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CHAPTER I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A. PREEACE 

The purpose of this Executive Summary 
is to provide the reader with an over­
view of the "Minnesota State Facil­
ities Master Planning Process." The 
main body of the document, Chapters 
IV through X, includes much of the 
detailed analysis which resulted in 
the development of the charts, 
graphics and recommendations contained 
in this Executive Summary Report. 
Should the reader desire more detailed 
information than presented in this 
Executive Summary, reference to 
Chapters IV through Xis recommended. 

. 
B. Background and Objectives 

The 1978 Legislature directed the 
Department of Administration to con­
duct studies to facilitate planning to 
satisfy State office space needs. 
This directive was in part a response 
to a request for legislative fubding 
to construct a new State office build­
ing to lessen the State's current de­
pendence on leased space and to 
satisfy proximity requirements of the 
many departments. 

Because Capitol Complex facilities 
were fully occupied in the early 
1970's, the State has satisfied needs 

for additional office spa~e during the 
last many years by a "passive de­
centralization" approach to planning. 
As a result, the State currently 
leases approximately 500,000 net 
square feet (NSF) of space in the 
downtown St. Paul area plus approxi ­
mately 100,000 NSF in the balance of 
Ramsey County and the seven county 
metropolitan area. A decentraliza­
tion that, while responsive to needs 
and cost effective, has been re-action 
as opposed to action oriented. 

The State has accounted for approxi­
mately one-third of the total down­
town office rental space absorption 
during the last few years. Due to 
the magnitude of the State's current 
presence in the St. Paul central 
business district (CBD) and the fact 
that State owned property is tax 
exempt, alternative State long term 
facility development strategies can 
impact retail sales, building occu­
pancy rates and property tax revenues. 
The State recognizes its responsi­
bility to contribute to the economic 
vitality of the CBD and is sensitive 
to the economic impacts of alter­
native facility planning strategies 
on the community. 

Recognizing that no long term plan to 
satisfy space needs existed, and that 
fragmentation was continuing, the 
Legislature mandated this long range 
facility planning study to satisfy 

the following primary obj ective·s: 

• to provide an analysis of office 
space needs for the next five 
years; 

• to evaluate the comparative eco­
nomic advantages to the State of 
satisfying current and future 
space requirements through con­
struction, purchase or continued 
leasing strategies; 

• to identify appropriate general 
locations and cost estimates for 
required new facilities through 
year 1990; and 

• to identify the economic impacts 
on the City of St. Paul and Ramsey 
County of the addition of state 
office space as a result of em­
ploying alternate strategies. 

The Consultant, Facility Sciences 
Corporation of Beverly Hills, Cali ­
fornia, and Hodne/Stageberg Partners 
of Minneapolis (hereafter jointly 
referred to as the Consultant), sought 
to create a true master planning 
document which would provide the State 
with overall planning concepts and 
development guidelines as appropriate 
within the Minnesota environment. 
The objective of the master plan was 
not to rigidly identify specific 
building sites, designs or occupancies 
but rather to provide the State of 
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Minnesota with alternative direc tions 
to proceed to satisfy space needs 
while retaining an appropriate degree 
of ·flexibility to react to future 
changes in space requirements and 
staffing levels. Thus, the report is 
a documentation of alternative 
strategies and a record of a dynamic 
planning process as opposed to a 
static or fixed final plan . 

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 to create a realistic and work­
able facility development plan through 
a highly interactive process . Uti ­
lizing this approach, a number of 
goal - oriented meetings and interim 
presentations were conducted with the 
immediate clients, the Department of 
Administration, the included space 
user ,igencies, and other State repre ­
sentatives. This approach was chosen 
because it assures that a final report 
will not be invalid and recommenda­
tions unsupported due to the Consul ­
tant having operated within an infor ­
mational vacuum after gathering basic 
analytical data. 

The interactive planning and decision 
making approach provides three 
valuable benefits: 

• verification of the accuracy of 
collected and developed data; 

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

• the credibility and support of 
recommendations included in the 
final report because affected 
space users were a part of the 
decision process and were provided 
the opportunity to voice their 
concerns regarding both the 
tentative findings and the 
direction of the study prior to 
the finalization of conclusions. 

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

• Study group - The study group in­
cluded only Executive branch 
agencies and components of those 
agencies which are not site 
specific due to special space 
configurations or the location 
of clientele service delivery 
requirements. 

• The "Spine" - If new construction 
was to be suggested, consider ­
ation was to be given to the 
preference bf 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, Univer ­
sity, Jackson and Twelfth Streets . 

• Parkinq/Eatinq - ~he State will pro­
vide par king and eatinq facilities 
for employees a$ appropriate to the 
specific geographic ~reas con­
sidered, based on the availability 
of commercial facilities in the 
surrounding community. It was 
recommended by the Consultant that 
the State should not subsidize 
employee parking costs associated 
with new buildings which it may 
construct or purchase. All park­
ing costs associated with newly ­
constructed facilities should be 
assumed on a pro rata basis by all 
State employees who pay parking 
charges associated with State 
owned facilities. 

• State Office Building - The State 
Office Building was specifically 
excluded from this study because 
it is reserved for Legislative use 
and not available for occu~ancy by 
Executive branch agencies. 

• 4% Staffing Reduction - For future 
space planning purposes, it was 
assumed that the Personnel Law of 
1979 calling for a 4% reduction of 
State- funded positions will be 
implemented and that the reduced 
staffing level will serve as t he 
base s for developing future 
staffing projections. 
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D. Methodology 

After the included agencies and build­
ings were defined, users completed 
questionnaires which were formulated 
to address the data requirements for 
this study . More than one hundred 
personal interviews, plus numerous 
telephone interviews were conducted 
with user agencies in order to clarify 
questionnaire responses and identify 
space and proximity requirements . A 
data base was developed for all major 
buildings and all State owned and most 
leased buildings were toured by the 
Consultant to evaluate their suit ­
ability for future occupancy and their 
potential for improvement of space 
utilization through cost effective 
remodeling . 

The major analytical steps which 
followed were : 

• inventory and evaluation of 
existing staff levels and spaces 
occupied; 

• projection of future staffing 
levels through year 1990; 

• identification of future space 
requirements; 

• definition of future space short­
falls through a comparison of 
future needs to the current space 
inventory; 

• ident i fication and comparison of 
alter native facility acquisition 
str ategies and locations; 

• identification of five alter ­
native facility development plans 
and the advantages, disadvantages 
and •life cycle cos ts associated 
with each; 

• selection of three master plan 
options most suitable for further 
def i nition; and 

• detailing of occupancy patterns 
for the three recommended options. 

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 pa­
rameters to be utilized within the 
master plan. The sessions also re­
sulted in the identification of site 
location parameters and optional 
solutions, including the placement of 
specific agencies within included 
facilities . 

E . Limitations 

As noted, the State Office Building 
was not considered to be available 
for occupation by Executive branch 
agencies. If that building were to 
become available, it would signifi­
cantly impact the findings of this 
report . 

The c omprehensivene ss of t h is master 
plan is nec e ssari ly l i mited due to the 
exclusion of Legislat i ve and Judicial 
branch compon ents which have a major 
impact on the Capitol Complex. This 
study assumes t hat, other than t he 
provision of the State Office Building 
for legislative use , futur e legis ­
lative and judicial space requirements 
will be sta t us quo and will no t affect 
the findings and r ecommen dat i on s 
contained her ein . 

Although the Consul t a nt sought t o in ­
corporate accurate descriptions of 
current and future space r equi rements 
by providing preliminary data to space 
users for their review, individual 
space identifications may not be in 
agreement with var ious sour ce docu ­
ments for one or more of the following 
reasons: 

• nearly one year transpired between 
initial data base development and 
final analysis and move s, remodel ­
ing and staff level changes may 
have occurred; · 

• users may not have provided cor ­
rection to inaccurate data; and 

• new information may have become 
available during the year but too 
late to be incorporated i nto this 
study. 
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This is a master planning document 
rather than a study intended to result 
i n final identification of indiviili1al 
space requirements. The Consultant is 
t hus confident that relatively small 
changes in individual space require­
ments will not impact final recommen­
dat i ons regarding the approximate 
s i z e , location and method of space 
ac quisition . 

De t a i led space programs and pre­
architectural planning documents must 
be p r epa r ed before initiating a site 
selectio n study or commissioning 
any arch itectural designs. At that 
time spec ifi departmental space 
assignmen ts can be verified and data 
includ e d i n the report updated and 
detai led . 
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F . SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The development and analysis of the 
data base plus other r elevan t infc,r ­
mation pr ovided the following quanti ­
tative findings that formed the basis 
of subsequent recommendations : 

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

2 . Current ass i gnable space · inventor y -
1 , 893 , 198 net square feet (NSF): 

• Buildings occupied - 44 

• Propor tion of spac e leased - 36 . 1% 

• Propor tion of total space 
located within the Capitol 
Complex - 53. 2% 

• Proportion of all space in the 
downtown area - 30% 

3. Curr ent total net area factor -
(NAF equals total net squar e fee t 
d i vided by total staff) - 186 NSF 

4 . The Sta t e' s lea se space has 
doubled s i nce 197 5 and the State 
has accounted for approx i mately 
one - third of the downtown area 
rental office spac e absorption in 
recent years . 

5. Historical compound annual growth 
rates: 

• State population between 1975 
and 1979 - . 75% 

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

• Study group between 1970 and 
1979 growth rate - 1. 70% 

6 . During the 1970 ' s, executive 
agency staffing within the seven 
county metropolitan area grew at 
two to three times the annual 
growth rate of state population . 

7 . State population is pr ojected to 
grow at . 65% annually through 
1985 and . 59% annually from 1985 
through 1990. 

8 . 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 year 1990 . 

9 . Projected s t affing growth rates 
(unadjusted): 

• 1979 to 1985: 1 . 76% 

e 1979 to 1990 : 1 . 41% 

10. Curr ent staff less the "4% 
reduction" equals 9,878, repre­
sents a reduction of 300 
employees and provides the 
"adjusted base" 

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

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

13. 

14 . 

1% Rate 

Staff ..... . 11,002 

Space (NSF) 2,083,838 

Net area factor 190 

2~% Rate 

13,000 

2,470,000 

190 

All existin~ buildin~s - excent 
the three small owned Rice Street 
buildings, which should not be 
considered because of their size 
ar e suitable for continued occu-' 
oancy by the State . 

Current l eases are one to two 
years in length and average $6.50 
to $7 . 00 per square foot of usable 
space. The Department of Admini­
str ation is prohibited by law from 
enter ing into leases beyond two 
year s. 
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15 . Space is currently generally well 
managed and lease space costs are 
below what the same space would 
c ost if provided in new lease 
space o r as a result of new con­
struction . Opportunities do 
exist, however, for improvement 
in space utilization efficiency 
through more extensive use of open 
office planning and furniture 
systems as a result of cost ef ­
fective remodeling. 

16. Although a large portion of 
leased space is in older facili ­
ties with some environmental 
problems (lighting, air distri ­
bution), the State's current short 
lease terms do not encour age land­
lords to provide appropriate 
interior improvements . It is not 
cost effective f or the State to 
invest large sums of money to 
refurbish leased space . 

17 . A number of departments are less 
than op timally located in downtown 
leased space o r are hampered by 
split operations due to the cur ­
rent space shortage . 

18. Neither cost nor operational 
savings would result fr om consoli ­
dating laboratory activities into 
one facility . This is due both to 
the divers i ty of current activi­
ties and facility requirements 
plus more crucial functional ties 

between laboratory activities and 
associated administrative 
personnel . 

19. The numbers o f clients visiting 
more than one department on a 
particular visit are not so 
significant to outweigh depart ­
mental proximity requirements due 
to inter - departmental activity 
and cost considerations . 

20 . The average employee lives 
approximately five miles north­
west of the Capitol Complex. 

21 . If all other factors are com­
parable, leasing becomes uneco­
nomical when compared to new 
construction if lease rates 
exceed $7 . 00 to $8 . 00 per NSF 
per year. 

22 . Based on total life- cycle costs 
per employee over a thirty year 
time frame, the following 
locations and modes o f acqui ­
sition are the most cost bene ­
ficial if economical leases 
cannot be attained : 

1) Purchase and renovation of an 
existing building in the downtown 
area o r the balance of St . Paul -
life- cycle cost: $25,000 per 
person. 

2) Construction within Ramsey 
County but not in the Capitol 
Complex o r downtown St . Paul -
life- cycle cost : $35,000 per 
person . 

3) Construction in the Capitol 
Complex - life - cycle cost: 
$37,000 . 

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

24. Recommended actions to satisfy 
State space requirement s may 
result in an annual income- loss 
to landlords of slightly over 
$100,000 . Roughly one half of 
this amount, however, represents 
variable costs which would not 
be an actual cost to the land ­
lords if the space were unoccu ­
pied. Offsett ing these losses to 
landlords would be income gains 
(not profits) of $700,000 to 
$1,700,000 annually to retailers 
due to increased spending as com ­
pared to the present as a result 
of increased state employment 
levels in the CBD and Capitol 
Complex area in all the recom­
mended opt ions. 
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25. Based on the potent i al location of 
a new facility, pro rata monthly 
parking costs, if charged only to 
employees using those facilitii:~s, 
would be: $51 in an urban 
location, $44 in the Capitol 
Complex, and $15 in a suburban 
location. These costs include 
maintenance plus the amortization 
of initial construction costs and 
land value. 

26. Space Utilization Improvements 
of between 10% and 25% can be 
achieved in a number of State 
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 upwards of 
800,000 NSF of State owned 
facilities. Similar space util ­
ization improvements can be 
incorporated into the planning 
and interior design of new 
facilities that are to be added 
to the State space inventory. 

27. For ever y $2 invested in interior 
remodeling and the procurement 
of new furniture components or 
systems that can improve overall 
space utilization, total present 
value, life - cycle costs will be 
reduced by $3 . If applied to 
only one - half of 'the applicable 
current State owned space 
inventory and all new space to 
be added, a $10 , 000 , 000 remodel ­
ing and conversion to open 
office planning investment would 

reduce present value, life­
cycle costs by $15,000,000. 

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

29. Initial costs to be incurred 
during calendar years 1980 and 
1981 to begin the implementation 
of one of the three recommended 
master plan options would neces­
sitate establishing a budget 
between $14,000,000 and 
$31,000,000 . 

30. Total capital costs associated 
with implementing the entire 
Phase I will necessitate expendi ­
tures through 1986 for the acqui ­
sition of land and/or an existing 
building, the funding of 
additional programming, planning, 
and design activities, the 
procurement of new furniture, 
the renovation of existing State 
owned facilities, and the con­
struction of new buildings will 
require a budget over the next 
six years of between $50,000,000 
and $75,000,000. 
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G. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the analysis of available 
data and consideration of those sub ­
jective factors which are of impor ­
tance to the State of Minnesota, the 
Consultant recorrnnends the following: 

1. Generally, the State can continue 
to lease cost effective office 
space if the lease rate is less 
than approximately $7 . 00 - $8 . 00 
per NSF . 

2. Leases currently totaling 337,487 
NSF should be consolidated into 
new facilities to provide 
increased operational efficiency 
and long term cost savings . 

3. Leases totaling 371,398 NSF are 
appropriate for continuation. 

4. The State's long range facility 
planning strategy should support 
compound annual growth rates of 
1% to 2\% applied to the adjusted 
Si:affing base (current employment 
level less 300 employees due to 
the "4% reduction" law) of 9,878 
personnel. 

5. The State should implement plans 
to provide approximately 2 , 083,838 
NSF of space initially to support 
a 1% annual growth rate within a 
context that can expand to 

2,470,000 NSF to support a 
continuing growth or a 2\% 
growth rate through year 1990 
through a phased development 
approach. 

6. 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 de ­
velopment strategy . 

7. The State should be prepared to 
initiate a third phase of de ­
velopment if staff levels of 
included agencies s.hould grow 
beyond 13,000 employees and, 
although unlikely in the fore ­
seeable future, a fourth phase 
of development if forecasted 
staff grows to beyond 17,000 
employees . 

8. Space utilization should be im­
proved through cost effective 
remodeling and the conversion to 
an appropriate degree of open­
office planning and the acqui ­
sition of furniture systems for 
partial replacement of existing 
furniture and to support 
expansion . 

9. If the State fails to attain the 
required space resources through 
leasing space at between $7.00 

and $8.00 per NSF or less o r 
through cost effective remodeling 
of existing facilities, it will be 
necessary to acquire additional 
space in accordance with the 
following priority schedule: 

• Priority· I - Purchase and reno ­
vate a facility in the Capitol 
Complex or the Central Business 
District. 

• Priority II - Construct an appro ­
priate sized State owned facility 
in a close - in suburban area to be 
occupied by departments who have 
the lowest need for direct ad ­
jacency to the State Capitol 
Complex and/or special' facility 
needs that can best be accommo ­
dated in a suburban location. 

• Priority III - Construct a State 
owned facility, modular and ex­
pandable in nature, on a rela­
tively large site directly 
adjacent to the Capitol Complex 
area. 

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

10. Three development options are 
recommended for consideration -
one must be selected by the State 
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for implementation: 

Option One - Option One purchases 
and renovates an existing facility 
of approximately 300,000 NSF in 
the Downtown area as the first 
component of implementation. The 
second component of implementation 
is the construction of a suburban 
site of 221,405 NSF. When com­
pleted, Option One provides 
521,405 additional NSF of space. 

Option Four - Phase IA of Option 
Four develops a 302,484 NSF build­
ing on a high access site located 
between the Capitol and the CED. 
Primary occupants of this facility 
include DNR, Public Safety, PCA, 
Agriculture, an appropriate com­
plement of Attorney General rep­
resentatives and a series of small 
boards and commissions. The high 
access site includes those 
agencies who were initially 
thought to have extremely high 
interaction patterns and common 
clientele. 

Phase IB of Option Four develops 
a 2Qg,884 NSF facility in the 
Capitol Complex area. Primary 
occupants included State Planning, 
Personnel, Welfare, the Secretary 
of State, an. appropriate comple­
ment of Attorney General repre­
sentatives and a series of small 
boards and commissions. 

When completed, Option Four pro ­
vides 512,368 additional NSF of 
space. 

OptioD Five - Phase IA of Option 
Five changes the combinations of 
components previously included in 
other options and initiates with 
the procurement and renovation of 
a large existing facility in the 
Downtown area totaling 300,000 
NSF. Primary occupants are 
identical to those in Option One 
and include DNR, Welfare, 
Personnel, PCA, an appropriate 
complement of Attorney General 
representatives, and a series of 
small boards and commissions. 

Phase IB of Option Five develops 
a 218,249 NSF facility adjacent 
to the Capitol Complex. Primary 
occupants are the Department of 
Public Safety, Agriculture, State 
Planning, the Secretary of State, 
an appropriate complement of 
Attorney General representatives 
and a series of small boards and 
commissions. 

When completed, Option Five pro­
vides 518,249 additional NSF of 
space. 

11. The Consultant recommends that 
the State provide parking spaces 
in the different locations for 
the following percentage of em­
ployees housed within a new 
facility: Downtown - 50%, Capitol 

Complex - 55%, and Suburban - 701~. 
Pro rata costs should be assumed by 
the users of all State owned park­
ing facilities rather than being 
subsidized by the State or the re­
sponsibility of only those employees 
assigned to the new facility . 

12. Primar y consideration should be given 
to adopting either Option One or 
Option Five. The decision should be 
made on a basis of flexibility, 
functional needs, and with consider­
ation for economic impacts as opposed 
to the insignificant cost differences 
between the two options. 

13. A $31,000,000 budget should be estab­
lished for calendar years 1980 and 
1981 to implement initial work for 
either Option. 

14. Remodeling and conversion to furni­
ture systems should be implemented 
immediately in approximately 400,000 
NSF. 

15. A continuing space management ano 
long range planning system should be 
developed alonq with formats for the 
development of pre-architectural pro­
grams, detailed space programming 
data, and the selection of highly 
qualified personnel to assist. 
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A. BACKGROUND 

CHAPTER II 

INTRODUCTION 

The 1978 Legislature d i r e ct e d the Commis ­
sioner of Administration to conduct stu­
<lies to facilitate planning State office 
space needs . This directive was in part 
the result of a request for legislative 
funding to construct a new State office 
building to house the Departments of 
Agriculture, Pollution Control Agency, 
Natural Resources ·and other agencies 
occupying leased space . The Legislature 
realizing that no long term plan to sa - ' 
tisfy State office space needs existed, 
mandated this study through legislation 
which read in part: 

"The Commissioner of Administration 
shall conduct studies including : a 
detailed analysis of the office space 
needs of the State of Minnesota for 
rhe next five years; the cornp:1 -rative 
econu1, :t ,., Advantages and disadvantaz; ~~ 
for the State of Minnesota of the 
construction, purchase or leasing of 
needed State office space; economic 
impact of the construction, purchase 
or leasing of State office· space in the 
Citv of St. Paul and in Ramsey County; 
alternative locations and cost estima­
tes for constructing a building or ­
buildings of sufficient size to office 
the Department of Agriculture, Pollu­
tion Control Agency, Natural Resources, 
and other State agencies presently 
leasing office space, and provision of 
adequate laboratory space, and suffi ­
cient parking facilities ... " 

The State has not built a significant 
office building in the Capitol Complex 
area s i nce the Administration Building 
was constructed in 1967. The Employment 
Services Building was constructed in the 
downtown area in 1968 for use by the 
Department of Economic Security. The 
last signific ant addition to the State's 
office building inventory was in 1971 
when the Capitol Square Building was 
purchased . The State leased significant 
amounts of space i n this building prior 
to that time . 

In 1970, the State occupied approxi~ate ­
ly 74,000 sq. ft. of leased space in St . 
Paul excluding that contained within the 
Capitol Square Building . Be cause the 
State experienced significant growth in 
the number of employees since 1970 and 
the Capitol Complex- facilities were 
fully occupied, the lack of additional 
State office snace construction 
resulted in a ''passive .decentralizationi' 
~acilities policy which significantly 
increased the amount of space the State 
leases in the St. Paul area. 

The Stal e ~urrently leases approximately 
one half mill i~~ square feet of space in 
the Downtown St. (.:..t ~: 1 area plus approxi ­
mately another one hundr L~ thousand 
square feet of space throughu LL :: Ramsey 
County and the Metro area. The Stat e has 
been a significant force in the downtown 
St. Paul office rental market and has 
accounted for approximately one third of 
all office rental space absorption du­
ring the past few years. 

It is within this context and because 
the City of St. Paul has a high propor -

tion of tax- e x empt p r operties, which 
could incre ase if the Sta t e wer e to own 
additional prop e r ty, that the 1978 
Legislatur e r eques ted t hat t h e fac i li ­
ties planni ng analysis i nclude an eval ­
uation of economic i mpact s on var i ous 
geograph i cal a r e a s . The following maps 
illustrate the Capitol Comple x , the St . 
Paul Central Business Distr i c t and the 
seven- count y Metro area as def ined in 
this study . 

The mandating leg i slation , i n calling 
for the evaluat i on of a potential build­
ing to house the Departments of Agri ­
culture, Pollution Contro l Agency and 
Natural Resources, was related to pre ­
vious actions regarding long range 
plans to s atisfy legislative space re ­
quirements. In 1973, funds were appro ­
priated for preparation of a progr am of 
legislative space requirements through 
the year 1990 . In late 1975, the De ­
partment o f Admini str ation was authori ­
zed by a joint House and Sen ate commit ­
tee to evaluate the potential of the 
State Offi c e Building for conversion to 
a legislative office building. In ear ­
ly 1977 , a program was p r epar ed t o re ­
novate the State Office Build i ng to sa­
tisfy those needs and previously encum­
bered funds were released in 1978 for 
renovation purposes. 

Ttis action, plus a realization that 
the D0 partment of Agriculture space with­
in the SL~re Office Building was ina ­
dequate, requl ~ 0 d the Legislature to 
provide for potenti2 l Department of 
Agriculture relocation ncP ds. Addit i on ­
al benefits could accrue to LhP State 
by p r oviding alternate housing fo L the 
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Pollution Control Agency, currently in 
relatively expensive leased space in 
Roseville, consolidating the Department 
of Natural Resources and satisfying per ­
ceived proximity requirements for the 
three departments due to assumptions 
concerning significant numbers of common 
clientele. Noting that a number of agen­
cies, such as Pollution Control, Agricul ­
ture, Transportation and Public Safety, 
within State government ha-ue laboratory 
facilities and that the Department of 
Transportation laboratory facilities 
are inadequate, the Legislature sought 
to provide sufficient laboratory space 
within any new buildings and, if pos ­
sible, gain space savings and efficien­
cies by appropriate consolidation of 
laboratory facilities. 

Another significant consideration 
regarding the analysis and provision 
of State office space relates to what 
has for many years been a parking 
shortage in the Capitol Complex area . 
For example, the Hiwayan Club comprised 
primarily of -Department of Transportation 
workers currently rents three hundred 
parking spaces at the Sears Building. 

Further motivation to review the park­
ing situation is the ongoing activity 
of the Capitol Area Architectur al and 
Planning Board which provided a March 
1977 update of its own 1973 report 
regarding the lack of available State ­
owned facilities. The CAAPB currently 
is developing a new general plan for 
the Capitol Complex. Previous plans 
have suggested t~at a numher of t hP. 

main Capitol Complex streets be 
closed to vehicular traffic. This is 
an action that would remove a number of 

existing parking spaces. The CAAPB 
further recommends that surface park­
ing within the Capitol Complex be 
minimized and that future parking 
requirements be satisfied by under ­
ground facilities or by parking ramps. 

It is within this context that the 
1978 Legislature mandated this 
"Minnesota State Facilities Master 
Planning Process." 

B . PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND GENERAL 
METHODOLOGY 

As suggested in the Introduction, the 
major purpose of this study is to 
provide the State with a Master Plan 
and alternative solutions to satisfy 
future space requirements. This Master 
Plan is to evaluate the State's most 
beneficial mode of acquiring addi ­
tional space, be it continuation of 
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leases, purchase of e x isting prop ­
erties, or construction of new facil ­
ities, and to identify future space 
and locational r equirements for each 
department. 

Whereas the mandating legislation 
discussed an analysis of office space 
needs for the next five years, a Master 
Plan, particularly one which considers 
the construction or purchase of new 
facilities, necessarily considers a 
much longer time frame . Rather than 
provide a static document which could 
be outdated shortly after its incep ­
tion, this Master Plan is dynamic in 
nature and is to include the capabil ­
ity for annually updating projected 
space needs. As conceived, this 
Master Plan is to be compatible with 
current computer systems utilized by 
the Departmen t of Administration 
in its monitoring, management and 
provision of State office space 
activities . The scope of this ~t udy 
is defined by its component parts . 
~hese four parts are defined as follows : 

1. Analysis of State office 
space needs: The primary objective 
of this component is to assess the 
State office space needs through 
fiscal year 1984 and to develop a 
short term plan for satisfying space 
requirements through this time frame. 
Other important objectives are to 
provide the State with an initial 
data base, to provide a methodology 
for five year projections o f State 
office space needs, and to evaluate 

existing State space standards and 
suggest revisions where appropriate. 

2. Analysis of proximity require­
ments of State Agencies: This objec ­
tive is to evaluate proximity 
requirements of various departments 
and agencies. Factors to be consid­
ered in this analysis include, among 
others, functional co-ordination, 
common clientele and public accessi­
bility. This analysis will provide 
input into the decision making 
process for the appropriate location 
of individual agencies. 

3 . Long term economic advantages and 
disadvantages of alternative office 
space strategies : The primary objec ­
tive is to define the economic 
advantages and disadvantages of alter ­
native State office space strategies 
for satisfying space requirements 
through leasing, purchasing or con­
structing office space in one of 
seven Metropolitan Area locations . 
The result of this economic analysis 
wil l serve as the fiscal basis for 
the State's selection of a long term 
office space locational strategy. 

4 . Conclusions, recommendations and 
cost estimates: The identification 
of alternative solutions to satisfy 
future space requirements, the iden­
tification of evaluation criteria for 
selecting among the ~~ailable office 
space strategies, and the estimation 
of associated costs is the objective 
of this fourth Study component. 

C . APPROACH 

The approach identified by the Consul­
tant as most beneficial for the 
develonment of a realistic and workahle 
Mastei Plan is a highly interactive 
one often referred to as a "charette" 
process. Utilizing this approach, a 
number of meetings and interim presen­
tations were conducted with the 
Department of Administration and larger 
user agencies. This approach, which 
provides for several validation points 
throughout the study, yields three 
valuable benefits: 

• Verification of the accuracy of 
data used in analysis; 

• Informational input regarding 
policy questions and other 
relevant considerations which 
are specific to the client; and 

• Enhanced credibilitv and suuoort 
of the final repo~t because 
affected user agencies have par­
ticipated in the decision making 
process. 

This interactive process was of sig­
nificant value to the Consultant in 
providing meaningful input into this 
report. For without the contribution 
of larger user agencies, the Master 
Plan presented herein would lack the 
critical feature of being a Master 
Plan created by the State in contrast 
to one merely created for the State. 
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The scope of this study was 
initially defined b y the State as 
limited to the analysis of Exec-
uti v e branch office· space within the 
seven country metropolitan area . 
Furthermore, the study was not to be 
site specific in te r ms of particular 
building characteristics o r Executive 
branch service delivery requi r ements. 
The State specifically exc l uded legis ­
lative and judicial agencies from the 
parameters of this study . 

In developing this Master Plan, the 
Consultant received valuable input 
from the Capitol Area Architectural 
and Planning Board in conveying 
legislative concerns r egarding future 
facility and space requirements. 

The approach adopted by the Consul ­
tant in developing this facility 
Master Plan p r oceeded along the 
following eight sequential steps: 

1. Develop an inventory of 
current staffing and space allocation 
patterns; 

2. Project future staffing and 
space requi r ements thr ough year 1990; 

3. Compare projected staffing and 
space requir ements to the current data 
base to calculate estimated future 
additional space r equirements; 

4 . Ident ify space util ization 
improvement opportunities through 
cost effective r emodeling . 

5 Identify and evaluate alter ­
native space acquisition strategies 
including lease, build or, purchase/ 
renovate alternatives; 

6 . Analyze alternative space 
locational strategies; 

7. Prepare an economic impact 
assessment of each space and loca ­
tional strategy combination; and 

8. Prepare final recommendations 
for the location and form of future 
space acquisition methodologies. 

This report follows this approach 
from the cateloging of staffing and 
space requirements in Chapter IV 
through the presentation of final 
Master Blan recommendations in 
Chapter X. 

D . METHODOT_,O(W 

The study conducted by the Consultant 
involved a number of concurrent 
processes. Initial orientation meet ­
ings developed the scope of the ~tudy, 
identified those agencies to be in ­
cluded and resulted in the selection 
of the

1

most appropriate methodologies 
for gathering data. Questionnaires 
were formulated to address data re­
quirements, including two forms for 
state agencies plus questionnaires 
designed to survey the experience of 
other states . Copies of these 
questionnaires are in~luded in the 
apuendix to this report under separate 
co~er. The number of interviews re ­
quired and questionnaire respondents 
were defined to most effectively group 
data for analytical purposes. Rele ­
vant printed documents and other data 
were collected and interview schedules 
established. More than 100 interviews 
were conducted with State agencies 
comprising more than 25 employees. 
These interviews were designed to con ­
firm the Consultant's understanding of 
questionnaire r esponses, to view the 
agency's space and to ask additional 
questions which might impact future 
facility requirements. Telephone 
interviews were conducted with smaller 
agencies for similar purposes. 

After completion of the interview proc ­
ess and review of previous studies, an 
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initial data base and preliminary 
finJings of projected growth rates , 
space requirements and adjacency 
relationships were formulated to 
identify the magnitude of the poten­
tial space problem . Concurrently, 
buildings were toured by an archi ­
tectural team to evaluate their 
suitability for future occupancy and 
need for potential renovation. 

During the initial stages of the 
study, a list of participants for the 
"Planning and Decision Sessions," 
the interactive charettes previously 
mentioned, was developed . This list 
was formulated with the intent of 
gaining the participation of the 
heads of all major State agencies and 
other individuals who could provide 
input for the development of a compre ­
hensive study. 

The above mentioned data elements and 
the results of preliminary analyses 
were presented at Planning and Decision 
Session I . Valuable input regarding 
the accuracy of data gathered, the 
validity of preliminary conclusions 
and the identification of areas for 
further study was gained as a result. 
This interactive process later in ­
cluded additional Planning and 
Decision Sessions in October, 
November and December of 1979 . 
At t h ese sessions the results of pre-· 
liminary analyses were distributed 
and areas f o r further study were 
ident ified. This process was 

effectively utilized to eliminate the 
possibility of expending time and 
effort in the analysis of information 
or concepts which were either not ap ­
plicable within the specific Minnesota 
e nvironment or were of such minimal 
s ignifance to not warrant further study. 

Prototypical building solutions were 
presented in Session II along with an 
identification of relevant evaluation 
criteria . This led to a group con­
sensus on the level of staff growth to 
be utilized as a planning framework in 
detailing five optional solutions. 

Session III, in which potential future 
locations of specific agencies and 
major facilities were presented, 
resulted in the decision to further 
detail three of these optional planning 
solutions ! These option details and 
oth~i elements such as cost estimatei 
and economic impacts are presented in 
Chapters XIII, IX, and X. 

E. ASSUMPTIONS 

As indicated above, this study was 
limited to Executive branch facili­
ties located within the seven county 
metropolitan area. Identified in 
Exhibits II.l - 11.4, page s 15 - 18 
are the regions encompassed by the 
study. Exhibit II.l details the 
seven county metro·politan area, 
Exhibit 11.2 shows the study area 
excluding the inner and outer Ring 
Suburbs and Exhibits II.3 and II.4 
identify the St. Paul Central Busi­
ness District and State Capitol 
Comµlex respectively. 

A number of buildings housing Exec ­
utive branch agencies were specifi ­
cally excluded from the study . Some 
of these bui l dings are as follows : 

• Historical Society - James J . 
Hill House, Fort Snelling Site , 

• Eco~omic Security - Metro Square 
service delivery location, 

• Department of Administration -
storage at Gillette Hospital, 

• Storage at the William Mitchell 
College of Law, 

• Met r o State classroom at 1020 
Marquette 
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EXHIBIT IL 1 

I SEVEN COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN 
AREA 

CENTRAL 
METROPOLITAN AREA 
EXHIBIT 
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EXHIBIT II. 2 
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EXHIBIT II. 3 

CENTRAL 
BUSINESS 
DISTRICT 
LOCATION 
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EXHIBIT II. 4 

STATE 
CAPITOL 
COMPLEX 

The State Capitoi Complex is located 
just north of the St. Paul Central 
Business District and is bordered by 
Como Avenue on the north, Jackson 
Street on the east, Interstate 94 on 
the south (except for the Capitol 
Square Building which is located just 
south of Interstate 94 but is included 
in the State Capitol Complex area), 
and Rice Street on the west . 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/ STAGEBERG PARTNERS 

~ 
\ _j 

NORTH 

18 



19 

• Department o~ Transportation 
facilities - Holman Field, 
Fairgrounds, Central Main­
tenance Shop, Pierce Butler 
Road facility and the adiacent 
facility housing Public Safety 
storage, Rosevi~le Electrical 
Services and field survey 
locations, and District 5 and 
District 9 headquarters at 
Golden Valley and Oakdale, 
and 

• State Office Building which is 
reserved for use by the 
Legislature. 

A number of buildings included within 
the study were reserved for use by 
specific agencies. These buildings 
include the following: 

• Economic Security building at 
390 N. Robert, 

• Veteran's Services Building, 

• Historial Society Building, and 

• Plant Management facilities 
including the grounds service 
building and the · maintenance/ 
power house. 

Even though the Transportation build­
ing was constructed with highway 
funds, the possibility of a DOT re­
location was not excluded from 
consideration within this study. 

Those buildings specifically included 
within this study are itemized in 
Exhibit IV . l, Page 26 . 

Additional study orientations and 
underlying assumptions include the 
following: 

• Consideration was given to 
preferences of both the City 
of St. Paul and the Capitol 
Area Architectural and Planning 
Board for construction of new 
facilities in the "spine" area, 
the area bounded by Cedar 
University, Jackson and Twelfth 
Streets . 

• Preference was given to the 
termination of non - economical 
leases and the consolidation 
of departments which are dis ­
persed or fragmented due to 
current space deficiencies . 

• The economic impact on the down ­
town community and energy con ­
servation received significant 
consideration. A proposed 
joint State/City "District 
Heating" system, which would 
provide an energy savings plan 
through the use of waste heat, 
is not included within the cost 
analyses presented in Chapter VIII 
because sufficient data was not 
available at the time this report 
was prepared. 

• It is assumed the State will 
provide app r opriate eating and 
parking facilities for each 
specific area considered within 
this report . 

• The buildings on Rice Street 
should not be considered for 
long term occupation by the 
State 

• The "Capitol Complex Space 
Inventory," a document published 
by the Department of Adminis ­
tration in May of 1979, was used 
as the source occupancy document 
except where occupancy changes 
have subsequently occurred. 
The Department of Transportation 
conducted an independent study 
which resulted in more detailed 
documentation of the space 
within its building and this 
data was utilized by the Con ­
sultant for analysis purposes. 

• Growth rates quoted within the 
context of this report represent 
compound annual growth rates. 

• Quoted s quar e f o otage s fo r bot h 
leased and owned facilities 
relate only to those Executive 
branch agencies included within 
this study. Therefore, these 
quantitative identifications may 
in some instances represent less 
than the total amount of space 
occupied by the State in a given 
building. 
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F. NASTER PLAi~ FLEXIBILITY 

The facility }laster Plan for the State 
of Minnesota should be viewed A.Sa fluid 
document with inherent capacity to 
adjust to future political, socio ­
economic, and environmental changes. 
A Master Plan designed to accommodate 
the uncertainty of the future must 
not, by necessity, attempt to define 
and detail staffing and space require­
lllents at the micro level. Rather, 
it 1 s focus is to present directional 
guidelines for future space require­
ments which will enable the State to 
more effectively and efficiently plan 
for the continued growth and develop­
ment of State government. 

G. STATE SURVEY 

In reviewing this Master Plan, the 
reader may derive benefit from a 
review of the experience of other 
states in the area of space and 
facility planning and management. 
To gather this information, the Con­
sultant developed two questionnaires 
which were sent to each of the 50 
states plus the territories of Guam 
and Puerto Rico. These Planning and 
Implementation Questionnaires were 
designed to capture information on 
how the various states project future 
government employment levels, how 
space needs and proximity require­
ments are identified. The relation­
ship of s pace management policies 
and facility master plans to the 
political decision-making process, 

and to explore the concepts of cen­
tralization and decentrali za tion in 
state government. 

Seven states respo nded to the Planning 
Questionnaire, a response rate of 13 
percent. Twenty - one states responded 
to the Implementation Questionnaire, 
a 40 percent response rate. Analysis 
of the individual state questionnaires 
yields the following general observa­
tions relative to state government 
involvement in space and facility 
planning and management activities. 

There is a general trend for state 
governments to have formal facility 
master plans and space management 
policies which are used or at least 
referred to in the decision-making 
process relative to implementation 
of office space projects and the 
location of employees . 

Those states which utilize such plans 
and policies in the decision - making 
process also tend to update personnel 
projections and space requirements on 
a regular basis , resulting in a general 
satisfaction with the existing planning 
process. Those states which do not 
make decisions relative to office 
space projects within a planning con­
text express an almost unive r sal 
dissatisfaction with the result. 

For some states, once facility master 
plans and space management policies 
a re created they tend to become static 
documents with little meaningful input 
into the decision-making process . 
Al though intentions may be honorable 
for the development of comprehensive 
plans and planning processes , there 
appears to be a substantial chasm yet 
to be bridged for the effective trans­
formation of plans into action. 

There does not appear to be any pri­
mary preference for providing addi­
tional office space for central 
administrative functions through 
purchase, construction or leasing. 
However, there is an apparent trend 
towards leasing because lease space 
is at times the only feasible alter­
native until need is sufficient to 
justify construction or purchase and 
legislative approval is obtained. 
Existing space for central adminis­
trative functions is primarily in 
state owned buildings within walking 
distance of the State Capitol Complex. 

Although most central administrative 
functions are located within State 
Capitol Complexes, this is not 
typically a result of any definite 
policy with respect to the location 
of State owned office facilities. 
For those functions not within a 
Capitol Complex, the primary reasons 
for their remote location include the 
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unavailability of central space, the 
inappropri a teness of locating certain 
functions in a central u r ban area, 
and historical locational patter ns . 

Major central i zation or decent r al ­
ization of state programs or depart ­
ments have not typically been 
implemented. Those states which 
have undertaken such campaigns have 
<lone so on a very selective basis 
with neither significant success 
nor failure. 

The Planning and Implementation 
Questionnaires and question- by ­
question summaries to the r esponses 
are included in the appendix to this 
r eport under separate cover. 
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CHAPTER III 

POLICY ISSUES 

This chapter contains a discussion of 
a number of policy issues which the 
Consultant considered in data analysis . 
Gnd development of specific recommenda ­
tions. It should be pointed out, how ­
ever, that these orientations involve 
assumptions the Consultant made for 
planning purposes and do not necessar ­
ily represent policies the State of 
Minr~csbta has officially adopted. 

A. CENTRALIZED LABORATORY FACILITIES 

An analysis of the feasibility of cen­
tralization of laboratory facilities 
was conducted within the framework 
of determining whether sufficient func ­
tion and facility commonality e x isted 
to realize space savings or efficiency 
improvements through consolidation of 
inter - agency laboratory facilities. 
Even though laboratories are not 
necessarily physically compatible with 
administrative office spaces, if func ­
tional or administrative interfaces 
suggest that they remain within admin ­
istrative space, these considera tions 
will for purposes of this analysis, 
override motivations to consolidate 
laborato r y spaces merely because of 
their similar physical characterictics . 

B. PARKING 

An adequate number of parking spaces 
will be provided to satisfy employee 
requirements. This determination will 
be based on physical locat i on of the 

-work place, availability of public transit, 
carpooling opportunities and a pro ­
jection of future driving patterns. 
Futur e parking requirements, as a per­
centage of the total number of employ ­
e es at the work places are, however, 
assumed to be lower than those currently 
appropriate in a particular geograph ­
ical location. In planning for the 
future, the State of Minnesota should 
assume that employees will follow the 
trend towards increased carpooling as 
currently advocated by the City of 
St. Paul. 

For analysis purposes it is assumed by 
the Consultant that the State will not 
subsidize employee parking costs asso ­
ciated with new major buildings which 
may be constructed or purchased. All 
costs, including both operation and 
amortization of initial land and con ­
struction, will be b or ne by employees , 
and any pro-rata costs resulting from 
additional parking construction will 
be distributed equally to all St ate 
employees who pay parking charges. 
Parking i s further discussed in Chap ­
ter X. 

C. AGENCY CONSOLIDATIONS 

The Consultant recommends that the 
State of Minnesota strive for con­
solidation of State agency space if 
functional and admin i strative relation­
ships so suggest and ~such moves are 
economically justifie~ based on oper­
ational and space utilization effi ­
ciencies . Agency consolidation should 
not necessar ily be a goal if the dis ­
persed units are of a relatively auto -

nomous n ature. Consolidations are 
discuss ed in depth in Chapter ·VI. 

