. 

Total Budget 

For land procurement, new construction, 
or the procurement and renovation of an 
existing facility, the total initial 
costs presented in Exhibi~ V are used 
as they have been adjusted to reflect 
exact space requirements for each 
master plan option. A review of Ex­
hibit Von page 38 indicates that a 
budget of $30,587,700 is appropriate 
for funding for 1980 and 1981 for 
Opl· Jon One ( Une H). The bud~et neces­
fl:rry Lo support ,le ti vi Lies for Opt:ion 
Four for 1980-1981 would be ~13,930,900. 
A similar two year budget fc- Option 
Five would be $26,387,700. 

EXHIBIT V (cont.) 
MASTER PLAN OPTIONS BUDGET 

··:;--r--· --m,;T _cA:H,On -·· ·-1:;,:;io~~iff!!·,i:.)l1tii°"~~;:'i!I \~T,j;- rl~~-1 

! 11.,,~ t.'itit~ . .-'.~~I!Y :11r.}::).1'.~•: __ ~_J.~.l!~ 
I 1:11:i•r r·u t •·~'··.J b:1n (11, l lit, in .. 

,,:,lH(.hnic dt'tu-.11 (••••· r-.,r,,itw.t•. 
•nd 4.0nt1,·,1tl'IH'V n[ l~~. $16. '}CO,OC,O 

J '•'"<Ht•l ll"'ld t-i-.,.-w:fi.ll txn· (1cU~ 
Hy 1ntlu1U11,: dC'>i11tn ff'e1. fur .. 
Pi! ur•, arid cont i 11r;•ncy u( 1 j\ 

K C:e1ui·rtl , .... r.-oll•1w(1l of pfl'E'"' 
•unn•l •rd i"!.l It' , ... .,J•l tn, 

I ~.;,•ttl(tdtt 1 C:•n::.· 1~rd•l >:a•t 11-J,t 
• :.nc 1,1,Jin1 ~ 1,.-r· :: ,u1d t'ka1gn 

I !;;~;- i ~fJ~r~~;~~~ .. :1~t·uc~1•r.nt, 
I H 

I 
I ~ 

~,1n1t.coc:t C•nt1·nr11al !11• •h• 
f•·nlit-y tncluJln& d•1l1n r •••• 
turnt tur«, .;. ~""' inc•rH::, of 1 )'t 

(t>ntiU<Jtt h11:h~,..cc••• titt 

~:~!:HJ!~~ ~~~~ f~,!~:; 'of ~r~i-

2 ,6JO,l>OO l. J00.000 l, )00,000 

l)0,060 H1,1lOO lJO,;JOO 

1. ~c,o .ooo 

ii. ,oo ,000 21,. ;00,000 

J6.900,000 

TOT/\!. #UOCEi 1982 411!! L/\TEk $U,4SO.oao $61.022,000 12~.070.0GO 

TOT~.L C/\P!TAI, ll/0Gl1 $$0,037,700 574,9)2,900 $S2,4Sl,700 

Clearly Option Four requi~es one~half 
the level of expenditures Juring the 
next two years as compared to Options 
One and five. This results because 
Option Four does not provide addicion­
J: space until after 1984 and con­
struction costs are not lncurre<l during 
the first two years. Very little cost 
difference is shown during the first 
two years between Option One and 
Option Five. 

Activities that would begin in 1982 
and continue well past 1985 are sum­
marized on line O of Exhibit V. A 
budget for ,mhsequent years for Option 
One would be $19,450,000. A much 
larger budget of $61,022,000 is 
indicated for Option Four. 
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Option Five 
itures of a more modest level of 
$26,070,000. 

the total capital costs 
with implem~nting the three 

options. ~hese costs 
include all procurement, renovation, 
re-arrangement, furniture procurement, 
construction, and programming, planning 
and fees associated with pro-
viding approximately 525,000 NSF of 
additional State ~wned space but 
specifically exclude inflationary 
factors and any costs associated with 
the development of parking facilities. 

A total budget of $50,037,700 is in­
dlcatc•d for Option One. Option Five 
is nearly as cost effective with an 
indicated budget of $52,457,700. 
Significant additional capital invest­
ment is required to implement OP.tion 
Four - a total budget of $74,952,900. 

Exhibit W illustrates recommended 
building occupancies for Option I at 
a projected 1% annual growth rate. 
Exhibits X and Y, which follow, 
illustrate the same information for 
Options IV and V, respectively. 