D. COS T ANALYSIS 

The Cons u ltant re commends that compar ­
ative evalu a t ion of the financial ram­
ificat i ons of var ying facility and 
long range planning alternatives is 
best accomplished by evaluating the 
per per son l i fe -cycle cost basis of 
each option r ather than by comparing 
either the ini t ial or the total costs 
of the various options. 

E . PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

For purpos e s of this analysis, it is 
assumea tha t the State will consider 
occupation of abandoned public schools 
by admin i strative agency personnel if 
such act i on would satisfy a combination 
of fa c tors . The most relevant factors 
a r e cost consi der ations and the ability 
of a s pecific site to satisfy function ­
al and i ntra-a gency proximity require ­
men ts . With r~gar d to this study, a 
number of s chools have been evaluated 
and a r e d i scus s e d in Chapter VIII . 

No specif i c s chools have been identi­
fied as being particularly attractive 
fo r poten t ial State occupancy but cer ­
tain schools , which may or may not be 
cur rently available, such as the Sher­
idan J r. Hi gh School and the South St . 
Paul Jr . Hi gh School, were evaluated 
to ascer tain r equir ed renovation and 
occupancy c ost s o f typical schools. 
Mechanic Arts Hi gh School was evalu­
ated mor e thor oughly because i t is 
adjacent to the Ca p i tol Complex and 
i s Stat e owned . 
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P. UNDERGROUND BUILDINGS 

,\lthough in the past a design competi ­
tion ,v:is held for a building to be lo ­
cc1 te J underground south of the Capitol 
Building, this type of building is not 
specifi cally included within the ¾as ­
ter Pl2n recommendation s contained 
herein - not because it is a valid or 
invalid proposal, but because that 
l eve l of specificity is beyond the 
scope of this study . 

G. ENER GY CO NSERVATI ON 

The Consultant recommends that the 
St ate "lead by e xample" in the area 
of energy conservation . It is assumed 
fo r this analysis that State facilities 
\vill be designed and located with high 
pr io ri ty given to interna l energy use 
Gnd employee transit costs associated 
with a given location . 

ll . DEVELOPMENT OF THE "SPINE" AND DOWN ­
TO\-JN ECONOMIC VITALITY 

It is r ecommended that the State care ­
fully consider the potential effects of 
any facility location plan on the econ ­
omic vitality of the City of St . Paul 
and the central business district. The 
Stc1le should recognize the Capitol Area 
Architectural and Planning Board and 
City of St. Paul preferences that should 
t h e State choose to construct a new 
building, new construction be within 
t h e geograph ical area known as the 
"spine" which connects the Capitol 
Compl ex to the downtown area . 

I . STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

This Master Plan is based on the assump ­
tion that the State Office Building is 
not available for occupancy by Exec ­
utive branch agencies . The State spe ­
cifically requested this building 
be excluded from the study because it 
is reserved exclusively for use by the 
legislature . Should this assumption 
be changed, the overall Master Plan 
options would benefit from reana lysis 
and new building projects would be re ­
duced in scale . 

J. FOOD SERVICE 

This report assumes the State will 
assure that lunchtime meal service is 
readily available to State employees 
if large numbers o f employees are con­
centrated within a building, or a c om­
plex of buildings , and commercial ser ­
vices are not available. Should the 
State choose to house employees in a 
remote facility not within convenient 
walking distance of full service com­
mercial facilities, it is assumed the 
State will provide full service cafe­
terias. In less remote facilities, the 
State could provide small cafeterias 
serving hot dishes such as soup and 
sandwiches . This is similar to the 
facili t y currently contained within 
the Administration building. In a 
dm,m town location, ,vhere commercial 
food service is readily available, 
the State would need to only provide 
facilities such as vend ing machines 
for quick and minimal meal service . 

The Consultant assumes the State, in 
providing food service facilities, 
will provide space and equipment but 
will not further subsidize employee 
meals. i-Thile the State should not 
attempt to be competitive with e x ist ­
ing commercial food se rv ice estab­
lishments, it would be recognizinE 
a responsibility to provide lunc htime 
dining facilities when they do not 
conveniently e x ist. 

K. SEASONAL/TEMPORARY WORK 3TATIO~JS 

It is assumed for purp·oses of this 
analysis that work stations for se3 -
sonal or temporary employees will be 
provided by the State , if require d. 
Unless functional requirements suE~cst 
otherwise these work stations can be 
shared . 

L . CONFERENCE SPACE 

Conference and hearing space wi ll be 
provided as required . t~here possible, 
conference facilities should be shc.1red 
by departments located within reas on ­
able pro ximity to one anothe r . 

M. WORK STATION STANDARDS AND FURNI ­
TURE SYS TEI-lS 

The Consultant recommends the Sta.te 
apply work station standards, includ ­
ing the pr ovision of appropriate 
furniture systems , to ma x imize func ­
tional efficiency in light of life­
cycle cost considerations . This 
sub ject is further discussed in 
Chapter VII. 
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N. ATTORNEY GENERAL CONSOLIDATION 

This Master Plan has been developed 
taking into consideration a number of 
potential Attorney General locations. 
Should the Attorney General decide at 
some future date to totally consolidate 
its functions, this decision would 
necessarily have a significant impact 
on the Master Plan recommendations 
contained herein . 

0. 4% STAFFI NG REDUCTION 

As discussed in Chapter V of this re­
port, it is assumed for space planning 
purposes that the Personnel Law of 
1979, calling for a 4% reduction of 
state funded positions, will be im­
plemented. This reduction is incorpor­
ateJ into staff projections developed 
in Chapter V. 

P. RECORDS RETENTION 

This Master Plan does not assume any 
further consolidation of records re­
tention functions. Currently the De ­
partment of Administration Records 
Center serves approximately one third 
of all Executive branch agencies. 
t, b j or records s tor age fa c i 1 i ties are 
also maintained by the Departments of 
Transportation, Public Safety, and 
Revenue. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SPACE INVENTORY ANALYSIS 

This Chapter presents an analysis of 
State occupied space within the seven 
county area. The data discussed re- · 
lates primarily to the objective 
characteristics of State occupied 
space. For example, how much space 
does the State occupy? Of this total 
space how much is State owned and how 
much is leased? ·what are average 
lease rates? What are the existing 
per person new area occupancy factors? 
Following this descriptive analysis, 
the qualitative or efficiency features 
of State occupied space is discussed 
in considerable detail. 

A. SPACE INVENTORY AND ALLOCATION 

State Owned Space 

Currently, the State of Minnesota 
occupies 1,248,270 NSF in 21 loca­
tions throughout the seven county 
area. This total space is represen­
ted in Exhibit IV. 1, Page 26 , and can 
be divided into three general loca­
tions: 

• Capitol Complex area, 

• Greater Metropolitan area, in­
cluding the City of Minneapolis 
and 

• Remaining Ramsey County 
areas 

The Capitol Complex area is defined 
as that area ·bordered by Como Avenue 
on the north, Jackson Street on the 
east, Interstate 94 on the south hut 
including the Capitol Square Building 
located just south of Interstate 94 
between Minnesota and Cedar Streets 
and Rice Street on the west. (Exhib­
it 11.4, page 18} This area contains 
1,003,502 NSF of State office space 
located in eighteen facilities and 
represents approximately 80% of total 
State owned space. Within the Metro ­
politan area the State occupies 
112,430 NSF in the Health Building on 
the Un~versity of Minnesota campus, 
approximately 9% of State owned space, 
a
1

n~ the State occupies 132,338 NSF, or 
lk of total State owned space; in the 

balance of Ramsey County. The sum­
mary of all leased and owned space is 
reflected in Exhibit IV.2, Page 29&30. 

The Capitol Complex Area has the 
highest concentration of the major 
buildings. These buildings include 
the Transportation Building with 
approximately 250,000 NSF, the Cen­
tennial .Building with about 240,000 
NSF and the Capitol Square Building 
with about 175,000 NSF. Exhibit IV.l 
summarizes the net space, excluding 
footage not included within this 
study, currently available in each of 
the major facilities inventoried. 

Within the remainder of Ramsey Coun­
ty, the 132,338 NSF owned is compri­
sed of the total space at 1246 Uni ­
versity Avenue, occupied by the 
Department of Public Safety, and 

1500 Mississ ippi Avenue, occupied by 
the Historical Society. As previous­
ly mentioned, all 112,430 NSF within 
the Metropolitan Area is the Health 
Building . 

LEASED SPACE 

The State currently occupies 706,645 
NSF of leased space within the seven 
county area . This space is. located 
in 23 separate buildings within four 
general areas. The St. Paul cen tral 
business district houses the majority 
of leased space - 587,019 NSF or 83% 
of the total . Major central business 
district buildings include the American 
Center Building with approximately 
87,000 NSF of State occupied space, 
the Metro Square Building with rough­
ly 107,000 NSF and 390 North Robert 
with over 94,000 NSF. The Economic 
Security Building at 390 North Rober t 
is not technically leased as it is 
operationally Federally funded space 
under State ownership. For purposes 
of the study, however, this space is 
classified as leased space . 

Leased space within the Capitol Com­
plex amounts to 35,673 NSF in three 
buildings, comprising 5% of total 
leased space. The remainder of Ram­
sey County includes 66,459 NSF or 9% 
of the total, and the Met ropol itan 
a;ea has 17,494 NSF or the remaining 
2% of total leased space. Exhibit 
IV.3, Page 31, portrays lease rates 
and total lease costs of selected 
leases. As noted in this Exhibit 
the average lease rate is $6.80 p~r 
NSF. 
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EXHIBIT IV. 1 

OWNED AND LEASE D SPACE BY GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 

CAPITOL COMPLEX 

Bu i ld i ng No . 

1 
7 
8 
9 

1 0 

12 
13 
14 
16 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
4 

32 
33 
34 

38 
39 
40 

Building Name/Location 

Admin i str ation, 50 Sherburne 
127 Univer sity Avenue 
Cap i tol Building, Aurora Avenue 
Capitol Square Building , 550 Cedar Ave. 
Centenn i al Building , 658 Cedar 

Champ i on , 610 N. Robert 
DNR Li cense Center, 625 N. Robert 
For d Building, 117 University Ave . 
Grounds Services, 635 N. Robert 
Hi sto r ical Society Building, 690 Cedar Ave. 

IBM Building, 690 N. Robert 
Ma i ntenance/Power House - 9, 11 E . Aurora 
Materials Management, 671 N. Robert 
MEA Building, 55 Sherburne 
Sta te Office Building, Fuller Avenue 

Tr ansportation, John Ireland Blvd. 
Tr ansportation Annex , 461 Rice 
Veterans Buildi ng, 20 W. 12th St . 

500 Rice Street 
504/506 Rice Street 
505 Park Str eet 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL SPACE IN CAPITOL COMPLEX . . . . . . ... .. . . .... . 

N~T SQUARE FEET 

LeaseJ 

21,821 

6,352 

7,500 

35.673 

Owned 

54,552 
3,355 

19,745 
174,819 
239,194 

35,858 
4,814 

42,553 
7,290 

68,408 

24,619 
9,302 

20,149 

248,802 

40.039 

3,857 
4,406 
1,740 

1,003,502 

1,039,175 
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EXHIBIT IV. 1 

OWNED AND LEASED SPACE BY GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 

ST. PAUL CBD AREA 

Building No. 

2 
3 
5 

17 

18 
26 
27 
30 
36 

" 
37 
41 
29 

RAMSEY COUNTY 
53 

6 
15 
28 

46 
47 
48 

Building Name/Location 

Agriculture Building, Plato & Wabasha 
American Center Building, 160 E. Kellogg Blvd. 
Bremer Building, 419 Robert 
Hamm Building, 408 St. Peter 

Hanover Building, 480 Cedar Avenue 
Metro Square Building, 7th and Robert 
Nalpak Building, 333 Sibley 
Space Center Building, 444 Lafayette 
200 South Robert (Minnesota State Bank) 

390 North Robert 
555 Wabasha - Hillcrest Bldg. 
Rossmor Building, 500 North Robert 

SUBTOTAL SPACE IN CBD 

64,000 
86,879 
14,590 

1,200 

20,368 
106,947 

68,290 
126,013 

2,381 

94,199 
1,312 

840 

587,()19 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL SPACE IN CAPITOL COMPLEX/ CBD. . . 622_, 692 

1843 W. County Road C 
Buetow Building, PCA 
Griggs Midway, 1821 University 
Produce State Bank Building, 521-529 Jackson 

1246 University 
1266 - 1276 University 
1500 Mississippi 

4,800 
39,293 

3,322 
11.088 

7,956 

SUBTOTAL SPACE IN R.Af1SEY COUNTY ................ 66,459 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL SPACE IN RAMSEY COlTNTY ....... · 689,151. 

1,003,502 

62,338 

70,000 

132,338 

1,135,840 
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EXHIBIT IV. 1 

OWNED AND LEASED SPACE BY GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 

METRO AREA 

Building No. 

19 
20 
44 
52 

Building Name/Location 

Health Building, 717 Delaware 
Hennepin Square Building, 2021 Hennepin 
1015 Currie Avenue 
2829 University Avenue 

SUBTOTAL SPACE OUT OF RAMSEY COUNTY ... . . . . .. . . . 

TOTAL SPACE OCCUPIED ....... . .. . . . . ..... . .. . . .. . 

GRAND TOTAL LEASED & owr-~ED SPACE IN STUDY .. .. . 

NET SQUARE FEET 

Leased Owned 

112,430 
2,200 
8,760 
6,534 

17,494 112,430 

706,645 1,248,270 

1,954,915 (1) 

(1) Total i ncludes approximately 61,717 NSF support, cafeteria, janitorial, etc. (3.2%) 
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EXHIBIT IV. 2 

TOTAL SPACE INVENTORY 

OWNED LEASED TOTAL 

Location No. 
I 

Net !% of No. f Net % of No. Net % of 
of Square _Total of I Square Total of Square Total I 

Bldgs ! Footage Bldgs ( Footage Bldgs Footage 
! I 

i 
Capitol Complex 18 1,003~502 51. 3 3 35 , 673 1. 8 21 l,039,17S 53.2 

St. Paul CBD ~ - - 12 587,019 30.0 12 587,019 30.0 

Remaining 2 132,338 6.7 5 66,459 3.4 7 198,797 10.2 
Ram~;ey County 

Rem.aining 
IMet.:.ropolitan 1 112,430 5.8 3 17,494 0 .9 4 129,924 6.6 
1An2a 

SurBTOTALS 21 1,248,270 , 63. 9 23 706,645 36.1 44 1,954,915 100.0 -
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EXHIBIT IV. 2 

STUDY GROUP· 
SPACE INVENTORY 

A profile of typical space would show a 

majority of State occupied space as owned 

and located within the Capitol Complex. 

As seen in Exhibit IV . 2, that is indeed 

the case. The second most prolific type 

space , again detailed in Exhibit IV . 2, is 

leased space located within the St . Paul 

Central Business District . TOTAL OWNED 
AND LEASED 
OWNED : 1,248,270 NSF 

LEASED: 706,645 NSF 

LOCATIONA~L 
PERCENTAGES 

EMAINING 
METROPOLITAN 

AREA 
6.6% 

CAPITOL COMPLEX: 1,039,175 NSF 
ST. PAUL CBD : 587, 019 NSF 
REMAINING RAMSEY COUNTY : 198,797 NSF 
REMAINING METROPOLITAN AREA:129,924 NSF 
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Snace Summarv . 

In summary, while the total number of 
buildings are almost evenly dividei 
between owned and leased, 21 versus 
23, the State occupies 64% or . 
1,248,270 NSF of its total space in 
State owned property and 36% or 
706,645 NSF in leased space, (see Exhi ­
bit IV.2 , . page 29). In total . the St~t e 
occupies 1,954,915 NSF in 44 buildings. 

State owned space in the Capitol Com­
plex, 1,003,502 NSF , accounts for 
51.3% of all State occupied space, 
The Metropolotian and remaining 
Ramsey County areas together 
comprise 12.5% of the total State 
owned space. 

Leased space, totalling 706,645 NSF, 
accounts for 36.1% of the total space 
inventory. The majority of this 
leased space, 587,019 NSF or 83% of 
the total, is located in the St. Paul 
central business district. The typi­
cal lease is for one or two years at 
a cos 1: of $6. 50 to $ 7. 00 per square 
foot . It should be noted at this 
point that, with the exception of the 
five year Agriculture lease, State 
law limits leases to a maximum of two 
years. 

Agency/Location 

DNR/Space Center 

DNR/Space Center 

PCA/Buetow Building 

Econ. Secur./Space 
Center 

Agriculture/Agricul-
ture Building 

Corrections/Metro 
Square 

TOTAL AVERAGE LEASE 

EXHIBIT IV. 3 

SAMPLE LEASE DATA SUMMARY 

s,uare Term of Lease Annual Cost of Space 
Feet Per 

Leased Sq . Ft . Total Cost 

6,400 2 years 11/30/81 $6.36 $40 , 704.00 

4,145 2 years 10/31/81 $6 . 36 $26,362 . 20 

44,436 1 year 10/31/80 $8 . 14 $361 , 600.08 

1,323 1 year 8/31/80 $6 . 10 $8,070.30 

64,000 5 years 6/30/85 $8 . 06 $515,840.00 

18,086 2 years 9/15/80 $5.75 $103,995.40 

COST (per square foot) $6.80 
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B. SPACE UTILIZATION 

A detailed analysis of e x isting space 
was conducted in _three modes: quanti ­
ty, quality and location. Quantity 
was viewed in terms of office and 
special area space actual squar e foot ­
age . Quality was deter mined by actual 
physical condit i ons as well as an 
analysis of the efficiency of specif ic 
buildings . These three modes of an ­
alysis were conducted by Consultant 
tours of e x isting space, efficiency 
analysis of space ut i lization , and 
continuous occupancy anal ysis of 
State owned property. 

During the early stages of the study, 
t:1 2 Consultant toured major State owned 
a nd leased space in the s even county 
area. The Consultant then developed 
detailed area facto r s, the net a r ea 
occupied by the aver age employee. The 
Consultant identified those excessively 
restr i ctive spaces requiring e xpansion 
for maxi mum efficiency, and those over ­
allocated spaces fo r wh i ch contraction 
would be appropriate . Net a r ea factors 
were adjusted to compensate for any 
inefficient allocation of available 
space. 

Exhibit IV.4, Page 33, illustrates 
current staffing, space, and area 
factors for individual departments or 
departmental groupings. As discussed 
in Chapter V, in preparing space pro ­
jections fo r the year 1985 adjust ­
ments were made in some instances to 
compensate for the inclusion of special 
areas and other atypical space 
within those departments and also for 

e x isting space utilization inefficien­
cies . For example, space tours by the 
Consultant resulted in the realization 
that the Departments of Labor & Indus ­
try and Public Safety were "tight . " 
Extra square footage was the r efore 
added to the existing inventory be 
fore projections were made . Conver ­
sely, for the Department of Commerce , 
where space allocation was e x cessive, 
a reduction of approximately 20% was 
a pplied t o prov i de a mor e effd..cient fit 
netween o ccupdnt~ c:1.uu r t:::y:uirt::=u s pac~. 

_Analysis o f the 1 , 954 , 915 NSF exi st i ng 
State owned an d leased buil d i na inven ­
tor y i ndicates the current staff 
a l located to those spaces occup i es 
an aver age of appr oxi mately 192 NSF 
per per son . Delet i ng mi s c ellaneou s 
spaces such as cafeterias and common 
a r eas not ass i gned to a depar tment 
r esults in an - adjusted space i nventor y 
of 1,893,198 ass i gnab l e NSF . Thi s 
r epresents 186 NSF per per son . 
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EXHIBIT IV. 4 

Unadjusted Data Base 
"@ 00 Cf) ® \~ Ci) (Q) C!!) We R.;.A Em 

CURRENT 
DEPARTMENT CURRENT CURRENT TOTAL 1985 1985 1985 1990 1990 1990 

STAFF SPACE (l)NAF STAFF SPACE NAF STAFF SPACE NAF 

ALL ELECTED OFFICIALS 132 25,263 191 157 30,720 196 163 30,686 188 
DOA - TOTAL 1,052 220,807 210 1,066 228,153 214 1,071 229,238 214 
AGRICULTURE 208 64.000 308 224 66,560 297 239 68.960 289 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 244 51,761 212 300 53,582 179 · 331 59,007 178 

. -cmtMERCE .......... ···--·-···-------- --- ····--· _160 _ ----- 46 ._566_ _ ____ 291 ____ ___ _ _180 .. ··----36 ._202 _ . ... . 201 _ ______ 207 __ ••-•••• _ 40 l 7 38 __ --- J9} ___ 
ALL NON-HEALTH BOARDS 231 44,969 195 249 47,674 191 275 52,702 192 
CORRECTIONS 209 25,931 124 200 32,000 160 200 32,000 160 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT so 13,649 273 52 9,360 180 69 11,730 170 
ECONOMIC SECURITY 924 134,618 146 935 138,131 148 938 138,518 148 __ EDUCATION _______________________________ --------- 482 __ ...... ~?.Jt9 .. 177 569 ....... 9.'± 1J?.r 165 588 ----·-···9?'-49.?. __ -···· ·l(,_9._ _ ---··· - --- -- -- ... . ·2,;6·· · - .. 177 · ----····253··-EDUCATION RELATED 231 41,699 181 43,631 44,824 177 
ENERGY 167 22,153 133 240 29,040 121 240 29,040 121 
FINANCE 127 16,217 128 141 19,410 138 141 19,410 138 
HEALTH 569 113,568 200 584 122,342 209 591 123,532 209 

-- H~-~qlj _. ?.QARP~ ·•-· ·-·- - -.. -· -- -. ····-. ···-·· ... _44 __ ... _ .?.t)_~o __ 122 55 ..... -- ) 1.l?_Q_ 130 -- .... --~? ... -----. ---~-'_0_69 __ 130 - . -- .. - - - .. - ... - ··-Ti:4··- --i ;ti <i . ··i:f<jg"· HISTORICAL SOCIETY 99 138, 990 1,405 138,966 107 138,966 
HOUSING FINANCE 118 15,979 135 125 18, 613 149 140 20,683 148 
HUMAN RIGHTS 55 13,540 246 73 12,629 173 79 13,509 171 
LABOR & INDUSTRY 245 38,114 156 297 46,240 156 314 48,365 154 
LAW LIBRARY 9 21 259 . . ?1)~-~- --- 10 21,259 2 126 11 ________ ?_l_t?5L . _1 _,_ 9) _3. -. ""HEi:ffA'fi"cYtr -~;°EiW1cEs···-·· --- --- ..... --···-··2s-- ·-··--4~·7"9$·· 192 · -·- · ·3cf-- · · · · · · · · s· ; J 4 o· - ·-·'1713·· ······· "°32·· 5,696 178 
NATURAL RESOURCES 517 77,780 150 548 101,765 186 591 108, 774 184 
OMBUDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS 10 2,088 209 10 2,090 209 11 2,189 199 
PERSONNEL 112 24,415 218 137 26,227 191 144 27,424 190 __ r.91~_1rrr_q~_ -~Q~J~9k ___ __ .. ______ 312 . ---- -~J,.~?J.. 133 -- _ _380 -- -~ -- _5_4 .l ).J8 . ... )~J . . 395 -·--- -~~ •. 9)_~-- ... - - _1_4_2_ - -- - - ... - . - .. - - . -- ····i-46··-- --T,-64(f -PUBLIC SAFETY 801 120,212 952 141,684 149 146,724 145 PUBLIC SERVICE 85 31,045 365 96 29,260 305 108 32,340 299 
PUBLIC WELFARE 650 76,019 117 735 108,900 148 850 125,000 147 
RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 144" · 24,508 170 157 27,265 174 163 28,253 173 
REVENUE 709 122 847 173 798 ____ 138_,_780 _ 174 867 ____ . t4 ~ ,. ? _6_Q __ 170 ··sTATE -PLANNING.--·· -- . --- --- -----. ---·····179··· ---· ·ia~·t;gB· . ·159 --- 225· ·- 35,318 ·-··157· ----- · 225 -- 35,318 ---·157··-
TAX COURT 6 1,819 303 7 1,386 198 7 1,386 198 TRANSPORTATION 1,165 171,922 148 1,278 221,917 174 l, 311 224,917 1-72 VETERANS SERVICES 107 26,024 243 .131. 29.873 228 145 . . 32.585 225 SUBTOTAL 10,178 1,893,198 186.0 11,301 2,11g,737 rn1 . 6 11,908 2,203,066 185.5 MISC. SPACES (Support) F.1 717 (J. 2i'o) 
TOTAL BUILDING SPACE ................ il. 954,915 

· - · - -- -- · _____ _ ___ L.- __ __ _ 

(l)Net area factor 
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The current assignable NSF area factor 
varies from department to department 
and building to building, depending on 
the degree of existing space utiliza ­
tion and each department's specific 
needs. Current area factors for most 
departments vary from lows of 133 
NSF for Pollution Control, 135 NSF for 
Housing Finance, 128 NSF for the Fi ­
nance Department, 133 NSF for the 
Department of Energy, 124 NSF for the 
Department of Corrections and 146 NSF 
for Economic Security to highs of 291 
NSF for Commerce, 273 NSF for Economic 
Development, · 246 NSF for Human Rights, 
365 NSF for Public. Service, and 243 
NSF for Veterans' Services. These 
high NSF area factors, it should be 
noted, include some special areas and 
unique conditions. 

Although future projections per depart ­
ment will be developed to indicate a 
relative continuation of a net area 
factor in the 170 to 190 NSF range, 
the opportunity currently exists to 
substantially improve space utiliza ­
tion. This can be achieved by re ­
modeling existing space, rearranging 
internal spaces, decreasing the den­
sity of private offices and adjusting 
space and furniture components allo­
cated to each individual to conform 
to standards recommended within this 
study. Space utilization can also be 
improved by consolidating functions, 
employing a higher degree of shared 
common use facifities, locating re ­
lated departments in major facilities, 
providing more unobstructed floor 
space and extensive use of open 

office planning concepts consistent 
with functional requirements. 

Analysis of existing space plus pre ­
vious studies by the Consultant of 
similar large government space uses 
confirms the assertion that increased 
space utilization efficiency can be 
obtained. This would result in area 
factor of 170 to 175 NSF per per son . 
This should be contrasted to the cur ­
rent NSF area factor of 185 to 190 
NSF. Analysis of the e x isting space 
inventory also indicates that only 
those State owned facilities of a 
relatively general purpose office na ­
ture are susceptable to cost effective 
remodeling for improved space utili ­
zation and the achievement of ·life 
cycle cost savings. This space to ­
tals approximately 800,000 NSF . 

A reduction in the NSF area factor 
from the current 186 NSF to a realist i c 
170 NSF represents space utilization 
improvement of approximately 10%. 
Applying this 10% to the total 800,000 
NSF will reduce future construction 
or leasing requiremtnts by an equiv­
alent 80,000 NSF. The present value 
life - cycle cost savings accruing to 
the State as a result of "avoiding" 
the operation and the acquisition or 
construction of 80,000 NSF over a 30 
year time frame is within the 
$10,000,000 to $15,000,000 range. 

During the course of the study, the 
Consultant toured and analyzed exist ­
ing special areas. Special areas are 
defined as specific rooms or areas 
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where spac~ requirements are not di­
directly related to the number of e□-
ployees who work within that space. 
These areas i~clude file rooms, sGpply 
rooms, record centers, motor vehicle 
maintenance areas, gallery space, mu~ 
seum space,training centers, labora­
tories, and significant reception and 
waiting areas. In developing detailed 
space programming data, departmental 
special area requirements were first 
quantified as needs separate from 
general office space. For example, 
the questionnaire provided informa­
tion concerning the number and dur­
ation of meetings and conferences for 
each department interviewed. This 
information enabled the Consultant 
to analyze potential interdepartmental 
time sharing arrangements for improved 
space utilization efficiency. 

Special consideration was also given 
to other shared use facilities such 
as libraries, vaults, and special 
storage areas. In the case of the 
Department of Finance and the State 
Treasurer, common usage of the facil­
ities located in the State Adminis­
tration Building suggests that these 
departments remain in their . current 
locations to avoid unnecessary re­
location or future re-construction of 
those facilities. 

Area requirements for all special 
areas were calculated and incorpor­
ated into the data base. The devel­
opment of future departmental space 
and locational assignments were sen­
sitive to these special area requir­
ments. 

C. QUALITY OF SPACE 

In terms of physical conditions, all 
state occupied spaces are sound and 
do not appear to have structural 
weaknesses. The internal office 
space utilization, however, is in 
some cases not of maximum efficiency. 
This is due to the integration of 
full height partitions, private 
offices and the "open office" system 
within a single office area. 

Previous studies developed for . other 
large governmental space users indi­
cate that significant economic and 
work efficiency savings can be 
attained by utilizing contemporary 
open office planning concepts in the 
development of interior space. An 
open planning philosophy can reduce 
the net area factor required for each 
person in comparison with those area 
factors associated with conventional 
planning. Also, both construction 
and subsequent operating costs of an 
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open plan interior are lower than 
those of more convention~lly devel ­
oped full height partition offices. 

Appro x imately 10% of all office 
space projected for the future will 
require full height partitioning or 
total enclosure . Therefore, substan­
tial work efficiency and economic 
savings associated with the use of 
open office planning are possible 
for the remaining 90% of projected 
future office space. 

Without specifically evaluating 
heating, ventilating, mechanical, 
structural and electrical systems, 
a general assessment of existing 
space quality was made through tours 
of over 1,200,000 NSF of space 
occupied by the State. 

Of this 1,200,000 NSF, the vast ma ­
jority of State owned space is in 
good repair and highly suitable for 
continued occupancy. Although much 
of tr..e State owned inventory is not 
optimally utilized and could benefit 
from aesthetic interior improvrnents 
and rearrangement, most facilities 
are in · good repair, are structurally 
sound and should be retained in the 
building inventory. 

A large percentage of lease sp a ce is 
in older facilities which have some 
significant environmental problems 
such as inadequate lighting and air 
distribution systems and insufficient 
windows. These facilities could, 
t nerefore, use an interior"facelift." 
However, this is not feasible because 

it is less than cost effective for the 
State to invest large sums of money 
to refurbish lease space and the short 
lease terms do not encourage landlords 
to complete appropriate improvements. 

It is recommended that in implement ­
ing this Master Plan the State of 
Minnesota place considerable emphasis 
on improving the quality of existing 
and future space. This will not only 
produce a more aesthetically pleasing 
environment but will also result in 

direct economic benefits of improved 
work efficiency. In those leased 
spaces recommended for continuation, 
consideration should be given to 
securing interior improvements from 
the landlord upon lease renewal. 

Currently, it is cost effective for 
the State to continue location in 
inexpensive leased space. For plan­
ning purposes, therefore, some de ­
partments have been fixed in their 
current locations in all Master Plan 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
-------------- FACILITY SCIENCes CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS 



options. Other departments have been 
consolidated into State mmed space, 
again for all growth options. The 
criteria applied for those depart·­
ments to be consolidated in State 
owned space are as follows: 

• Was consolidation required for 
functional reasons? 

• Was the department or unit 
occupying less than 5,000 NSF? 

• Was the department projecting a 
growth greater than 20% of their 
current space? 

• Was adjacency _preferred with 
departments located in State 
owned space? 

The results of the application of 
these criteria are presented in 
Exhibit IV,5, Page 38. While one 
of the considerations was cost 
effectiveness of leased verses mmed 
space, it was discovered that all 
current leases with the exception of 
the Pollution Control Agency lease 
in the Buetow Building and the new 
Agriculture lease, are for less than 
$8.00 per NSF. Viewed solely from 
an economic perspective, these leases 
therefore merit continuation. Addi­
tionally, all leases under $7.00 per 
NSF per year are definitely economical 
Above $8.00 per NSF, the leases should 
be considered for discontinuance upon 
expiration. 

D. CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY 

In summary, there is a high 
concentration of State occupied space 
in the Capitol Complex and St. Paul 
dentral Business district areas. 
Over 83% of the Metropolitan area 
State occupied space is located with­
in this 3 square mile area. This 
concentration is presently viable 
because of the economic feasibility 
of current leased space in the down­
St. Paul area. However, as growth 
occurs over the next ten years, it 
becomes important to evaluate future 
occupancy plans. This will be espec-
iAllv important if lease rate~ in­
crease in the future to such an ex-
tent that they are no longer ~conomi­
cally feasible. 

In Chapter VI, this evaluation of 
future occupancy plans will be from 
the perspective of adjacency and 
locational requirements. This Chap­
ter will discuss in detail the 
recommended priorities for locational 
strategies in the Capitol Complex 
area. 
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AGENCY/DEPART~IBNT - LOCATION 

EXHIBIT IV. 5 

PRIORITY LEASE SPACE CONSOLIDATIONS ________ ~ _ 

SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 
LEASED 

REASON FOR CONSOLIDATION CANDIDATE 

GROWTH 
GREATER 
THAN 20% 

LESS THAN 
5,000 
SQ.FT. 

CONSOL­
IDATIONS 
REQUIRED 

ADJA'CY 
PREFER. 

DOWN l CAP . # OF 
TOWN COMPL PERS -

LOC'TN : LOC'n ONNEL 

1. AQricul ture - AQricul ture BldQ. __ 6_4, oon I 
I 

I ?nA 

1~2:.....:·---=-M=e--=t-=-r--=-o St~tg __ UI).j.~-~~~i_ty - Metro Sq. ____ p, 639 _ _ __ ___ __ ___ ___ _ ___ ___ _ I __ ____ _ _ _ - - ~ _ 41_ 
3. Pollution Control - Buetow ·- -----·-- 41.1....:5-:!...c5c!___l~.....J_--------!-------~--•~--+------+----+---+--"'--"'11 _2 __ 
4. State Auditor - 390 N. Robert ----- · 186 I I 1 
c; p () C: 'T' ---- --- -- ·- ·---- . , ( .. .(,2 - ---- ··-- ·-· -- • - • -. ··--·- I 6 -

6. Water Resources BD. - 555 Wabasha 1.312 I -· --- -- - ' _-_-, __ ---.. t: -- J -
7. DOA - Energy Consery~t_ion - MEA l _l ·4~1r _4-_~•~---+---=-' ---4----'=----+-------+----+--- - ____ 9 -

~ - DOA - State B,.egis..t~J" - Hamm Bl~- ------- ---- · __ L 200 _ ~ -____ I _____ __ I _______ _ _ __ _ _ __ . __ __ ___ 1 l _ 
q. DOA - Bldl:!: IISAC - Hanover _____ __ ______ _ _ __ __ 181 . _ _ _ ___ ____ __ _ _____ ___ I _ ___ -- ·- · _ __ ____ .. ___ ___ I .. l 24 __ 

10. DOA - B ldQ Coe - MP t:ro ~ni,.::ire 6 046 I : 14 
11. DOA - Bd. of Electricity - Grigg_s Midway ____ _______ 2_,273 __ ---- · _____ ._ _ ____ • ·- ------ - ....-- - .. .. .. ____ 1 lJ_ 
12. MOIS - Amer. Cent_~r___ __ 2il?_G _ _ ---~------- ._ _ _ •---+--- .. . _;_

1
}~ -

'-1_3_. _ _ C_o_unci 1 on Handicapped - 't!~ tro Square _ 1_1.. 6_4_5_ _ _ _____ _ -· __ __ ___ _ .... .. _ ___ ~ __ •
1 

___ _ - ------ --- - -~~ .. 1
1 

__ , 
46 

__ 
14. Ecoii.om1.c Secu~_!__ty_ __ -_ American Center _--=rs_, 288 ___ ,___ __ _______ ___ ___ ___ ___ . .. . -- .· 

11 1
._ 

1 c; p,,,...,n,...,mir S"'"" 11 rirv - Soace Center 11 589 I · --- --- · -- - · 
Io. Educ at 1.on - Hanover __ _ --11....-___::1::....;_L.;0::..::2=-4~....._----~---=---• --~- ___ 1_ 
17. Education - Rossmor 840 I -- -- - -• . - - ~-

; 2 
18. Higher Ed. Facili_ty Authority .. - Metro ___ Sq. ____ _ ___ J __ i__?:_0~~0~...J._-~l:___ _ _J_, __ :..l __ ---1--_____ "-------~1-----+----~ 

19. Indian Affairs ___ Intertribal_ Bd_ - _ Grigg_s _ -_ Midway __ ....;l=.....a....:0::...4.:....:9~__.._----.....4..----=-•-- --• -t--- - -------+---------+----+-=---+---"'.~ 
20. Livestock Sanitary Bd. - Metro Sauare i 410 I I 

7_ 
19 _ 

• i 27 
21. In vestment B d . - MEA __ __:_42.._, ~8 9~4.:..__J_ _ ___::l:.._ _ ____J_ __ ..,:l __ -i _____ --1--____ -1----..+--=--+-_...;.~ 
rT2. Law Examrs/Lwyrs. Pro.Respn.Bd. - 200 S. Robert Z,JEl I • I 11 

7 '2 
12 3 . Pers onne 1 Bd. --=-----soacecen ter Tii+ _ _L. ____ __J, __ _:!!l'.,__ _ __J, _____ ...j.._ ____ -1--__ -+----+---'-4 _ 
24. Municipal Bd. - Metro Square ~~~----- -- ·1, 100 I I 38 
Z5. Minnesota St. Retirement -SIT=-5"29 Jackson -- ·· 'S" 700 . I 255 
26. Natural Resources - _~ace_ Center 35.661 I I 7 
127. Public Safety - American Center _____ . ___ .. __ _ 652 - ----~--•---i- -----•·- -·---- 15 -~ 
12B. P"uoIIc Safety - Hanover 3 514____ I 10 
129. Ombudsman for Corrections - Nalpak 2,088 t I I 1~ -
UO. Pub 11.c Emo loYees Rela-E-.- B"a. .. :.:· Snace···r."'n.t- 0 :.- - --·- - - -- - 1 QR I T -

1~6. Tax Cour_t__- Sna"P rant- "'..- T 81Q I _____ . _ __ ____ ___ ,i____,h<..........I 
137 P11'hlic- Welfare - .. 62.P_Ji_. _____ Rob~rt _____ __ ____ _______ 21,8~2~1~_.J_ ____ ____J_ ____ --· ==-....i..l---- -_-_-_-~l_--_-~ ... _--- ---+-----+----+-~l..::!6~8---4 
38. Attornev General - Sbace Center -------------·--·- ___ ---~~lj-~_..L7~+.---------+------'l"-- --'--------+----.=:l __ +----+----+-____:2::..;6:........+ 
39 . Personnel - Space Center 24,415 I 112 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF LEASE SPACE TO BE TERMINATED 337,487 65200 43,~58 237496 69547 29933 108583 169) 
=--~roF TOTAL (per cent_ o .f 3 3_7 ____ , 4_8_7___:s.....:·_:f;..;.-'-) __________ .....&. __ 1_9. 3 __ ...L., __ 1_3_._ 0 ____.....__,_u_._4 _ ___. __ L_u. _ 6 _..___8_.11......__J_,z_._"2.,1,,1 _ ___, 
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CHAPTER V 

PROJECTION OF - FUTURE REQUIREMENTS 

This chapter contains projections of 
future staffing and space requirements 
derived from data collected through 
the questionnaire and interview proc~s~. 
The analysis begins by defining an 
acceptable range of projected growth 
rates as based on historical and 
projected staffing and state popula­
tion growth rates . 

A. HISTORICAL DATA AND DEMOGRAPHIC 
PROJECTIONS 

Historical and projected population 
data provided by the State enabled 
the Consultant to calculate compound 
annual growth rates through the year 
1990. This data is presented in 
rth e fol lo.YiiQg !_aQJ_~~~ .. - Growth . Ra_t_e __ _. 

Year Population Between Years 
i r·---- - - ·--. - -.. 

1970 
1975 
1978 
1980 
1935 
1990 

3,810,000 
3,920,000 
Li-, 010, 000 
4,070,000 
4,200,000 
4,330,000 

~60 
.73 
.78 
.65 
.59 

Statewide population, which increased 
at a . 67% annual growth rate from the 
year 1970 through the 1980 estimate, 
is projected to increase at a 
slightly lower rate of .62% from the 
year 1980 through 1990. This pro­
jected rate reflects a rate of 93% 

applied to the actual growth rate 
from the year 1970 through 1980. 

The Metropolitan Area population 
increased at approximately a 1.59% 
annual growth rate since the year 
1970 and is projected to increase 
at a 1.55% annual growth rate from 
the year 1980 through 1990. As with 
the Statewide population projection, 
a 93% factor was applied in develop ­
ing this 1980 through 1990 growth 
rate. 

Total employment of the State 
Executive branch of government, by 
geographical area, reflects the 
following increases and annual 
growth rates since the year 1975: 

EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
EMPLOYMENT ANN'L 

INCR. 
1975 1979 

7 County 
Metro Area 13,766 
Central 

14,545 1.59% 

Metro Area 11,689 12,539 2.03% 

Ramsey Co. 9,069 9,947 2 . 68% 

State Pop. 3,921,000 4,039,300 . 75% 

The following conclusions can be 
drawn from this data. 

• Executive branch employment in­
creased at a rate two to three 

' 

times _greater than State population 
in all geographical areas between 
the years 1975 and 1979; 

• Executive branch employment in 
Ramsey County has increased at a 
rate approximately 50% greater 
than has Executive branch em­
ployment in the seven county 
area; 

• The proportion of total Executive 
branch employees located within 
Ramsey County increased from 
65 . 8% in the year 1975 to 68.4% 
in 1979, a trend that is likely 
to continue and exhibits a trend 
line growth rate of 1% per year 
which, if continued, would show 
an employment concentration in 
Ramsey County in year 1990 of 
75%; 

• Executive branch employment in 
Region XI increased at a rate 
2.1 times greater than the 
State population; 

• Executive branch employment in 
the Central Metro area increased 
at a rate 2.7 times greater than 
the State population; 

• Executive branch employment in 
Ramsey County increased at a 
rate 3.6 times greater than the 
State population~ and 
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• Executive branch employment in the 
Study Group increased at a rate 
2.3 times greater than the State 
population. 

The above population data for the years 
1975 and 1979 provided the basis for · 
the development of another set of com­
pound annual growth rates utilizing 
linear projection techniques. The 
following table presents these pro ­
jections of weighted averages of 
relevant workload data provided by 
State agencies. In preparing this 
data, projections for the year 1990 
are based on a current study group 
staffing level of 10,178 employees. 

If Executive branch employment con­
tinues to increase at a rate that 
is two to three times greater than the 
state population rate, the projected 
annual compound staff growth rate for 
the Executive branch will be between 
1.2% and 2.1% for the year 1990 . 
Furthermore, it is anticipated that 
Ramsey County Executive branch employ ­
ment will continue to increase faster 
than will the urban and seven county 
areas since most of the additional 
employees will be for administrative 
staff or central support services. 
It is anticipated that this central ­
ization trend will continue in the 
future. 

ALTERNATIVE STAFF PROJECTIONS 
I I 

Basis of 
projection 

a) Linear to 7 
County area 

b) Linear to Ce ntra 
Metro Ar ea 

c) Linear to Ramsey 
County 

d) Workload Projec ­
tions based on 
1985 rates 

e) Workload Projec ­
tions based on 
1990 rates 

f) Study group 
hi s tor ical 
growth rates 

------------------'--

Ann'l 
% 

Iner. 

1.47% 

1. 88% 

2.48% 

2 . 13% 

1. 60% 

1.70% 

B. DEPARTMENTAL PROJECTIONS 

1990 
Emply. 
Proj. 

11,950 

12,492 

13,326 

12,834 

12,120 

12,252 

Based on the questionnaire and inter ­
view process, current staff levels 
and space assignments were identified 
for each agency included within the 
study. The majority of this space 
was toured by the Consultant - and both 
current space deficiences, as iden­
tified by user representatives, and 

space occupancy patterns, whether 
current space is either too restric ­
tive or excessive, were identified . 
Exhibit V. I, Page 41 , "Unadjusted 
Data Base," Columns A and B, presents 
current staffing levels and space 
requirements for each agency. The 
data presented in this Exhib i t was 
compiled from p~ysical space tours by 
the Consultant and data sheets pro ­
vided by the Department of Adminis ­
tration . As a result, the space 
identifications may in some i nstances 
vary from other listings prepared by 
the State . 

Column C of Exhibit V.l identifies 
the Current Total Net Area Factor 
(NAF) for each agency and consolidated 
group. This column is calculated by 
dividing the total current space, in 
terms of net square feet (NSF~ by the 
total number of staff. This current 
total space was adjusted by the Con ­
sultant to more appropriately reflect 
the space required to efficiently 
house each agency if it were not con ­
fined to its present location . _This 
adjustment was necessary because a 
number of large net area factors did 
not necessarily reflect an inefficient 
use of space. Rather, in a number of 
cases, the inclusion of "special areas" 
resulted in a net area factor distor ­
tion unrelated to the efficiency of 
space utilization. 
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EXHIBIT V. 1 

Unadjusted Data Base 
@ ® fil @ ® ® (Q) ® SPc EiD 

L;UKK.t.l'll 
DEPARTMENT CURRENT CURRENT TOTAL 1985 1985 1985 1990 1990 1990 

STAFF SPACE (1) NAF STAFF SPACE NAF STAFF SPACE NAF 

ALL ELECTED OFFICIALS 132° 25,263 191 157 30,720 196 163 30,686 188 DOA - TOTAL 1,052 220,807 210 1,066 228,153 214 1,071 229,238 214 AGRICULTURE 208 64.000 308 224 66,560 297 239 68.960 289 ATTORNEY GENERAL 244 51 , 761 212 300 53,582 179 331 59,007 178 COMMERCE 160 ---- 46 ._566_ __ __ _ 2_91 ____ ----_180 __ _ ---- - _Jf)_._?_Q 7 __ _ ___ _ 201 _ __ ____ 207 __ ----- - --~-Q A 7-3.L __ _ _1_9} ___ 
. ALL NON - HEALTH BOARDS - ----- 231 - 44,989 195 249 47,674 191 275 52,702 192 CORRECTIONS 209 25,931 124 200 32,000 160 200 32,000 160 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 50 U,649 273 52 9,360 180 69 11 , 730 170 ECONOMIC SECURITY 924 134,618 146 935 138,131 148 938 138,518 148 EDUCATION 482 -- ----~?_..?.19 .. 177 ---- -~9.9 ... ____ ___ 9_~ J_t>) _ __ ___ 165 _ 588 -····-··· ·9_7_,_49_5 __ _ ____ __ lf,_9 ___ - EDUCATION--RELATED ----------------- - -·····-·· 23 C 41,699 181 246 43,631 177 -- ·· ·--·zs:r·· 44,824 177 ENERGY 167 22 , 153 133 240 29,040 121 240 29,040 121 FINANCE 127 16,217 128 141 19,410 138 141 19,410 138 HEALTH 569 113 I 568 200 -584 122,342 209 591 123,532 209 HEALTH BOARDS 44 ___ _ .=5.t?_~o __ 122 _____ ;5_L _ -· . -. -. -~ J_l,S_Q_ 130 -·····- ·~?- . _ . ___ .. . _ ~., _o _6 9 __ 130 ··ursroR°icAt: · s·octifrt· -·· ------------ ------- · "99 ·· ·c4as--·· - - - - - - . . - . --i ~ 299 . -138,990 114 138,966 1,219 107 138,966 HOUSING FINANCE 118 15,979 135 125 18,613 149 140 20,683 . 148 HUMAN RIGHTS 55 13,540 246 73 12,629 173 79 13,509 171 LABOR & INDUSTRY 245 38,114 156 297 46,240 156 314 48,365 154 LAW LIBRARY 9 21 2"59 . -~1)~-~- . ·- 10 21 259 . ?,P~-- 11 __ _____ _ tl.l259 . . _l.,_9)_3 . .. --·- -- -- 25· ----- -4~ ·tga·· --·- · :ro -- ····- -- ·s·~340·· -- -- - ... - - - .. --MEDIATION-· SERVICES _________ ·---·--- 192 178 32 5,696 178 NATURAL RESOURCES 517 77,780 150 548 101,765 186 591 108 I 774 184 OMBUDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS 10 2,088 209 10 2,090 209 11 2,189 199 PERSONNEL 112 24,415 218 137 26,227 191 144 27,424 190 

._ _ _!'.Q_q .. _{JJ_I_Q~_ -~Q~.'r:~91 ____ --___ -- _ -- 312 --- . -~L-~'.? ]._ 133 -- _)?9 __ - _ : __ _ 5_4 1 ).J8 . 142 . ____ _3_~~ - - - . - -. -~~. -~7-~_ - __ __ 1_4_2 __ _ - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- · ·1--45··-- ·- ·149·· PUBLIC SAFETY 801 120,212 952 141,684 i,£&R 146, 724 145 PUBLIC SERVICE 85 31,045 365 96 29,260 305 32,340 299 PUBLIC WELFARE 650 76,019 117 735 108,900 148 850 125,000 147 RETIREMENT SYSTEMS 144 24,508 170 157 27,265 174 163 28,253 173 REVENUE 709 122 847 173 798 ___ J_3_?J) ?9. _ 174 867 _ . __ . t4 7_ • ? _6_Q __ ____ p.9_ -. STATE PLANNING - --- ------ --- -----··1 79 ·- ---- ·:t8);§If 159 --- --z-2:s· -- 35,318 - -·-is 1· ---- ·-2z-s ·· 35,318 157 TAX COURT 6 1,819 303 7 1,386 198 7 1 ,386 198 TRANSPORTATION 1 ,165 171,922 148 1 ,278 221,917 · 174 1,311 224,917 172 VETERANS SERVI CES 107 26.024 243 131 29.873 228 145 32.58 5 225 SU.tHuTAL 10,178 1,893.198 186 . 0 11,301 l , llY,/ J / 1~ / . b II 11 .,908 2,203 , 066 l~.:>. :> MISC. SPACES (Support ) q 717 (3 . 2%) 
TOTAL BUILDING SPACE 1 ,954,91 5 
(1) Net area fRc tor 
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It was these adjusted space assign­
men ts which served as the basis _for_ de ­
veloping each a~encv's future space 
proiections. This ~pace identifica ­
tion and adjustment process is defined 
within each organizational "agency 
profile" previously provided to the 
Department of Administration under 
separate cover. 

Utilizing the adjusted net area fac­
tors, future space requirements are 
identified in Columns E and H for the 
1985 and 1990 planning years. The 
projected net area factors in Columns 
F and I indicate that future space 
allocations will generally be at a 
slightly lower net area factor than is 
characterized by current space occu­
pancy patterns . Comparing the net area 
factors in Column C, F, and I provides 
an indication as to whether future 
space allocations will be more effi ­
cient than is currently experienced. 
In reviewing this data, it must be 
kept in mind that some of the net 
area factor reductions are due to the 
exclusion of "special areas" from the 
future space allocations. The result ­
ing reduction does not, therefore, 
necessarily correlate with improved 
efficiency of space utilization . 
Rather, in some cases is merely 
reflects the reclassification of 
existing space. 

At this point it should be noted that 
the net area factor £or the year 1985 
i s greater than that currently exper ­
ienced 

due to adjustments by the Consultant 
for current space deficiences. An 
absolute reduction, however, is pro ­
jected for the year 1990 due to the 
lower incremental net area factors 
utilized. It should also be noted 
that these area factors do not assume 
significant conversion to open office 
space which could save additional 
space. Open planning is briefly d i s ­
cussed in Chapter VII and in more 
detail in the Space Management package 
under separate cover . 

Exhibit V.l indicates 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 developed in con ­
junction with the departments indicate 
an annual growth rate of 1 . 1% between 
the years 1985 and 1990. Staffing 
projections for the year 1990 are con ­
sidered to be less reliable than those 
for the year 1985 primarily because 
many user representatives displayed a 
tendency to minimize incremental staf­
fing requirements beyond the year 1985 
in recognition of the inherent dif ­
ficulty of projecting the character­
istics of an environment so far into 
the future. Finally, Exhibit V . l in ­
dicates that total unadjusted space 
requirements will increase from the 
current 1,890,000 NSF to 2,120,000 NSF 
in the year 1985, a 2% annual growth 
rate, and to 2,200,000 NSF, a 1% annu­
al growth rate, in the year 1990. 

Exhibit V. 2, Page 43 , details Depar t -
-ment of Administration personnel and 
space requirements which include many 
specialized functions in numerous 
localities . Separate detail is nec ­
essary to present a more accurate 
picture of the staffing and space 
projections for this complex depart ~ 
ment . Exhibit V. 3, Page 45, illus ­
trates the unadjusted annual gr owth 
rates of selected agencies through the 
year 1985 . Review of this data 
indicates the Energy Agency will 
experience the largest growth rate 
at 6 . 27% . 

C. PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT DATA BASE 

Development of future staffing levels 
requires recognition of the 1979 
Personnel Law which mandates up to a 
4% reduction of the total number of 
State funded positions authorized as 
of July 1, 1981. This law, which is 
to be implemented during the 1981 -
1983 biennium, affects "every depart ­
ment and agency in the Executive 
Branch of State Government having 
more than 40 state funded positions, 
but not including the constitutional 
officers, the state university system, 
the community college system nor the 
University of Minnesota." The re ­
quired reductions are to be distri ­
buted evenly among full - time salaried 
positions in proportion to the total 
number of employees within each_agency . 
Positions not subject to reduction 
include those providing custodial 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
-------------- FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/ STAGEBERG PARTNERS _____________ ___, 
42 



I 

l 

I 
! 

EXHIBIT V. 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION UNADJUSTED DATA BASE 

Division/Section Building Current 1985 1990 
Staff Space Stafr-space Stafr-Space 

Commissioner Admin. 14 4,007 142 4,007 142 4,007 
Bureau of Management Admin. 59 7·, 771 56 8,040 56 8,040 
Architecture & Engineer. Admin. 28 4,640 27 5,450 27 5,450 
Plant Management Admin. 12 1,773 12 1,773 12 1,773 
Real Estate Mgmt. Admin. 21 2,004 22 2,511 22 2,511 
Procurement Admin . so 7,301 so 7,450 so 7,450 
Telecommunications Admin. 24 3 ,3 66 29 4,294 32 4,669 
Employees Suggestions Admin. 3 408 3 408 3 408 

SUBTOTAL ........ . ...... . .......... .. . (211) (31,270; (213; ~33,933) (216) (34,308) 

Governor's Office Vol.Svc 127 University 4 780 6 780 8 980 
Building Code Metro Square 24 6,046 30 6,800 · 30 6,8 00 
State Register Hamm 8 1,200 8 1,200 8 1,200 
Energy Conservation MEA 9 1,247 14 2,083 16 2,333 
Cable Communication 500 Rice 11 2,517 10 2,000 12 2,250 
IISAC Hanover 1 181 1 181 2 362 
Board of Electricty 1954 University 14 2,272 17 2,772 20 3,276 

SUBTOTAL ............................. ( 71) (14 ,2 43) (86) (15,816) (96 ) (17,201) 

Materials Management 671 Robert 14 9,302 21 9,302 21 9,302 
Records Management Nalpak 

Files / Forms 9 20,549 11 21,249 11. 21,249 
Micrographics 17 5,438 18 4,538 24 5,138 

SUBTOTAL ........... .. ... . ..... . ... . .. (26) (25,987) (29) 25,787 (35) 26,387 

\ 
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EXHIBIT V. 2 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION UNADJUSTED DATA RASF 

Division/Section 

Information Services 

Cent r al Stores 
Motor Pool 

Building 

Centennial 

SUBTOTAL ............. . ......... . .. ... . 

Publ icati on /Gen . Svc. 
Publication/Gen. Svc . 
Publication/Gen. Svc. 
Publ ication /Gen . Svc . 

SUBTOTAL (Pub/G . S.) 

Documents 
Off ice Machine Repai r 

SUBTOTAL (Fo r d) 

Plant Management 
Plant Management 
Plant Management 

Capitol Sq. 
Centennial 
Transportation 
Ford 

Ford 
Ford 

~faint/Power 
635 Robert 
505 Park 

i Current 
I Sta£ f Space 
i 

3843 38 '· 842 

12 13,255 
18 22,603 
30) (35 , 858 

5 
4 

16 
26 
51 

144 

1,500 
2,200 
4,840 

14,764 
23,304 

(24,619 
. 7 ,2904 

1,740 
Var i ous 100 

SUBTOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
TOTAL ... . ....... .. ............. .. · · · · · 1052 

Excluding the Governor's Office of Volunteer Services 

1985 
Stafr-space 

348 3 37,892 

12 13,255 
22 22,603 

(34) (35,858) 

5 
4 

19· 
28 
56 

155 

100 

1,500 
2,200 
4,840 

14,764 
23,304 

4,948 
3,404 

23,116 

24,619 
( 7,2904 

6,000 

255 37,909 
1066 228,153 

1990 
Stafr-Space 

319 3 36,617 

12 13,255 
24 22,603 
36) (35,858 

5 
4 

19 
28 
56 

10 
17 
55 

165 

100 

1,500 
2,200 
4,840 

14,764 
23,30 

(24,619 
7,2904 
6,000 

265 37,909 
1071 229,238 

1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 

Excludes CETA (to go to Economic Security - 1231 square feet), (also excludes dispers ed staff . 
Include s intermittents; 80 current and in 1985, 60 in 1990. 
Storage Total 

44 MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
-------------- FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS _____________ _ 

I I 



[ 

I 

I 
I 

l 
I 

EXHIBIT V.3 

ANNUALIZED 
GROWTH RATE 
OF AGENCIES 
STAFF 

CURRENT UNADJUSTED 
BASE STAFF VERSUS 
1985 PROJECTION (%) 

ENERGY (6.2) 
HUMAN RIGHTS (4.8) 

ST ATE PLANNING (3.9) 
HEAL TH BOARDS (3.8) 

ATTORNEY GENERAL (3.5) 
VETERANS SVCS. (3.4) 

PERSONNEL (3.4) 
LABOR & INDUSTRY (3.3) 

POLLUTION CONTROL (3.3) 
MEDIATION SVCS. (3.1) 

ALL ELECTED OFFICIALS (2.9) 
PUBLIC SAFETY (2.9) 

EDUCATION (2.8) 
TAX COURT (2.6) 

HISTORICAL SOCIETY (2.4) 
PUBLIC WELFARE (2.1) 

PUBLIC SERVICE (2.0) 
REVENUE (2.0) 

COMMERCE (2.0) 
FINANCE ( 1.8) 

LAW LIBRARY ( 1.8) 
TRANSPORTATION ( 1.6) 

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS (1.5) 
NON-HEAL TH BOARDS ( 1.3) 

AGRICULTURE ( 1.2) 
EDUCATION RELATED ( 1.1) 

HOUSING FINANCE ( 1.0) 
NATURAL RESOURCES (1.0) ·\ 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (.7) . 
HEALTH (.4) 

ADMINISTRATION (.2) 
. ECONOMIC SECURITY (.2) 

OMBUDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS(-) 
. CORRECTIONS (-.7) 

OVERALL AVERAGE = 1.8 % 
PERCENTAGE GROWTH RATE 

-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

..... ;:._.l 

;;J 
JM 
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control of correctional inmates, mainte ­
nance of state highways, and enforce ­
ment of state laws on state highways or 
on public land and waters. 

Although the final State budget for the 
next biennium is not available as of 
the date of this document, direction 
provided by the State suggested that it 
would be appropriate to utilize the 
current, fall of 1979, staffing level 
as the basis for the 4% reduction. 
The application of this 4% reduction 
is illustrated in Column C of Exhibit 
V.5, Page 48. This 4% reduction 
results in the deletion of approxi ­
mately 300 positions reducing the 
current staff to an adjusted base of 
9,878 employees. 

Feedback on the preliminary staffing 
projections presented at Planning and 
Decision Session I resulted in the 
selection of annual growth rates of 
1'!~ and 2%% as the appropriate bas is 
for developing future staffing pro ­
jections. Exhibit V.4, Page 47, 
illustrates current and adjusted 
staffing levels, actual agency pro ­
jections for the .years 1985 and 1990 
and projected staffing levels at 1% 
anJ 2%% annual growth rates for the 
year 1990. This approach yields 
staffing projections of approximately 
11,000 employees in the year 1990 at 
a 1% annual growth rate and approx­
imately 13,000 at a 2%% annual growth 
rate. It should be noted at this 
point that the 1% projection of 

11,002 employees for the year 1990 is 
less than the projection of 11,301 
employees for the year 1985 developed 
in cooperation with each department . 
The reason for this is that the actual 
growth rates for the year 1985 exceed 
the 1% rate applied for the year 1990 . 
The actual growth rate for the year 
1985 is 1.8% based on current staffing 
levels and when the mandated 4% r educ ­
tion is taken into consideration this 
growth rate increases to 2.3% annually. 

Multiplying the 11 , 000 and 13,000 
employment projection figures for the 
year 1990 by the total net area factor 
of 188 square feet per person f r om 
column F of Exhibit V.l results in 
projected space requirements of 
2,083,838 NSF at a 1% annual growth 
rate (11,000 employees) and 2,470,000 
NSF at a 2%% annual growth rate 
(13,000 employees) . .Planning and 
Decision Session participants previ ­
ously concurred that these are appro ­
priate employment projections for 
space planning purposes. 

The 2,083,838 NSF required at 1% 
growth was then mathematically dis ­
tributed to individual agencies as 
represented in Exhibit V. 5, Page 4 8 . 
Column C of this Exhibit identifies the 
number of positions to be reduced by 
application of the "4% reduction" 
1979 Personnel Law . Column D rep ­
resents the adjusted employment base 
which is simply current staff less 
the 4% reduction. Column E identifies 

the unadjusted departmental projec ­
tions for the year 1990 and is 
presented for reference purposes 
only. Column G reflects the 1% 
staffing level for the year 1985 and 
is calculated by subtracting Column 
C, the 4% reduction, from column F, 
the year 1985 unadjusted projection. 
This calculation is given mathematical 
valid i ty because the 1% projection 
of 11,000 employees for the year 1990 
is almost identical to the year 1985 
unadjusted total personnel projection 
of 11,301 less the 300 position 
reduction required by the 1979 
Personnel Law shown in Column C . 
Column I, the net space requirement, 
results from multiplying the 1% staff ­
ing level , column G, by the net area 
factor fo r the year 1985 as shown i n 
column H. 

Space requirements for the 2%% annual 
growth rate were derived through mo r e 
involved mathematical calculations 
than were required for the 1% growth 
rate. The 2%% staffing and space 
requirements are i llustrated in 
Exhibit V. 6, Page L~9 . Column B 
totals 11,577 employees and is a 
mathematically "adjusted" staffing 
level which results from subtracting 
the 4% r eduction, Column C of 
Exhibit V. 5, from the unadjusted 
staffing project i ons of 11,908, Column 
E of Exhibit V.5. Column C identifies 
the change between the current adjusted 
base and the adjusted staffing level 
for the year 1990 . Column D, wh i ch 
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EXHIBIT V. 4 

PERSONNEL 
PROJECTION 
ALTERNATIVES 

.....:1 
µ_:i 
z z 

13 , 000 

12 , 000 

o 11,000 
(/) 

~ 
µ_:i 
P-l 

j Actual 19~5 P:r:,oj ec tio . . • 1 
I = 11 , 301 ~ 1. 7 6 % _ : . . . . .· . . . 
Growth Rate) --~ .· · •::. : . 
l . ··.--:· .... : ... _---->:-:·· .... ; .- :>·- _·. ·._.··. __ · ....... _.... . 

. . ... : . 

I .. --..:.::·· .. ·_·:_·.: _\_:".·:·._ .. _· .. _.. . . . , . 
ftt;t . . }'.>> • 

10,000 _,_,,=- l 

9 , 000 

9 ) 8 7 8 (Adjusted base = base less "4%) 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I 

1979 1980 1985 

YEAR 

1990 
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EXHIBIT V. 5 

Space Required at 1 % Growth Rate 

({) ~) (c) . (D) (~) (f) (r.') (lo m 
DEPT, Pl-:RSOt~NEL· PfW.J EC'J"J()l·IS 

TOTAL NET 
DEPARTHENT CURRENT EASE 4% ADJ UASE 1935-1.°/~ 1985 SPACE 

SPACE STAFF REDCTION (I3-C) 1990 1985 (f-C) t~i\F (Gxll) 

/\LL ELECTED OFFICIALS. 25,263 132 0 132 163 157 157 196 30,720 
DO/\ - TOT/\L 220,807 1,052 38 1,014 1,071 1,066 1,028 214 212,891 
AGRICULTURE 64,00U 208 8 200 239 224 216 297 65,280 
/\TTORNEY GENERAL 51,761 2Lftf 0 24Lf 331 300 300 179 53,700 
CO1·11·0:::RCE 46 566 160 6 154 207 180 174 201 1l. q74_ 
ALL 7mITTIEALTH l)(j_ll R 11, 44, ~B--g -231 2 229 2 7 S' 249 247 191 48,195 
CORRECTIONS 25,931 209 8 201 200 200 192 160 30,720 
ECO NOMIC DEVELOPMENT 13.649 so 2 48 69 52 50 180 9,000 
ECONOMIC SECURITY 13Lf, 618 92/f 5 919 938 935 930 148 137,640 

. _E.DJlCA.T.lQN ___ 85_,219 __ LJ$2-. ._15 )467 588 569 5 St+ 16._ c; qt 610 
EDUCATION RELATED 41,699 231 3 228 253 246 243 177 43,011 
ENERGY 22,153 167 2 165 2Lf0 240 238 121 28,793 
FIN/\l~CE 16,217 127 5 122 141 141 I 136 138 18,768 
l!E/\ LTH 113 I 568 569 8 561 591 584 576 209 120, 94Lf 
HEALTH BOARDS -- ~= _ 5, 350,_.~ ~:;-= --: ;::..-_ .:...., , 

44 0 44 ' 62 55 55 130 7,150 
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 133,990 99 · ----z+-- ·--95-·- --ro1 114 llO l,2f9 --13°:r:-ffi-
HOUSING FINANCE 15,979 118 5 113 lLJ0 125 120 149 17 I 880 
lll.Jl!AN RIGHTS 13,540 55 2 53 79 73 71 173 12,233 
LJ\BOP, & llWUSTRY 38 I 114 245 9 236 314 297 288 156 44 I 928 
LAW LIBRARY 21,259 9 0 9 11 10 10 2,126 20,460 
~IBDIATION SERVICES 4--:--r0B TI 0 LS-- ----- 32 ·· . -- -- · .. 30 - ------ Jo ·- ---.. r73 -- · 5.3~ 
NATURAL RESOURCES 77,780 517 21 . 496 591 548 527 186 98,022 
Oi·lBUDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS 2,088 10 0 10 11 10 10 209 2,090 
PERSONNEL 2/f I 415 112 4 108 1Lf4 137 133 191 25,403 
POLLUTION CONTROL 41.)_5,51_ 312 6 306 395 380 3 7Lf 142 53,108 -- - --.... .. .. ... .. ........ -. ,-. ·-r;--o 4 o - · . .. _. ·-·· ---· ·"·· - -· .. _ 
PUBLIC SAFETY 120,212 801 32 769 952 920 ---- 149 ··- ·---1~ t. ·33·0 
PUBLIC SERVICE 31, Q/15 85 3 82 108 96 93 305 · 8, 65 
PUBLIC WELFARE 76,019 650 23 627 850 735 712 155 110 I 360 
RETIRE~IBNT SYSTEMS 2/1 I 508 lli4 4 lLJ0 163 157 153 174 26,622 
REVENUE _____ ___ 122 ...]AZ_ __ 1_09 28 681 867 798 770 174 e--.l._45_._Q.4-0 _ _ 
STATE PLANNING 28 , Lf98 179 5 174 225 225 220 157 38,540 
TAX COURT 1,819 · 6 0 6 7 7 7 198 1,336 
TRANSPORTATION 171,922 1,165 qlJ 1,117 1 I 311 1,278 1,230 1 7 Li 214,0 20 

_'i_E.1-EM HS SERVICES 2_6, 0 2Lf 107 3 104 l L15 131 128 228 29 184 
TOT/\L 1,893,193 10 I 178 299(3) ~ , 8 7 9 ( 3) _ ~ l , 9 0-~--~ , 301 11,00:!.(2 190 2,083,838 

(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 thr ougho~t the report as 9,878 employees. 
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EXHIBIT V. 6 

Space Required at 21/2 ro Growth Rate 
(A) (B) Cc) (DJ 

DEPARTMENT 
CURRENT ADJUSTED 0 ROJECTED 
ADJUSTED 1990@ CHANGE 

(Cxl. 7~ · MSE STAFF (B - A) 

ALL ELECTED OFFI CIALS 13 2 163(1) 31 9 (I) 
DOA - TOTAL 1, 014 1 ,033 19 32 
AGRICULTURE 200 231 31 53 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 244 331 -- @ -- ® 
COMMERCE 154 199 45 77 
ALL L'lUL'l- HE ALTH 1-1~.hR!.'" 229 273 43 73 
CORRECTIONS 201 192 -- --
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 48 67 19 32 
ECONOMIC SECURI TY 919 933 14 24 
EDUCATION 467 573 106 180 
EDUCATION RELATED 228 250 12 30 Q) 
ENERGY 165 238 73 124 
FINANCE 122 136 -- --
HEALTH 561 583 -- --
HEALTH BOARDS 44 62 -- - -
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 95 103 -- --
HOUSING FINANCE 113 135 22 37 
HUMAN RIGHTS 53 77 -- --
LABOR & INDUSTRY 236 305 69 117 
LAW LIBRARY 9 11 -- --
MEDIATIOtl SERVI CES 25 32 7 12 
NATURAL RESOURCES 496 570 74 126 
OMBUDSMAN FOR CORRECTIONS 10 11 - - --
PERSONNEL 108 1Lf0 32 54 
POLLUTI ON CONTROL 306 389 - - - -
PUBLIC SAFETY 769 978 209 355 
PUBLI C SERVICE 82 105 23 39 
PUBLIC WELFARE 627 827 200 340 
RETI REMENT SYSTEMS 1Lf0 159 19 32 
REVENUE 681 a3q l'i8 ?fiq 
STATE PLANNING 174 220 46 78 
TAX COURT 6 7 -- --
TRANSPORTATION 1,117 1 ,263 145 247 
VETERANS SERVICES 104 142 -- --

SUBTOTAL 9,878 11, 577 
DEPT . X -- --

TOTAL 9,879 11 577 -- --

(E) (FJ (G) 
2\% PROJ . 

STAFF@ 199U SPACE 
(A & D) NAF (ExF) 

16 7 (2) 188 31 , 396 
1 ,046 214 229,238~ 

253 289 73 , 117 
331 - - 59,007 
231 197 45 , 507 
303 192 60 , 495 
192 -- 30,720 

80 170 13,600 
943 llf8 139,564 
6Lf 7 166 107 402 
258 Q) 177 45,666 
289 121 3lf,969 
136 -- 18,785 
583 209 121,847 

62 -- 8,060 
103 - - 138,408 
150 148 22,200 

77 -- 13,167 
353 154 54,362 

11 - - 21 259 
37 178 6,586 

622 184 114,448 
11 - - 2,189 

162 190 30,780 
389 142 r:;r:; ? ~8_ 

1,or o 1,45 146.450 
121 299 36,179 
967 147 142,149 
172 173 29,756 
gc;o 170 1 fi 1 c;nn 
252 157 39,564 

7 -- 3,016 
1 , 365 172 234,780 

142 225 31 950 
12,422 185.4 2,303,354 

578 288 166,646 
13 ,000 190 2,470,000 

(H) 

ANN. 
:;ROWTH 
RATE 

2.2 
. 3 

2 . 2 
2.8 
3.8 
2 .) 

- . 4 
4.8 

.2 
3 . 0 
1. 1 
5 . 2 
1. 0 

.4 
3.2 

. 1 
2 . 6 
3 .5 
3.7 
l. 8 
3.6 
2 . 1 

.9 
3 . 8 
2. 2 
L . 5 
3 . 6 
4 . 0 
1. 9 
3.1 
3 . 4 
1. 4 
1. 8 
2. 9 
2. 1 
--
2 . 5 

FOOTNOTES 
(l) 1. 7 applied only t o 

Audit or. 

(Z) Not equal to A & D be ­
cause the 1.7 was not 
applied to all component 
agencies. 

(j) 1 . 7 no t applied t o Com­
munity College. · 

@ Where blanks appear , no 
adjustments were made 
due to very large or 
small unadjusted growth 
projections. (E = B) 

(5) 1. 7 times C, where data 
is seen as changing or 
no change ~rom 1990 pro­
jection for stab le de­
partmental pro j ections. 

® A & D or adjusted 1990 
projection in Column B. 

<J> With 4% reduction 

® Unadjusted projection 
minus "4% reduction". 

~ Actual 1990 projec~ion . 
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represents staff to be added to the 
current adjusted base, results from 
multiplication of Column C by 1.7. 
This factor of 1.7 is explained below. 
Space projections at the 2\% growth 
rate are derived by multiplying the 
un~djusted net area factor for the 
year 1990, Column F, by the 2%% 
staffing levels in Column E. 
AJjuste<l annual growth rates are 
illustrated in Column H. 

It should be noted that at the bottom 
of Exhibit V.6 an agency called 
Department "X" appears. This depart ­
ment is identified as having 578 
employees occupying approximately 
166,646 NSF. This represents a 
currently non- existent department 
which may be created in the future. 
Recognizing the inherent uncertainty 
associated with the future, the 
Consultant allocated 5% of the 
adjusted staff level of 11,577 to 
this unknown department(s) and 
assigned a liberal net area factor 
of 288. This results in expanding 
the 2,303,354 NSF subtotal of Column 
G to the 2,470,000 NSF planning basis . 

The multiplier utilized in column D, 
1 . 7, is the result of a mathematical 
derivation to identify a constant 
which would yield mathematically 
consistent total staffing projections. 
After subtracting Department X's 578 
staff from 13,000, excluding those 
<lepartments displaying very large or 

small unadjusted growth projections, 
and dividing the remaining column E 
total by the remaining Column C total 
yields a multiplier of 1.7 

Exhibit V.7 on Page 51 identifies 
current space occupancies and future 
space requi rements at both the 1% 
and 2%% growth rates and shows the 
relative distribution of space, and 
actual growth in space to support 
future staff levels at the two growth 
rates . 

D. SPACE SHORTFALLS 

In Chapter IV, Exhibit IV.5, Page 38, 
identified current lease spaces which 
are prime candidates for termination 
and consolidation with existing or 
new State owned space . The remaining 
existing leases are thus recommended 
for continuation because of their 
size, functional adequacy and/or cost­
effectiveness . Exhibit V.9 presented 
on Page 53 identifies these leases, 
indicates they currently total 
371,398 NSF and projects them to grow 
by 56,148 NSF at the 1% annual growth 
rate and by a total of 106,782 NSF at 
the 2%%. growth rate by the year 1990. 
It should be noted that in Exhibit V.9 
a line item is shown for Economic 
Security without any identification of 
current space. The Department's two 
current leases in the Space Center 
and American Center Buildings, totaling 
approximately 40,000 NSF, should be 

"'raca t ed due to the Department's desire 
for Lotal consolidation within one 
block of each other . These spaces 
would, however, be replaced by other 
"fixed" lease space in downtown St. Paul. 
A total of 43,441 NSF is required to 
satisfy the 1% growth rate . This would 
require only the addition of 12,707 NSF 
of new lease space. Exhibit V.9 indi ­
cates that 61,417 NSF of additional 
le2. :- ,e space would be required in ordf r 
to 3ff:Jport a 2;~% annual grL)v7th rate . 

Exhibit V.8, Page _52, graphically 
portrays potential shortfalls of 
space due to space utilization im ­
provement and departmental expansion. 
The largest portion of space, that 
shown at the bottom of the graph 
in dark shading, represents the 
current inventory of state owned 
buildings included within this study 
as detailed in Exhibit V.l, Page 41. 
Adding the two categories of leased 
space noted above yields the current 
total space inventory of 1,893,198 
NSF. The dotted lines extending 
from left to right to the year 1990 
identify total space requirements 
of 2,083,838 NSF and 2,470,000 NSF 
at the 1% and 2~% annual growth rates 
respectively. These are detailed in 
Exhibit V. 5 and V. 6, Pages 48 and 49 . 
Exhibit V.8 indicates that in order 
to provide for the minimum 1% grow~h 
by 1990, approximately 190,000 addi­
tional NSF would be required without 
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-EX-HlBIT V. 7 
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EXHIBIT V. 8 

SPACE 
SHORTFALLS 3.0 
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580,000 MAXIMUM EXPANSION 
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-------
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-----
--- -- -- -- i·'' ~------------- -2,083,838 · 
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terminating any leases and roughly 
530,000 tJSF would be required in order 
to consolidate the leases identified 
in Exhibit IV. 5, Page 38, In order 
to provide for growth at the 2%% rate 
by the year 1990, additional space 
requirements with and without lease 
consolidation would be approximately 
580,000 and 910,000 NSF respectively. 
Total growth from 1% to 2%% growth 
rate levels would add 380,000 NSF by 
the year 1990. 

Exhibit V .10, Page 54, identifies 
the "total" net space requirements at 
1% and 2%% without lease consoli­
dations. This "total" net space in­
cludes provision for food service 
space at 8 NSF per person plus a 4% 
building services allowance. 

The food service allowance is developed 
in Exhibit V .11, Page 54, and is 
based on the current Transportation 
Building food service space. The 
building services allowance includes 
space for such items as conference 
rooms, storage areas, and janitor 
closets. The nominal 4% is similar to 
the 3.2% "miscellaneous spaces" iden­
tified at the bottom of the "Unadjusted 
Data Base," Exhibit V.l, Page 39. 
Thus, total net area requirements under 
these conditions would be approximately 
188,000 and 623,000 NSF for 1% and 2%% 
growth rates. Exh~bit V.12, Page 55, 
illustrates net space requirements 
with and without lease consolidations. 

Exhibit V.12, Page 55, presents a graph~ 
ical summary of personnel and space re­
quirements at 1% and 2%% growth. 

EXHIBIT V. 9 

LS1\SE SPACE AREA 1------
FIXED LEAS'ES AND CURRENT PROJECTED SPACE CUR.REF':~ 1% 2\% 

State Planning - Metro Square 
DOA (Records Mgmt.) NALPAK 
Attorney General - American Ctr. 
Attorney General - Bremer Arcade 
Attorney General - Metro Square 
Commerce - Metro Square 
:orrrrnerce1. • Related Bds. - Metro Square 
Crime Control Planning Bd. - Space Ctr. 
Corrections - Metro Square 
Economic Security - 390 N. Robert 
Economic Security 
Economic Development - Hanover 
Energy - American Center 
Health - Hennepin Square 
Health - 2829 University 
Housing Finance - NALPAK 
Human Rights - Bremer Arcade 
Labor and Industry - Space Center 
Public Service - American Center 
Public Service - 1015 Currie 
Revenue - NALPAK 

TOTAL LEASE SPACE 

,r 

'4,000 
25,987 
11,321 

1,050 
3,226 

35,501 
5,286 

10,023 
25,931 
94,199 

13,649 
22,153 

2,200 
6,534 

15,979 
13,540 
38,114 
22,285 

8,760 
11,660 

371,398 

4,000 
25,787 
11,693 

1,085 
3,332 

34,974 
8,081 
8,586 

30,720 
94,199 
43,441 

9,000 
28,798 

2,200 
6,534 

17,880 
12.283 
44,928 
19,605 

8,760 
11,660 

427,546 

4,000 j 
26,387 
12,849 

1,192 
3,661 

45,507 
9,709 
9,720 

30,720 
94,199 
45,365 
13,600 
34,969 

2,200 
6,534 

22,200 
13,167 
54,362 
27,419 

8,760 
11,660 

478,180 

Extra Space Needed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (56,148) (106, 782) 

Minus New Econ. Security Lease ................... 43,441 45,365 
t--------;----------1-

Total Extra Lease Space Required 12,707 61,417 I 

*Space for Economic Security is currently in leased space at the 
American Center and Space Center. 
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EXPANSION SPACE 

Current Personnel .......... . 
Less "4% attrition" .... , . .. . 
Adjusted base personnel .. . . . 

Personnel ..... .. . .. .... ... . . 
Round to . . .... . . .......... . 
Space Required ....... . .... . 

Less Current Space . ... ... .. . 

Shortfall due to growth .... . 

Addi t i onal 1 ioffice" space 
required 
Plus 8 NSF per person for 
food services ............ . 

Subtotal. ... . 

Plus 4% building services . . . 

TOTAL NET AREA 

EXHIBIT V. 10 

I 

SPACE SHORTFALL 
WITHOUT LEASE CONSOLIDATION 

ANNUAL GROWTH RATE . 
1% 2\% 

10,178 10,178 
300 300 

9,878 9,878 

11,002 1:?, gi; 1 
11,000 13,000 

2,033,838 2,470,000 

1,893,198 1,893,198 

190,640 576,802 

190;640 576,802 

6,576 22,576 
197,216 599,378 

7,889 23,975 
--·· - -- ····-· - -- - - - - -·- -· ·· -··-·- .. - -

205,105 623,353 

EXHIBIT V. 11 

CAFETERIA ANALYSIS 

Percentage of Transporta ­
tion Building occupants 
who utilize ·cafeteria (1) . .... . . 62% 

Total meals ser ved per 
day (2 ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1200 

Number of lunches served 
to building occupants 
(90% of total) ...... . .. .. ...... 1080 

Number of seats required.~ ...... 650 

Effective capacity (85% of 
total seats) .. . ....... . ......... 553 

Turn ratio (total meals 
served divided by effective 
capacity) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2. 17 

Footage required per person 
served (cafeteria space of 
14,280 divided by 1080) ..... 13.2 NSF 

Cafeteria space required 
for building employees 
(62% x 13.22 squar e feet 
per person . ....... . ~- . ..... 8 .2 NSF 

1 
2PPeerr questionnaire 

food service manager 
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EXHIBIT V. 12 

SHORTFALL 
OF 
SPACE 

NET ASSIGNABLE 
SPACE SHORTFALLS AREA AREA (1) 

Minimum to support growth at 1% 190,000 211,807 

Maximum to support growth at 2\% 580,000 623,252 

Minimum plus lease consolidation 530,000 567,632 

Maximum plus lease consolidation 910,000 979,178 

(1) Assignable adds 8 NSF/person for food services 
and 4% for building services. 

(2) Gross area adds 15% to convert from net to gross in 
urban area (10% in suburb~n/rural). 

1,000 

900 

800 

- 700 t-w w 
LL. 
LL. 
0 

600 558,587 SQ. FT.·. 

U) 
Q 500 z 
C 
U) 
::, 400 0 :c 
t-
~ 300 -

200 
205,105 SQ. FT. 

100 

WITH LEASE CONSOLIDATION ~ 

GROSS 
AREA (2) 

245,000 

715,000 

650,000 

1,125,000 

623,353 SQ. FT. 

ASSIGNABLE AREA REQUIRED 
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EXHIBIT V. 13 

PROJECTED 
STAFF/SPACE 
NEEDS 

There is a high correlation between both 

personnel and space in t r acking the growth 

of both factors through a 1% and 2%% level . 

In all phases of growth, the rat i o between 

personnel and space never varies more than 

1.4% in ter ms of the ratio to each other . 
PERSONNEL 
CURRENT : 10 , 178 

1% GROWTH : 11,002 

2%% GROWTH : 13,000 

SPACE 
CURRENT : 1,893 , 198 NSF 

1% GROWTH : 2,083,838 NSF 

2%% GROWTH : 2 , 470 , 000 NSF 
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E . DEFINITION OF GROSS VERSU~ I 

NET SQUARE FEET 

The following information is pre ­
sented for reference purposes to 
develop an understanding of the net 
square footage (NSF ) · definitions 
used in work, space related evaluations 
in later chapters. 

1 Net area for a typical 
work station to be added 
(including circulation 
around the immediate 
work area) ............... . 

Plus support equipment 
space at 15% (including 
photocopy, conference 
space, etc.) .. ........... . 

Plus building circulation 
at 10- 20;~ ................ . 

Plus cafeteria and build­
ing support services 
allowances ............... . 

Total Net Area ... . 

145 NSF 

25 NSF 

20 NSF 

10 NSF 

200 NSF 

Plus building cor~ allowance 
at 15-20% .. ................ 30-40 NSF 

Total Gross Area ... 230-240 GSF 

Thus, the space requirements fo~ e~ch 
employee are defined as 200 NSF (~ 
square feet) and 230-240 GSF (gross 
square feet). 

For reference purposes, Exhibit V. 11+ , A ~ 
Page 58, illustrates space Jefinition ~ 
rcsulcin[_; in an efficiency rating 
calculated by dividing the net squar e 
foot . to ta 1 by the gross area. Uti 1-
i zing the first floor of the Adminis­
Lr.Jtion Building as an example, an 
efficiency rating of 73% is reflected . 
In comparison to most office building 
spaces, this is a low efficiency 
ratin8. However, it is at least 
p t1rt explained by the fact that a 
lunch room, a large conference room, 
:rnJ a sir;nificant corridor area are 
incluJeJ. Exhibit v.14B identifies 
a u1ore typical efficiency of 82% 
·,-: h i ch 'i.-W u 1 d b e dis p 1 aye d if the s e 
non-typical areas were excluded. 
Building efficiences are referred 
to later in this report in order 
Lo Jefine the gross buildable amount 
of space required to satisfy net 
c..iep.:_ir tmental area requirements. 

i .' FLEXIBILITY AND OPTIONS 

It should be re c ognized that although 
the charts p r esent e d in this Chapter 
are mathma ti ca l derivations and include 
specific projections of space require ­
ments, the ·consultant does not intend 
that they be v i ewed literally as a firm 
definition of space r equirements but 
rather as a r:best guess" as to the 
potent i al magnitude of futur e space 
needs for e ach depa rtment. The var ­
iability of the projected data relates to 
a multitude of unknowns wh i ch can 
affect future staffing levels and 
associated space requirements. These 
include not only the inherent politics 
under which the State functions but 
also other external factors s uch as 
demographics, emphasis of lobby groups, 
energy and transportation issues, level E 
of social programs provided, potential 
changes in the application and content 
of tax laws , pressures to centralize o r 
decentralize,- and state of the art 
advances in communications, main­
tenance, planning, and analysis. 