Suffl!llary Of All Comparative Costs For 
Mascer Plan Options 

Option One has the lowest ~resent value, 
life-cycle cost and is therefore the 
most cost effective. It is 6% more 
cost effective than Option Five and 
46% more cost effective than Option 
Four. Indications are that the total 
initial implementation costs for new 
construction only for Option One a.re 

EXHIBIT W 
OPTION ONE - 1 ~ GROWTH 

•HEAJ.J.l!..Jl!l .. l.=~':'-'lt;G .... , ___ ,.......~ 

''"6t;fll an 
Wl'M, 

~------MIN_. _N_ESRJ.'hSl MASTER 
-HODNE/STA 

.,n·,o .. _ .. ,.-. 
fDl.l.U:U::i.J...tfil!L a.JJl$ ..• ---·-····· 
10' ··----··-- 294,UL:l~ 
~;/li.f.l.,~/01WJ..(l;,'___~1 •. _ 

esu;t:,;:~,w:.!~ s 1,1:, ___ .... ___ 2.ll...,;;t~~.:.: ..• 
1)Q,!'._,, __ .,l1',. .. Jl,;J.l_,. __ , .• 

ATI''·' ....... r.'?1 ,.,~- ... ~ .. )3} ____ _ 

NT.I!.._ ·---.. -----.llW·1l 
G~;..~,:ryn·5:c:1~,~· ---



Exhibit V 
tal re­
activities 

than those f\)r 
.in.·e thus 

effective. compar-
ison to Four, a cost reduction 
or cost avoidance of almost $25,000,000 
is indicated a of 33.2% of 
the costs that would incurr~d if 
Option Four were selected. 

Options For Final Consideration 

Based on this analysis, the Consultant 
recommencts that Option Four be elimin­
ii·ce-atrom further consideration and 
tat on tons ne an ve e 

e extreme y small 
on both a present 

value life-cycle cost basis and a 
total capital cost basis between Op­
tions One and Five are not significant. 

These two options should be reviewed 
by the State based on philosophy, con·· 
ceet. overall flexi6ility, anff impact 
mi:.ili community rather than giving 
any consideration to the relatively 
insignificant cost diffe · nces iden­
tified between the two c r ons. 

F Building 
. Implementation/occupancies 

Options On.e and Five can provide ~ddi­
tional office ~pace within one year 
by procuring an existing large facil­
ity. Option Four would require a 
minimum of four and poss~bly five 
vears to implement and provide the 
first increment of additi.onal space. 
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EXHll:JIT X 

OPTION FOUR - 1 er» GROWTH 

STATE FACILITIER MASTER PLA 
SCENCES CORP6RATION - HODNE/STA 

OIIICll ,\{:C/;SL'..ll]; .... __ ,. __ J'll~t~~.l 

t;•'!Ln,,._,.,._._ .. "•-·-•~·-~,,1..._'ll~-~-
ru~ .•.. ,MfJ 11 ~-.U,.t•i __ _ 
!'\'h ' 
i\r:¼lC!'l Tt;P,t; ___ ~-~1~. 1~~' __ _ 

A'H;J ~ ~f!.i:'.l!.-~ 
Ll*'!:;rt~:..~ _:.,;.,::-b!'L J • ]~ '.,L~- ... --· ,_,.h_. .. , 

11a;::.::.Ju.!'..J.ll._ .......... 'l~O-- .. -----· 
!GI.'.!.,_.-·--··-·-· .... 1:i2. •. l.lll....::sl'.. 
~?.,!.L',,J.Qr£.'UU.!:J, ___ _.,__ 

tL"'51"t:u,,~.---~ ..... ..., "5:,r.n1_.____.. __ ~· 
t:' ~.~:r 'E:'--~~ .... -·-~ .,~,--·~--.,.,.,·--

A"f"'! •• 1·1_·1a~~ ,-"-~'. • .. 1 'L----·-·· 
%,. .ff !'.T·--·· -~uD..Jaf~~~----·-
0;·~·:n--.· .. rh':t:.:.:.._ "I "'~), __ _ 

E'!!l~-.!.:.!l' .. ~ _!!,;_,_J}!L_"~ .32 __ _ 

t.!.:!t! .,.. .1·1~.· ~i:. . .1 ·o lfll·-~""<-·---
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This would necessitate addi-
tional doubhi moves and 

to remodel exis 
t ions One and 

The should appropriate 
funds allow the imolernentation of 
the selected master plan option and 
the State should immediately initiate 
activity t~ improve current space 
utilization and complete a series of 
open office planning and furniture 
system ren1odt..:ling demonstration 
projects to validate space saving 
potentials and to demonstrate the 
advisability of this approach before 
plans are initiated for any new 
facility. Space management guidelines 
presented in a separate document 
will help the State implement this 
planning process and establish 
procedures to program 8nd plan new 
facilities. 

EXHIBIT Y 

OPTION FIVE - 1% GROWTH 

. : 
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