The development of a Master Plan 
should be viewed as a "plan" rather 
than as an attempt to define and 
detail small components for final 
implementation. It is the magnitude 
and direction of the facility plan­
ning concepts presented in this 
report which should be critically 
reviewed. 
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EXHIBIT V. 14 

STATE 
ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING 

FIRST FLOOR PLAN 

A B 
NET 
GROSS 
EFFICIENCY 

15,000 
20,549 

73 % 

1111 'I il1\ i ii i ! ;iii 
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NET ASSIGNABLE 
. SQUARE FEET 

NET SUPPORT 
SPACE (EXCLUDED) 

HORIZONTAL CIRCULATION 
(CORRIDORS, LOBBIES) 

BUILDING SUPPORT 
(RESTROOMS, MECHANICAL) 

VERTICAL CIRCULATION 
(STAIRS, ELEVATORS) 

12,332 
15,000 

82 % 

A 

' & CONFERENCE 
. (1265) 
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By the time the major components are 
approved, defined and completed -
Guilding construction, purchase of 
properties, or commitment to major 
leases-significantly more will be 
known regarding specific requirements 
than is possible at an early point in 
the planning process.· At this later 
udte, definitive space requirements 
should be identified within the 
framework of agency space and staff 
recommendations. It should be 
realized that if "build'.' or "purchase 
and renovate" rather than "lease" . 
options are chosen to satisfy space 
needs, the space occupancy plans 
presented in this report will most 
likely be outdated before construction 
is completed. Thus, a dynamic future 
planning environment must be estab­
lished - one that is flexible and 
resp onsive to change. 

Flexibility and the ability to pro­
vide for expansion must be provided 
in final occupancy plans for the 
selected Master Flan option. As 
presented in Exhibit V.5, Page 48, 
each department displays its own 
characteristic growth pattern, 
including the relationship between 
its staffing and space growth 
projections. Energy staffing, for 
instance, is projected to grow pro ­
portionately faster than other maJor 
agencies - 43% larger at the "1%" 
level than at present. Elected 
Officials staff, 19\ and the Attorney 

General, 23%, also display relatively 
high proportionate staff increases 
whereas Health, 1%, Natural Resources, 
2%, and Transportation, 6%, display 
relatively low proportionate increases. 
The Department of Administration, 
which is "overhead" oriented, displays 
a total 3% decrease in staffing. These 
percentages are not annual growth 
rates but are comparisons of projected 
staff levels to current levels. 

Changes in space requirements a!e not 
necessarily at the same proportion as 
staffing changes. This is due to 
either adjustments in current space 
required to change space utilization 
or to correct for current space defi­
ciences, or because necessary space 
additions . are of a "special use" 
nature . 
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Attorney General space only increases 
approximately 4 ~/o due to space savings 
from consolidation . Administration 
space increases 3% even though there is 
a 3% staff' reduction . This is primar ­
ily due to the requirement for an 
additional 6,000 NSF of storage space. · 
Historical Society space does not 
increase because staff additions can 
be adequately housed in the current 
special use space. The Tr ansportation 
proportion of additional space re­
quired, 23% higher than current levels 
is four times higher than the 6% staff 
additions primarily due to a need for 
significantly more laboratory space. 

The 1% and 2Y/o growth alternatives 
provide the State a sufficient amount 
of planning flexibility . In the 
future, as more definitive gr owth 
patterns emerge, if it appears that 
the 1% solution will not satisfy space 
requirerncnls a more rapid implemen­
tation of Phases II and III, expansion 
toward the "2\;~ so 1 u tion," may be 
appropriate. Additional description 
of Phases II and III are included in 
Chapter X, "Baster Plan Recommendations". 
Greater fle x ibility can be achieved 
by utilizing additional leased space 
until construction or renovation is 
completed and selective remodeling 
can improve space utilization as 
discussed in Chapter VII. 

On the other hand, should the State 
choose to implement the 2\% solution 
and actual growth is not that high, 

additional leases, compared to those 
terminations suggested in Chapter IV, 
could be terminated so all newly con ­
structed or renovated space would be 
fully occupied . 

With regards to the specific placement 
of each department, flexibility and 
expansion requirements dictate that 
two potentially fast growing, large 
agencies not be placed in contiguous 
space since future expansion would 
then require a major relocation. 
Smaller, stable agencies can be placed 
between larger growth departments to 
occupy !'buffer" space until it is 
required. This approach minimizes 
potential relocation expenses and 
disruption. Smaller agencies without 
critical adjacencies represent approx ­
imately 20% of the space recommended 
for new buildings in Chapter X. Thus, 
these ag~ncies could be relocated out ­
side the buildings to allow the 
remaining 80% to expand up to 25%. 
This approach would provide enough 
space to accommodate an annual growth 
rate of approximately 2%% without 
requiring any major relocations. 

G. CONCLUSION 

This chapter has established a range 
for future space requirements 
between 2,100,000 NSF and 2,470,000 
NSF to house between 11,000 and 13 , 000 
employees as compared to a current 
space inventory of 1,893,198 NSF 

housing 10,178 employees. The pro ­
jected range represents a compound 
annual staff growth rate of 1% to 
2?-2%. 

In Chapter VI, specific departmental 
adjacency requiiements which will 
result in the development of five 
optional Master Plans in Chapter VIII 
will be discussed. Chapter X will 
then detail the three recommended 
options . 
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CHAPTER VI 

ADJACENCY ANALYSIS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The Adjacency Analysis phase of this 
study was designed to inventory current 
State agency locations, to assess the 
functionally required and desired 
agency and departmental adjacencies 
and to identify and recommend poten­
tial adjacency links crucial to the 
effective productivity of State 
Government. In the development of a 
long range space utilization plan for 
the State, a primary goal is to place 
departments which have regular and 
significant interfaces with one 
another in the closest possible prox­
imity. 

One constraint on the optimal end 
product of this process is the 
strongly expressed desire by a 
majority of the larger State depart­
ments for their total consolidation 
in one location. While it was often 
possible to accommodate both the con­
solidation of a department and its 
adjacency requirements, there were 
situations where this was not possible 
due to constraints in assigning 
departments to existing State-owned 
property. These were, however, 
primarily secondary adjacencies and 
were for that reason not of major 
significance or detriment to the 
overall conclusions and recommenda­
tions contained within this Master 
Plan. 

B. ADJACENCY RELATIONSHIPS 

Three considerations were used in 
establishing the analysis criteria 
for determining departmental inter­
face needs: government operations, 
public accessibility and common 
clientele. 

Government Operations involve the 
day-to-day interface that State 
departments have with one another. 
This includes such items as paperwork 
transactions, shared-use facilities 
and information exchanges requiring 
face-to-face interaction. 

Accessibility is the degree to which 
a specific agency is visited by or 
has other direct contact with the 
general public. Question number 29 
on the questionnaire stated, "Please 
indicate the quantity of public 
visitors who come to your work unit 
each day. What is/are the principal 
purposes for the visits, and what is 
the average duration of these visits?" 

Responses to this question resulted 
in the identification of those depart­
ments with a high degree of public con­
tact. (See Exhibit VI. I, Page 62 , of 
this chapter.) The followin~ depart ­
ments had more than 50 visitors daily: 

Visitors/Day 

• Public Safety ....... , .. 482 
• Transportation .... .... 251 
• Legislature/ 

Elected Officials ..... 200 

• Attorney General . ...... 200 

• Natural Resources . ..... 197 

• Economic Security . ..... 190 

• Administration . ........ 187 

• Personnel . ............. 122 

• Public Welfare . ........ 100 

• Labor and Industry . .... 60 

• Education . ............. 58 

• Agriculture . ........... 50 

The Driver and Vehicle Services Divi­
sion of the Deoartment of Public 
Safety, respon~ible for issuing dri­
vers' licenses and motor vehicle 
registrations, accounts for a sizable 
portion of the 482 daily visitors. A 
high access location which is centrally 
located along a high access road with 
substantial parking would be recom­
mended for this Division. The Depart­
ment of Transportation also has many 
daily visitors. 
The public seeking permits and road 
design workers comprise the bulk of 
the DOT's visitor load with no one 
division emerging as the primary source 
of daily visits. The magnitude of the 
Department itself, the State's largest 
agency , contributes to the high visitor 
volume. While high access and avail­
able parking are important to the 
Department, centrality is, albeit 
desirable, not necessarily vital for 
efficient functioning. 

Visitor access needs of the Legisla­
ture, other elected officials and the 
Department of Administration are accom­
modated by their "fixed location" in 
the Capitol Complex which is an ideal 
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EXHIBIT VI. 6 

MAJOR 
ADJACENCY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

DAILY VISITOR LOAD 

HEAVY 

11111> MEDIUM 

4IP> LIGHT 

197 

190 

30 

200 

122 

200 

LEGISLATURE 
AND 

ELECTED 
OFFICIALS 

40 

50 

100 
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centralized location. The Attorney 
General accommodates its visitor needs 
through decentralized offices in a 
number of locations throughout the 
seven county area. These locations 
are often with the departments served 
by the Attorney General. Economic 
Security has a downtown location and 
is generally able to accommodate 
visitors, although parking is occa­
sionally at a premium. 

Natural Resources draws its largest 
number of visitors through the License 
Bureau which is responsible for the 
issuance and renewal of fish, game, 
snowmobile, boats, and arms permits 
and licenses. While currently located 
in a separate facility on North Robert 
Street, consolidation with the balance 
of the Department would require a high 
access location, although not neces­
sarily a central one due to numerous 
visitors. 

Common clientele, if it were of a 
significant magnitude, could impact 
decisions as to placement of indivi­
dual departments. It was hoped that 
questionnaire and interview generated 
data plus feedback from the three 
Planning and Decision Sessions would 
provide a quantification of clientele 
who likely have need to see more than 
one department during a particular 
visit. Data was, however, sparse and 
inconclusive. Interviewees could not 
elaborate on the topic beyond an 
unsure "best guess" position. During 
Planning and Decision Session II, par­
ticipants concurred that 

there were insufficient common ~ 
clients to outweigh other adjacency 
and economic considerations. Specific 
quantification of the small numbers of 
common clients would require expensive 
surveys conducted at building entran­
ces. This approach was evaluated as 
not cost effective and fruitless in 
light of the availability of more 
relevant proximity data. Surveys 
thus were not conducted by the 
Consultant. 

C. THE PROCESS 

A four step process was employed to 
document adjacency requirements. 

1. Questionnaire Resnonses 

In the questionnaire that was distri­
buted to State agencies (see Appendix 
under separate cover) six questions 
addressed adjacency requirements . 
Questions 27 and 28, concerning govern­
mental operations, were as follows: 

Question 27: 

"Please list other Minnesota State 
Departments or organizational units, 
in order of importance, that your 
organizational unit regularly goes 
to see or meets with. List the 
approximate number of times per 
week that anyone, and everyone, in 
your unit goes to visit the other 
organizational unit. If you have 
20 people in your unit and you feel 
that each makes an average of 3 

visits per week to Department "X", 
then the magnitude of the interface 
is 60 . Please list only those 
visits for which an average of more 
than ten actual trips per week are 
incurred." 

Question 28: 

"Please list those organizational 
units that regularly come to visit 
your work area. Again, list only 
those other organizational units 
that visit more than ten times per 
week." 

Question 29 addressed the public 
accessibility issue. Questions 
30 and 31 asked for a subjective 
response, in rank order of import­
ance, relative to which departments 
should be located in the same 
building or complex. Finally, 
Question 32 addressed the loca­
tional issue by asking each agency 
to express their need , if any, to 
be located in or near t~e State 
Capitol Complex. 

2. Interaction Matrix 

An interaction matrix, Exhibit VI.2, 
Page 64, was generated from the r~­
sponses to the governmental operations 
questions, Questions 27 and 28. Th~ 
mRtrix idP-ntifies interfaces numbering 
at least ten per week. Each cell 
within the matrix results from four 
categories of information: 
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EXHIBIT VI. 2 

INTERACTION 
MATRIX 

KEY 
1=- MORE THAN 75 TRIPS PER WEEK 

2= 51 TO 75 TRIPS PER WEEK 

3= 26 TO 50 TRIPS PER WEEK 

4= 10 TO 25 TRIPS PER WEEK 

&; LESS THAN 10 TRIPS PER WEEK 

GOVERNOR/ LT. GOV 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

STATE TREASURER 
ATTORNEY GEN 
STA TE AUDITOR 

DOA- ISD 
- MAIL 
- MOTOR POOL 
- PUBLIC. & G.S. 
- · MATERIALS 
- RECORDS 
- BLDG. CODE 
- VOLUNT. SERV. 
- PLANT MANAGE 
- OFFICE MAIN REP 
- GENERAL 
TEACHERS RETIRE. 

PUBLIC EHP. RETIRE 
REVENUE 

STA TE RETIREMENT 

A STATEPLANNING 
FINANCE 

PERSONNEL 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

MILITARY AFFAIRS 
TRANSPORTATION 

VETERANS AFFAIRS 
PUBLIC WELFARE 

CORRECTIONS 
HUMAN RIGHTS 

ENERGY 
POLLUTION CONTROL 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
H::ALTH 

ECONOMIC DEVELOP. 
AGRICULTURE 

HISTORICAL SOCETV 
EDUCATION 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC SECURrrY 
LABOR & f,jDUSTRY 

---,__ --

3 
4 

42 

4 
4 

4 4 

4 3 

2 
5 
3 

1 

1 

• N b um er o f trips f rom A to B 

• Number of trips received from 

• Number of trips from B to A 

• Number of trips received from 

~i;;,, ~---
4 

4 

4 4 2 

3 

§ 

2 ~ 44 2 4 r 
3 

5 2 5 
5 5 4 

-
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(1) number of trips reported from 
"A" agency to "B" agency, · 

(2) number of trips reported by 
"B" agency from "A" agency, 

(3) number of trips from "B" 
agency to "A" agency, and 

(4) number of trips received by 
"A" agency from "B" agency. 

Categories (1) through (4) in each 
"cell" were totaled and divided by 
two to estimate the total number of 
trips between specific departments 
each week. These totals were then 
weighted on a graduated scale from 1, 
corresponding to the greatest number 
of generated trips per week (more 
than 75), to 5, corresponding to the 
lowest number of generated trips per 
week (less than 10). 

The following is a raw data listing 
of those departments reporting a 
significant number of weekly inter­
actions: 

Trips/Week 

Public Service/Att. ·Gen ....... 106 
Natural Resources/Att. Gen .... 89 
Public Welfare/DOA- ISB ... . .... 65 

This r aw data was subjectively refined 
and modified during the first Planning 
and Decision Session as the consensus 
of the participants was that such data 
was not appropriate for planning pur ­
poses. This modification resulted in 
the development of a subjective major 
adjacency relationships bubble diagram. 

3. Bubble Diagrams 

The bubble diagram discussed above 
reflected adjacency linkages in de ­
grees of strength ; primary, second­
ary, tertiary, and other weaker 
linkages. This bubble diagram was 
further modified as a result of feed ­
back received from the second Planning 
and Decision Session. The final 
diagram is reflected in Exhibit VI.3, 
Page 66 . Additional bubble diagrams 
were generated from those questions 
relating to departmental preferences 
for adjacency locations with other 
departments in the same building or 
same complex and desires for a Capitol 
Complex location. These were pre ­
sented at the second Planning and 
Decision Session. The final diagrams 
as modified via feedback, collected at 
that Session, are represented by Exhi -
bits VI . 4 , 5, anrl 6. Pages 67,.68 & 69 . 

Transportation/Pblc. Safety ... 65 Utilizing feedback and comments from 
Natural Resources/DOA- ISB ... .. 58 the three interactive Planning and 
Revenue/Att. Gen .............. 54 Decision Sessions, information gained 
Education/State Plnng ......... 50 by the Consultants in the interview 
Human Rights/Att. Gen ... ...... 48 stages was further refined to portray 
Welfare/Administration .. . ... .. 38 a more representative picture of the 
Administration/Att. Gen ....... 38 many interface relationships. For 
Transportation/ISB ............ 20 example, information received in PDS 

strong and essential link between the 
Depar tment of Finance and the State 
Treasurer. Their daily adjacency 
requirements demand a "same building" 
location for their eff icient and 
mutually dependent daily operations. 

A note should be made about those 
agencies not included in the bubble 
diagrams . Only those agenci es with 
expressed adjacency requirements were 
included. That is, if a department 
expressed a view of themse lves as one 
of autonomy, then their adj acency 
relationships were depicted as weak 
and not of primary importance. There ­
fore, these departments were not 
graphically presented . 

D. 

1. 

THE PRODUCT 

Fixed Locations 

The analysis of the data re sulted in 
documenting adjacency requirements, 
establishing certain "fixe s" and rank 
ordering criteria for subsequent 
decision making relative to establi ­
shing space and building r equirements . 
In the process of defin ing adjacency 
requirements, it was first determined 

h h "f • II tat t ere were some agency ixes ; 
that is, some departments are fixed 
in their location for various reasons . 
These reasons include: sp ecial 
improvements, tradition, special access 
to other areas, and unique facilitie s . 
The departments identified as having 
such fixed locations are as follows: 

• • 
• • • • • • • • 
• 
• Natural Resources/S

taM1NNrtsoTA sTAf1tFACl1JTIEStMASi-ER PLANNING PROCESS 
-------------- FACILITY SCIENC~S CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS 

65 



EXHIBIT Vl.3 

MAJOR 
ADJACENCY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

INTERACTIONS PER WEEK 

HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

DEPT . OF 
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EXHIBIT VI. 4 

MAJOR 
ADJACENCY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

SAME BUILDING DESIRE 

HIGH PRIORITY 

----• SECONDARY PRIORITY 

DEPT . OF 
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EXHIBIT VL 5 

MAJOR 
' ADJACENCY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

SAME COMPLEX DESIRE 

· CAPITOL COMPLEX 

--+ ADJACENCY DESIRED 

■ ■ •• SECONDARY ADJACENCY 

DEPT. OF 
NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

LEGISLATURE 
AND 

ELECTED 
OFFICIALS · 
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EXHIBIT Vl.6 

MAJOR 
ADJACENCY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

CAPITOL COMPLEX 
LOCATION 

• GIVEN 

PRIORITY LEVEL ONE 

• PRIORITY LEVEL TWO 

0 PRIORITY LEVEL THREE 

0 

e 
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• All Elected Off i cials -
These officials should r ema i n in 
the Capitol Complex because of 
the nature of their work and the 
public status and image of their 
positions . 

• Administration Service Divisions ­
Plant Management, Motor Pool, 
Central Stores and the Power House 
are locationally fixed primarily 
for reasons directly related to 
the centralized functions they 
perform . 

• Historical Society -
This society must remain i n its 
dedicated purpose building in the 
Capitol Complex. 

• All Veterans Organizations -
These services must remain in the 
Veterans Services Building, a 
"monument" related to the specific 
departments involved . 

• Health Department -
This department will remain in its 
present building for reasons of 
tradition, the location of the 
structure itself, and proximity to 
University Hospitals. 

2. Primary Adjacencies 

Primary Adjacencies are defined as 
those relationships having high face ­
to - face interaction levels on a weekly 
basis . The following linkages have 
been identified: 

• Finance ....... . ........ Tr easurer 
• DOA .. . .... . ... .. ...... . ...... ISB 
• Revenue ......... . ............ ISB 
• Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ISB 
• Personnel . ........ .. ... . ... . . DOA 
• Legisl . /Elctd . Off~ls ... Treasurer 
• Legisl . /Elctd . Offcls ..... Agric 
• Finance . ... ... . ...... . ... Revenue 

3 . Secondary Adjacencies 

Secondary adjacencies are defined as 
those relationships involving medium 
levels of face - to - face interactions. 
The following have been so identified . 

• Natural Res .. ..... State Planning 
• Natural Res ... . ....... · ... Finance 
• Legisl./Elctd.Offcls ... Personnel 
• Personnel ............ .. .... . . ISB 
• Natural Res .. .. Pollution Control 
• Energy . ........ .. .... Natural Res . 
• Energy . ....... . . . . Public Service 
• Public Service ...... . . . . Commerce 
• ISB . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Welfare 
• DOA ....... . .. . .... .. . .... Welfare 

In developing options for different 
departmental and office building 
assignments, priority was given to 
departmental consolidation. As the 
options were developed, primary and 
secondary adjacencies were then accom­
modated whenever possible . It should 
be noted, however, that total depart ­
mental consolidation was at all times 
the primary consideration in developing 
space and building assignments in the 
alternative Master Plan recommendations 
presented in Chapter X. 

E . LOCATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1 . Capitol Complex Location 

I n addition t o t ho se a genc i es prev iou sl y 
i den t ifie d a s l ocat ional l y f i xed (Leai s­
l a tiv e /E lecte d Of f icials, -Admi ni s~rat ion 
Ser v ice Divis ions, Historical Society, 
all Veterans' Re lated an~ t h~ Health 
De pa rtment ) numerou s o t her department s 
have cer t ain locat ional r equi r emen t s 
that must a l so be met. Taking into c on ­
sider a tio n t h e afo rementioned l ocational 
" fi xe sl' , d e partmental a dj acen c v needs 
and p re f ere~ces , accessibility- requi r e ­
ments and daily visito r volumes, t h e 
Con s u ltant recommend s t he f o llowi nq 
departments be loca ted ~ith i n t h e State 
Capitol Compl ex~ 

FIXED 
ASSIGNMENTS 

NSF REQUIRED TO 
SUPPORT 1% GROWTH 
THROUGH 1990 

• 
• 
• • • • 

Legisl . /Elctd . Offcls . 
(incl . State Treas.) . . .... . 
Administration 
(incl . Information Sys . ) . . . 
Finance .. . .. . . . .. .. ....... . 
All Veterans Related .. . . . . . 
Historical Society ..... . .. . 
Revenue ...... . ............ . 

30,720 

161,604 
18,768 
29,184 
68 , 966 

133,980 

Total Fixed Area Req'd .. 443,222 
Available Space .. . .... . . 973,350 

Surplus Spac e . . .... . .... 530,128 

These departmental locational require ­
ments are treated as . "givens" in each of 
the options presented in this report . 
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Priority One Assignments 

The second locational assignment 
category is Priority Level One. The 
agencies included in this category, 
that have a marked but not vital need 
to be within the Capitol Complex, are 
as folllows: 

• • 
• 
• • • 

NSF REQUIRED TO 
SUPPORT 1% GROWTH 
THROUGH 1990 

State Planning .......... . 
Public Safety (excl . 
Bureau of Crim. Appr.) .. . 
Agriculture ............. . 
Transportation .......... . 
Natural Resources ....... . 
Personnel ............... . 

34,540 

74,742 
65,280 

214,020 
98,022 
25,403 

Total Priority One ..... 512,007 
Total (Priority 

One plus Fixed) ... . ... 955,229 
Available Space .. . ..... 973,350 

Surplus Space .......... 18,121 

Hhenever possible, these locational 
needs were addressed in the development 
of all alternatives. 

Priority Two Assignments 

The next locational assignment cate­
gory, Priority Level Two, includes 
those agencies not displaying an 
immediate need to be within the Capitol 
Complex. These departments, however, 
do have significant contact with the 
departments located within the Capitol 
Complex. Priority Level Two includes 

the following agencies for which~ 
St. Paul CBD location is feasible: 

• Education 
• Commerce (St. Paul Central 

Business District location desired) 
• Public Service 
• Energy 
• Welfare 

2. Outer St. Paul or "Suburban" 
Locations 

Two agencies . prefer a location other 
than within the immediate Capitol 
Complex/St. Paul Central Business 
District. They are: 

• Pollution Control -
A suburban site-- iocation is 
desired for reasons of acces­
sibility and visitor parking 
requirements. 

• Bureau of Criminal_ ~2rehension 
(Public Safety) -
The special nature and recent 
remodeling of labs currently 
housed at 1246 University 
requires this bureau remain at 
its present location. 

F. ECONOMIES OF RELOCATION AND 
CONSOLIDATION 

Throughout the development of the 
Minnesota State Facilities Master Plan 
recommendations, it is of paramount 
importance to consolidate those agen­
cies having components located in 

different facilities . A common 
location will i mprove organizational 
effectiveness and will ultimately 
reduce life cycle operating costs 
through pr oduc tivity increases 
enhanced by i mproved communi c ation. 
Whenever possible, agencies will be 
consolidated when meaningful and 
highly desirable results c an be 
attained. A number of suggested lease 
consolidation s are noted in Exhibit 
VI. 7 , Pa ge 72. 

Additionally, a number of potentially 
uneconomical or inefficient leases 
will be recommended for ter mination 
wherever a cost breakeven or reduction 
is possible as a result of vacating 
such leases and consolidating in 
State-owned facilities. 

Relocation to Improve Adjacency 
Relationships 

Another type of agency movement or 
"shift" is in response to the relocation 
of a departmerit or subgroup to another 
facility to support particul~r adjacency 
requirements with other agencies. 

This type of relocation, as opposed to 
a rearrangement within existing build­
ings or quarters, can only be justified 
if future operational cost savings 
exceed the increased cost to be in­
curred as a result of this relocation. 
Thus, it is first necessary to determine 
the possible range of costs that might 
be encountered in relocating a signifi­
cant number of personnel from one 
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EXHIBIT VI. 7 

PRIORITY LEASE SPACE CONSOLIATIONS 
REASON FOR CONSOLIDATION CANDIDATE 

SQUARE GROWTH LESS THAN CONSOL- i).DJA'CY DOWN ICAP. 
AGENCY/DEPART~IBNT - LOCATION FOOTAGE GREATER 5,000 IDATIONS PREFER. TOWN COMPL 

LEASED THAN 20% SQ.FT. REQUIRED Loc , TN' Loc , n 
1. A2.riculture - A2.riculture Bld!!. 64 000 • I 
2. Metro State University - Metro Sg. 13.639 • 3. Pollution Control - Buetow 41 551 • 4. State Auditor - 390 N. Robert 186 • • c:. P () <:: T ., F.F.7 I I 
6. Water Resources BD. - 555 Wabasha 1 312 • 7. DOA . - Energy Conservation - MEA 1.458 • • • • 
I DOA - State Register - Hamm Bldg. 1 200 I • I DOA - Bld~ IISAC - Hanover 1,81 I ·-•-·· ---- - ·------ -----·-~---

11 DOA - Bld2. Coe - MPtro Sa11::ire 6 046 • !l ncfA - Rn , of Electr1.c1.tv - Gricrcrs Midwav 7 771 I 
12. MOIS - Amer . Center 2 180 • • 13. Council on Handicapped - Metro Square 1.645 • • 14. E coriomi c Sec_ur_l._!.Y__::_ __ Af!l~ric:a.D_ Gef!t:_er 28 288 • I 
r,-i; Fr>r,nnmic Securitv Snace Center 11 589 • 16. Education - Hanover "] 1J2Z.: • • 17. Education - Rossmor 840 • • 18 . Higher EfraFaci lity Authority _ - __ Metro __ Sq_. __ ___ ____ 1. 200 • • ff9. Indian A airs Intertribal_Bd __ - Grigg§. - Midway 1 049 • 20. Livestock Sanitarv Bd. - Metro Sauan, 4 410 • • • r21. Investment Bd. - MEA 4,8'J4 I • • rz-z-:---"Law Examrs7[wyrs. Pro.Respn.Ba. - 200 s . Ro'6ert 2,381 • 23. Personnel Bo . - Space Center 771 • 24. Municipal Bd. - Metro Square 1.100 • • 'Jc; Minnocnt-" ~r "Roriromonr -'1-21 - S2Q .J ,qrolrc,r,.-, 5 700 • 26. Natural Resources - Space Center 35.661 • -· 27. Public Safety - American Center 652 • • ---1--------·- -· . -- ·- -- --- -···- - -- ·----------128. Public Safety - Hanover 3 514 • rzg. Ombudsman for Corrections - Nalpak ....... 2, 088 . .. ' .. ~ -- • -- ---- - .. • - • ---- - --·rn. Public Emolovees"Relat": · Bd -:- ·· :.. . Soa<'.;· ront-o r . TYl", • 
31. Public Welfare - Metro Square 4 943 • • • ---'32. ~=~=~ii=--~~¥2!~-:g 76 ·universTt" ___ -----~-

__1L_Z}6 -- - --- - --·---- • • 133. .. . ... . . . . . . - . ····-----. . ... . . . y ___ - •·· - - . . 7 956 • • i34. i~:~:}~~~=~f~~ 7M!r~~~) ~n~~~~ 529 Jacks-~n -__ · ·---- . 7 500 • • 35. 5 388 • • 1F.. 1 ax Court _ ~ Spa~ C_on t-or T 1:r,-q- I 
17 Public Welfare - 690 N_. Robert ______ __________ __ ______ 21 821 • 38. Attornev General - Soace Center 4 707 • • --- ·· 
39. Personnel - Space Center 24,415 • TOTAL AMOUNT OF LEASE SPACE TO BE TERMINATED 337,487 65200 43,958 237496 69547 29933 108583 

% OF TOTAL 19.3 13.0 70.4 20.6 1L"9 -n."2 
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building, whether owned or leased, 
to an alternative facility. This is 
very important if the relocation is 
only in response to improving adjacency 
locational satisfaction rather than in 
promoting desires for agency consoli­
dation. 

Frequency of Actual Trips to Fulfill 
Adjacency Requirements 

Approximately 8,000 personnel are 
contained in more than 80 organiza­
tional units expressing some degree of 
adjacency relationship with other 
departments. Personnel assigned to 
the various departments who have no 
adjacency relationships based on an 
analysis of their work classification 
are specifically deleted from the 
inventory of personnel. The average 
work group is thus approximately 100 
personnel. 

Based on previous calculations of the 
frequency of inter-departmental direct 
personal interface, it was calculated 
that between one half and one trip per 
week per employee occurred within the 
highly interactive departments. Over ­
all average interface levels, for all 
departments, were less than one half 
trip per employee per week. 

Case Study Evaluation 

If a stable space inventory and, for 
the moment, no economic differences 
associated with occupying leased space 
or State owned facilities is assumed, 
the relocation of a typical 100 person 

group would require the remodelling 
or rearrangement of approximately 
19,000 NSF of space at an area factor 
of 190 NSF per person. 

Remodelling costs for such a reloca­
tion and remodelling program could be 
as low as $4 per NSF if the new space 
is relatively open in nature, is in 
good condition, and if special areas 
or unique improvements are not required 
by the new occupant. Costs of up to 
$8 per NSF could be encountered for 
complete renovation of the new quarters, 
with even higher costs incurred if more 
than minimal modification of the HVAC, 
structural, ceiling and lighting 
systems is required. 

For purposes of further calculation, 
an expected remodelling and rearrange ­
ment cost of $6 per NSF is assumed. 
In addition, costs will be encountered 
on a per employee basis simply for 
packing boxes, moving furniture and 
materials, changing telephones, and 
other activities directly associated 
with the relocation of an employee from 
one building to another. 

Assuming an employee relocation cost of 
$150 per employee, the hypothetical 100 
person relocation entails additional 
costs of $15,000. 

Additionally, an expected remodelling 
cost of $6 per NSF applied to a 19,000 
net square foot space indicates a 
construction budget of $114,000. Thus, 
total remodelling and rearrangement 
costs for 100 personnel, occupying 

19,000 net square f ee t approach e s 
$129 , 000 . From t his c o s t , any c os t 
savings enjoye d by the new dep~r tmen t 
as a result o f impr oved a d j acencies, 
decreased t r avel time, and i n creased 
productivity must be subtrac t ed . 

Over a 50 week year , contac t f requency 
levels indi cate between 2,5 00 and 5,000 
actual tr i ps be t ween the two i nterfacin g 
departments if each c ontains 100 per­
sonnel. Assuming a mini mum 1 0 minute 
time expenditure to compl e te a round 
trip betwe en different bui ld i ngs, when 
applied to between 2,500 and 5,000 
actual trips per year, bet~een 25,000 
and 50,000 minutes of employee time 
would be expended in movement from one 
department to another over an annual 
period. 

This equates to between 417 hours and 
833 hours of time during the year. At 
an average labor rate of $12 per hour, 
this indicates an annualized inter ­
departmental transit cost of between 
$5,000 and $10,000 . 

It is further assumed this $12 labor 
cost will inflate in future years at a 
rit~ equal to the discount rate. Thus , 
over a 30 year time frame, the cost 
savings associated with relocating a 
typical work group of 100 personnel to 
alternative quarters, assuming the new 
location is sensitive to adjacency 
relationships and the 10 minute per 
trip time e xpenditure savings is 
realized, would be between $150,000 
and $300,000. 
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Break- Even Analysis 

It is evident from the fo r egoin g analy­
sis that a relocation program invo:ving 
departments with adiacency needs will 
produce life cycle cost savings in 
excess of the cost of completing the 
remodelling and relocation program . 
(Cost savings= $150,000 to $300,000 . 
Remodelling and relocation costs = 
$129,000) 

An actual break- even situation e x ists 
when each employee makes . 43 trips per 
week to a different department. It is 
these .43 trips which will be reduced 
in time by ten minutes for each round 
trip. 

Conclusions 

The average length of time required for 
an employee to make a round trip from 
the downtown CBD area to the State 
Capitol, in and out of buildings, is 
over 30 minutes, while the average 
time to walk from one Capitol Complex 
facility to another is within a round 
trip time frame of 10 minutes . Re ­
arrangement of departments within the 
State Capitol Complex for reasons only 
of improving adjacency relationships 
are probably less than cost effective, 
at least from an increased productivity 
perspective. 

The relocation of groups of personnel 
located in outlying or Central Business 
District areas having the strong 
adjacency relationships with depart ­
ments located in the Capitol Complex 

will result in a signifi~ant time 
savings . Over the next 30 years, 
this will -p r oduce savings or reduce 
operating costs by an amount far in 
excess of the cost incurred in 
remodelling and relocating a space. 
However, if significant differentials 
exist in facility related costs fo r 
example, maintenance and oper ation, 
construction, or leasing costs , such 
a relocation cannot be justified based 
solely on the economics of transit 
and remodelling. 

It is further recognized that any 
opportunity to remodel space and 
relocate another department into it 
will result in a space utilization 
improvement of at least 5% and 
possibly as much as 20% . This im­
provement is possible with the proper 
application of open office planning 
principles and possible utilization 
of furniture systems. 

Applied only to the 19,000 square feet 
used in the previous case study evalu­
ation, this 5% space utilization 
improvement factor results in reducing 
the requirement to lease or construct 
space by 950 NSF . 

Analyses provided in Chapter VIII of 
this report indicate the present value 
life - cycle cost to lease or construct 
new space, and to maintain and operate 
that space over the next 30 years, is 
between $150 and $200 per NSF . At a 
$7 per square foot lease cost, the 
actual present value life - cycle cost 

of one square foot of leased space 
i s $172 . 91. 

A 5% space utilization imp r ovement , 
saving 950 NS~ thus indicates a 
p r esent value life - cycle cost savings 
of be tween $142,500 and $190,000 . 

Aga i n, the ind i cated r ange of potential 
space utilizat i on i mp r ovement savings , 
resulting f r om r emodelling e x isting 
space and r~ locating other depar tments 
into it, vastly e x ceeds the cost of that 
remodelling wh i ch was previously calcu­
lated at $129,000 . 

Finally, assuming that remodelling 
e x isting space and relocating another 
department into that space will improve 
space utilization by 5%, then, r egard ­
less of the cost savirgs or effect on 
adjacency requirements ~esulting from 
that relocation, the additio~al cost 
of remodelling the space and relocating 
personnel is more than off - set by the 
present value life - cycle cost savings 
attributable to the 5% space utilization 
improvement . 

Thus, the Consultant recommends a 
number of lease terminations for reasons 
other than agency consolidation, signi ­
ficant adjacency relationship improve ­
ment or the result of cost savings 
directly attributable to the space 
acquisition alternatives . These and 
other rearrangements and consolidations, 
plus a comprehensive remodelling and 
rearrangement program, are recommended 
in Chapter X of this report. 
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In summary, a review of the frequency 
of trips between departments, as 
presented in Exhibit VI.2, Page 64, 
of this chapter, suggests that 
approximately one quarter trip to 
a different agency or department is 
made by each employee each week. 
Stated in another fashion, each 
employee, on average, makes one trip 
to a different agency or department 
only once each month. 

The data, although not comprehensive, 
thus suggests that a typical agency 
of 100 personnel would probably make 
only 25 trips per week to a different 
department . Certainly, some depart­
ments have adjacency relationships and 
trip frequencies that are significantly 
greater, possibly as high as one or two 
trips per week per employee . 

However, it is the Consultant's 
conclusion that the frequency of 
trips between the various departments 
is not nearly as great as generally 
thought . Therefore, cost savings 
actually available as a result of 
relocating agencies to alternative 
quarters will not produce sufficient 
present value life-cycle cost savings 
to justify the additional costs of 
remodelling space and relocating a 
department for that reason alone. 

For this reason, the primary determin­
ants in finalizing recommended depart­
mental area assignments were agency 
consolidation to improve overall 

operational efficiency and the minimi­
zation of present value life-cycle 
costs associated with facility related 
actions that might be improved by 
remodelling. Present value life-cycle 
costs are minimized primarily by using 
more cost effective acquisition methods 
and improving space utilization through 
remodelling and conversion to full open­
planned spaces employing systems 
furniture and other contemporary concepts. 
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CHAPTER VII 

INTERIOR PLANNING ENVIRONMENTS 

The total net space required for each 
department is a function of space 
assigned to individual work stations 
and the space allotted to special 
areas and common equipment. Once 
the Consultant developed a projection 
of total future staff levels for each 
department for the yeai 1990, it was 
necessary to multiply the total 
number of personnel by an appropriate 
net area factor, the average number 
of net square feet (NSF) assigned 
to each person in the department. 
The total net area factor generally 
ranges between 170 and 190 NSF per 
person for state governments . This 
is by no means the amount of space 
assigned to each work station 
because it includes and allocates 
special purpose areas, conference 
rooms, and circulation to all person­
nel located within the space on a 
pro rata basis. Thus, the average 
work station may require between 
75 and 150 NSF while the total area 
factor for a department may in many 
cases approach 200 NSF. 

Space utilization for each department 
was reviewed to determine whether or 
not it could be improved (decreasing 
the net area factor) or whether there 
was a space deficiency or an over­
crowded condition which must be 
alleviated by increasing the net 
area factor . In many cases, adjust­
ments of± 5% to 25% were recorded 
prior to the projection of require-

ments for future years which was 
the basis for the recommended actions 
discussed in Chapter X. 

Space adjustments reflected the 
Consultant's development of functional 
work station standards identifying 
specific requirements for a variety 
of administrative job classifications 
within executive branch departments 
of Minnesota state government. 

The balance of this Chapter will 
discuss how the Consultant developed 
the comprehensive series of work 
station and special area and equip­
ment standards provided to the State 
under separate cover in the Space 
Management Report. This Chapter will 
also summarize the opportunities 
available to the State of Minnes o ta 
to complete a series of cost effective 
remodeling programs and convert space 
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to an appropr i ate degree o f open 
office planning - often utilizing 
furniture systems to improve space 
utilization, enhance the quality of 
interior envir onments, and signifi­
cantly increase flexibility to 
accommodate future change. 

Alternative interior planning philoso ­
phies including closed office planning, 
office landscape that uses free 
standing acoustical screens in 
conjunction with exist ing furniture, 
and furniture systems interior 
planning approaches are discussed. 

Budgets necessary to complete a 
prototype furniture systems remodeling 
and evaluat i on program and then to 
remodel the majority of general 
administrat i ve office space and to 
procure necessary furniture systems 
and acoustical screens are included 
in Chapter X. 

Other interior planning considerations 
included in the Space Management 
Report under separate cover are: 
performance criteria appropriate for 
the type of interior environments 
recommended in this report; certain 
pre-architectural facility planning 
guidelines which should be incorpor­
ated into facility development 
projects selected by the Legislature 
from the three options discussed in 
Chapter X; and a comprehensive out ­
line of space management procedures 
that, if adopted by the State of 
Minnesota, will facilitate continual 
monitoring of space utilization, allow 

an annual update o,f the facility 
planning process , and p r ovide 
c ont inuing support to space users . 
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A. DEVELOPMENT OF WORK STATION STANDARDS 

Following is a discussion of the pro­
cess used by the Consultant to develop 
work station standards as a part of 
an overall space management system 
for the State of Minnesota. The 
standards were developed so that they 
could be applied to generic employment 
categories on an interdepartmental 
basis within all executive branch 
administrative office space. The infor­
mation describes the environment and 
work-related needs for all classifica­
tions. The process to develop this 
information included four major steps. 

1. Review Job Classification Lis.ts 

The first step was to review the job 
classifications provided to the 
Consultant by the State. A job 
classification is simply the title 
(i.e., Department Director, Engineer, 
Secretary, etc.). All classifications 
that were not included in the study (or 
that did not pertain) were deleted 
from the list.· All classifications 
deleted were for people who are "in the ~ 
field", or who do not require office 
environments; for example, correctional 
guards, construction personnel, and 
nurses to name a few. 

2. Develop Job Classification Groups 

At this point,' the remaining classifi­
cations were re-grouped, where possible, 
according to similarity of work station 
requirements. For example, numerous 
levels of Accountants require the same 
type of work station, which might 

include a 30" x 60" desk, credenza 
and guest chair. It is important to 
note that the work stations developed 
are to be used as guidelines only, 
not rules, and not everyone in a 
particular group will always receive 
the exact same furniture. Implemen­
tation always involves slight devia­
tions from these standards based on 
specific need. The State should 
evaluate individual needs as requested 
by specific users. 

3 . Identify Space Planning Philosophy 

Next it was necessary to establish a 
8eneral ~hilosophy for the development 
of interior planning concepts t~at will 
be el11ployed in either existing or new 
facilities. This addition~l sten 
is presented at this time to ass~re 
that space standards and building 
plannins criteria are defined in a 
manner that will be comnatible with 
acceptable srace layoutLand interior 
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development techniques used during 
subsequent implementation phas es by 
the State. 

Primary emphasis was directed towards 
determining the type of partitioning 
(fixed, movable system, or free 
standing) and electrical dist r ibution 
system that would be employed in new 
construction as this will have a 
significant impact on the economics 
of alternative strategi es. Various 
planning concepts could reduce a r ea 
requirements, lower construction, 
remodeling, maintenance, operation, 
energy and rearrangement costs, and 
might even increase productivity, 
morale, and employee job satisfaction 
through an improved acoustical and 
functional environment. The degree 
of acceptance of open planning should 
be identified prior to develooinq final 
future space requirements. Differences 
in work station area requirements 
that are enjoyed with open planning as 
opposed to conventional rectilinear 
planning concepts must be incorporated. 
The feasibility of developing one of 
many open office planning concepts in 
a new or remodeled facility were 
examined from .the standpoint of: 

• Acoustical requirements; 
• Functional requirements; 
• Compatibility with the re - use of 

existing furniture; 
• Flexibility and space utilization 

efficiency; 
• Requirements for new furniture or 

acoustical screens; 
• Improvement of general working 

conditions; 

• Life cycle cost analysis; 
• Improvement i n internal communica ­

tions; 
• Energy distribution and conser ­

vations; and, 
• Security and privacy. 

The conclusion of the Consultant is 
that funct i onal Tequirements can be 
properly accommodated by employing 
open- office planning concepts in 
between 75% and 85% of all Executive 
Branch Administrative spaces. Space 
requirements will be reduced by 
converting to open planning and 
life-cycle costs will also be reduced. 
All buildings to be developed should 

be configured to specifically support 
open planning and furniture systems 
interior planning concepts. 

4. Develop Work Station Standards 

The work station standards presented 
in this chapter and in the separate 
appendix were developed to satisfy 
most of the functional requirements 
of each job classification. To 
determine the requirements in each 
group, certain factors were reviewed, 
including square footage of work sur ­
face needed, workshelf requirements, 
filing and guest seating capacity. 

Within the context of the selected space 
planning philosophy, each employee job 
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function was analyzed from a standpoint 
of functional requirements. Specific 
attention was given to determining _ 
the type, amount, and size of each 
required element of the work station 
or office . Emphasis was placed on 
identifying specific functional 
requirements rather than merely 
reacting to requests. Much more 
attention must be paid to identifying 
the components of a work place as 
opposed to assigning a specific 
quantity of space to the work station. 
The functional work station standards 
provide the necessary degree of 
standardization and space economy to 
support future growth. 

Functional requirements for typical 
work stations were analyzed and devel ­
oped in terms of: 

8 Lineal inches of filing space; 
• Lineal feet of bookshelves; 
• Area in square feet of primary, 

reference, conference, and 
drafting work surfaces; 

• Number of guest chair,s required and 
capacity to provide for small 
meetings; 

• Requirement in square feet for tack 
surfaces, magnetic boards, · black­
boards, maps and displays; 

• Storage, box drawer, EDP print - out 
storage and lockable cabinet 
requirements; 

• Need for special equipment such as 
word processing machines, teletypes , 
dictating units, and calculators; and 

8 Need for task lighting, acoustical 
control, privacy and security. 

Selection and assignment of work 
station standar ds re lates to the f unc­
tional requirements of the work 
station occupant for filing, storage , 
seating, and wo r k surfaces, but may, 
by exception , address the hierarchy or 
status of the occupant should that 
position require more space than 
functionally required . 

Func tional work stat i on standar ds are 
next converted to space standards t o 
provi de a quantitativ e assessment of 
area requirements f or each department. 
Space standards can first b e calcu l ated 
assuming the continued ut i l izat ion of 
exist ing furniture, and can t h en be 
adjusted t o reflect t h e f urniture 
solut i ons ( i.e., a furni t ure sys tem, 
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acoustical screens, etc . ) a ttendant 
with the planning phi losophy select e d . 

The functiona l desc r ipt i on fo r e a ch 
standard can be defined by stat ing 
the needs, fo r example, fo r a standar d 
desk with or without a typ i ng r eturn , · 
bookcase reference capacity, s i ngl e 
occupant wo r k station with and wi thout 
guest seat i ng, etc. The t e r m "minima l " 
is used f r equently to state that th e 
total number shown can b e increa sed t o 
some extent without havi ng an y effect 
on the amount of square fee t r equired 
for a wo r k stat i on . For example , 
a filing unit might be listed as six 
linear feet and may require only a 
two drawer file cabinet, but i f a 
four drawe·r cabinet is placed in the 
same station, the capac i ty then becomes 
approximately twelve linear feet . 
T~is applies to all figur es where 
' :'minimal" is included . Each stat ion is 
given a few optional components 
which could r eplace one already 
associated with the standa) d. For 
example, if one station requires a 
file cabinet, it is possible to replace 
a bookcase with the file cabinet, which 
usually does not require more square 
footage. 

Of the 25 standards provided, seven 
are private offices. Two have the 
option of being an open area office, 
or havi ng systems furniture with high 
(72") acoustical panels to provide 
required privacy and acoustics. The 
balance are open in nature. A typical 
standard is included as Exhibit VIII . I 
for review. Three principal codes 
were established for the work stations : 

0 

--• 
0 a 

0 

Po 
a o I " 
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OS, DF and PO. The "OS" code is for an 
"open-scape" station, or what is con­
sidered to be a completely open station 
with very low acoustical requirements 
or the need for privacy with panels. 
The differentiation between two similar 

\.DHEb 

R-ITT--t;,e -------

standards with the same net squar e 
footage is referenced with, for exam­
ple, OS-lA and OS-lB. The DF station 
refers to drafting, which states the 
need for one or more work surfaces plus 
special equipment. The PO refers to 

private office, enclosed either by full 
height walls o r acoustical screens. 

The following discussions include pro ­
totypical work stations labelled 11 C" 
for clerical and "SP" for semi-private 
shared work stations. 
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EXHIBIT VN. 1 

TYPICAL 
WORK STATION 
STANDARD 

ASSIGNED CLASS IFICATIONS ( FSC CODE): 

JCG - 8, 28, 51, 70, 95, 149, 159, 173, 216, 225, 72 

FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTION : 
Standard wo r k surface with minimal file and storage capacity ,. 

OCCUPANCY= 

Single occupant seating 

CAPACITY= 

12 . 5 S.F . work sur face 

COMPON ENTS: 

OPT IONS: 

(1) - 30" x 60" desk 
(1) - Desk chair 

Acoustical pan~ls 
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Exhibit VII.2 depicts two work station 
standards that essentially satisfy the 
same functional requirements with a 
primary work surface, a drafting table, 
a free standing five drawer filing 
cabinet, and two guest seats in nearly 
identical amounts of space. 

The C-7 work station employs free 
standing acoustical screens in 
association with existing furniture and 
requires 113 NSF. If existing furni­
ture is available and can be refurbished 
and supplemented with free standing 
acoustical screens, the work station 
can be developed, utilizing existing 
furniture inventories, for approxi­
mately $600. 

The SP-8 work station utilizes a furni­
ture system and provides the same 
functional components in 112 NSF. The 
total cost for procuring and installing 
the furniture system components, assuming 
the sharing of certain perimeter panels 
with other work stations, can probably 
be completed by the State of Minnesota 
at an average cost of $1800 for that 
particular work station. 

Exhibit VII.2 is presented to indicate 
the type of work station standards 
that are included in the Space 
Management Report and to demonstrate 
how specific functional work station 
requirements can qe translated into 
different forms depending on the type 
of furniture to be employed. 

6 I -· O II 

C-7 

113 NSF 

EXHIBIT VII. 2 

.o -

0 
--, 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

0 

SP- 8 
112 NSF 
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Exhibit VII . 3 presents a c ompari son of 
two work station standards that satisfy 
identical functi onal requirements but 
employ interior planning c oncepts that 
dramatically change the amount o f space 
required. The P0- 05 work station is a 
private office of 150 NSF and uses 
existing furniture and can be developed 
at a cost of approximately $1200 for 
walls, doors, and adjustments to the 
ceiling . 

The OS - 6 work station could be developed 
using the same existing furniture supple ­
mented with f r ee standing acoustical 
screens at a cost of approximately $600. 
If developed with a complete fur niture 
system, the installed cost for the 
equivalent OS - 6 work station would be 
similar to that estimated for the SP-8 
work station which was estimated at 
$1800 per work station. Thus, depending 
on whether existing furniture and free 
standing acoustical screens are employed 
or a furniture system is p r ocured, 
conversion to an open offic e planning 
concept would either reduce initial 
costs in relati onship to a private office 
environment by $600 or, if a furniture 
system were employed, would increase 

_initial costs by approx imately $600. 

The potential space savings of 25 NSF has 
great value t o the State of Minnesota. 
As will be discussed in Chapter VIII, 
the oresent value life cycle c o st of oae 
net square foot of space in an existing 
facility which might be purchased and 
renovated (the minimum cost space acqui­
sition strategy) is $132 . 80 . Therefore, 
the present value life cycle cost of the 
25 NSF that can be saved by c onversion 

EXHIBIT Vl 3 

00 
* 

PO 0-5 

150 NSF 

to an open office planning concept 1s 
$3,395 . 

Thus, on a wo rk station comparison 
basis, substantial overall ·savings may 
result by small amounts of space saved 

OS 0-6 

125 NSF 

even if an expenditure approaching $1800 
ner work station were required f o r the 
purchase o f a furniture syste@. An 
additional investment of between $600 a nd 
$1200 rer work station in i n i tial costs 
will reduce space needs by an aver ase of 
25 IJSF aiid reduce life cycle costs by 
,q rn:i_ni_m,_1J11 0£ $3,395 an.d nrob,qJ-,lv as 
much as $5,000. Thi s i s -· a very good 
investment opportunity for the State. 
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B. FEASIBILITY OF UTILIZING SYSTEMS 
FURNITURE 

Previous research and case studies 
have documented that systems furniture 
and the employment. of a high degree of 
open office planning can reduce general 
office space requirements by between 
10% and 20%. The Consultant's analysis 
of space utilization improvement 
potentials and facilities currently in 
the State of Minnesota space inventory 
indicates that a minimum savings of 
10% would be applicable to about 
800,000 NSF of State owned facilities 
that are "general office" in nature. 

This same 10% space savings, and 
related cost reduction would also apply 
to the 525,000 additional NSF that 
would be purchased or constructed as 
a result of implementing the facilities 
master plan. 

A 10% space savings would, when applied 
to only half of the existing space 
inventory and all new space would have 
the effect of saving 92,500 NSF. At an 
equivalent construction cost of $90 
per NSF of space, an opportunity to 
reduce initial construction costs by 
over $8,000,000 exists. On a present 
value, life-cycle cost basis, savings 
or cost avoidances of between 
$10,000,000 and $15,000,000 could be 
gained by attention to space utiliza­
tion efficiency. 

This represents a rather large savings 
that can finance necessary remodeling 
plus furniture and equipment procure­
ment. At a total cost of remodeling 

and procuring necessary furniture of 
$3,000 per employee, initial con­
struction cost savings alone would 
"support" the conversion of space 
to accommodate between 2,500 and 
3,000 employees. Based on life 
cycle cost savings of between 
$10,000,000 and $15,000,000, between 
3,000 and 5,000 employees could 
justifiably be provided improved 
interior environments, more functional 
space, and completely new furniture 
systems at no cost increase. 

Three work station standards were 
revised into a systems furniture 
standard. This is basically a compon­
ent system in which everything is 
attached and maximum use is made of 
vertical space for storage and files. 
The work surface and storage areas are 
suspended from the panels and modular 
(separate) parts can be attached 
where required. Exhibit VII.6 
shows the open station SP-2, which 
consists of 48 NSF, is shown in 
comparison to a systems station that 
fulfills the same requirements. It is 
possible to save approximately 6 
square feet and decrease the work 
station area by 12%. A medium size 
open work station, SP-7A, consisting 
of 85 NSF is also used as an example 
and is shown in Exhibit VII. 4. Once 
again, it is possible to eliminate 
the bookcase by putting reference 
shelving above the work surface 
(utilizing the systems panel). The 
space was decreased by 10 NSF -
approximately 12% of the space. One 
of the large open-space work stations, 
SP-11, was used as the third example 

and is shown in Exhibit VII.5. It 
consists of 121 NSF. By eliminating 
the bookcase and making use of reference 
shelving above the work surface and by 
placing the back work surface (credenza) 
to the side, the station size decreases 
by 29 NSF - saving 24% of the space. 
It is evident from these samples that 
significant · space savings with the use 
of system furniture work stations is 
possible. 
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These work station standar ds were 
developed to meet the same functional 
requirements . The systems station 
provides the same working capabil ­
ities, but with additional work 
surfaces, storage units, and files . 
In addition, there is a savings of 
10 NSF, which is a 12% decrease f r om 
the open station. 

The SP - 7A station provides 85 NSF 
of work area for positions such as 
accountants, managers, supervisors, 
analysts, engineers and specialists. 
There are 833 such work stations in 
the data base encompassing 14% of 
the total personnel. This station 
includes the following components: 

(1) 30"x60" desk 
( 1) 30"x60" work table 
(1) 12"x31" bookcase 
(1) desk chair 
(1) guest chair 
(3) acoustical panels 

The systems station provides 75 NSF 
of work area. This is less than the 
SP - 7A station but it provides the 
same working capabilities plus addi ­
tional storage area while requiring 
12% less space. 

I 

EXHBIT VIL 4 

SP - 7A (OPEN/FREESTANDING STATION) 
(85 square feet) 

I 

SYSTEMS STATION 
(75 squa.~e fee t) 

f 

The systems station components are: 

(1) 30"x60" panel hung work surface 
(1) 24" x 48" panel hung work surf ace 
(1) 30" D storage units 
(1) 2Li" D storage units 
(1) 48" W shelf 
(2) 30" W shelfs 
(1) 24" radiused work surface 
(1) 24" radiused systems panel 
(1) 48" systems panel 
(5) 30" systems panels 
(1) 24" systems panel 
(1) 60" systems panel 
(1) desk chair 
(1) guest chair 
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These work station standards were 
developed to provide the same work­
related needs and requirements. The 
difference in total area required by 
the systems station and the SP-11 
work station is approximately 29 NSF, 
or a 24% decrease. In addition to 
the difference in area, the systems 
station provides additional storage, 
files, and work surfaces by making 
use of vertical space. 

The SP-11 station provides 121 NSF 
of work area for such positions as 
supervisors, managers, coordinators, 
officers, and examiners. There are 
9 such work stations in the data 
base and this encompasses less than 
1% of the total personnel. This 
station includes the following 
components: 

.(1) 30"x60" desk 
(1) 18"x60" credenza 
(1) 12"x36" bookcase 
(1) desk chair 
(2) guest chairs 
(4) acoustical panels 
(1) 18"x36" files 

The systems station provides 92 NSF 
of work area. This is less than the 
SP-11 station but it provides the same 
working capabilities plus additional 
files and storage area while requiring 
24% less space. 

EXHIBIT VILS 

SP-11 (OPEN/FREESTANDING STATION) 
(121 square feet) 

The systems station components are: 

(1) 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

30"x72" panel hung cantilevered 
(w/flr.support) work surface 
24"x48" panel hung work surface 
30" W shelf 
48" W shelf 
30 ,, D . 

storage unit 
24 " D . storage unit 

SYSTEMS STATION 
(92 square feet) 

i 
\?) 

' \)_ -
~~~~~ 

(1) 18"x48" panel hung filing unit 
(3) 48" systems panels 
(1) 30" systems panel 
(1) 12" systems panel 
(1) 24" systems panel 
(1) 18" systems panel 
(1) 24" radiused systems panel 
(1) desk chair 
(2) guest chairs 
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These work station standards were 
developed to provide similar working 
capabilities and to meet the same 
functional requirements . The primary 
difference between the SP- 2 station 
and the systems station is the total 
area required. The systems station 
allows a savings of 6 NSF which is a 
12% decrease from the open station 
utilizing free standing furniture 
and screens. 

The SP - 2 station provides 48 NSF 
of work area for such positions as 
clerical personnel, secretaries, 
technicians, chemists, and inspec­
tors. There are 59 such work 
stations in the data base encom­
passing less than 1% of total 
personnel. This work station 
includes the following components: 

(1) 30"x60" desk 
(1) 12"x36" bookcase 
(2) acoustical panels 
(1) desk chair 

The systems station provides 42 NSF 
of work area. This is less than the 
SP - 2 work station but it provides 
the same working capabilities while 
requiring 12% less space. 

EXHIBIT VH.6 

SP - 2 (OPEN/FREESTANDING STATION) 
(48 square f~et) 

f 

SYSTEMS STATION 
(42 square feet ) 

"'--o" 

The systems station components are: 

(1) 30"x60" panel hung work surface 
( 2 ) 3 0" D storage units 
(2) 30" W · shelfs 
(3) 30" systems panels 
(1) 42" systems panel 
(1) 60" systems panel 
(1) desk chair 
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C. SPACE UTILIZATION ANALYSIS 

A review of the current space inventory 
and an acknowledgement tha.t certain 
of the net area - factors are larger 
than anticipated, suggests that it is 
beneficial for the State to review 
opportunities to improve space utili­
zation consistent with providing 
appropriate functional workplace 
environments. 

During the tour of all existing State 
owned and most larger leased facilities, 
it was noted that significant oppor­
tunities exist to improve space utili­
zation through cost-effective remodel­
ing and rearrangement including partial 
conversion, to an appropriate degree, 
to open office planning . In many 
cases, instances were noted where it 
might be possible to improve utili­
zation by as much as 25%. A 25% 
improved space utilization would imply 
that cost-effective remodeling could 
be implemented and up to 25% additional 
personnel could be accommodated in 
the smne space. If additional space 
were apparently required to be 
leased or constructed, an amount of 
space equal to 25% of the building 
being analyzwd would not have to be 
leased or constructed-.-This would 
represent a significant present 
value, life-cycle cost avoidance . 

It should be noted that leased spaces 
are limited in space saving potential. 
Leases of a short term in nature can 
rarely be cost-effectively remodeled 
to improve space utilization to a 
degree necessary to justify the amorti-

zation of lease-hold imprqvements over 
the short duration of the lease . 
Most leases are for small amounts of 
space and rarely can utilization be 
improved enough to accommodate more 
than just a few additional personnel. 

Thus, space utilization improvements 
will be recommended in this report 
only as they apply to fairly large 
amounts of space in State owned 
facilities and then only if the 
present value, life-cycle cost of 
acquiring an additional increment of 
space through leasing or construction 
is greater than the required expendi­
ture necessary to "create" that much 
space through remodeling. Large 
portions of space must achieve -a 
level of space utilization improve­
ment that would "create" an amount of 
space equal to the space that would 
not have to be leased or constructed. 
x--""cost-effective renovation" can be 
defined as one that requires an 
initial investment of less than $1 
per NSF for actual interior modifi ­
cations for each 1% improvement in 
space utilization and less than $2,000 
per person for furniture and equipment 
additions or replacements. This would 
produce a relative break-even with the 
present value life-cycle costs 
associated with new construction or 
long-term leasing. 

D. FEASIBILITY OF CONVERSION TO 
FURNITURE SYSTEMS 

Finally, Chapter VII summarizes the 
conclusions developed earlier in 
the Chapter with regard to space 
utilization improvement and the 
feasibility of converting substantial 
amounts of State owned space to open 
office concepts that employ the use 
of a furniture system. 

Previously, it was indicated that 
upwards of 800,000 NSF of general 
administrative space in State owned 
facilities could be subject to 
conversion to an appropriate degree 
of open office planning. 

For purposes of developing a conserva­
tive analysis, the Consultant assumes 
that the State will implement a 
remodeling program over the next two 
years to convert approximately one-half 
of that space - 400,000 NSF to 
open office planning and will employ 
furniture systems in the majority of 
that space. The balance of the space 
would remain essentially as is. 

It is the Consultant's conclusion that 
a minimum space utilization improve­
ment of 13% can be attained in this 
400,000 NSF. This would reduce the 
overall average net area factor 
from 190 NSF per person to approximately 
165 NSF per person. 

The existing 400,000 NSF to be remodeled 
(specific buildings and spaces are not 
identified at this time) at an area 
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factor of 190 NSF per person would 
accommodate approximately 2,105 
employees . 

Through remodeling and conversion to 
open planning, the NSF available in the 
space inventor y will be increased as a 
result of redistributing space that was 
previously public circulation or 
unusable into the NSF category. Thus, 
the 400,000 NSF would "inflate" to 
an equivalent of 420,000 NSF . 

The 420,000 NSF of space would, at an 
area facto r of 165 NSF per person, 
accommodate 2,545 personnel . This 
would indicate an increased occupancy 
potential of 440 personnel . 

The present value, life- cycle cost of 
constructing new facilities i n the most 
economical suburban location was calcu­
lated in Chapter VIII to be $34,555 per 
person. This would indicate a cost 
avoidance of $15,204,200 by r emodeling 
existing space, avoiding new construe ~ 
tion, and accommodating 440 additional 
personnel. 

The cost of this conversion includes 
both the cost of remodeling 400,000 
NSF and procuring a complete ·furniture 
system for approximately 2,00Q person­
nel of the total complement of 2,545 
personnel that would occupy the space. 
The other 545 personnel either do not 
require a work station, require a 
private office and would continue to use 
existing furniture, have minimum work 
station needs that are compatible with 
a totally open environment, or have 
needs that cannot benefit from a space 

utilization point of view by conver ­
sion to furniture systems. 

A reasonable average budget of $1,600 
per furniture system work station can 
be applied to the 2,000 work stations 
to indicate a furniture procurement 
budget of $3,200,000. An.additional 
allowance of $400,000 would be appro ­
priate for installation and delivery . 

The Consultant estimates, based on 
previous experience, that approximately 
one - third of the 400,000 . NSF would 
require extensive interior remodeling 
at a unit cost of $15 per NSF . Addi ­
tionally, the remaining two - thirds of 
the space would require less signifi ­
cant remodeling but would necessitate 
a budget allocation of $10 per ·NSF. 
The interior remodeling of 400,000 NSF 
is therefore estimated to have a 
current cost of $4,666,000 . 

Additionally, an allowance of $500,000 
should be made for space planning, 
detailed space programming, and inter­
ior design services. Adding a 15% 
contingency to the cost would indicate 
a complete project implementation 
budget of $10,080,900. 

The Consultant has employed the most 
conservative (economical) present 
value, life- cycle construction cost 
alternative identified in Chapter VIII 
as the basis of comparison and at the 
same time developed estimates for the 
cost of furnitur-e procurement and 
interior remodeling that are known to 
be greater than current expenditures 
would be if the project was implemented 

in the very near future . The Consultant 
believes the magnitude of savings, over 
$5,000,000, in relationship to the 
estimated implementation cost of 
$10,000,000 will in fact be substantially 
greater and that the feasibility of the 
State initiating a substantial program 
to improve space utilization efficiency 
and convert to a furniture systems 
approach is well justified. 

This space utilization improvement can 
be achieved in significant State owned 
facilities, but it does require: 

• a budget to be provided; 
• the development of a comprehensive 

space management system; 
• the preparation of appropriate 

standards for open office planning; 
• the detailed analysis and selection 

of an appropriate furniture system to 
employ as the basis of the development 
of open office space plans; 

• establishment of standards and 
procedures; 

• the training of State personnel to 
develop space plans and provide 
continuing monitoring of space 
utilization; 

• the refinement of furniture procure­
ment and selection procedures that 
allow acquisition of the most appro ­
priate products to achieve the 
optimum in space utilization; and, 

• the development of space plans and 
space programs by trained personnel in 
each of these unique disciplines. The 
work must specifically not be com­
pleted by a landlord or his agent, 
the architect designing a new facility, . 
or the space user agency. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

ALTERNATIVE FACILITY PLANNING CONCEPTS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The analysis of alternative long- range 
facil i ty planning concepts and the subse­
quent development of sound facility 
development str ategies requires careful 
attention to three important elements. 

First and focemost, the proper amount of 
space must aLways be provided and overall 

.space utilization must be maximized to 
the_utmost efficiency in all concepts 
analyzed . 

Secondly,composites of different concepts, 
blended into an overall strategy, should 
be constructed for a variety of options 
that are each economically feasible when 
compared to other options. Thus, in this 
section of the report, we explore a vari ­
ety of options available to the State and 
will identify those options that are po­
tentially the most economically feasible 
approach to providing the proper amount 
of space in a cost - effective manner. 

The third element that must be consider­
ed is the location of any new .leased or 
owned facility. The location of a faci ..,. 
lity depends on the i nterrelationships of 
those departments included in the facili ­
ty with other State government units, the 
need for accessibility by visitors and 
clientele and the residential location of 
t he employees assigned to that facility. 

Chapter VI, Adjacency Analysis, discussed 
the interrelationships among the various 

State departments and the need for pub ­
lic access for each of the departments 
that might be candidates fo r inc lusion 
in a particular building project . 

This chapter of the report will begin 
by identifying criteria relating to the 
residential distribution of State em­
ployees so that subsequent solutions or 
individual concepts that are developed 
and ·analyz ed will be.sensitive to em­
ployee commuting patterns. This chapter 
will explore alternative space acquisi­
tion methods, develop a comparative 
analysis of alternatives, package those 
most feasible components into "packages" 
- alternative options that satisfy all 
requirements, and conclude with an anal ­
ysis of those options and a collection 
of three or more in- depth analyses pre­
sented more fully in Chapters IX and X. 

B. ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS 

From an analysis of statistical data 
developed by James B. McComb & Associ ­
ates, it was found that the center of 
housing - the "centroid" - of all State 
employees responding to a survey was 
between 5 and 7 air miles to the north­
west of the Capitol Complex. This was 
based on an analysis of residential zip 
codes for included employees. Average 
driving distances for a one- way commute 
were between · 10 and 12 miles based on 
further responses to the survey ques ­
tionnaire. 

Exhibit VIII.l represents this data 
and indicates the percentage distribu­
tion of State government employees in 
each of the four directional sectors . 

EXHIBIT VIII. 1 

STATE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE 
RESIDENCE PATTERNS 

STATE EMPLOYEES RESIDIHG WITHIN SELECTED 
DISTANCES FROM CAPITOL COMPLEX 

DISTANCE FROM STATE EMPLOYEES 
CAPITOL COMPLEX IN AREA C ill-'IULAT I VE 

0- 2.5 miles 12.95% 12.95% 
5.0 miles 32.42% 45.37% 
7.5 miles 15.09% 60.46% 

10.0 miles 8.86% 69.32% 
12.5 miles 5.46% 74.78% 
15.0 miles 4.38% 79.16% 
17.5 miles 3.20% 82.36% 

Average distance= -4.8 - 6.2 miles 

CONCENTRATION OF STATE EMPLOYEES BY AREA 
OF RESIDENCE 

SECTOR % STATE EMPLOYEES 

Northeast 23. n~ 
Southeast 16.7% 
Southwest 23.8% 
Northwest 21. 3% 

Average direction Northwest 
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The map shown i n Exhib i t VI I I . 2 indicates 
this distribution and also the percentage 
of all employees living within concentric 
2~ mile radius circles of t he Capitol 
Complex . 

In summary, we find that approximately 45% 
of all employees live within 5 miles of 
the Capitol . This is consistent with a 
1972 study which ind i cated that 47% of the 
employees lived with i n 5 miles of the Ca­
pitol . Approximately 60% live within 7\ 
miles of the Capitol. Slightly over one ­
third of all employees live between 2\ 
and 5 miles from the Capitol . Almost 83% 
of all employees live within 17.5 miles 
of the Capitol Complex. 

Calculation of Employee Commuting Costs 

For every mile "further out" or "closer 
in" that an employee must d r ive from his 
or her residence to the office , the em­
ployee will incur add i tion al t r ansporta ­
tion costs of between $28 . 60 and $40 . 00 
per year . This additional cost on a per 
mile basis assumes that : one additional 
mile is the equivalent of a 2- mile round 
trip, the price of gasoline is $1/gallon; 
the automobile achieves a mileage rating 
of 20 miles/gallon, the trip is made 250 
times/year, and that other costs associa ­
ted with transit, for e xample, oil, main­
tenance, etc., will vary with driving 
distance at a current cost of 2¢/mile . 

Over a 30 - year time frame, assuming in­
flationary costs equal the indi vidual~s 
personal discount rate, inc r eased present 
value expenditures of between $888 and 
$1,200 are calculated for each employee 
making that commute for each additional 

one- way mile. 

For purposes of economic evaluation, it 
is assumed that this cost approximates 
$1,000 per person over a 30 - year time 
frame . · If a building is located 5 miles 
from the centroid of residential pat ­
terns, thus increasing the average com­
muting distance by 5 miles, each emplo ­
yee would incur an additional cost of 
approximately $5,000 over a 30 - year time 
frame . 

A large suburban facility, accomodating 
upwards of 1,500 employees that placed 
employees 5 miles closer to the centroid 
of their residential patterns, would_oro ­
duce a present value, life- cycle cost 
savings for those 1,500 employees ·of 
$7,500,000. 

Partially mitigating this savings is the 
certainty that additional personnel will 
have to rely on private automobiles fo r 
transit to work as opposed to the more 
convenient public transport that could 
be utilized to get to a downtown or Ca ­
pitol Complex office location . A shift 
of approximately 15% of all employees 
from utilizing a public transit mode to 
a private automobile is realistic with a 
relocation from the Capitol Complex area 
to a suburban site. This represents an 
increase in automobile reliance from 55% 
to 70% of all employees. 

The 1,500 person complement that would 
be assigned to the site, at a 15% trans ­
fer to automobiles, would indicate that 
225 personnel would transfer their com­
muting mode from public transit to pri ­
vate automobile. Their costs of commu-

ting would obviously increase but, at 
the same time, they would avoid paying 
a cost of approximately $275/year for 
public transportation . The 225 pe r son ­
nel saving $275/year by not having to 
pay for mass transit, taken ove r a 30 -
year time frame, indicates a p r esent 
value savings of $1,856,250 if infla ­
tion and discount rates are equal . How­
ever, their individual costs of transit 
by relying on private automobile would 
be substantially greater than this sav­
ings. It would, however, i ndicate a 
loss of revenue to the mass transit 
agencies. If the new driving distance 
is 12 miles each way, these 225 employ ­
ees would incur a present value, life -
cvc l e c o st of $2. 700 . 000 o v er a 30-vear 
time frame. · 

The conclusio~ to be d r awn f r om this 
analysis, although gener al in nature , is 
that consideration should be given to 
locating a facility somewhere between 3 
and poss i bly 5 miles distant from the 
Capitol, as long as that direction is in 
the northwest quadrant. This would tend 
to minimize expected driving distances 
for those employees that might be 
assigned to the facility i n the future. 
Locating a facility on a suburban site 
generally to the northwest, would tend 
to minimize employee commuting time and 
costs . 

The "centroid" of employee residential 
patterns should not be taken too liter ­
ally. Nor should the 3 to 5 mile dis ­
tance from the Capitol Complex for a 
suburban site be i,nterp r ete.d rt g:orouRl y. 

~current gasoline prices may be higher 
which would accordingly change trans -

. portation costs . 
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EXHIBIT VIII. 2 

RESIDENCE 
PATTERNS 
OF STATE 
EMPLOYEES 

82.6% Area Employees Live 
Less Than 17 .5 Miles From 
The Capital Capitol Complex 

§~~icr 
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The only conclusion to be drawn is that 

l
~locating a State office facility in a sub -
'1/. b 1 . h . b / ur an oca ti.on t at 1.s ey_ond the cen-
troid would produce no positive impact by 
reducing land acquisition costs or com-
muting distances. Given that the depart ­
ments to be located at a suburban site 
would continue to have a degree of inter ­
face with the departments remaining in the 
State Capitol area, it is suggested that 
a search for a suburban location be limit ­
ed to a distance not greater than approx­
imately 5 miles and as close to the Capi-
tol Complex as possible, consistent with 
securing a large parcel of land. 

Subu~ban Land Requirements 

A preliminary analysis of the amount of 
land that must be provided to support the 
development of a rather significant subur­
ban facility approaching and possibly ex­
ceeding 250,000 NSF of space indicated 
that a 25 - acre site would be required.· A 
survey of existing available sites within 
a 2 to 7 mile distance from the State Ca­
pitol Complex identified at least twelve 
specific sites that generally fulfilled 
all requirements. A number of sites also 
fell within the northwest quadrant from 
the State Capitol. Exhibit VIII.12 indi­
cates the general location of at least 
two acceptable sites - one in the NW qua ­
drant, the other to the east, along Route 
94. A number of alternative sites are 
available within the price range of $2 to 
$5/GSF of land. The study makes no at ­
tempt to specifically analyze any par ­
ticular site or to make a recommendation 
with regard to the purchase of a site. 
Rather, the Consultant expresses a high 
degree of confidence that large land par -
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eels can be located in acceptable geo ­
graphical areas to support the subse ­
quent development of a large complex · 
in what we will term a "suburban" lo ­
cation. 

Given a variety of alternative locations 
available for the development of a State 
owned building or a new facility that 
might be leased, it is next necessary to 
develop preliminary present - value, life­
cycle cost data indicating the relative 
economic advantages, or disadvantages, 

of alternative space acquisition 
methods. 

C. SPACE ACOUISITION ALTERNATIVES 

Within the different geographical areas 
but limited to a range of within 5 to 7 
miles of the State Capitol Complex and 
in the specific locations in the State 
Capitol Complex and in the downtown 
Central Business District (CBD), it was 
necessary to explore alternatives of 
leasing, construction and the acquisi -
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tion of existing facilities for renova­
tion and eventual occupancy by State 
government departments . 

This section of the report will discuss 
leasing alternatives, new construction 
alternatives, opportunities to purchase 
existing facilities and renovate, and the 
procurement and extensi~e renovati~n of 
existing schools that might be available. 

Included within the alternatives is the 
option to have a facility designed to 
the State's specific requirements on a 
"built- to - suit" basis and then leasing 
that facility if the economic advantage 
is in favor of leasing as opposed to 
State ownership. 

Definition of Terminology 

It is now important to qualify the termi­
nology to be employed in the discussion 
of alternative space acquisition methods. 

The term lease implies leasing space that 
was not specifically designed for the 
State of Minnesota, possibly space in a 
multi- tenant, commercial, high- rise faci ­
lity similar to that currently available 
in the CED area. The leasing of space 
implies that it is of reasonabl~ q~ality 
and that it expresses characteristics 
common to multi - tenant commercial office 
space available for lease. This implies 
annual lease rates in excess of $11/SF/ 
year. It is also important to note that 
space is leased on a "rentable" sq~are 
foot basis and that rentable area is 
generally 6% and sometimes as much as 12% 
larger than net usable or assignable spa­
ce. Thus, if a need exists for 10,000 

NSF, it is possible between 10,700 and 
11,200 rentable square feet (RSF) of 
space must be acquired. 

Leasing alternatives that exist below 
the "br eak- even" limit of $7/NSF/year 
are obviously economical and should al ­
ways be strongly consider ed before even 
beginning an analysis of whether owner ­
ship is more preferential. Given that 
occupying "economical" lease space in 
recycled or less than high quality spa­
ce is a constant recommendation that 
should always be explored, the analysis 
of the relative cost advantages of leas -· 
ing versus new construction in this 
section of the report limits the ana ­
lysis category of "leasing" to new 
space in relatively high quality facili ­
ties that would have a rental rate some­
where in excess of $11/RSF/year. 

Next, it is important. to define the ca ­
tegory of new construction. A building 
that is ~onstructed to the State's s2ec ­
ifications will provide all of the aa­
vantages of cost economy, flexibility 
and high space utilization efficiency 
not normally enjoyed in leased facili ­
ties. If that facility option is acqui ­
red on a build- to-suit and sale~lease ­
back basis, even though it is technical ­
ly a "lease", it falls into the acquisi ­
tion alternative category designated 
"new construction" or "State-owned." If 
at a later date it is to the State's 
economic advantage to have a facility 
de8iQned and constructed for State 
occuoancv but the Stat~ prefers to lease 
rather than ·own that space , then tpat 
arrarn~:ement becomes a "subset" option 
of th~ "new construction" option. 

The fol l owing section of Chapter VIII 
discusses these alt e r nat i v e spac e 
acquis i tion metho ds : 

• New lease s p ace ; 
• Feas i b ility of purchasing and/or 

leas ing a n exis ting lar g e f a cili ty 
in the CBD a r ea; 

• Analysis of leasing or pur chas i ng 
Snnth St. Faul. J r. Hi<Jh ~c hoql. 

• Feasib i l i ty study of r enovating Me -
chani c Art s Hi gh Schoo l ; ar \ri; 

• Analys i s o f pu r chas i ng o r leasing 
Sher idan J uni o r Hi gh Schoo l. 

D. ANALYSIS OF NEW LEASE SPACE 

The Town Squar e Project b eing developed 
by Oxford Pr oper t i es, Inc . in downtown 
St. Paul was used as the basis of analy ­
sis to determine the economic feasibil i ­
ty of occupying n ew space available fo r 
lease in the CBD a r ea . 

The Town Square p r oject contains appr ox ­
imately 13,007 gross squar e feet per 
floor in a high- rise building. On a 
multi - tenant floor, approx imately 85% or 
11 091 SF are ava i lable and could be 
cl~ssified as net assignable s quare f e e t 
- analogous to departmental net area re ­
quirements as included in the data base . 

On a full - tenant floor, in accordance 
with BOMA measurement standards, app r ox ­
imately 11,741 SF are classified as ne t 
assignable square feet. This re~resent s 
a building efficiency of approximate l y 
90% (actual calculations indicate 
90 . 27%). 
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In full accordance with strict interpre­
tation of BOMA space measurement stand­
ards, only 854 SF of the 13,007 SF are 
not considered as "rentable . " This indi ­
cates that 12,153 SF are "rentable" on a 
floor with a gross area of 13,007. Thus, 
in full accordance with BOMA full - floor 
rentable space measurement standards, the 
subject facility has a leasing efficiency 
of 93.43% . This is rentable area diyided 
by gross area. 

It has been quoted by the building leR~ ­
ing agent that a multiple - floor occupancy 
by the State would require annual rent 
payments in the neighborhood of $11/RSF/ 
year. This would roughly approximate $4/ 
SF for operational, energy and mainte­
nance costs that are subject to annual 
escalation and $7/SF for relatively fixed 
lease payments reflecting capital acqui ­
sition and construction costs . These may, 
however, be subject to future escalation 
due to market supply and demand condit ­
ions . 

The $11/RSF must be increased by approxi ­
mately 8% to $11.88 per assignable SF to 
take into account the amount of space in­
cluded in rentable area that is not in­
cluded in net assignable area, and thus 
not usable (fixed corridors, elevator 
lobbies, restrooms, etc.) . 

Thus, the $7 fixed annual cost would be 
increased by 8% to $7.56 per assignable 
square foot per year and the $4 variable 
cost is increased to $4.32 per assign­
able square foot per year. Total costs 
are $11.88 or $11 times 108% . 

Present value life- cycle cost of occu-

pancy in a long- term lease facility must 
be calculated as a combination of the 
present value life - cycle cost of both 
fixed and variable portions of the lease 
payment . For purposes of calculat i on, it 
is assumed that those costs i ncluded i n 
the variable cost portion of the lease 
for building maintenance and operation, 
energy, tax and insurance, will incr ease 
by an average annual rate of 9% . Ac ­
tually, the assumption is that energy -
related costs will increase by as much 
as 12% per annum, labor - related costs 
will increase by 9% per year and tax and 
insurance and other operational costs by 
6% per year, for a weighted average annu­
al cost increase of 9%. Thus, both a 9% 
annual cost escalation and an 8% dis ­
count rate must be applied. This calcu­
lation results in a present value life ­
cycle cost per assignable square foot 
for variable operational costs of 
$150.27 over a 30 year period . 

Similarly, the $7.56/SF fixed portion of 
the lease cost must be converted to a 
present value of a stream of 30 years' 
of payments discounted at 8% . This cal ­
culation yields a present value life­
cycle cost of $85.11. The total present 
value life- cycle cost of lease payments 
thus equals $235 per assignable square 
foot. 

The present value life - cycle cost per 
assignable square foot is then m11lti ~ 
plied by 190 assignable square feet per 
person, indicating a present value life­
cycle occupancy cost per person of 
$44,722. As can be seen by a review of 
the balance of Chapter VIII, this cost 
is appreciably higher than similar pres -

ent value life - cycle costs per oer son 
calculated for new construction and pur-
chase/ r enovate options . 

Thus, fo r pur poses of this study, it i s 
assumed that the leasing of "Class A" 
space, in a high- r i se off i ce facility, 
or newly - constructed space in metropoli ­
tan St . Paul is less than economical and 
cannot be just i fied on the basis of ac ­
tual costs . Thus, this alternative is 
not considered in the subsequent analy ­
sis of options and alternatives . 

Calculat i on of Break- even Leasing Rates 

Rental rates of $10/SF/year would yield 
a present value, life - cycle cost of $223 
per net assignable square foot . At $9/SF 
it would be $206 and at $8 annual rent 
the present value life - cycle cost would 
be $190 . At an annual rental of $8/RSF 
the p r esent value life - cycle cost is 
still g r eater than the present value 
life - cycle cost for a suburban fac i lity 
which is calculated at $181 . 87 later i n 
this chapter, see Exhibit VIII . 21, Page 
135 , 
E . ANALYSIS OF FEASIBILITY OF PURCHASING 

AND/OR LEASING AN EXISTING FACILITY 

Following is an analysis of the economic 
feasibility of purchasing and renovating 
or possibly leasing, an existing build­
i ng in downtown St . Paul for occupancy 
of approximately 300,000 NSF of adminis ­
trative space for the State of Minnesota . 
The analysis is conducted as being rep ­
resentative of an alter native to acquir e, 
renovate and occupy an existing large 
building in the CBD area . 
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The facility contains approximately 
300,000 assignable or rentable square feet 
in a building that totals 374,236 GSF . 
With an overall efficiency of 89%, the 
building provides approximately 333,000 
NSF. However, some of the space, although 
assignable, is either basement space or is 
space configured in a manner that could 
be less - than- optimally utilized . Therefore 
for the purposes of this analysis, we as ­
sume that the facility provides 300,000 
NSF for the State of Minnesota. 

Initial renovations to a very modest build­
ing standard are provided by the land-
lord and included ln the quoted $a/SF. 
Thus, if a 30-year lease could be negoti ­
ated, the present value life-cycle cost 
of the lease arrangement would be composed 
qf a $5/SF non- inflatin2 cost and a 
$3 variable cost subject to a 9% annual 
inflation rate. 

The present value life- cycle cost using 
an 8% discount rate for both the fixed and 
variable portion of the lease payment, is 
thus calculated to be $172/SF. When multi ­
plied by an average 190 assignable SF/per­
son, this indicates a present- value life ­
cycle cost per occupant of $32,680 as a 
result of leasing a downtown site for a 
term of 30 years. The variable portion 
of this payment, escalated at 9% and dis ­
counted at 8% for 30 years on a base of 
is approximately $104 per net square foot. 

This compares most favorably with cost 
factors developed for other alternatives 
assuming no interior modifications are 
necessary beyond those provided in the 
lease and paid for by the landlord. 

Should a facility be pr ocured and then 
renovated, the following comparative 
economic analysis would apply. 

The building could be purchased for 
around $4,000,000. This represents a 
cost of $13.33/NSF and $10.69/GSF. 

Renovat i on costs to the structure, car­
peting, new acoustical ceiling tile and 
lighting and interior partitions have 
been given an allowance of $10.50/SF by 

.: .<•}:;.; .. ;:-:·:·•:•:;:':'::•:<•:· :····· ,: · ... ,. ; >,: ·:··. ,·. ; ... 

,:;:,:;:::,}' >:/: .-.·.•.•·········:·.·····':'.• . . . ·.•.-.· _. . : ; ··~:, . . ',. 

w~.?.f-%:::&x,:.,,,,,,,,,,,·. ~:,;;,,,. 

the landlord. The Consultant believes 
this es timate is low and should be .in­
creascrl to app r ox imately $14 per square 
foot. 

In addition, an al lowance of $3 / SF, 
approximately $1,000,000, should be pro ­
vided for special tenant improvements 
within a facil i ty . The $17 per assign­
able square foot cost allocat ion should 
then be applied to 300 , 000 NSF to estab -
lish an ini tial renovation and improve -
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ments budget of $5,100,000. 

Additionally, certain modifications to 
. existing restrooms, the repair and addi ­
tion of elevators, security enhancements, 
energy conservation improvement and pos ­
sibly changes in code and life- safety fea ­
tures may need to be completed. A general 
allowance of $1,000,000 for these types of 
improvements is suggested. This $6,100,000 
renovation budget and the $4,000,000 pur­
chase price yield a total investment esti ­
mate of $10,100,000 . Adding a 20% contin­
gency to the cost of modifications indi­
cates a total budget of $11,320,000 ~ 

Recent cost estimates, developed by the 
Consultant to confirm this analysis, esti ­
mate interior improvements at $2,850,000 
exclusive of heating, ventilation and sig ­
nificant new electrical service. This 
would equate to a unit cost allocation of 
approximately $9 . 50 per square foot. 

Certain renovations to elevators, bath­
rooms and mechanical air handling systems, 
plus the installation of new lighting and 
electrical outlets should add approximate ­
ly $3,000,000 to the renovation budget. 
Adding appropriate allowances for contin­
gencies and overhead indicates an appro ­
priate budget to complete all improvements, 
including an assumed purchase price of 
$4,000,000, of around $11,020,000 to ac ­
quire, renovate and occupy an existing 
downtown facility. This equates to a unit 
cost of $36. 73/NSF and $29.45/GSF. Both 
of these unit cost allocations are consi ­
derably be1ow, by probably 50%, the cost 
of comparable new construction. The facil ­
ity should be relatively efficient with 
upwards of 89% of all space on the upper 

floors being usable. It would appear to 
be a very sound and economically feasi ­
ble investment . 

Present value life - cycle cost indicates 
the State must amortize an initial 
acquisition and construction cost of 
$36.73/NSF , representing fixed costs 
over 30 years at 5.5% interest discounted 
at 8%, and then must add the same 
operating costs, including inflation, as 
were recorded in the leasing analysis. 
This calculation indicates a present 
value life - cycle cost of acquisiton, 
renovation and remodeling the downtown 
building of $133/NSF. When multiplied 
by an average of 19D NSF/person, this 
indicates a present value life - cycle 
occupancy cost of approximately $25,232 
per person. This is by far the most 
cost - effective facility acquisition al ­
ternative of those explored in this 
study. Exhibit VIII . 15, Page 121, 
presents thi~ data and compares it with 
all other acquisition alternatives. 

F. ANALYSIS OF LEASING OR PURCHASING 
SOUTH ST. PAUL JR. HIGH SCHOOL 

South St. Paul Jr. High School includes 
appLoximately 450,000 GSF of land area 
which could provide at least $1,500,000 
of income at $3.33/SF if the property 
was sold for residential, commercial or 
other development by the School District. 
This will establish a base price for the 
facility and a potential income to the 
State if the facility was purchased . 

Of the 450,000 GSF of land, an area ap­
proximately 360 feet by 500 feet total­
ling L80,000 GSF or approximately 40% 

of the total site, is allocated to ex ­
isting buildings, required circulation 
and parking areas. The remaining area 
totaling 270,000 GSF, is more than a~ple 
to provide parking for upwards of 800 
automobiles that would be required if 
the State occupied the 120,000 NSF 
facility. 

The school contains approximately 
170,000 GSF and provides 120,000 NSF 
without substantial structural modifica ­
tion or less than cost - effective remode ­
ling. This indicates an existing net to 
gross ratio of 71% which is reasonable 
when compared to other school acquisi ­
tion and renovation alternatives. How­
ever, the 71% efficiency is misleading . 

Some space included in the 120,000 NSF 
is large, interior, windowless space, 
including a gymnasium, a large storage 
space on a lower level without windows, 
and rather narrow spaces that are ap ­
proximately 22 feet in depth and cur ­
rently configured as classrooms. This 
dimension will not support optimum space 
utilization efficiency when remodeled. 

However, for purposes of this analysis, 
it is assumed that the facility provides 
170,000 GSF and 120,000 NSF of space. 

The maximum parking requirement for 
120,000 NSF would be calcualted as fol ­
lows. At 190 NSF/person, the facility 
could have a capacity, under optimum 
space utilization, of approximately 600 
personnel. In a non - high - density area 
that is not located on primary public 
transit lines, a 70% parking allocation 
requiring approximately 420 parking 
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spaces is needed . At 333 SF of surface 
park~ng area per automobile, this would 
:equir e approximately 140,000 GSF of land 
in excess ~f buil~ing, landscaping, set ­
back and circulation space . This repre ­
sents approx imately 50% of the 270 000 GSF 
of land available. Thus, a minimu~ of 
130,000 GSF of land area could be declared 
as "surplu~".a1:d disposed of by the State 
after acquisition, at a minimum economic 
value of $3.33/GSF. This would indicate 
an allocation of $432,900 to the value of 
land that would be procured by the State 
bu~ not required. This produces an incom~ 
which represents a reduction in the init ­
ial purchase price . 

Remodeling Feasibility 

N~ in~ication ~as been made by the School 
District r~la~ive to the purchase price 
for the building, should it be for sale. 
Howev~r, _to complete the feasibility anal­
ys~s it ~s necessary to assume a purchase 
~rice . Without benefit of more definitive 
in~ormation~ it is assumed that a purchase 

surplus land area would produce an in­
come of $432,900. The net "out - of- pock­
et" pur chase price for the South St . 
Paul Jr . High School i s then estimated 
be $2 , 909,982. 

$2,909,982 initial investment, financed 
by a 30-year bond issue at 5 . 5% interest 
indicates an annual cost of acquisition 

to of $200,222 or $1.67/NSF. 

The Con~ultant believes this may be a 
low e s timate of the realistic purchase 
price for the facility if the school 
was available for sale. 

The annual cost of ownership for a 

Maintenance and operations cost data are 
not available and it is therefore as ­
sume~ the annual maintenance and op ­
erating costs will be identical to that 
experienced by Sheridan Jr. High School 
a building gf similar size which indi-' 
cated a cost of $4.69/NSF/year for main-

pri~e that is equivalent on a cost/GSF 
b<:1-sis to that established for the Mecha - .... ..... , };:,,;·: . 

from the Mechanics Arts High School fea s i ­
bility ~tudy to the 170,000 GSF South 
St. Paul Jr. High School building indi ­
·~ates a n assumed value or purchase price 
of $3,342,882. ~ 

The immediate disposal of 130,000 GSF of 
·~ ,. 
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tenance and oper at i on . 

Occupancy as an offic e building would de ­
crease the per sonnel density fr om t ha t 
encounter ed as a fully - operat i onal schoo l 
facility, would decrease ma i ntenance r e ­
quirements, and, as a r esult o f cost­
effective remodeling to renovate the facil ­
ity in t o condi tions app r opriate fo r occu­
pancy by State personnel , the over all an­
nual maintenance and operating costs would 
be reduced from current values . Based on 
1979 cost data and an analysis similar to 
that per fo r med for Sher idan J r. High 
School, an annual maintenance a n d operat ­
ing budget of $4/NSF would be app r opriate . 

The actual usable space i n Sou th St . Paul 
Jr. High School would be somewher e between 
the 120,000 NSF and thP. total build i ~g 
areH of 170 000 GSF . The. Cons ultant 
will assume ' a space availability of 
140,000 NSF or assignable square feet 
which includes circulation, some hallways 
and restroom facilities, whi ch also must 
be maintained and operated . Apply i ng a 
$4/SF annual maintenance and oper ating 
cost to 140,000 NSF indicates an annual 
maintenance and operating budget of 
$560,000. These costs are subject to es ­
calation. 

Substantial alterations and repairs will 
be required to the 120,000 NSF. Basic 
alterations and renovations of South St. 
Paul Jr. High School include painting and 
repair of exterior brick walls, window 
replacement, the addition of insulation, 
and the reglazing of lower portions of 
the window wall. A budget of $250,000 
will be required to complete these 
changes. 

Additionally, new elevators must be in­
stalled along with the installation of 
new floor coverings, ceilings, rarti ­
tionings, doors and painting as applied 
to approximately 120,000 NSF at a unit 
cost of $12/NSF as was found to be ap ­
plicable in other renovations. 

Alterations costing approximately 
$1,620;000 to provide new lighting and 
a new air distribution systems are cal ­
culated. Plumbing and electrical modi ­
fications to make the facility suitable 
for occuparicy total in excess of 
$800,000 . 

A total present value, life- cycle bud ­
get estimate, including a 20% allowance 
for contingency and unknown conditions, 
was then estimated by the Consultant to 
total $5,000,000 . 

Again, these initial renovations must 
be financed over 30 years at 5.5% in­
terest and would yield an indicated 
annual cost of $344,027 . 

Initial renovations totaling almost 
$5,000,000 would equate to an improve ­
ment level of $29.41/GSF as applied to 
170,000 GSF. This equated to $41 . 67/NSF 
as applied to 120,000 NSF. Initial ren ­
ovations and improvements required are 
reasonable in comparison to the cost of 
new construction even when the initial 
net purchase pri~e of $2,909,982 is in­
cluded. 

The total annual cost to the State of 
amortizing the initial cost of procure ­
ment (less income received from land 
disposal), amortizing initial renova -

tions and improvements, and paying an ­
nual maintenance and operating costs 
which are assumed to escalate at the 
same rate as the discount factor, indi ­
cates annual costs to own and operate 
the South St . Paul Jr. High School as 
an office facility for State occupancy 
of $1,104,249 per year. When divided 
by 120,000 NSF, this yields an annual 
cost of occupancy of $9.20/NSF. 

While this annual cost of ownership and 
operation appears to be reasonable in 
comparison to the leasing of new spa'ce 
in the commercial environment, and is 
possibly competitive with new construc ­
tion, it is not more cost - effective 
than other options available, namely 
the acquisition and operation of an ef ­
ficient older building located i n the 
CBD area. 

Total initial cos ts to p ur cha s e and 
renovate the Soutli.St. Paul Jr. High 
School facility are estimated at 
$2,909,982 to purch2 se and $5,000,000 
to renovate for - a total initial cost of 
$7,909,982. The present value life ­
cycle cost, financed at 5.5% and dis ­
counted at 8% is $6,127,042. The cost/ 
NSF is calculated to be $51 . 06/NSF for 
fixed or initial costs. 

The annual maintenance and operating 
costs. inflated at 9% and discounted at 
8% vield a present value, life - cycle ' ~ -
cost of $162.33/NSF and the total pre -
sent value life - cycle cost is $213.39/ 
NSF or $40,544/employee . 
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G. FEASIBILITY STUDY OF RENOVATING 
MECHANIC ARTS HIGH SCHOOL 

Following is a summarization of the 
economic feasibility of the State reno­
vating and occupying Mechanic Arts High 
School which is currently owned by the 
State. 

The facility had a "value" of $2,180,000 
as based on the purchase price on 
November 10, 1976. This original pur­
chase price has probably inflated at an 
annual rate of at least 9%, including 
inflationary aspects, during the past 
three years. An original $2,180,000 
purchase price, inflated for three years 
at 9% annually, would indicate a nresent 
year value in the year 1980 of $2~823,163. 

As in previous economic evaluations, the 
Consultant assumes a value or "cost" of 
land in the State Capitol complex area 
of approximately $15 per GSF for pur~ 
poses of allocating the cost of existing 
property to the 176,654 GSF land area · 
and other costs to the actual 143,570 
GSF building. 

Some of the land must be associated and 
assigned to the building. Other land is 
not totally usable and must be reserved 
for site-support activity to support the 
building. However, the Consultant be­
lieves there may be a land resource 
available of 80,000 square feet that 
would have an economic value of at least 
$12 per GSF for a total allocated value 
of $960,000. Subtracting this surplus 
land income from the $2,823,163 total 
current value for the building and the 
property indicates that a cost of 

$1,863,163 could appropriately be allo­
cated to the "value" of the building 
itself. 

Calculations indicate that approximate­
ly 80,655 square feet can be utilized 
in a generally "as is" condition. 
Therefore, the value of property to be 
utilized of $1,863,163 must be amor­
tiied over approximately 80,655 assign­
able square feet to indicate an average 
cost allocation of approximately $23.10 
per NSF . 

This cost of renovating the facility, 
based on a previous feasibility report 
prepared for the State by others in 
the year 1969, indicates a total current 
cost of renovation and remodeling of 
approximately $3,671,107. This equates 
to approximately $25.57 per GSF and 
$45.52 per NSF. 

In these calculations, a 9% annual in­
flation rate for the last ten years is 
assumed. RAse vear 1969 costs of $11.78 
per NSF for renovation are escalated to 
a current cost of $27.89 per NSF. 
Additionally, certain special renova­
tions estimated in vear 1969 to coRt 
$365,000 are escalated for 10 years, at 
9% per year, to a current cost of 
$864,087. 

The allocated "value" of the building, 
$J,863,162 plus the current estimated 
cost of renovations, estimated at 
$3,671,107, indicates a total cost for 
completing the remodeling project of 
$5,534,269. This equates to $38.55 per 
GSF and $68.62 per NSF. Both of these 
numbers compare quite favorably to 

other recently completed renovation 
projects of a similar nature and are 
below comparable costs of land acquisi­
tion and new construction. On an­
nualized cost basis, operating costs 
recorded for a basically "empty" build­
ing in 1978 were $2.30 per square foot. 
The total space is assumed to be 
approximately 143,570 GSF for an annual 
operating budget of $330,211. At 
today's cost, this might approximate 
$363,232 per year, an increase of 10% 
over 1978 costs or around $4.50 for 
each 80,655 NSF per year. With appro­
priate renovations and changing the 
occupancy pattern, the Consultant be ­
lieves this $4.50 per square foot 
annual operating and maintenance cost 
can be achieved in future years. 

Recent analysis of assumed renovation 
costs developed by the Consultant 
indicates that a budget of approximately 
$450,000 should be established fo: 
replacement of windows, roof repair and 
painting and patching exterior surfaces. 

New stairways and an elevator shaft 
would add an allowance of $108,000. 
Interior renovation, including the in­
stallation of carpeting, new acoustical 
ceilings, partitions, doors, and paint­
ing would necessitate a budget of $8.00 
per square foot. When applied to 
80 ,655 NSF of space and about 20,000 
square feet of circulation and support 
space, this indicates a budget of 
$800,000. 

Extensive renovation to mechanical, 
plumbing and electrical systems requires 
a budget of $2,250,000. 
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Miscellaneous specialty items, and a 
20% contingency allowance, indicates 
a total remodeling budvet of 
$4,500,000 as compared to the earlier 
estimate developed by others and up ­
date<l to year 1979 cost figures of 
$3,671,107. 

The Consultant believes that the recent 
estimate of $4,500,000 is a more accur­
ate reflection of the cost that would 
be incurred in the renovation of 
Mechanic Arts High School. This would 
equate to a unit cost of $31.34 per 
GSF and $56.25 per NSF based on a con­
servative estimate of 80,655 NSF. 

Possibly, additional investments in 
structural and interior renovation 
items could increase the net area 
available at a unit cost that would 
lower the average renovation cost of 
the increased amount of NSF to below 
this $56.25 per square foot cost indi ­
cated. Confirmation would require a 
further structural analysis. This 
would suggest that the facility receive 
more substantial renovation to increase 
net area to a greater proportion than 
the increased cost of the more signifi ­
cant renovation . 

Incorporating the revised construction 
cost estimate of $4,500,000 and the 
"value" of the facility, exclusive of 
land, of $1,863,163 indicates that 
initial investment would total 
$6,363,163 . 

The amortization of the initial actual 
purchase cost of $2,180,000 financed 
with bonds at 4. 7% and the renovation 

costs of $4,500,000, over 30 years at 
5.5% annual interest, would require 
an annual payment of $429,731 . Based 
on 80,655 NSF available, this indicates 
an annual cost of approximately $5 . 33 
per NSF. 

Initial improvements and the original 
purchase price of $6,680,000 would 
equate to a total initial "investment" 
of $46.53 per GSF and $82.82 per NSF. 
This is equal to, if not greater than, 
the cost of construction of an equiva­
lent 80,655 NSF in a new facility. 

The $5 . 33 per square foot cost of 
amortizing the initial value and reno ­
vation cost plus a $4.50 per square 
foot annual operating cost indicates 
a total cost of occupancy of $9 . 83 per 
square foot per year . 

The Consultant concludes that, if any ­
thing, operating and initial renovation 
costs have been over- estimated and the 
analysis may have been penalized by 
inflating the "value" of the facility 
to record current values . 

Thus, as opposed to $9 . 83 per NSF 
annual occupancy cost, i t might be 
assumed that the "real" or comparable 
annual cost of occupancy would approx ­
imate $9.00 per NSF. Regardless, 
whether the real cost of occupancy is 
$9.00 or $9 . 99 per NSF, both annual ­
ized costs are less than the cost of 
comparable lease space, and are lower 
than the cost of land acquisition and 
new construction and operation . 

The amortization cost of acquisit :~c c: 
an d initial renovation will be $5 Jj 
per NSF over a thirty year time frame . 
The present value life - cvcle cost 1 ' f 
~ n is - amortization, discounted at b ·~ . 
~~ calculated to be $60.00 per NS F 

An .rnal operation and maintenance c.o: -t E 
of $4.50 per square foot per year are 
escalating at 9% a year which, when 
discounted over a 30 - year time frame 
at 8%, indicates a present value, life ­
cycle building maintenance and opera­
tion cost of $156.53 . Thus, the total 
present value life - cycle occupancy cost 
is found to be $216 . 53 per NSF . When 
multiplied by an average allocation of 
190 square feet per person, a present 
value, life - cycle occupancy cost of 
approximately $41,140 per occupant is 
calculated. 

While this cost is high in comparison 
to other alternatives of leasing older 
space or acquiring existing space in 
the CBD, it is comparable to costs 
associated with new construction alter ­
natives . The renovation and occupancy 
of Mechanic Arts High School is not 
overwhelmingly cost - effective compared 
to other opportunities available to 
purchase and renovate existing struc ­
tures of a non- school nature . Other 
older buildings may be configured in 
a manner that reduces annual operating 
costs as a result of improved overall 
space utilization efficiency. 
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H. ANALYSIS OF PURCHASING OR LEASING 
OF SHERIDAN JUNIOR HIGH 

Following is a summarization of the 
feasibility analysis of utilizing 
Sheridan Jr. High School in Minneapolis 
for renovation and occupancy by selected 
State departments for long-term 
occupancy. 

Sheridan Jr. High School is a building 
of approximately 148,907 GSF which 
provides between 102,000 and 115,957 
NSF without substantial or less-than­
cost-effective renovation. 

To develop a conservative financial 
feasibility analysis, the Consultant 
assumed the project includes 100,000 
NSF of space. This represents a build­
ing efficiency of approximately 67%. 

The Minneapolis School District has 
suggested an annual lease rate of 
$3.85 per square foot for space in an 
uas is" condition w•ith no modifica­
tions. It is assumed that this $3.85 
per square foot rental rate would 
apply to approximately 100,000 NSF that 
can be used to provide appropriate 
accommodations to the State. Thus, the 
annual rental on a net, net, net basis 
without any operating expenses would 
approximate $385,000. 

In addition, maintenance costs approx­
imate $4.69 per square foot per year 
which includes heating, lighting and 
custodial services and no tax payments 
are applicable. Since the $4.69 per 
square foot annual operation and main­
tenance cost is high when compared to 

the cost of operating and maintaining 
a general purpose office building, the 
Consultant assumed that cost includes 
the maintenance and operation of the 
entire 148,907 GSF building, but is 
only applied to the nominal 120,000 
rentable square feet available (about 
20,000 square feet for circulation 
and service space is added). Thus, 
the annual maintenance and operation 
costs approximate $562,800. 

It was further assumed that using the 
facility as an office building would 
decrease the density of actual popula­
tion from that encountered as a fully 
operational school this would reduce 
consumable materials necessary to 
maintain the facility; would reduce 
maintenance requirements, and, as a 
result of cost-effective remodeling 
to renovate the facility into condi­
tions appropriate for general office 
occupancy, that overall annual main­
tenance and operating costs would be 
reduced from current levels. Based 
on 1979 cost data, an annual mainten­
ance and operating budget of $4.00 
per square foot would be appropriate 
for the 120,000 rentable area includ­
ing circulation. This would indi­
cate an annual maintenance and 
operating budget of $480,000 which, 
when divided by the 100,000 NSF, 
indicates a $4.80 per NSF annual cost 
for maintenance and operation. 

The $480,000 necessary for maintenance 
and operation, when added to the 
$385,000 annual lease cost, would indi­
cate an annualized cost of occuping 
the facility of $865,000 and a total 

rental cost of $8.65 per NSF per year. 
This is, however, exclusive of any 
initial alterations that would be 
necessary. The amortization of leasing 
and operating costs over the expected 
life of occupancy indi~ates that a 
cost of $8.65 per NSF is reasonable and 
comparable to other older renovated 
facilities that could be leased by the 
State. It is, however, not necessarily 
more cost - effective as initial improve ­
ments would surely add an annual cost 
of at least $1.35 per NSF per year to 
amortize an initial renovation cost of 
$2,000,000 over 30 years at a rate of 
5.5%. The total annual cost would then 
approach $10.00 per net square foot . 

On a leasing basis including initial 
alterations, Sheridan Jr . High School 
could be an appropriate space resource 
for the State to occupy if the facility 
was of a size appropriate for various 
agencies located there, if those agen­
cies could utilize the available 
100,000 NSF efficiently, and if the 
location of the facility was appropri ­
ate for the type of travel patterns of 
employees and visitors . It would not, 
however, be a primary choice and is no t 
necessarily as economical as other 
acquisition and renovation alternatives . 

Alternatively, the State could purchase 
the facility. Previously, offer s of 
between $300,000 and $400,000 we r e made 
for the facility by other s and rejected . 
The Consultant believes the facil i ty 
might be purchased at a cost of 
$1,000,000 . 
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The annual cost o f ownership for a 
$1,000,000 initial investment, financed 
by a 30 - year bond issue at 5 . 5%, indi ­
cates an annual cost of $68,805 . When 
added to the $480,000 estimated annual 
maintenance and oper ating cost, this 
indicates an annual ized cost of occu­
pancy of $548,805 which , when divided 
by the 100,000 NSF ava ilable, yields 
an annualized cost of ownership and 
occupancy of $5 . 49 per NSF, exclusive 
of initial alterations and repairs. 

Substantial alter at ions and repairs 
will be required to the 100,000 NSF 
and to circulat i on and service areas . 
The NSF used in this analysis includes 
only space that is heated, fully 
lighted, has a lowered ceiling appro­
priate for office o c cupancy, has a 
flat floor, is reasonably enclosed with 
partitions and is not r equired for 
service support of public c irculation . 
Thus, the 100,000 NSF can b e sub-divided 
and remodeled without altering circula­
tion patterns, structure or major 
building systems. 

Infonnation is not available with 
regard to the adequacy o f the current 
electrical and mechanical systems . 
However, it is assumed that a budget 
of $1,000,000 would be reasonable and 
appropriate to complete necessary re­
pairs and modifications to basic 
electrica l and mechanical systems. 

Next, an allowance of $300,000 should 
be added for any significant repairs 
or addit ions that are needed for 
elevators, handicapped a ccess, fire­
enclosed stairs, and insulation. 

A third cost to be incurred will be to 
upgrade bathrooms, public circulation 
spaces, and for repainting, patching 
and general repair. An allowance of 
$260,000 is made for this purpose. 

The fourth cost allocation that must 
be provided is for the installation 
of an acoustical ceiling, completely 
revised lighting, dry wall, carpeting, 
electrical and telephone distribution 
and other interior improvements neces ­
sary to support the occupancy of those 
departments that will be assigned to 
the facility. The Consultant recom­
mends that a unit cost allowance of 
$12 per NSF be applied to the 100,000 
NSF and an allowance of $200,000 is 
made for improvement in circulation 
space, indicating a budget of 
$1,400,000. 

The total estimate of acquisition and 
initial renovation costs, including 
all tenant specials, is thus calculated 
to total $4,000,000 or $40 per NSF. 
An allowance of 20% for contingencies 
raises the total cost to $4,752,000. 

When "amortized" over the 148,907 
square foot building, this indicates 
an average renovation cost of $31.91 
per GSF, which is considered to be 
quite reasonable in comparison to 
similar projects. When amortized over 
the 100,000 NSF, it would result in a 
unit cost of $47.52 per NSF which is 
favorably compared to the updated 1979 
budget for the renovation of the 
Mechanic Arts High School of $56.25 
per NSF. 

The annualized cost of amortizing a 
$4,752,000 acquisitional renovation 
budget over 30 years, at a 5 . 5% bonding 
interest rate, indicates an annualized 
cost of $326,963. This must then be 
divided by the 100,000 NSF to indicate 
a cost of $3,27 per NSF per year. 
Adding the $3.27 annual cost of amor ­
tizing the initial acquisition and 
renovation costs to the "base cost" of 
$4.80 per NSF for building maintenance 
and operation indicates a total annual 
cost of $8.07 per NSF. 

This appears to be quite favorable for 
long- term occupancy for the ·:ype of 
facility that would be provided. It is 
very favorable when compared to the 
other space acquisition alternatives 
presented in the summary on page 135. 
The $8.07 annual cost is also lower 
than rental rates being charged in 
other large renovated projects in the 
St. Paul area. The present value life­
cycle cost is calculated to be $211.52 
per NSF and $40,188 per employee. 

I. COMPARABLE RENOVATION COSTS 

Recently, the St. Paul Public School 
System Department of Plant Planning 
and Maintenance indicated that Central 
High School was being remodeled at a 
total construction cost of $12,300,425. 
Central High School has a gross area of 
377,319 square feet. This indicates a 
cost of $32.60 per GSF. On a net 
square foot basis, the Department indi ­
cates a unit cost of $64.60 per NSF. 

The Consultant's analysis of the con­
struction plans and a tour of the 
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construction site indicate that the 
renovations being implemented in the 
project are significantly greater than 
renovations contemplated for the 
Mechanic Arts High School, Sheridan Jr . 
High School, or South St. Paul Jr. High 
School. 

Thus, the Consultant is comfortable 
with both net and gross unit construc­
tion costs as calculated in the 
remodeling feasibility analysis for 
the Sheridan Jr. High School, the 
Mechanic Arts High School, and the 
South St. Paul Jr. High School which 
ranged from $29.41 to $31.91 per GSF 
and from $41 . 67 to $56.25 per NSF for 
the three projects. 

Furthermore, research has indicated 
that the old Central High School in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma has been recently reno ­
vated to upgrade its 1916 structure to 
provide first class office space 
totaling approximately 300,000 square 
feet. The project was completed in 
1979 for a cost of $35.16 per GSF . 
Renovations were extensive and the 
project provided first class open­
office space to support general 
administrative requirements. Again, 
the Consultant believes current esti ­
mates of between $29.41 and $31.91 per 
GSF for available renovation projects 
in the St. Paul area are reasonable. 

J. COMBINED FACILITY ANALYSIS 

The legislation that sponsored this 
study, suggested that consideration 
should be given to providing a common 
facility for the Department of Natural 

Resources, the Pollution Control Agency 
and the Department of Agriculture. 
It was viewed that these three depart ­
ments had sufficient common interest 
and common clientele that the best in­
terest of the public would be served 
by combining them into one facility. 
This Master Plan does not recommend 
that only these three departments 
should be included in a new facility. 
All three options detailed in Chapter 
X locate these departments in buildings 
based upon previously presented prox­
imity requirements. Thus, the infor ­
mation which follows is presented for 
reference only. 

Personnel projections developed for 
these three departments, reflecting a 
1% annual growth thro,~h 1990, indicate 
that the facility should provide a to­
tal of 216,410 NSF of space. If a 2%% 
annual growth pattern were realized, a 
total of 242,803 NSF of space should be 
provided. 

The facility would be primarily open 
planned in nature and is of a size suf ­
ficient to produce significant economies 
to scale in regard to building design 
efficiency and construction cost econo­
my. 

The facility would have a building de­
sign efficiency of 87%. This would 
indicate that between 248,747 and 
279,083 GSF should be provided depend­
ing upon whether a 1% or 2%% annual 
growth rate was assumed. 

For purposes of analysis, we assume a 
facility of 260,000 GSF can be con-

structed for a total initial cost of 
approximately $73/GSF. This budget in­
cludes the basic construction of the 
facility, the acquisition of an appro­
priate amount of land in or near the 
State Capitol Complex at $15/SF and 
all necessary interior improvements. 

An overall initial capital budget of 
$18,980,000 would be suggested. Pos­
sible overhead and administrative costs 
of 20% mi~~t increase this budget to 
$22,776,000. 

If a significant new facility is to be 
constructed in or near the State Capi­
tol Complex area, it is reasonable to 
consider these three departments as 
logical candidates. In fact, these de­
partments are considered as excellent 
candidates to occupy the "high access 
site" that is included in Option IV. 

If this facility is developed, it must 
provide convenient access by the pub­
lic as this is one of the primary rea­
sons for including the three departments 
in the same facility. A location near 
the capitol but possibly moving towards 
the downtown area is recommended. Plac­
ing this facility directly in the cent-
er of the urban scene in downtown St. 
Paul is specifically not recommended 
because of the certain unique charac­
teristics that the facility must pro­
vide, the need for the storage and par­
king of State-owned ve:1icles, and the 
high degree of visitor access through 
private automobiles that should be pro­
vided. 
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The consolidation of these three depart ­
ments into one facility is compatible 
with any option that includes a large 
facility of over 250,000 NSF of space, 
located in or near the Capitol Complex 
area. As indicated above, these depart ­
ments are co-located in all three recom­
mended options . 

K. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE SPACE AC ­
QUISITION STRATEGIES 

Combining various facility acquisition 
options and different feasible loca ­
tions resulted in the development of 
four specific "projects" that could, 
in various combinations and scales, 
be indicated in - the recommended Master 
Plan. 

This section of the report will outline 
the four alternative projects and de ­
velop a present value life - cycle cost 
analysis of each project to determine 
which one will be selected for fur ­
ther exploration and incorporation 
into the development of 
recommendations in Chapter X. 

The four projects to be analyzed are 
presented in Exhibits VIII.4 through 
VIII . 11 on the following pages . 

A variety of site alternatives were 
studied in terms of locational attributes. 
Exhibit VIII.12 details samples of these 
alternatives. 

The construction of new space for State 
occupancy is a space acquisition alter ­
native that is represented by Site I - a 
building in downtown St . Paul and Site 3 -
a suburban office structure. Acquisition 
of existing space is represented by Site 2. 
Rather than revising these reference numbers 
to #1 - 4, the Consultant has mRintained the 
reference numbers presented in Plannin_q 
and Decision Session II. 
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EXHIBIT VIIL4 

SITE 1 
State Capitol Complex 

Site 1 entails the development of a 
2.49 acre parcel of property directly 
to the east of the existing CeLtennial 
Building. This facility would be a 
State constructed and owned facility 
providing between 200,000 and upwards of 
600,000 NSF of space when fully devel­
oped. The available site, site planning 
characteristics, and a conceptual config-
uration for this h Lghly efficient, large 
floor area, facility are shown on Ex­
hibits VIII.4 and VIII.5 for review. 

The specific a lternat i ve s· shown develop 
four offi c e levels on top of four park­
ing leve ls an d p r ovides approximately 
300 , 000 NSF , wi th a building design ef ­
f i ci ency o f 85~. Parki ng for 55% of the 
included :.~rnployees is accommodated in 
f our par king levels below the office 
s tructure. Such a structure is compat ­
ible with Capitol Area Architectural 
and Pla nning Board height guidelines 
because the ground elevation at the 
"Centennial East" side is lower than 
tha t at the Cap i tol Building site. A 
deta i led analysis of this general al ­
te r native wi ll be developed in the 
next sect i on o f the r epo r t. 

I 
,· 

SIZE: 
108,601 Square Feet, 
2 . 49 Acres 

COST : 
$15/Square Foot -
108 , 601 x $15/SF = $2 , 639,025. 

ZONING: 
Maximum Building Height Not To Exceed 
Elevation 944.O 

Floor Area Ratio. . . . . . . 6 . O 
Set Back .... . ... . ~ .. None 
Maximum Land Coverage . . None 

COMMENTS: 
4 Buildings (1 - 2 story) 
Presently Occupy 1/3 of 
the Site. The Site is 
s t~.t~ n,.mP.il. 

_S.i.te_Plan. 
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EXHIBIT VIIL5 

SITE1 
State Capitol Complex 

BUILDING DATA 
4 Office Levels 
i Parking Levels 
8 Levels 667 ,8 98 Total Gross SF 

OFFI CE SPACE 
75 , 000 Net SF/Floor 

38,235 Gros s SF/Floor 

300,000 Total Net Square Feet 
352,940 Total Gross Square Feet 

Building Efficiency 85% 

Pi\RKING RAMJ> 
55% of the Office population = 
869/Parking Spaces 

869 x 385 SF/Parking Spaces 
334 , 565 Total Square Feet 

217 Parking Spaces/Level 

ENVELOPE 
Roof 84,420 
Halls 64,584 

TOTAL 149,004 

RATIO 
1. 3 
1 

Axonometric View 
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SITE 2 EXHIBIT VIIL6 

Downtown St Paul 
The s e cond projec t or site to be analy ­
sed is shown in Exhibits VIII.6 and 
VIII . 7. Site 2 pr esents an oppor tuni ty 
to pr ocure a typical blo ck in the down ­
town c ent r al business a rea approx imat i ng 
1 . 9 a cres . At a land cos t of $25/SF, 
this r epresents an initial i nvestment 
of app r o x imately $1,642 , 000 . 

The site would be developed with a five ­
level office facility on the top of a 
four- level parking ramp. Office space 
will total 300,000 total NSF. At a 
build i ng design efficiency of 85% ex­
pressing the need for additional ele ­
vators and core elements in a high 
rise building, the total gross office 
space to be constructed is 352,941 GSF . 

SIZE : 
82124 Square Feet 
1 . 9 Acres 

COST : 
$2 5 ./Square Foot 
82,124 X $25/sf = $2,053,100 

ZONING: 
Maximum Building Height . . . . None 
Floor Area Radio .... . ... ... None 
Set Back Requirement ...... . None 
Max imum Land Coverage ... ... None 

COMMENTS: 

JJ Burlington 
Northern 

Fourth Street 

+.,I 

Q) 
(l) 
L. .-~ 

CJ) 

C: 
0 
(/) 
~ 
() 

~ ~ 
l<ellogg Boulevard 

.Post Office 

Site Plan 
Si te is pr e sently unoccupied and \ 
used a s a pa rking lot . Si te can 
be pur chased f rom the Cit y of 

l 
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EXHIBIT VIII. 7 

SITE2 
Downtown St Paul 

BUILDING DATA 
5 Office Levels 
~ Parking Levels 
9 Levels, 687,506 Total Gross SF 

OFFICE SPACE 

--------

60 , 000 Net Square Feet/Floor 
70 , 588 Gross Square Feet/Floor 

300 , 000 Total Net Square Feet 
352,941 Total Cross Square Feet 

Building Efficiency 85% 

PARKING RAffP 
55 % ·of t:he Office Population 
869/Parking Spaces 

869 x 385 SF/Parking Space 
334,565 Tota] Square Feet 

217 Parking Spaces/Level 

ENVELOPE 
Roof 82,124 
Walls 55 , 3 28 
TOTAL 137,660 SF 

RATIO 
--

1.5 
1 

Axc)nometric View 
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SITE 2a EXHIBIT VIIL 8 

Downtown St Paul 
The third project to be analyzed is pre ­
sented as Site 2q in Exhibits VIII.8 
and VIII.9. Site 2a represents the 
acquisition of an existing facility 
located in downtown St. Paul. Specific 
e xamples of this type of facility are 
available. The analysis considered the 
acquisition of an existing building 
that provided slightly in excess of 
300,000 NSF, the subsequent renovation 
of that facility, and the acquisition 
of a 42,000 SF parcel of land suitable 
for the development of required parking 
facilities by the State or private 
business with the total costs of this 
land parcel and parking construction 
being ultimately paid for by the users. 

It should be noted that even though 
this prototypical analysis is based 
on an existing facilitv. the Consult ­
ant does not specifically rec omracnd 
tha t particular facility and suggests 
that all similar facilities be consid­
ered should this option be selected 
for imolementation. 

The renovated office building has a 
design efficiency of 84% and provides 
a ppro x imately 314 , 000 NSF in a building 
of 374,236 GSF by a c tual measurement. 
No parking is provided and with the 
acquisition of adjacent land, a facility 
would have to be constructed by the 
State or by private investors to sup ­
po r t those personnel assigned to the 
facility . 

lJ 

SIZE : 
OFFICE BUILDING 

60513 Square Feet 
1. 4 Acres 

PARKING RAMP 
42 , 000 Square Feet 
1.. 0 Acre 

COST : 
~5/Square Foot for parking only 

42,000 x $25/SF = $1 , 050 , 000 . 

ZONING: 
Maximum Building Height . ... None 
Floor J\re a Ratio . . . .. . .... .. None 
SetBack Requir ement ... . . . .. None 
Ma x imum Land Coverage . .. .. .. None 

Sitl Plan 

l 
COMMENTS: 

The facility will be vacated in the 
near future and is presently for 
sale and is one of the 300,000 + 
s quare footage buildings available 
in downtown St. Paul. Additional 
land may be needed for parking. 
A vacant lot one block away is 
suggested. The facility is close 
to Metro Square which currently 
houses other State Officials. 
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EXHIBIT VIIL 9 

SITE2a 
Downtown St. Paul 
BUILDING DATA 

6 Office Levels+ Basement (Exi sting) 
7 Parking Levels (New) 

OFFICE SPACE (RENOVATION) 
Basement 45,000 Net SF 
1st and 2nd Fl . 96,000 Net SF 
3rd to 6th Fl. 173,000 Net SF 

TOTAL 314~000 Net SF 
374,236 Gross SF 

Building Efficiency 84% 

PARKING RAffP (NHJ CONSTRUCTION) 
55% of the Office Population= 
869 Parking Spaces 

869 x 385 SF/Parking Spaces 
334,565 Total Square Feet 

124 Parking Spaces/Level 

ENVELOPE 
Roof 60,513 
Walls 80,210 

TOTAL 140, 723 

RATIO 
1 
1. 3 

;;~~Ill'. 
. . . . 

Axonometric View 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS 



EXHIBIT VIIL 10 

SITE 3 
Suburban/Rural 
The fourth general project to be studied 
utilized a suburban site. This is noted 
as Site 3 on Exhibits VIII.10 and 
VIII. ll. 

The suburban site, as diagrammed, 
represents 16.6 acres although sites of 
upwards of 25 to 30 acres should probab­
ly be procured to support very long 
range requirements. The analysis of 
Site 3 concentrated on developing an 
optimum packaging of approximately 
300,000 NSF on land that has an as­
summed cost of $3/SF. 

The facility is generally low-rise in 
nature, has a design efficiency of at 
least 87%, and provides all parking

1 

through surface parking lots in a 
rather economical fashion. The 16.6 
acre site is more than adequate to 
accommodate building space, set backs, 
and surface parking for all included 
employees. Parking is provided for 
70% of the office population who occupy 
a three - level campus-type office 
facility. 

SIZE: 
Set Backs 
Buffer 
On Grade Parking 

(1,106 Spaces) 
Office Building 
Landscaped Area 

TOTAL 

COST: 
-~00/Square Foot 

2.2 Acres 
1.8 Acres 

8.25 Acres 
3.25 Acres 
1.1 Acres 

16.6 Acres 

733,069 x $2/SF = $1,446,192 

ZONING: (Generalized) 
Maximum Building Hgt. 2-4 Story 
Floor Area Ratio 
Set Back Requirements 
Maximum Land Coverage 
Parking Requir e u.ie n t 

COMMENTS: 

20-50 FT. 
30% 
1/200 Het 
Sq. Ft. 

There exist 20 acre sites 
througho~t t~e Metro Area 
at intersections of major 
highways. 

-----•·- - - - ·····--- - ·- ·· 

.._ __ ~ _.._ __________ _ 

!Site Plan 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS 

114 



EXHIBIT VIII. 11 

SITEJ 
Suburban/ Rural 

BUILDING DATA : 
3 Office Levels 
Parking on Grade 

OFFICE SPACE : 
100 , 000 Net Square Feet/Floor 
108,696 Gross Squar e Feet/Floor 

300,000 Total Net Square Feet 
326,087 Total Gross Squar e Feet 

Building Efficiency 87% 

PARKING : - -----
70% of the Office Population = 
1,106 ~ar king ~paces 

1, 10 6x 325 SF/Parking Space 
359 , 450 Squar e Fee t= 8 . 25 Acres 

ENVELOPE 

Roof 109 , 344 
Walls 52 , 572 

TOTAL 161 , 916 SF 

RATIO 
2 
1 

.~ 

-':C/;;1 

~J~R iiff!~ 

~ ~ . 

Axonometric View 
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EXHIBIT VIII. 12 

SITE 
ALTERNATIVES 
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. ECONOMIC AND LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 

Following is a list ~f -economi~ data 
and financial analysis assumptions that 
were uniformly employed in developing 
the life - cycle cost analysis of the 
four alternative "projects" in Chapter 
VIII. 

They were reviewed with the State. 
before completing the final analy~is. 
It should be noted that an economic 
value is applied to "State Capitol 
Area" land which is already owned by 
the State because it is the "opportu­
nity cost" that the State foregoes by 
not selling the land. 

t.C CNOMIC DATA 

L~!J ACQUISITION COSTS: 

• State Capitol Area . .. $10-15/sq.ft. 

• St . Paul Downtown .. . $20 - 30/sq.ft . 

• Minneapolis Downtown . $30 - 50/sq . ft. 

• St. Paul Suburbs .. . $5 - 10/sq.ft . 

• Suburbs/Rural .. . .. . $2 - 5/sq . ft. 

• Remote. $1 - 2/sq.ft. 

BUILDING OPERATING COSTS 

(Per rentable square foot) 

• Suburbs . . ...... . .. ... .. . . $3 . 75/RSF 
• St. Paul _ . . .... · .. .. .. .. . . .. $4 . 00/RSF 
• Minneapolis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $4 . 50/RSF 
• State Building (no taxes) . . . . . . . . . $3. 00/RSF 

ANNUAL RENTAL RATES 

• Downtown Minneapolis . ..... .... $13 - 15/RSF 
• Downtown St . Paul (Class "A") . .. . ... $11 - 13/RSF 
• Downtown St. Paul (Class "B" /Conversiou) . . $9 - 11/RSF 
• Metropolitan/Suburban . . ... .. $10 - 12/RSF 
• Refurbished/Fringe Area . ....... .. $ 7- 9/RSF 

ANNUAL PARI( ING LOT MAINTENANCE 

• Surface .... .. . . . . . . . .. . .. . $JO/stall 
• Structured, non-operated .. ....... . $110/stall 
e .3tructured, with operator ..... . . . .. $140/stall 

ANALYSIS FACTORS 

• Time to develop a building .. . ..... . . . . . . .. . .. 3% years 

• Construction schedule . . . .. . . .. .... .. .. .. . . 2 

• State Financing Costs 

• State Internal Yield/Discount Rate . . ...... . .... . . 

years 

Q<7/ 
\.J l o 

• Taxes on New Construction . . ... .. .......... . . . . $1 . 00/NSF 

• Developer Finance Rate 11% 

• Developer profit after tax on investment .... ... . 

• Time frame of mortgage and analysis . . . . . . . . . 30 years 
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~rototypical Building Program 

A prototypical building program was 
developed as the basis of identifying 
relative economic differences between 
buildings of similar scaie and use lo ­
cated in different areas. 

E.xhibi t VIII .13 represents a sumrrrari ­
zation of the prototypical building 
program and identifies quantitative 
information that is applicable to 
building in an urban site, downtown 
CED or the high-access site, for 
example, a Capitol Complex site, and 
a suburban site within 3 to 5 miles 
from the Capitol Complex. 

Initial Cost Analysis 

The four alternative sites or projects 
discussed earlier in this chapter were 
~nalyzed to determine a total initial 
development cost for each. 
The purpose of the comparative cost 
analysis is to base cost calculations 
on relatively comparable or proportion­
al data as opposed to absolute fixed 
values. Therefore, a degree of approxi ­
mation can be validly applied. 

EXHB IT VIIL 13 

PROTOTYPICAL BUILDING PROGRAM 

COMPONENT 

Number of personnel 
% driving private automobile 
Parking spaces required 
Net area factor 
Net area required 
Building efficiency 
Gross area required 

Space Distribution 

• enclosed offices 
• open offices 
• special areas 
• cafeteria 
• support area 

Unit Costs 

• land 
• construction 
• parking 
• sitework 

TOTAL ..... . . 

URBAN 

1,580 
50% 

790 
190 NSF 

300,000 
.80 

375,000 

10% 
80% 

1% 
3% 
6% 

100% 

$25.00 
$66.20 
$18.00 
$ 4.00 

~APITOL COMPLEX 

1,580 
55% 

869 
190 NSF 
300,000 

.85 
352,940 

10% 
78% 

2% 
4% 
6% 

100% 

$15.00 
$62.20 
$15.00 
$ 4.00 

SUBURBAN 

1,580 
70% 

1,106 
190 NSF 
300,000 

.81 
344,827 

10% 
76% 

3% 
5% 
6% 

100% 

$ 3.00 
$56.50 
$ 3.00 
$ 2.00 Life - cycle cost analysis is not neces ­

s a ry at this juncture to determine the 
relative economic advantages of con­
s : ructing State-owned space in different 
locations because a tac~lity can be 
designed with an operating cost that 
would be equal to another similarly 
si z ed facility located in the general 
geographical area. 

~------------------'--.-------....t•---------'--------
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Thus, we assume identical unit 
operating costs for all buildings . 
The comparative cost analysis 
presented on Exhibit VIII.14 indi ­
cates a unit cost per NSF of space 
provided of $110 for a building 
constr ucted in the Capitol Complex, 
$125 for a facility constructed on 
a block of land in the CBD and 
$90 . 48 if the facil ity is con­
structed in a "suburban" location. 
None of these three alternatives 
come close to the $60 . 75/NSF cost 
Df pr0viuin6 spac E: : . .-· , ~ i r_ v 
that could be pur ch -1 .. , ., , i 

renovated. 

The purpose of the comparative 
cost analysis presented in Exhibit 
VIII . 14 is to indicate the rel -

_ative cost differences to the Stat (' 
as a result of selecting different 
general site locations for the 
construction of a large general 
office facility. 

The conclusion demonstrates that 
constructing a facility, including 
surface parking areas and addi ­
tional land in a suburban location, 
is significantly more cost effective 
on an initial construction cost and 
life - cycle operating cost basis thar·. 
constructing a similar facility in 
a Capitol Complex or CBD location . 
.?\n 18~~ savings is indicated ~\1hen 
the s-;1burban. o i te is compared to a 
Capitol Complex site. The savings 
is over 27% when compared to a 
CBD location. 

COST COMPONENT 

Land Area 
Land Cost per square foot 
Total Land Cost 
Net Area Required 
Total Gross Area 
Building Efficiency 
Total Bldg . Construction Cost 
Plus 20% overhead 

1 LOTAL BUILDING COST 

!Parking Spaces at 50%/55%/70% 
Area per parking space 
Pa~king area required 
Cost of pking at $18/$15/$3 

Site Area Development 
1 lo .3i te Coverage 
·Site Dvlpment Unit Cost 
TOTAL SITE DEVELOPMENT COST 

'. TOTAL INITIAL DEVELOPMENT COST 

tTTn-i'-'- Cost per person ; '-' • L ·•- L. 

Cost GSF /Unit per 
Unit Cost per NSF 

EXHIBIT VIII. 14 

COMPARATIVE COST ANALYSIS 

Site 1 Site 2 
CAPITOL CENTRAL 
COMPLEX _ST . PAUL 

108,601 82,124 
$15 $25 

$ 1,629,015 $ 2,053,100 
300,000 300,000 
352,940 375,000 

85% 80% 
$21,952.868 $24,826,000 
$ 4,390,573 $ 4,965,000 
$26,343,441 $29,791,000 

869 790 
385 385 

334,565 304,150 
$ 5,018,475 $ 5,474,700 

25,268 11,536 
77% 86% 

$4.00 $4.00 
$ 101,072 $ 46,144 

$33,092.003 $37,364,944 

$20,944 $23,649 
$94 $100 

$110 $125 

Site 2a Site 3 

RENOVATION SUBURBAN 

42,000 723,059 
$25 $3 

$ 1,050,000 $ 2,169,177 
314 000 1 

' 
300,000 

374,236 344,827 
. 84% 87% 

$ 9, 750,0002 $19,482,726 
$1,950,000 $ 3,896,545 
$11,700,000 $23,379,271 

790 1,106 
385 325 

304,150 359,450 
$ 5,474,700 $ 1,078,350 

- 257,923 
100% 64% 

- $2.00 
- $ 515,846 

$18,224,700 $27,142,644 

$11,535 $17,179 
$49 $78 . 71 

$60.75 $90. 48 

1Assume 45,000 NSF basement offers 31,000 usable sq. ft. for program requirements to 
reduce net area to 300,000 NSF for purposes of determining building capacity . 

2Purchase price of $6,000,000 including minor renovation and interior renovation of 
$15 per sq . ft. after purchase applied to 250,000 ~SF - total cost of $9,750,000. 
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Life-Cycle Cost Comparison~ 

For purposes of general cost compari­
son, a life-cycle cost analysis for 
each alternative project was prepared. 

Site 1 Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

For a new facility developed in the 
Capitol Complex area, an initial cost, 
exclusive of parking which is assumed 
to be em~loyee reimbursed, of approx­
imately ~28,000,000 is indicated to 
construct a facility of 300,000 NSF. 
The initial cost of construction, 
including land procurement and site 
development, is thus $93.58 per NSF. 

The present value, life-cycle cost 
for building maintenance and operating 
expenses, calculated at $3 per RSF 
which, when divided by the building 
efficiency of 85% is $3.53 per NSF, 
is inflated at 9% per year and then 
discounted at 8% per year to indicate 
a present value of $122. 78 per NSF. 
Total present value, life-cycle cost 
is $195.27 per NSF after adding operat­
ing and maintenance and initial 
construction costs. On a per-person 
basis, this equates to $37,101. 

Site 2 Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

A new facility constructed in the CBD 
(the ·high access site) requires an 

ini~ial expenditure, exclusive of 
parking accorrnnoda tions , of approxima·.te­
ly $32,000,000. This equates to a 
unit cost of $106 per net square foot. 
The present value, life-cycle cost · 
of amortizing this $106 over 30 years 
is calculated to be $82.29. 

Operating costs of $3 _ per RSF conver­
ted to NSF indicates a cost of $2.75 
per NSF per year. This cost, infla~ 
ted 9% and discounted at 8%, yields 
a 30 year pre~ent value, life-cycle 
cost of $130.44. The total present 
value, life-cycle cost is $212.73 
per NSF and the cost per employee is 
calculated to be $40,419. 

Site 3 Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

Similar calculations for a facility 
developed at a suburban location 
indicates an initial cost of approx­
imately $24,000,000 when only land 
under the building is included along 
with circulation and landscaped areas. 
This initial investment averages $80 
per NSF. When amortized over 30 years 
at a 5.5% interest rate, an $80 initia J 
investment requires an annual payment-­
of $5.50 per NSF as opposed to the 
$6. 44 per NSF cost indicated for th 12 

facility if constructed in the Cap­
itol Complex. The present value of 
a $5.50 annual payruent, discounted 
at 8%, is $61.92 per NSF. 

The variable operating costs, again at 
$3 per RSF which inflates to $3.45 per 
NSF when divided by the subur ban build­
ing design efficiency of 87% , are in­
flated at 9% per year and then dis ­
counted at 8% per year to indicate 
a present value life- cycle cost for 
operating expenses of $119 . 95 per NSF . 
Total costs of $181.87 per NSF are 
indicated. This equated t o a present 
value, life- cycle cost of $34 , 555 per 
employee. 

Site· 29 Life-Cycle Cost Analysis 

The life-cycle costs of thi s alter ­
native are discussed in detail in 
Section E of this chapter on page 97 . 
Summary 

Clearly, on the basis of life- crcle 
cost analysis, a suburban site is 
more preferrable to the construction 
of a similar amount of space in the 
Capitol Complex or CBD ar ea. 

These comparative costs are included 
on Exhibit VIII.15 along with costs 
s.imilariy calculated for other ~pace 
ac½uisition alternatives including 
the acquisition/renovation alterna ­
tive which continues to be t~e mn~t 
econnm-fr-.a.l ,qJtp.rnative contained 1.n 
this report other than long term 
1_P:;tse snace if ava.ilable at less tha11. 
S7 per square foot. 
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EXHl31T Vil 15 

L I F E - C Y C L E C O S T S RATIO 

NO. ACQUISITION ALTERNATIVES COST PER NET SQUARE FOOT COST PER (2) ~ z 
FIXED VARIABLE TOTAL PERSON (1) i ~ 

I 
I 

1 I LEASE EXISTING BUILDING AND RENOVATE $ 67.55 $ 104 . 35 $ 171. 90 $32,661 129% 2 
I 

2 PURCHASE AND RENOVATION 28 . 45 104.35 132.80 25,232 100% 1 

3 RENOVATE MECHANICS ARTS SCHOOL 61. 81 156.53 218.34 41,485 164% 8 

4 PUH.CttAbE Sh~RIDA~ JU~IOk hIGn SCHOOL 44.55 166.97 211.52 40,189 159% 5 I 

5 LEASE SHERIDAN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 66.26 166.97 233.23 44,314 176% 9 
L ; 

6 NEW LEASE SPACE 85.11 150.27 235.38 44.,703 177% 10 

7 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - I (Cent.East) 72.50 122.78 195.27 37,101 147% 4 

8 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - II (Suburban) 61. 92 119.95 181. 87 34,555 137% 3 

9 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - III (High Ace) . 82.29 130.42 212.73 40,419 160% 6 

10 PURCHASE SOUTH ST. PAUL JR . HIGH SCHOOL 51.06 162.33 213.39 40,544 161% 7 

(1) Assuming a net area factor of 190 square feet per person. 
(2) Cost per person for alternative as compared to alternative 2 at 100%. 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
...._
1
_
2

_
1 
___ -r----------- FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/ STAGEBERG PARTNERS ---------------



l 
I 

l 
l 

Additional Costs Associated With a 
Suburban Location 

There are some additional costs asso­
ciated with locating a significantly 
sized building in a suburban location 
as opposed to near the Capitol Com­
plex. A number of these issues are 
discussed in Chapter IX. However, 
although most of these costs would be 
borne by or enjoyed by the employee 
due to changing commuting costs, there 
are two costs that will be the respons­
ibility of the State. The first cost 
is that of potential decreased govern­
ment operating efficiency by locating 
personnel that need to interface with 
one another in distant locations. The 
second cost would be associated with a 
shuttle bus system between the suburban 
site and the downtown / Capitol Complex 
area. Occupancy at a suburban site 
would be assigned to departments that 
have the highest degree of autonomy 
from the Capitol Complex area and nega ­
tive impacts on adjacency relationships 
should be minimized. 

Employee Transit Costs to The Capitol 
Complex 

In Chapter VI it was indicated that, on 
average, each employee in a department 
requires one interface per month with 
someone in a different department. 
This overall low frequency of actual 
contact suggests that certainly depart­
ments can be identified for location at 
a suburban site that have a degree of 
interface that is less than the average 
expressed by all the departments. 

Following that line of reasoning the 
Consultant calculated that the 1 580 
personnel included in the prototypical 
data base would require probably less 
than 300 trips per week to be made be­
tween the suburban site and Capito l 
Complex. Hopefully, the vast majority 
of these trips can be accommodated by 
a continuous shuttle system. The cost 
of that shuttle system and transit is 
of concern to the State. 

A suburban site might require a 
round trip driving distance of 10 miles 
to and from the Capitol Complex. At 
approximately 30 minutes per trip, an 
assumed 300 round trips would require 
150 hours per week of personnel 
time. The 150 hours per week can be 
valued at an average cost of $15 per 
hour, recognizing that the primary 
people making the interface are man­
agement and senior technical personnel. 
This would indicate an allocated labor 
cost of $2,250 per week. On a SO-week 
year, a cost of $112,500 is indicated. 
Assnming the same 8% discount applied 
in previous calculations and assuming a 
labor cost inflation rate of 6% per 
year, indicates that the 30 year pres­
ent value life-~ycle cost of this 
travel time is $2,519.601. This rep­
resents a very real cost, although 
undoc~mentable, that would result from 
locating 1,580 personnel in a suburban 
site that is 3 to 5 miles distant from 
the Capitol Complex (See Exhibit 
VIII . 16). 

Additional Costs Associated With a 
Remote Site 

It is assumed that a remote site would 
demand the initiation of a continuous 
shuttle system of buses. Exhibit VIII . 
17 presents calculations of the total 
annual and life- cycle cost of the 
shuttle bus system. 

Also, certain additional security and 
operational positions beyond those 
needed if the space were in the Caoitol 
Complex would be necessary to staff and 
operate a remote location in addition 
t 1 '' . , o norma maintenance" staff. Third-
ly, certain additional spaces must be 
provided to allow common support fa ­
cilities for activities that would 
otherwise be already available in •the 
Capitol Complex area. 

Exhibit VIII. 17 indicates that the 
total annual cost of these three addi ­
tional expenditure is $136,440 . The 
present value of this expenditure over 
30 years, assuming the cost inflation 
of 6% and a discount rate of 8%, is 
calculated to be $3,055,772. 

A~ding the value of employee transit 
time to the operating expenses for 
security, additional space and a shuttle 
bus system indicates total additional 
costs over a 30-year time frame of 
$5,575 , 373. On a cost per person basis 
this equates to $3,529 per person . ' 
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Gov . Cost 
Space 

Cost 
Sub­
total 

Emp . 
Driving 

TOTAL 

60 

58 

5 6 

5 2 

50 

48 

46 

44 

n 
) 

-
2760 

39305 

42065 

3000 
45065 

J 
Northwes t 

7 6 

2700 2640 

39305 39305 

42005 41945 

2000 1000 
44005 429 45 

EXHIBIT VIII. 16 
LIFE CYCLE COST OF NEW FACILITY PER EMPLOYEE 

t · 
.::> 4 

- - --- -

2580 2520 

39305 39305 

41885 41825 

0 1000 
41885 4282 5 

CBD 
CAPITOL 
CENTROID 

3 

2460 

41000 

43460 

2000 
-- - ---
45460 

Miles from Capitol 

2 1 0 1 2 3 

3400 1500 0 1500 2400 2460 

41000 43011 43011 49851 41000 41000 

44-400 1+3511 43011 51351 43400 43460 

._ __ 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 

/.{- 7 l ~()(i /+7,511 48011 57351 50400 51460 

Capitol 
Dov.1n tm.·Jn 

4 5 6 7 8 

2520 2580 2640 2700 2760 

39305 39000 38750 38750 38750 

41825 41580 41390 41450 41510 

9000 10000 11000 12000 13000 
50825 51580 52390 53450 54510 

Southeast 
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Comparison of Additional Costs anct 
Savings of a Suburban Site 

The total ini tial development cost for 
a site in the Capitol Complex was 
found to be $33,092,000 (Exhibit VIII . 
14). The cost for a suburban site 
was calculated at $27,142,644. Initial 
development costs of the suburban site 
would save $5,949 , 356 which is greater 
than the total present value of addi-
tional costs for employee transit time 
and the operating expenses in the 
shuttle bus system which were found to 
total $5 , 575,373 . 

It is the judgement of the Consultant 
that the cost savings associated with 
the suburban site are significant when 
compared to a Capitol Complex site and 
overwhelming when compared to a CBD 
site . Thus, preference should be 
given to locating appropriate agencies 
that have minimum adjacency require­
ments with the Capitol Complex area at 
a suburban site where plentiful and 
unobstructed land could be available 
to develop highly efficient buildings 
at lower unit costs for both building 
construction and parking . The choice 
of a specific site should consider 
energy conservation from both a~ 
operational and employee cost view­
point . 

All present value life- cycle calcu­
lations were developed utilizing an 
8%· discount rate, a 30 year amorti ­
zation schedule, and an assumed 5 . 5% 
interest rate for debt financing . It 

EXHIBIT VIIL 17 

REMOTE LOCATION ADDITI ONAL COSTS 

1. Continuous shuttle system, three drivers and two buses : 

• 3 drivers at $13,000/yr. plus 20% ... .. ... .. . ... . . .. . .... $46,800 
• 2 buses, 4 yr. life, cost $16,000 .. .... ... ......... . . . .. $8,000 
• mileage, 5 miles distant, 4 trips per hour, 20¢/mile . . .. $16,640 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST .. .. . .. . . . . $71,440 
' .... 

2. Additional security and operation positions and supervision -
3 positions at $15, 000/year ....... . . .. .... .. . .... ........ . .. $45,000 

3. Duplication of support space - . 2,000 s.f . at annual cost of 
$10 / s . f . / yr . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2 0 , 0 O 0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST ... . . . ... . $136,440 

Present value of 30 years at annual cost 
increase of 6% and a discount rate of 8% .. .. . . . .. . . . .... $3,055,772 

Fixed cost= $119,800 ............ . .. ....... ... .... . ... $2,275/emloyee 
Variable cost= $3,328/mile . . ...... . ...... . . . . . $ 47-$ 60/e mo loyee/mile 

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE LIFE - CYCLE 
ADDITIONAL COSTS OF A REMOTE SITE 

Value of employee transit time .. .. .. . .. . .. ... ... . . .. ..... $2,519,601 

Operating expenses and shuttle bus system . .. . . ....... . ... $3,055,772 

TOTAL ........ . ..... $5,575,373 
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was further assumed that payment sched­
ules for debts would be uniform annual 
payments such that, at the end of the 
payment period, ~11 debt would ha~e 
been repaid. This type of debt fi ­
nancing has characteristics nearly 
identical to conventional home fi ­
nancing debt amortiz~tion schedules. 

Debt o r bond financing for capitol 
p r ojects that are available to the 
State have repayment schedules and 
characteristics that are more favor ­
able than those used in the calcula­
tions by the Consultant based on 
uniform payment schedules. The reader 
is referred to the appendix of this 
report under seperate cover, which 
will discuss alternative financing 
mechanisms available to governments, 
the mechanism of capitol project fi ­
nancing through bond issues, and the 
different present value life cycle cost 
calculations . that can result from 
employing different financing mechan­
isms . 

In surrrrnary, the real financing mech­
anisms that the State would probably 
employ would produce a pr~sent _value 
life cycle cost for a capitol improve­
ments project that would be at least 
8% mor e attractive in comparison to 
alternatives of leasing than the cal ­
culations included in this report 
which assumed a more traditional mort ­
gage retirement payment schedule. 

M. LEASE VERSUS CONSTRUCtlUN 
COST BREAK EVEN ' ANALYSIS 

At a low b~t obtainable anriual rental 
rate, the relative economic advantage 
to the State of leasing appropriately 
sized and located space for long- term 
occupancy can become more advantageous 
than a new facility construction 
strategy . 

Throughout this report, the Consultant 
has c ont inued to express the rec ommen­
dation to the State to always explore 
opportunities to lease available space 
the only proviso being that it is 
appropriately sized and located to suit 
the requirements of the departments 
that would occupy the space, if such 
lease space was to the State's economic 
advantage . 

Any space lease that fits this criteria 
should then be leased for a relatively 
long - term, as long as the need for the 
space is viewed as continuing and the 
occupant departments have some ability 
to predict future requirements and a 
phased leasing and/or expansion strat ­
egy could be developed . 

I~ is now important to synthesize all 
previous data developed with regard to 
assumed building construction costs, 
annual building maintenance and 
operations costs, and to determine the 
annual lease cost at which it is to the 
economic advantage of the State to 
lease as opposed to providing space by 
new construction . 

The analysis that follows makes a 
series of assumptions with regard to 
costs that would tend to penalize the 
alternative of new construction because 
of the inherent danger of making esti ­
mates with regard to future construc ­
tion cost and the time facto r involved 
in i mole mentation of thP..r.nn~trnct:ion 
strategy . At the same time, assump -
tions that would tend to be to the 
advantage of a leasing strategy are 
incorporated because of the flexibility 
and immediate implementability charac ­
teristics of a leasing action . 

Cost of New Construction 

First, an analysis of the present 
value, life - cycle cost per person of 
new building construction is developed. 

For purposes of analysis it is assumed 
that new construction would require the 
development of 190 NSF per person in a 
low- rise facility with a design effi ­
cienc~ the ratio of net useable area 
to gross area, of 85% . 
This would require the construction 
of approxtmately 224 GSF of space per 
person . The 85% efficiency factor is 
well within reas on and is more con­
servative than a number of large 
facilities that have been recently 
developed . 

The analysis continues to utilize a 
construction cost estimate of $56 . 50 
per GSF which is realis tic fo r the 
type of facility contemplated in the 
Minneapolis/St . Paul area in terms of 
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early part of 1980 indicates that 
costs are escalating at signifi­
cantly higher annual rates 
due to the energy crisis and inflation. 

From a total operating cost point of 
view, we find that total building . 
maintenance and operating costs 
increased on a national average from 
about $2.23 per rentable square foot 
in 1963 to $3.84 per rentable square 
foot in 1974. This represents an 
annualized increase slightly over 5% 
per year. 

Currently, relevant building mainte ­
nance and operation costs, including 
taxes, easily approximate $4 per 
rentable square foot. These costs 
exclude depreciation (not a real cost 
of operation) and certain tenant 
alteration and management costs that 
are not particularly relevant to the 
type of leases anct ·occupancy that 
would be contemplated by the State. 

For purposes of completing the . . . 
economic analysis of space acquisition 
alternatives, it is assumed that the 
current maintenance and operating cost 

• • II II of leasino space in an average 
building in downtown St. Paul is $4 
per rentable square foot . The tax 
component of that cost, the amount of 
money that would not be paid if the 
State owned the building, is assumed 
to be $1 per rentable square foot. 

In comparison to national averages, we 
find that throughout the United 
States buildings are normally·taxed 
at approximately $1.21 per rentable 
square foot per year. Thus, lease 
space in the St. Paul area has a 
general "benefit" in comparison to 
other cities. 

The comparisons indicate that the cost 
of maintaining and operating a build­
ing in St. Paul is between 10% and 20% 
more economical than comparable costs 
found elsewhere in the country. 

The $4 per rentable square foot annual 
maintenance and operating cost is also 
assumed escalated at 9% per year. When 
discounted at 8% per year, this yields 
a present value life-cycle cost of 
$139.14 per rentable square foot. 

Subtracting the present value life­
cycle cost of the variable portion of 
a lease payment, $139.14 from the 
full cost of facility construction and 
ownership, $169.43 yields a differ ­
ence of $30.29 per rentable square 
foot. 

This additional difference represents 
the present value of the amount of 
money that the State could pay to 
landlords over 30 years representing 

the amortization of fixed costs for 
building development amortization 
initially borne by the landlords if 
total costs of leasing were to be 
equal to the cost of State ownership . 

A present value of $30.29 represents, 
over a 30 year time frame when dis­
counted at 8%, an annual payment of 
$2.69 per rentable square foot. 

Adding a current maintenance and 
operating cost of $4 per rentable 
square foot in a leased facility to 
the fixed annual cost of $2.69 per 
rentable square foot indicates that a 
current annual rent payment should 
approximate $6.69 per rentable square 
foot to produce a break-even point 
with new construction. That continuing 
stream of payments, including the 
escalating portion of the variable 
costs, produces a present value life­
cycle cost of occupancy in a leased 
facility of $169.43 per square foot 
which is identical to the cost of 
ownership . 

This analysis assumes that rental 
rates are quoted on the basis of 
rentable square feet. Rentable 
square feet are between 5% and 12% 
larger than net square feet in most 
leased buildings. Therefore, the 
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current, 1979, const r uction dol l a r s . 
This would indicate a buildi ng c on ­
struction cost, including i nterior 
improvements, of $12,656 per pe r son. 

Land acquisit i on in a moder a t ely sub ­
urban location is calculated at $5 per 
GSF and, assuming a three - level build ­
ing with adequate site circulation of 
55% indicates that the land cost 
would approximate $580 per pers on. 

Total initial costs, exclusive of 
parking costs which are not applicable 
because the cost of providing par king 
in any alternative is assumed to be 
ultimately borne by the emp l oyees , 
would total $13,236. 

Next, an allowance of 20% is added for 
consulting and development fees, 
project management and other overhead 
costs. The resultant total project 
development cost of $15,883 pe r person 
is rounded to $16,000 for purposes of 
further analysis. 

A $15,000 expenditure per person, wi t !: 
an allocation of 224 GSF and 190 NSF 
per person indicates a unit develop ­
ment cost of $71 . 43 per GSF. 

The amortization of a $71 . 43 per GSF 
construction cost over 30 years, at a 
5.5% interest rate, would yield a 
"loan amortization" payment of $4.91 
per GSF. 

An annual stream of payments of $4 . 91 
per GSF for 30 years, when discounted 
at 8%, yields a present value cost for 
the amortization of all initial capi ­
tal improvements and land acquisition 
costs of $55.32 per GSF. 

Next, it is necessary to convert a 
$55 . 32 per GSF present value cost to 
a cost per net square foot basis . 
Dividing by the 85% efficiency yields 
a present value cost of $65 . 08 per NSF. 

Next, a $3 per square foot annual 
maintenance and operating cost is 
escalated at -9% per year and then 
discounted at 8% per year to indicate 
a present value life - cycle mainten­
ance and operating cost of $104.35 
?er NSF. 

,\dding the present value capital cost 
l J f $ 6 5 . 0 8 to the pres en t v a 1 ue main -
<enance and operating cost of $104.35 
~-ields a present value life - cycle 
F ~oject cost of $169.43 per NSF. 

o~ a per-person basis, assuming 190 
N; F per person, this yields a present 
v.1lue life - cycle cost per person of 
0J2.19 in a facility that is con­
structed and owned by the State. 

Co~~ t of Leasing 

Fo .1: comparison purposes, it is 
necessary to estimate the equivalent 
pc·sent value life - cycle cost of 

occupying lease space . Because a 
leased facility requires the payment 
of taxes, assumed at $1 per square 
foot per year, annual maintenance and 
operating costs are estimated at $4 
per rentable square foot per year . 
This is consistent with current data 
provided by landlords in "less than 
prime" lease space and consistent 
with other assumptions made through ­
out the report. 

From the Building Owner's and Manage ­
ment Association (BOMA) we find that 
relevant building operation and main­
tenance costs in the St . Paul CBD 
averaged approximately $2 . 90 per 
rentable square foot per year in 
1971. This included approximately 
$1.77 for operating costs, $1.03 per 
rentable square foot for taxes and 
$.10 per square foot for miscella ­
neous charges . 

Seven years later, in 1978, those 
operating costs have increased to 
about $2.52 per rentable square foot, 
miscellaneous costs have increased to 
$.15 per square foot and taxes have 
decreased to approximately $ . 86 per 
rentable square foot. Total costs in 
1978 approximated $3.53 per rentable 
square foot. 

This represents a 3% annual increase 
in building maintenance and operation 
costs from 1971 to 1978. Recent 
experience, from 1978 through the 
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$6,69 rentable square foot a nnual 
break~even cost should be fur ther 
reduced by at least 6% to $6.31 pe r 
r entable square foot to produce a 
true b r eak - even situation with the 
net square foot costs used in calcu­
lating costs for a State owned 
facility . A cost of $6.31 per rent ­
able square foot is equal to a cost 
of $6.69 per NSF if a 6% increase, 
or "load" is assumed to translate 
from net to rentable area. 

The current annual rental cost per 
rentable square foot that would have 
to be achieved by the State to produce 
a present value life - cycle cost that 
is equal to those costs that would be 
incurred by the State if a new facil ­
ity were constructed, would need to 
be between $6.31 and $6.69 per rent ­
able square foot per year . 

Therefore, the Consultant recommends 
that, unless properly sized and 
located space can be leased for a 
long term, possibly 5 to 20 years, 
by the State, at a rate that is below 
$7 per rentable square foot per year 
(the actual numbers are between $6.31 
and $6.69 per rentable square foot 
per year) a new construction or 
acquisition strategy should be employ ­
ed that would produce savings to the 
State. 
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N. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 
SP~CE ACQUISITION STRATEGIES 

From the calculations of average costs to 
lease, remodel and construct new space 
discussed in the be~inning of Chapter 
VIII, Exhibit VIII.18 was . developed. This 
Exhibit also adds allowances for employee 
commuting costs, the development of the 
shuttle bus system, interface costs and 
costs associated with parking that would 
be the responsibility of either the State 
or the employee. Exhibit VIII. 16indi­
cates, in the shaded boxes, those space 
acquisition strategies and locations that 
are the most cost - effective and should be 
considered further. 

Overwhelming preference is given to the 

AV~RAGE LIFE CYCLE COST PER PER'. 

SPACE ACQUISITION 

STRATEGY 

LEASE EXISTING 
MULTI - TENANCY 
SPACE 

G) primary solution 

CAPITOL 
COMPLEX 

• 

strateqy to purchase and renovate an 
appropriately sized and located faci­
lity. Secondary consideration should 
be qiven to the construction of a 
State- owned facility in either the 
Capitol Complex area or the 11 balance 
of the city of St. Paul". This in­
cludes areas previously designated 
as "suburbanll although they are within 
3 to 5 miles of the State Capitol . 
However, movement to the inner rinq 
suburbs or the outer ring suburbs be ­
gins to significantly increase e mplo­
yee d rivinq time and penalize drivinq 
efficienc y through the increased alloca­
tion of space and increased costs due to 

tion of space would include such support 
spaces as reproduct~on areas, electronic 

. data processing and cafeterias that a r e 
otherwise already available in the Capi ­
tol Complex and would not need to be 
duplicated . 

Undesirable alternatives are to locate a 
facility in the much more costly and ur ­
banized Minneapolis a r ea or the St . Paul 
CBD area. Leas ing of first class space 
appears to be more costly although any 
opportunity to lease space at less than 
the "break- even" cost of approximately 
$7/NSF/year should be taken c.dvantage of . 

a shuttle bus systern ~-- Act~U ti-.Pnal alJ,o_Q9..~ ____________ _ 

lt1 OF ALTERNATE ACQUISITTON METHODS 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 

DOWNTOWN 
ST. PAUL 

BALANCE OF 
ST . PAUL 

BALANCE MINNEAPOLIS_ lNK . RlNG OUTER RING 
RAMSEY CO AREA SUBURBS 

G) G) 

• • 

(y secondary solution G) undesirable solution 
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Cost Increases Wi th Di.stance 
From the Emplovee Centroid -- - ~-----
Exhib it VIII. 16, Page 123, indicates 
the full life- cycle cost, including 
employee expenses for driving and 
~arking and the cost that is the 
responsibility of the State as a re -
sult of locating a new facility certain 
d istances from the Capitol Complex. 
Costs are greatest in the downtown 
area . As the facility is located 
towards the employee centroid to the 
northwest, cos ts become minimized. 
Movement in a southeasterly direction, 
although away from the employee centroid, 
would theoretically t ~nd to decrease 
costs becaus e of lower land costs. 

The conclusion to be drawn is that mini ­
mum costs can be generally attained both 
in the Capito: Comp lex area and in a lo ­
cation that is not directly in the CBD, 
but possibly in a suburban location to 
the north or northwest. 

Selection Of Components To Include 
In The Develooment Of Master Plan 
Alternatives 

A review of Exhibit VIII . 20 indicates 
that the build mode of space acquisition 
is assigned both the greatest number of 
points and the highest weighting in the 

After: a review of the above data ;a ·number:· evaluation. Its 65 weighted points tar 
of alternative macro - models were develo- outweigh 49 points assigned to a pur ­
ped, each expressing a particular phi- chase / renovate alternative and the 42 
losophy relative to the location of points assigned to a lease alternative . 
space and its acquisition method. The _ 
seven macro - models included as their From a locational point 0£ view, a loca -
primary object: tion in the Capitol Complex received 46 

weighted points, the balance of the City ' 
of St. Paul 37 weighted points and the 
b alance of the metropolitan area 33 
points. A downtown St. Paul location 

Mode 1 - Energy conservation 
Mode 2 - Business vitality in 

the downtown area 
Mode 3 - Minimum actual or 

initial costs 
Mode 4 - Government opera -

tional efficiency 
Mode 5 - Flexibility 
Mode 6 - Accessibility 
Mode 7 - Life - cycle cost 

Exhibit VIII. 19 on page 131 indicates 
t~e gener~l location where compliance 
with each of these individual macro ­
models would be attained . 

Exhibit VIII . 20 on page 132 presents 
a comparis on of the seven alternative 
macro - models with space acqui&ition 
characteristics of construction, lea ­
sing or purchase/renovate in each of 
the seven geographical areas. The degree 
of compatibility of each acquisition me­
thod and location option with each of 
~he se~en mo~els is shown. After apply ­
ing weights implying importance to each 
of the models and points expressing the 
d~gree of com~atibility of the acquisi -
tion or loca tion alternative. with the 
model, the table in Exhibit VIII . 20 on 

was far behind at 25 weighted points . 

Combining the characteristics of acqui ­
sition and location finds that con­
struction_ in. the State Capitol has the 
characteristics that satisfy the majori -
ty of the macro - models to the 3reatest 
degree. It achieved 111 weighted points . 
Construction in the balance of the 
o f St. Paul is compatible with a subur ~ 
ban site which received 102 points . New 
construction in the St. Paul CBD receiv­
ed 90 points while a purchase/renovate 
alternative in the balance of St . Paul, 
not the center city received 86 points. 
Leasing new space in downtown St. Paul 
received only 67 points while purcha: ing 
existing space in downtown St. Paul 
ceived 74 points. The · table on page 
134 summarizes this da.ta. 

page 132 was develoned . 
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EXHIBIT VIII. 19 

State Facilities 

Ramsey County 
Minneapolis 

CHARACTERIST IC ZO NES 

MODE 1 

MODE 3 
~'110llMUM 
AC'I.'UAL 
COST 

ENERGY 

CO NSERVATION~ 

MODE 7 
C:~IP LOY EE 

CE~TRO ID ~ i -.'\ 
1,1 • 

:n "'· -~~-----.r.: 

12 

I \ 

\ ) \ 
\ . \ 
\ \ 
\( 

I 

MODE 2 
BUSINESS VI : ALI TY/ 

MODE 4 

\ 
I Complex 

5 ::i i l es 
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EXHIBIT VIIL 20 

Po i nts Characte_r i_stics 

3 

2 

1 
0 

WT . 

2 

I 

4 

5 

3 

2 

5 

- MAJOR COMrATIBILITY 

e PARTIAL COMPATIBILI TY 

0 POTENTIAL BUT NOT AVAI LABLE 

- Not Available 

ALTERNATIVE MACRO MODELS 

1. ENERGY CONSERVATION 

e s miles toward centr oid 
e 1ow r ise building 
• pr otected topography 
• on t r ansit line 

2. BUSINESS VITALITY MAINTENANCE 

• st. Paul only consider at i on 

3 . MINIMUM ACTUAL COST 

• low land cost e sur f ace parking 

4. GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY 

• total consolida t i on 

5 . FLEXIBILITY 

6 . ACCESSIBILITY 

7. LIFE CYCLE COST 

SUMMARY OF POINTS 

SUMMARY OF WEIGHTED PTS. 
RANK 

MODE OF ACQUISITION 

BUILD LEASE BUY 

- e -

6 4 

e - -2 3 3 

- ~ e 
12 8 12 

15- - • 15 115 

g - he 
f... - (-.- kt ~ 

158 • 20 15 14 

65 42 ·49 

I 3 2 

QUALITATIVE COMPATIBILITY COMPARISONS 

LOCATION OF ACQUISITION 

DOWNTOWN BALANCE MINNEAPOLIS BALANCE METRO OUTER 
CAPITOL RAMSEY RING ST. PAUL ST. PAUL METROPOLITAN COUNTY AREA StJBURBS 

e 0 - - e - -

4 2 6 L1 6 

e - e - - - -
2 3 2 

- - - - - - -12 I? 12 12 

- ~ - - - - -
15 I () - e - - - - -
'} 6 - 4. ~ () ~ e - - -f... 12 

1o e -
15 -

- ,s9 15- 10 ~ 

15 10 12 3 8 9 5 

46 25 3 7 6 31 33 22 

I 5 2 7 4 3 6 
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0. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE MASTER PLANS 

As a result of the analysis of life ­
cycle cost facto r s for various facility 
acquisition strategies and locatio~s, 
the Consultpnt recommended a number of 
components to be included in the alter ­
native master plans that would be evalu­
ated in Chapter VIII and recommended in 
Chapter X. · 

Exh i b i t VIII .21, page 136, lists the al ­
ternative space acquisition strategies. 
Included are the school fac i lities that 
the State wished to be analyzed and the 
renovatjnn of the Mechanics Arts School 
which is part of the State's space in ­
ventory at this time. 

For ea c h of th~ ten acquisition alter ­
nat i ves, the fixed, variable and total 
present value life - cycle cost per NSF 
and per person are shown . 

The purchase and renovation of a large 
downtown building is clearly the most 
preferable with a present value life­
cycle cost of $132.80/NSF . This is 
preferable to leasing the same facility 
which can thus be eliminated from further 
consideration. 

The next most favorable alternatives, 
ranked 3 and 4, are the alternatives 
that include construction in a suburban 
site or the Capitol Complex area. 

The leasing of an existing building that 
would require substantial renovations, 
even at a relatively low annual lease 
cost, did not appear favorable nor did 
the leasing of new space. 

Similarly, the pur chas i ng of either She ­
ridan Jr . High School or South St . Paul 
Jr . High School, ranked 5 and 7 on the 
list with present value life - cycle costs 
of $211.52 and $213.39 respectively, are 
not favorable courses of action in com­
parison to others. The leasing of new 
space at $11/rentable square foot per 
year had the highest cost at $235 . 38 . 
This is nearly 80% more expensive than 
the purchase and renovation of an exist ­
ing facility and 30% more expensive than 
costs associated with the construction 
of a new facility in a subur ban location . 
At an annual ren~al of $7/NSF, leasing 
would be as attractive as new construc ­
tion. 

Selection of Recommended Components 

Based on the previous analysis, it was 
shown that over 500,000 NSF of space 
must be acquired to support a 1% growth 
pattern through 1990 including certain 
lease terminations to support agency con­
solidations . It is necessary to select 
combinations of the space acquisition 
methods noted in Exhibit VIII . 22, page 
137, to develop a comprehensive package 
of components in each master plan 
alternative to be developed . 

Before selecting t he var ious components 
to be included i n the alter native Master 
Plans, it is necessary to a~ain repeat 
that should the State identify lease 
space of an appropriate size and loca­
tion at an annual cost of less than 
$7.00 per NSF~ then that alternative 
should first be exer cised . 

Secondly , opportunities to imp r ove space 

ut i lization by r emodel i ng e x isting f aci l ­
ities to avoid the acqui sit i on of addi ­
tional space should be implemented . 

If the State cannot se c u r e the requi r ed 
space through leasing at less than $7/NSF 
o r through cost effective r emodel i ng of 
e xisting facilities , it will be nec essar y 
to acquir e additiona l s pace in ac c or dance 
with.the following priority s chedule : 

• Priority 1 - Purchase and r enovate a 
facility i n the Capitol Comple x o r 
central bus i ness d i str i c t similar t o 
alternative 2 as l i sted i n Exhib it 
VIII. 21, page 136 . 

• Pr ior ity 2 - Construc t an app r opr i ately 
sized State owned facility in a close ­
in suburban a r ea to be occupied by de ­
par tments who have the lowes t n eed fo r 
di r ect adjacency with t he Cap i tol Com­
plex and/or e xpress spec ia l fac i lity 
needs that c an best be ac c ommodated i n 
a suburban location with a low r ise 
building . This is similar to component 
8 in Exhibit VIII .· 21 . 

• Priority 3 - Cons truct a Sta t e owned 
facility, mo4ular and e xpandible in 
nature, on a relatively large site 
in th e Capitol Complex. Thi s alter na ­
tive is typified by c omp onen t 7 on Ex ­
h i b i t VIII .21, wh i ch assumes th e la r g e 
s i te directly to the East of t he Cen ­
tennial Bui lding is selected . 

• Pr iority 4 - Unless mo r e e c onomi cally 
attractive alternatives are available , 
pur chase an exist i ng school a n d comp ­
lete necessary r enovat i ons . Tho s e cost 
calculations developed f o r both the 
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Sheridan Jr. High School and th 2 South P . ALTERNATIVE MASTER PLANS TO 
St. Paul Jr. High.School indicate SUPPORT A 1% GROWTH RATE 
relative economic feasibility with a 
priority level of 4 . Caution should be A total of fiv_e alternative Master Plans , 
taken in exercising this option to each providing an appropriate amoun~ of 
make s ure that the school facility con- space necessary to support a 1% growth 
tains the p roper amount of net square pattern through the year 1990 were deve -
feet to suppo~t those agen~ies that loped. 
will be located there and that the lo ­
cation of the school is not inappro-
~ria te for the departments that will 
be assigned to it. 

• Priority 5 - Construct a new State 
owned facility on a h i gh access site 
on t he fut u re mass transit line be ­
tween the Capitol Complex and the CBD. 
Th is is compatible with c ompon~nt 9 
as shown on Exhibit VIII . 21. 

With these five space acquisition compo­
nents available and in chat relative or ­
der of p riority, the Coesultant then 
developed five Ma.ster Plan alternatives 
for consideration by tne State. Each 
al terna ti ve Master Plan would provide 
space r esources to support the 1% annual 
growth plan t hrough the year 1990 . 

The alternatives included different mixes 
of the space acquisition modes 
identified previously in this chapter on 
Exhibit VIII. 21 . The selection and com­
bination of the acquisition alternatives 
was not specifically sensitive to the 
economic impacts discussed in Chapter IX. 
The reason for this is that the alter ­
natives should be developed by comparing 
~eal costs expected to be incurred by the 
State and that subsequent comparisons of 
the relative importance of real State 
costs and / or savings to the economic im­
pact on various political or geographical 
divisions should more appropriately be 
left to the Legislature and other elected 
officials. 

Exhibit VIII .2 2 , page 137, indicates that 
approximately 575,000 NSF of space must 
be acquired as a result of implementing 
any one of the five Master Plan alterna­
tives to support a 1% g r owth pattern 
through the year 1990. This calculation 
is achieved by subtracting line 15, the 
adjusted space inventory less existing 
state owned and leased space recommended 
to be eliminated, from the total amount 
of space provided on line 2. From line 
17 i ,t can be seen that a pproximately 
2,100,000 NSF of space will be provided 
when any of the five alternativ es is 
completed . 

The need for the additional 575,000 NSF 
of space is presented in Exhibit VIII .22 
page 137 .. Th~ five component~ of the 
space requirement "build- up" are: 

• growth of personnel; 
• modification of the existing net 

a r ea factors and correction of 
current space deficiencies; 

• lease replacement; 
• owned space terminated; and 
• an allowance for surplus space 

and flexibility. 

Personnel increases of 824 State employ­
ees between the current level of 10,178 
ana the 1% growth level of 11,0-02, at an 
area factor of 180 NSF/employee, indica­
tes a need for 148,320 NSF. Modifica ­
tions to existing space to reach an 
overall net area factor of 190 NSF / em­
ployee adds 26;071 NSF. Lease replacement 
equals the amount of space currently 
leased that is recommended to be consoli ­
dated into Sta te owned space . This totals 
337,478 NSF . The termination of State 
owned space , that is the removal of non­
legislative space from the State Office 
Building and the disposal of the Rice and 
Park Street Bui ld~ngs, presents a need 
for 30, 152 NSF to replace this los s f r om 
the inventory. Finally, a surplus allow­
ance of 7% is added to provide flexibili ­
ty . This adds 35,523 NSF. These compo ­
nents total 577,553 NSF (as shown tor the 
case of Option 1) on Exhibit VIII . 22 
or roughly 575,000 NSF. 

The source for this addit i onal 575,000 
NSF as developed in e ach of the Master 
Plan alternative s p resented in Chapter X 
are presented in Exhib it VIII. 23, page 138, 
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Summary Of Characteris tics 

MODE 

• Build ... . ............ . . .. . 
• Buy . .. . .. . .... . ... . . . . .. . . 
• Lease .. ... . .. .. . . ...... . . . 

LOCATION 

• Capitol . .. . . ... .. . .. ... .. . 
• Balance St. Paul . . . . ... . . . 
• Downtown St. Paul . ....... . 
• Metro Area .. .... . . . . .. . .. . 
• Balance Ramsey County .... . 
• Outer Ring Suburbs .. . .... . 
• Minneapolis .. ..... .... . .. . 

COMBINATION OF CHARACTERISTICS 

1 • Build State Capitol . .. . . 
2 • Build Balance St . Paul . . 
3 • Build Downtown St. Paul 
4 • Buy . .. . Balance St . Paul (1) 
5 • Lease Balance St. Paul. .. 
6 • Lease Metro Ar ea . . . . . .... 
7 • Buy .... Do~tm..m St . Paul. . 
8 • Lease Downtown St . Paul 

PTS. WT . 

20 65 
14 49 
15 42 

15 46 
12 37 
10 25 

9 33 
8 .31 
5 22 
3 6 

35 111 
32 102 
30 90 
26 86 
27 79 
2 Lt. 75 
24 74 
25 67 

(1) Solution Alternative Not Known 

CONCLUSION 

New construction in the State Capitol 
Complex or a suburban location or even 
the CBD and the purchase and renovation 
of an existing large structure in a sub ­
~rban location should be investigated 
before leasing of new space or existing 
space wi th an annual cost in excess of 
$7/NSF . All alternatives should concen­
t r ate on a "close - in" location certain-
ly in Ramsey County. ' 

Purchasing and renovating a facility in 
the downtown area should still be explo ­
red because of its overwhelming cost ad ­
vantages although the characteristics of 
that alternative are not totally compat ­
ible with the macro - models analyzed . 
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EXHBIT VI. 21 

1 
L I F E - C Y C L E C O S T S RATIO 

NO. ACQUI SITI ON ALTERNATIVES COST PER NET SQUARE FOOT COS T PER ~ 
PERSON AT z 

I FIXED VARIABLE TOTAL 190 NSF ,-~ 
I 
I 

l 
$ $ $ $ 130% 1 I LEASE EXISTING BUILDING AND RENOVATE 67 . 55 104.35 171.90 32,680 2 I 

I 

2 PURCHASE AND RENOVATION 28.45 104.35 132.80 25,232 100% 1 

l 
3 RENOVATE MECHANICS ARTS SCHOOL 60 . 00 156 . 53 218.34 41 , 485 164% 8 

4 PURCHASE SHERI DAN JUN I OR HIGH SCHOOL 44.55 166.97 211.52 40,18 8 159% 5 
5 LEASE SHERIDAN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 66.26 166.97 233.23 44 , 314 176% 9 

6 NEW LEASE SPACE 85 . 11 150.27 235 . 38 44 ·' 722 180% 10 

I 7 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - I (Cent.East) 72.50 122.78 195.27 37,101 147% 4 
8 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - II (Suburban) 61. 92 119 . 95 181. 8 7 34 , 555 137;~ 3 
9 CONSTRUCT NEW FACILITY - III (High Ace) 82.2g 130.42 212.73 40,419 160% 6 
10 PURCHASE SOUTH ST. PAUL JR . HIGH SCHOOL 51.06 162 . 33 213.39 40,544 161% 7 
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EXHIBIT VIIL 22 

Comparative Ana jy s,s of Alternatives 

lW. 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

C O M P A R I S O N CATEGORIES 

Total Space Required 
Total Space Provided 

Surplus Space (2 - 1) 
% Surplus Space (3 ~ 1) 

Existing Owned Space Retained 
Existing Leased Space Retained 
New Leased Space 
New Owned Space Acquired/Constructed 

A L T E R N A T I V E ... Q PT IONS 
1 2 

2,083,838 2,083,838 
2,103,112 2,102 , 377 

19,274 
0 . 9% 

18,539 
0. 9% 

1,154,161 
371,398 

56,148 
520,670 

3 

2 , 083 ,838 
2,102,994 

19,155 
0 . 9% 

1,154,161 
371,398 

56,148 
521,287 

4 

2,083,838 
2,094 , 07 5 

10,237 
0 .5% 

1,154,161 
371,398 

56,148 
512,368 

5 

2,083,838 
2,099,95 6 

16,118 
0 . 8% 

1,154,161 
371,398 

56,148 
518,249 

1,154,161 
371', 398 

56,148 
521,405 

J.----- -'-- - - -~------4--------i------

9 Total Space Provided ( 5 + 6 + 7 + 8) Z,103,112 2,102 , 377 2,102,994 2 , 094 , 07 5 2,099,956 

10 Lease Space Terminated 337 , 487 337,487 337, 487 337,487 337 , 487 
11 Owned Space Terminated 30,152 30,152 30,152 30,152 30,152 

12 Total Space Terminated 367,639 367,639 367,639 367,639 367,639 

13 Existing Space Inventory (Adjusted) 
14 Less Existing Space Terminated (12) 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 
20 

21 

22 
23 

Subtotal (13 - 14) 

Plus New Space Acquired (7 + 8) 

Total Space Provided 

Space to Remodel (Level "A") 
Space to Remodel (Level "B'') 
Space to Remodel (Level "C") 

Total Space to Remodel (18 + 19 + 20) 

Number of Personnel to Relocate 
Number of Personnel to Rearrange 

1,893,198 1,893 , 198 1,893,198 1,893,198 1,893,198 
367 ,63 9 367,639 367,639 367,639 367,639 

1-------+-------➔------+------t------·~-·~--·-

l,525, 559 1,525,559 1,525 ,55 9 1,525,559 

577,553 576,818 577,435 568,516 

2 , 103,112 

35 , 000 
262,441 

50, 000 

347,441 

3 , 901 
876 

2 , 102,377 2,102,994 2,094,075 

35,000 35,000 10 ,000 
262,441 213,401 179,401 

50,000 45,000 50,000 

347,441 293,401 239,401 

4 , 013 3, 665 3,515 
575 956 395 

1,525,.559 
57 4, 39 7 

2 , 099,956 

10,000 
179,401 

50 , 000 

239,401 

3 I 4-83 
395 
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In this case (Option 1 again is used as 
an example) newly-constructed or acqui ­
red space totals 521,40 5 NSF which re­
presents over 90% of the solution. New 
lease space provides approximately 1 0% 
of the need with the addition of 
56,148 NSF of lease space · after the 
lease terminations are completed. These 
two allowances, as presented in Exhibit 
VIII.22 for Option 1, total 577 , 55 3 NS F 
or again roughly equal to the approxi­
mated need for 575, 000 NSF. 

Each option requires the remodeling of an 
extensive amount of existing s pace - not 
to improve space utilization f or depart ­
ments remaining in the space, but to 
allow for the rearrangement and relo ca­
tion of departments that are moving with­
in each of the options. The total amount 
of space to be remodeled is shown on Ex­
hibit VIII.20, line 21 and varies bet ­
ween 239,0 00 and 347, 000 NSF. 

Some space requires a level "A" remode-­
ling because of a significant change in 
the occupancy pattern . This will cost 
$24/NSF. The majority of the space re­
quires a level "B" remodeling at $12/NSF 
which reflects general office remodeling 
levels. A small amount of space requires 
a level "C" remodeling at $6 / NSF as new 
occupancy patterns will be very similar 
to existing conditions. 

In each of the five options, approxima­
tely 4,000 , personnel will relocate to a 
different floor and, in most cases, to 
a different building to complete imple­
mentation. 

EXHIBIT VIII. 23 

ADDITIONAL 
SPACE REQUIRED 
OPTION 1 

A. GROWTH TO SUPPORT 
ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL 
148,320 

B. MODIFICATION OF 
EXISTING SPACE 26071 

C. LEASE REPLACEMENT 
337,387 26,071 

D. OWNED SPACE 
TERMINATED 30,152 

E. SURPLUS/FLEXIBILITY 
35,523 577,553 

SOURCE OF 
ADDITIONAL SPACE 
OPTION 1 

A. OWNED SPACE 
ACQU~ED/CONSTRUCTED 
521,405 

B. NEW LEASED SPACE 
56, 148 577,553 

Between 400 and 1,000 personnel will be 
rearranged, generall~ within existing 
space, to allow for i mproved space uti-
lization and to make necessar y space 
density adjustments within each building. 

DEFINITION OF FIVE MASTER PLAN OPT I ON S 

In all five options presented, certain 
assignments were "fixed" . This is con- / 
sistent with information discussed in 
Chapter VI. Elected officials, Historical 
Society Veterans Services, and certain 
other d~partments were assigned fixed 
locations. In total, 927,504 SF of space 
was "fixed" in al 1 five opti :ms. This 
information was presented in detailed 
area space assignment diagrams during 
the third planning session. 

OPTION #1 

Option #1 purchases and ren~vates an 
existing facility of approximately 
300,000 NSF in the CBD area as the first 
component of implementation . The second 
component of implementation is the con­
struction of a suburban site of 221,405 
NSF in a buildina with an efficiency of 
87%. When compl;ted , Option #1 provides 
521,405 additional NSF of space. 

Step One and Step Two are identified as 
the procedures to complete the option. 
In all cases, Phase One is the first 
significant activity and Phase Two is 
the second significant activity necessary 
to complete the option and support a 1% 
growth pattern through the year 1990. 
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Option #2 

Step One of Option #2 constructs a build­
ing on a ~uburban site of approximately 
269,718 NSF to support the Department of 
Transportation, PCA, and related activi ­
ties. Step Two constructs a State - owned 
facility in the Capitol Complex totaling 
254,505 NSF with the primary occupants 
being Welfar e, Agriculture, Per sonnel, 
State Planning, a variety of small 
boards and commissions, plus an appropri ­
ate complement of Atto r ney General per ­
sonnel. When completed, 524,223 NSF of 
space would be added to the State's 
space inventory . 

Exhibit VIII.~4, page 140, indicates the 
t otal present value life - cycle cost as ­
soc~ated w~th all act i vities to complete 
Option #2 is $50 , 759,312 . This represents 
a cost ~ncrease of 38% over the present 
value life- cycle cost associated with 
Option# 1. 

Ootion #3 

Step One of Option #3 entails the con­
struction of a subur ban site of approxi ­
mately 196,408 SF for the Depar t ment of 
Public Safety, the Department o f Trans ­
portation Laboratories, and PCA. Step 
Two develops the Centennial East site 
with a State- owned facility of 331,924 
SF with primary _occupants being DNR, 
Public Welfar e, Agriculture, State 
Planning and a number of small boards. 
When completed, Opt i on #3 provides 
528,332 additional SF. 

Agai~ refer ence to Exhibit VIII . 24 
indicates the p r esent value life~cycle 

cost o f implementing Option #3 is 
$51,246,532 . This represents a 39% 
cost increase over those costs associa ­
ted with implementing Option #1 . 

Ontion #4 

Step One of Option #4 develops a 302,484 
NSF building on a high access site lo ­
cated between the Capitol and the CBD. 
Primary occupants of this facility 
include DNR, Public Safety, PCA, Agri ­
culture, an appropriate complement of 
Attorney General representatives, and a 
series of small boards and commissions . 
The high access site inc~udes those 
three agencies who were initially thought 
to have extremelv hi~h interaction 
patterns and common clientele . 

Step Two of Option #4 develops a 
209,884 SF facility in the Capitol 
Complex area . Primary occupants include 
State Planning, Personnel, Welfare, the 
Secretary of State, an appropriate com­
plement of Attorney General representa­
tives, and a series of small boards 
and corr.iniss ions . 

When co1t1pleted, Option #4 provides 
512,368 additional NSF of space to add 
to the total inventory. 

Again, reference to Exhibit VIII .24 dem­
onstrates the p~esent value life - cycle 
cost associated with implementing Option 
#4 is $53,630,937 . This represents a 
cost increase of 46% over those incurred 
if Option #1 is implemented. 

Option #5 

Step One of Opt i on #5 changes the combi ­
nation of components i ncluded in other 
options . Option #5 commences with the 
procurement and renovation o f a large 
e x isting facility in the CBD area total ­
ing 300 , 000 NSF . Primary occupants are 
the same as those included in Option #1 
- DNR, Welfare, Personnel, PCA, an ap ­
propriate complement of Attorney General 
representatives, and a series of small 
boards and commissions . 

Step Two of Option #5 then develops a 
213,249 NSF facility adiacent to the 
Capitol Complex. Primary occ~pants are 
the Department of Public Safety, Agri ­
culture, State Planning, the Secretary 
of State, an app r opriate complement of 
Attorney General r epresentatives and a 
seri es of small boards and commissions . 

When completed, Option #5 provides 
518,249 additional square feet of space . 

Finally, Exhibit VIII.24 indicates the 
total present value life- cycle cost of 
implementing Option #5 is $39,105 638. 
This represents a 6% cost increase over 
those incurred if Opt ion #1 is imple -
mented. 
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During the third planning session, the 
Consultant presented detailed area as ­
signment profiles that supported a 1% 
growth pattern through the year 1990 for 
all departments in all space, including 
new space that was to be acquired or 
constructed. Additionally, the Consult ­
ant prepared space profiles and area as ­
signments for departments reflecting oc­
cupancy patterns in support of a 2%% an­
nual growth pattern through the year 
1990. The 2%% growth pattern was pre­
sented primarily for comparative purposes 
and was therefore not analyzed to the 
same degree as is the 1% growth pattern. 
This information is provided in the 
appendix submitted under separate cover. 

Calculations were developed and presented 
to the State in the second planning ses­
sion indicating that total construction, 
renovation, rearrangement, and other 
related life- cycle costs of $36,775,814 
would be encountered if Option #1 was 
implemented. The calculation of this 
data for all options is presented on 
Exhibit VIII .23. 

NO. 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 

9 
10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 
21 

22 

23 
24 
25 
26 

EXHBIT VIL 24 

Comparative Analysis of Alt ernatives 

OPTIONS - · C O S T CATEGORIES 1 2 3 

New Construction - Centennial East $ - $18,623,777 $24,289,027 
New Construction - High Access - - -
New Construction - Suburban 14,378,600 17,516,169 12,754,735 
New Construction - Downtown Renovation_ 11,020,000 - -
Land and Site Development 254,000 3,049,097 2,965,097 

total· New Construction (1 + 2 + 3 + 4) 25,652,600 39,189,043 40,008,859 

Plus 20% Overhead (20% X 5) 5,130 , 520 7,837,808 8,001 , 772 
Plus Special Costs (Lab, Vaults, Struc- 2 , 500,000 2,400,000 2,400,000 

ture) 
Total Development/Const. Costs (6 + 7) 33,283,120 49,426,851 S0,410,610 

Space to be Renovated ("A" X $24 NSF) 840,000 840,000 840,000 
Space to be Renovated ("B" X $12 NSF) 3,149,292 3,149,292 2,560,812 
Space to be Renovated ("C" X $ 6 NSF) 300,000 300,000 270,000 

Total Renovation Costs (9 + 10 + 11) 4,289,292 4,289,292 3,670,812 

Annual Oper. Costs - New Const.(1 $3) 1,564,215 1,572,669 1,584,996 
New Lease Space Annual Costs (@ 8.50) [~ 77,278 477,258 4"17,250 

Total Annual Cost Increase (13 + 14) ?. ;041, 973 2,0!~9,927 2,%2.156 
Less Ann Cost Lease Termination (@ $7. oo: 2,350,775 2, 1.50, 775 2,350,775 

Net Annual Cost Decrease (16 - 15) (309, 3()2). (300,848; (288 , 619~ 
I 

Present-value for 30 yrs. - 8% Discount 3,482,055 (3,386,881 (3,249,210 

Relocation Costs@ $100/employee 390,10n 401 , 300 366,500 
Rearrangement Costs@ $SO/employee 43,800 28,750 47,800 
Miscellaneous Life-cycle Costs 2,251,557 - -

Subtotal R/A, R/L, Misc.(19 + 20 + 21) 2,685, t~s 7 430,050 414,300 

Total P.V.L.C. Costs (8 + 12 + 22 - 18) 36,775,814 t SQ 759 312 51 246 532 
Minimum P.V.L.C. Cost -~6 n s . a14 · 3.6' .n s. s 14+ 36. n _s_ La.J:l~ 
Cost Increase Over Minimum (23 - 24) 0 13.983.498 14.470,718 
t Cos t Increase Over Minimum (25 ~ 24) 0 38% 39% 
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$15,431,747 $16,967,075 
24,527,264 -

- -
- 11,020,000 

4,382,577 2,740,097 

44,341,588 30,727,172 

8,868,317 6,145,434 

1,145,178 500,000 

54,355,083 37,372,606 

240,000 240,000 
2,152,812 2,152,812 

300,000 300,000 

2,692,812 2,692,812 

1,537,104 1,554,747 
477,25~ 477,258 

2,014,362 2,032,005 

2,350,77() 2,350,770 

(336,408) 318,765 

(3,787,208) (3,588,5cl7) 

3'.)1,500 357,500 
19,750 19,750 
- 2,251,557 

370,250 2.628,807 
53,630,937 39,105,638 
36 77s.a14 36.:7:lsdi"r 
16,855,ll3l 2, 2 , ~ 

· 46% I 670 -
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Q. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Exhibit VIII .25 presents a comparison 
of all space additions and costs 
the five options. For each option 
the NSF of new construction, the 
NSF feet of leases terminated, the 
amount of space that is to be re­
arranged or relocated, the number 
of personnel requiring a change of 
work place assignments, the total 
development and construction costs, 
the total present value life cycle 
cost, and the percentage of cost 
increase over the minimum cost 
option are presented. 

Exhibit VIII . 25 suggests that Options 
#1 and #5 should receive strong con ­
sideration for implementation as they 
represent the lowest possible initial 
construction and life- cycle costs . 
There is a dramatic difference between 
the present value life- cycle costs and 
the initial capital costs for these 
two alternatives versus Options #2 , 
#3, and #4 . 

EXHIBIT VIII. 25 

COMPARATIVE COST/SPACE ANALYSIS 

MASTER PLAN 0 p T I 0 N s 
I II III 

Total New Construction Required(NSF) 521,405 524,223 528,332 

Total Lease Terminations .. ..... (NSF) 337,487 337,487 337,487 

Total Space Moving ..... ...... .. (NSF) 654,592 679,968 627,408 

Total People Movin& .... ...... ..... _ 3,901 4,013 3,665 

Total Impler.ientation Costs .. . .. .. , , . . $ 33,283,120 $ 49,426,851 $ 51,545,026 

Total Present Value, Life - Cycle Costs $ 31,168,627 $ 46 , 346,925 $ 47,969,644 

% Cost Increase Over Minimum Cost 0 48 . 7% 53.9% 
--

IV V 

512,368 518,249 

337,487 337,487 

566,029 566,028 

3,515 3,505 

$ 54,355,084 $ 36,017,625 

$ 49,524,447 $ 33,438,346 

58.9% 7 . 3% 
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The material included in Exhibit VIII.24 
page_ l 40 , is p~esented e~sential~y as it 
was in a previous planning session 
with the State. Refinements in the 
calcul ation of present value employee 
cost differentials for travel and the 
eco~0mic impact due to lost profits and 
taxe-s· to the CED have been incorp orated . 

Exhibit VIII. 26 adds the present value 
life cycle cost for each option, as 
recorded on Exhibit VIII.26 tu the pre­
sent value cost to the State for addi­
tional support and transportation ser­
vices that would be necessary. Also 
added are additional trans it costs 
which would be encountered by employees 
c ommuting to work in different loca­
tions. 

Finally, a value for the l ost profit 
and in s ome cases revenue t o CBD 
businessmen and landlords as a result 
of shifting State occupancy patterns 
and any identifiable tax losses to the 
City of St. Paul are added in line 6. 

HO. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

EXHIBIT VIII. 26 

Comparative Analysis of Al ternaUve n 

C O S T CATEGORIES 1 2 

Total present-value, -life-cycle cos t 
of facility acquis i tion and operation 

~ r,-..., .., t:0 ? , " · for 30 years •• • • e • e. e • e. ♦ ♦ • ♦ ♦ ♦ t. I I♦ I ♦ I $ 3 0 , 7 i' 3 , ·3 N YJU,1 ..; .,, J ,.,_.._L-

Present-value cost to State for 
additional support and trans it ... ..... 3,"693,840 · 3,693 , 840 

SUB - TOTAL ACTUAL COST (1 - 2) c , , •• •• ••• 
33,081 , 974 47,065,472 

RANK CD G) 

Employee transit cost different ial : . . .. 11,133,840 8 , 866,806 
(pr esent values) 

Suburban location ....... . ...... . .... (3 , 000,000) (3 t 783 I 806) 

Downtown location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ( 8 I 133 I 840) - . 

Capito l location .... .. ...... ...... . ' ( 5 I 083 I 000) 

SUB-TOTAL (3 + 4) . .............. . .. .. .. 44 , 215,814 55,932/ 278 , 

RANK CD G) 

OPTIONS 
3 

$51, 246 , 532 

3 ,693,840 

47,552 , 692 

© 
9,723,798 

(2 , 894,825) 

-
(6,8 28,973) 

57,276,490 

© Line 7 indicates total present value 
costs of each option which are a com­
bination of real State expenditures, 
employee transit costs, business rev­
enue gain or loss, and tax differences 
to the City of St . Paul. 

' 

Options #1 and #5 which utilize the 
highly cost effective alternative 
componet of "acquisition and renovation" 
of a large existing facility are 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 . 

. Present-value of lost profit and tax 
to Central Business District ... .. .. . .. . 

SUB-TOTAL (5 + 6) .............. . . . .... . 

RANK 

COMPOSITE RANK 

7 , 434,030 16 , 131 , 253 16,248,618 

51 ,649 ,844 72,063,531 1 73,525 ,108 , 

CD © G) 

CD © G) 
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$')1,630 , 937 $1q I 10 .'l I n18 

1, 846 , 920 1 ,846, 92 0 

51,784 , 017 37,258 , 718 

0 0 

12 , 121,322 13,409 I 441 

- -
- (8,133 , 840) 

n2,121,322) (5,275,601) 

63,905,339 50,668 , 159 

G) 0 

6 , 126,184 7 , 010,892 

70 , 031 , 523 57,679 , 051 

G) G) 
G} CD 
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dramatically more cost effective than 
all other options which rely solely on 
new construction . 

Option #1 includes a suburban site 
which is more cost effective than a new 
facility in the Capitol Complex, as in­
cluded in Option #5, and is therefore 
slightly preferred over Option #5 from 
the standpoint of initial minimum cost, 
pre~ent value, life ~cycle cost, total 
cost incurred to the State, employee 
transit cost differentials, and all 
economic criteria other than the pres ­
ent value cost of lost profit and taxes 
to CBD operations. Only in this cate­
gory is Option #5 preferred to Option 
=II 1. 

A comparison of the difference in lost 
profits and taxes to CBD operations 
between Option :/11 and #5 is approx­
imately $400,000 on a present value, 
life- cycle cost basis. 

Penalties to the downtoW'!~ business 
community would result if Option :/12 and 
:/13, which develop all space in the Cap ­
itol Complex or suburban locations were 
implemented. However, these penalties, 
in real bottom line terms, would not be 
really as great as the cost difference 
experienced by the State. 

Qualitative Analysis Of The Five Options 

To assist in the evaluation of the five 
options and to assure that the selec ­
tion of the options to be developed in 
the Master Plan recommendation in­
corporated certain qualitative criteria 
in the decision making process, 28 eval ­
uation ,criteria were analyzed for each 
option . 

A total of 14 quantitative parameters 
and 14 qualitative parameters were 
identified as shown in Exhibit VIII27 . 
Each parameter was assigned a weight 
that expressed its relative importance 
to the other 27 parameters. This anal ­
ysis utilized slightly different 
weights than those presented in the table 
on page 134 because these rankings 
are specific to options and include 
more criteria than those in the pre­
viously discussed conceptual evaluation . 

The C0nsultant assigned a second weight 
that allowed the composite of all quant ­
ifiable parameters to be worth 70% of 
the total evaluation while the quali ­
tative parameters, those that did not 
have definitive numerical differentials 
were assigned a 30% overall weight. 
Each of the five options were tested 
for compatibility with each of the 28 
criteria . Scores ranging from Q for 
total noncompliance or inapplicability 
to 5 for full compliance were awarded 
to each of the five options for each 
of the 28 criteria. The score given 
to each option for each of the criteria 
was then multiplied by the assigned 
we~ght to determine the number of p~ints. 

Each option's points for all quanti ­
fiable parameters were totalled and 
multiplied by 70% and added to the 
result of multiplying the total qual ­
itative points by 30% . The r esult 
is the total points assigned to each 
option. A comparison of the points 
awarded to each option on Exhibit VIII. 
27 indicates 337 points are achieved 
by Option #5, 331 points by Option :/11, 
305 points by Option fp4, 291 points 
by Option :/12, and 260 po i nts by Option 
#3. 

The ranking of the preference for the 
options is in direct relationship to 

. the points assigned. A ranking pri ­
ority of Option :/IS, #1, :/14, #2, and 
#3 results . It is of significance to 
note that the ranking based . on points 
applied to qualitative and quantita ­
tive creteria produced nearly the same 
ranking of the five options as that 
found by utilizing only real present 
value life- cycle cost data. Options 
#1 and :/IS are clearly preferable to 
all others and are nearly identical in 
the scores while the remaining three 
options are consistently distant in 
an order of preference of :/14, :/12, and 
#3. Options #1 and #5 are so close 
that a shift in emphasis of quanti ­
fiable criteria from 70% to 73% would 
then indicate preference should be 
given to Option #1 and Option :/IS. 
Graphic depiction of both weighted 
points and total cost may be seen in 
Exhibit VIII.28. 
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Composite Ranking and Recommendations 

Based on the above comparisons, and 
recognizing that Options #1, #4, and 
#5 i nclude at least one signific ant 
facility located in or very close to 
the CED, these three options were sel ­
ected by the State fo r further develop ­
ment in more detailed Master Plan 
implementation reconnnendations in Chap ­
ter X. 

EXHBIT VUL 27 

ALTERNATIVE FACILITY - MASTER PLAN EVALUATION CRITERIA 
r--""T-------------------------------------------------

0 P T I 0 N S - ---~-----.-- _::.._-.::.....------,---------1 
f-_NO_ . -+-C_R_I_T_E_R_IA _ _______ __________ -+-W_G_T_.t--- 'r--l- -+----,2::-_-+-_-'3,----+---4.-- -+-~ ---r-5~::--1 

QUANTIFIABLE PARAMETERS (Worth 70%) SC. PTS . SC . PTS . SC. PTS. SC. PTS. SC . PTS. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
1/~ 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Present- value life-cycle costs ...... . . . .... .. . 10 5 50 3 30 2 20 1 10 4 40 
Total capital costs (1979 to 1990) ........ . . . . 4 5 20 2 8 •2 8 3 12 4 16 
Initial capital cost (1979 - 1983).... .. ... . . . .. . 8 5 40 3 24 2 16 1 8 4 32 
Proximity to Public Transit/Pot'l People Mover. 8 5 40 3 24 2 16 1 8 4 32 
Number of phases or steps of development avai l . 5 5 25 4 20 4 20 3 15 5 2~ 
Min. initial addt'l space to add to inventory J 5 15 4 12 3 9 5 15 2 6 
Energy conservation characteristics 10 3 30 5 50 4 40 3 30 2 20 
Flexibility options (level of development) . .. . 4 3 12 5 20 5 20 5 20 4 16 
Prox. to housing and transportation patterns . . 6 5 30 4 24 4 24 2 12 3 18 
Space utilization efficiency . . ................ 5 2 10 5 25 4 20 3 15 1 5 
Parking costs to be absorbed by employees .. . .. 3 3 9 5 15 4 12 2 6 1 3 
Economic impact on downtown . .. ...... . . . ..... . . 8 3 24 1 8 0 0 5 40 4 32 
Economic impact on City of St. Paul . .. . ....... 10 3 30 3 30 3 30 5 50 5 50 
Economic impact on Ramsey County .............. 4 2 8 4 16 4 16 5 20 2 8 

A)SUB - TOTAL 
"---+--- .......... - --t----'---+---......__--+-_ __._ __ t-------1 

QUALITATIVE PARAMETERS (Worth 30%) 

Corrects current space-related deficiencies ... 7 
Supports service levels .................... . .. 8 
Supports adjacency criteria of State Govt ... . .. 10 
Community acceptance potential ........ . ....... 5 
Consolidates Agencies .......... . .............. 10 
Conform. to gen'l or existing plans by others 3 
Accommodates centralization to degree necessary 

and promotes efficient Govt. operations ...... 10 
Maximizes utilization of existing buildings ... 7 
Terminates expensive leases ................... 5 
Recycles existing structures ............. . .... 7 
Environmenta l sensitivity ..................... 4 
Proximity to major street arteri e s .......... . . 6 
Proximity to food and shopping services ....... 4 
Access. by gen'l public, visitors & clients ... 9 

B) SUB- TOTAL 
WEIGHTED TOTAL= (.7 x A)+ (.3 x.B) .... 

RATIO 
RANK 

343 306 251 261 303 ..____ ___ _.__ _______ _,__ ____________ ~_ ----
5 35 
3 24 
1 10 
4 20 
4 40 
0 0 

1 10 
5 35 
5 25 
5 35 
3 12 
3 18 
3 12 
3 27 

303 

331 

5 35 
2 16 
2 20 
3 15 
5 50 
4 12 

2 20 
5 35 
5 25 
0 0 
1 4 
2 12 
1 4 
1 9 

257. 

291 

86% 

5 35 
2 16 
3 30 
3 15 
4 40 
4 12 

3 30 
3 35 
5 25 
0 0 
1 4 
2 12 
2 8 
2 18 

280 

260 

77% 

5 35 
4 32 
5 50 
3 15 
5 50 
5 15 

5 50 
5 35 
5 25 
0 0 
2 8 
5 30 
4 16 
5 45 

406 
305 

91% 

G) 

5 35 
5 40 
4 40 
5 25 
5 50 
3 9 

4 40 
3 21 
5 25 
5 35 
4 16 
4 24 
5 20 
4 36 

416 
337 

100% 
1 --
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EXHIBIT Viii. 28 

WEIGHTED POINTS / TOTAL COST 
ALL FIVE OPTIONS 

400 
$77.8 ~ 

300 

0 
t-
iE 
0 a. 
0 w 
t-
::c 
Sil 200 
w 
31: _, 
~ 
0 
t-

100 

0 

OPTION ONE OPTION TWO OPTION THREE ~ OPTION FOUR 

I 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

$55.7 

OPTION FIVE 
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CHAPTER IX 

ECONOMIC IMPACT EVALUATION 

A. r:nRODUCTION 

The purpose of this evaluation is to 
identify the economic impacts on spe ­
cific geographical areas which would 
most likely result from implementing any 
of the three available alternative Mas­
ter Plan options to satisfy State space 
requirements to support a 1% annual 
growth rate through the year 1990. 

This information is relevant due to the 
State's significant presence within the 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. Of parti ­
cular interest are the potential contri­
butions to the economic vitality of 
downtown St. Paul and the definition of 
potentia~ economic gains which might be 
experienced by other geographical areas 
should the State decide to expand and 
disperse its facilities into those 
areas. 

There is a widely held belief within the 
Twin Cities area that the location of 
State facilities is significant to the 
economic well - being of the localities 
they are located in. The following ana ­
lysis will quantify that significance to 
place it in a proper perspective and to 
provide a useful tool to decision makers 
who must formulate future State facility 
location actions in light of not only 
their functional requirements but also 
their actual costs to the State and 
their impacts on the economic conditions 
of affected communities. 

Since the early 1970's, the State's in­
creased facility needs have primarily 
been satisfied by the addition of sub­
stantial leased space within the down­
town St. Paul area. Today, the State 
leases approximately five times as much 
space in the downtown area as it did in 
1971, and leased space has more than 
doubled since 1975. 

The concern regarding futu~e State ac­
tions is probabiy beit highlighted by 
the fact that the State accounted for 
approximately one-third of the total 
downtown area leased office space absorp­
tion between 1974 and 1978. The primary 
emphasis of this study is to assess the 
impact of the State's current and future 
downtown area presence and the potential 
economic effects of the three alterna­
tive Master Plan options recommended. 

Information gathered for this analysis 
was gained through conversations with 
and data provided by: 

e State of Minnesota Departments of Ad­
ministration, Finance and Revenue; 

5 Ramsey County Tax Assessor; 
• Coldwell Banker Commercial Brokerage 

Company; 
o City of St. Paul's Mayor's Office and 

Department of Planning and Economic 
Development; 

• Building Owners and Managers Associa­
tion (BOMA); 

• Surveys by James B. McComb and Associ­
ates; and 

• Reports regarding St. Paul Economic 
Development and the proposed Dowtown 
People Mover by Hammer, Siler, George _ 

This analysis is based on the three re­
commended Master Plan options to support 
a 1% annual growth rate through the year 
1990. 

B . MAGNITUDE OF THE STATE'S PRESENCE IN 
THE DOWNTO\vN ST. PAUL AREA 

The Hammer, Siler, George Associates' 
report, "The Down tm,m People Mover and 
Economic Development in St. Paul ·," iden­
tified the 1977 downtown central busi­
ness district employment as 1)5, 100. This 
is 36% of the city's total employment. 

Excluding the new Agriculture Building, 
Capitol Square and Space Center, the 
State's current total central business 
district employment is approximately 
3;000 or 5% of the central business 
district total. Hammer, Siler, George 
Associates' information indicates 
that total office space con~ained 
in the downtmm area, including the Capi­
tol Complex, is approximately, 8.1 milUon 
square feet. The State occupies appro x i­
mately 2 million square feet, or 25% of 
that total. Excluding the Capitol Com­
plex which contains 1 . 3 million square 
feet, the total remaining downtown area 
office space is approximately 6.8 million 
square feet. The State occupies approxi­
mately 11% of this total. 

Based on Coldwell Banker's calculation 
of 2.4 million square feet of "tenant 
occupied" space available in the 
central business district, the State oc­
cupies approximately 365,000 square feet 
after excluding the Agriculture Buildi~~ 
and Space Center. 
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This totals approximately 15.2% of avail ­
able rental space . 

Thus, while the State's presence in the 
total CBD leasing marke t i s signif:_cant, 
it i s not nearly as lar ge a s commonly 
believed . 

The State does , however , oc cupy signi fi ­
c ant portions o f four majo r downtown 
a rea lease build ings , two o f which are 
within the CBD . For purpo s es of this 
evaluation, the building at 39 0 Robert, 
occup i ed by Economic Security , i s not 
considered to be lea sed space . Ou t side 
the CBD, the State o ccupies all 64,000 
NSF of the new Agricul tur e Building and 
126, 000 NSF (64%) o f the Sp ~c e Center . 
Within the CBD the State o ccupies 
107 , 000 NSF (54%) o f Metro Square and 
87,000 NSF (3 5%) of American Center . 

C. ST . PAUL DOWNTOWN ECONOMIC VITALITY 

The Hammer, Siler, Geor g e study i ndicates 
that downtown employment has been r ela ­
tively stable in the 1970's even though 
the City of St . Paul as a whole, like 
Minneapol is, has l o st employment t o t he 
suburbs. The current downtown office 
vac ancy rate is 4.3%. (National° Real 
Estate Investor - .September, 1979). 
This l evel is extre~ely positive,· in­
dicates leasing rates may escalate, and 
is primarily due to the absence of new 
office space since 1975 . This last 
factor is primarily · due to the 1974- 75 
recession . Historically, office space 
0bsor pt i on has been 100 ,000 to 180,000 
NSF per y ear. -

ties remaining , a relatively large p r o ­
port i on of pr opertie s which are economi ­
cally underutilized, and numerous buil d ­
ings and neighborhoods which a re "visi­
bly aging,·~ particularly in the Lower ~ 
town area . Ther e is however, a high 
degree of neighborhood stability . The 
downtown area is largely service orient­
ed, r eta iling activ ities .having lost 
much of their patronage to newer subur ­
ban shopping centers in recent years . 

The City has a relatively inelastic tax 
base due not only to its "built city" 
characteristics but also due to its ex­
tremely high proportion of tax exempt 
properties occupied by churches, educa ­
tional institutions and government. 
These properties constitute in · excess of 
30% of the City's tax base with the State 
be ing the City's largest employer. 
The proportion of City revenue from p r o ­
perty taxes has been decr easing in re ­
cent years, 38% in 1978 versus 48% in 
1974, and St. Paul is , as a result, in­
creasingly dependent on State aid . It 
is within this context that the City 
o f St. Paul is highly interested in 
potential State constr uction and relo ­
cation act i v ities which would further 
reduce tax revenues if leased space is 
vacated to otcupy State owned tax exempt 
property . At this juncture , it should 
be noted that the City and State a r e 
currently jo int participants in a study 
being conducted by James B. McComb 
and Assoc i ates t o further identify po ­
tential economic and planning impacts . 

The future of the economic vitality of 
. St. Paul looks positive and the City 

St. Paul has been characteri zed as a appears t o be entering a renaiss ance 

per iod. It may, for all practi~al pur­
poses, be - totally developed within five 
to ten years . It is also moving in the 
di rec tion o f becoming a "24 - hour city" 
with an ac tive downtown core area sup ­
ported by thriving enter tainment, dining, 
and shopping industries. A number of 
in - process or planned activities and 
developments will undoubtedly strengthen 
the downtown area's economi c vitality . · 
Among these are the following: 

1 . Office and Retail Constructi on 

• Town Square : A $75 million office, 
retail and hotel comple x is sched ­
uled to open in 1980 with a first 
phase of 430,000 SF of office space. 
This phase includes the new 250 -
room Radisson Plaza Hotel, a ma jor 
new Donaldsons Department Store, 
parking facilities for 500 cars and 
a four - level glass - enclosed public 
park . The Town Square p r oject, 
which includes a proposed second 
phase with approximately 130,000 
SF of office space, will also in­
clude a r oof - top theatre and ex ­
tensive shopping facilities. It 
i s expected to set a new standar d 
for Class A office space in St. 
Paul. That is, $14- 15 per rentable 
square foot versus the $8 - 11 for cur ­
rently available buildings . The Town 
Square will also t> erve as the major 
new at traction to the downtown area 
and is potentially the "magnet" to 
revitalize that a rea . At the time 
of this writing, it should be noted 
that although only 70,000 SF have 
been p r e - le~sed, the rental rates 
are expected to soon increase bv 

nbuilt!' city , with few buildable proper -
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2. 

3 . 

about $1/SF. Finally, a third phase 
of the To¼m Square project is possi­
ble. 

• Minnesota Mutual Building: This is a 
450,000 SF office building of which 
290,000 SF will be owner - occupied . 
The remaining 160,000 SF of space 
will be available in 1981 at approx­
imately $15/SF. A 400,000 SF second 
ph1se is currently planned. 

• St.Paul Companies: This is a 250,000 
SF ovmer-occupied headquarters. 

• Minnesota Public Radio and Farm 
Credit Banks: Additional new office 
buildings for these commercial space 
users is planned. 

• Bremer Towers: Renovation of this 10-
story building will provide 53,000 SF 
of space at $10/SF/year. 

• Wabasha Court: Renovation of this re ­
tail area is planned. 

HousiQ_& : The number of downtown resi­
dential units has tripled in the past 
few years . Gallery Towers is a pro ­
posed 200 - unit condominium project. 
Seventh Place Residence and Mears 
Park Plaza will add 430 apartment 
units. Finally, the downtown resi ­
dent population is expected to dou­
ble within the next few years from 
5,000 to 10,000 people. 

Hotel Rooms: In addition to the re­
cently renovated Radisson St . Paul 
and an eventual 240 rooms at the new 
Budget Inn, a $24 million redevelop-

4. 

5. 

6 . 

ment project is planned fo r the Ho ­
tel St. Paul. This project will in ­
clude significant office rental 
space. 

Science Museum and McKnight Omni ­
theatre: These facilities have tra ­
ditionally attracted quite a 
number of people to the downtown 
area. 

Lowertown: Seed money of $1 million 
has instituted a significant resto ­
ration project which may transform 
the existing warehouse area to pro­
vide upwards of 2,800 new housing 
units near the new Mears Park . This 
project could provide as many as 
5,000 new jobs and retail and enter ­
tainment facilities will most like ­
ly be included. Finally , this resto­
ration could ultimately include as 
much as $300 million . 

Transit Systems 

• Skyways : Ten more are planned . 

• Fringe Park ing : Two ramps served by 
shuttle buses have opened with more 
planned for the future. This addi ­
tional parking may accommodate 
8,000 to 10,000 spaces. 

• Downtown People Mover: This project, 
which is currently uncertain due to 
a lack of funding, would provide a 
2.6 mile transit system providing 
access to retail markets and connect ­
ing major activity centers to three 
associated inexpensive fringe park ­
ing lots planned to p r ovide 8,000 

parking spaces. If undertaken, this 
p ro ject will most probably facili ­
tate significant economic and develop 
ment expansion within the downtown 
area . 

The main leg of the proposed system 
would connect the Capitol Complex 
with the new 7th Place - Galleria ­
Town Square complex in the heart of 
t he central business district. The 
system would link the Capitol Com­
plex, hospitals, Convention Center 
and Lowerto,m with the central busi­
n es s di s tr i c t . 

In t he "Downtown Development Plan," 
Hammer, Siler, George and Associates 
project significant economic bene­
fits which would result from the 
institution of the Downtown People 
Mover. Among these is the addition 
of 14,500 new jobs to the downtown 
area by the year 1990. representing a 
1. 6% annual grmvth rate. . . . 

Two thirds of these jobs, 9,600, are 
thought to be directly attributable 
t o the presence of the Dmmtown Peo­
ple Mover and the resulting develop­
ment near proposed stations. Of 
these 9,600 jobs, 7,200 would result 
in new facility development and 
2,400 would be accommodated in 
existing facilities. The balance, 
4,900, represent a . 6o/.:i annual growth 
rate and , in the Consultant's opini­
on , app ear s conservative in lighl 
of other growth pressures descri.bed 
a bove. 
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Hammer, Siler, George Associates conclude 
that the Down to,,.7TI. People Mover would 
most likely be a "decisive factor" in 
the private development by the yea·r 1983 
of: 

• 1,100,000 SF of office space; 
• 500,000 SF of retail space; 
• 450 hotel rooms; and 
• 1,560 housing units . 

Between the years 1983 and 1990, the 
following additional space might be 
expected: 

• 1,350,000 SF of office space; 
• 530,000 SF of retail space; 
• 900 hotel rooms; and 
• 1,800 housing units . 

It should be noted that Hammer Siler 
' ' George indicates the presence of the 

Dmvn town People Mover could facilitate 
the economic growth of the downtown area 
but its absence would not necessarily 
suggest that any of the above would not 
occur. Finally, the above - mentioned im­
pacts include neither significant re ­
~abilitation projects which are likely 
in affected areas nor public or insti ­
tutional developments which may occur. 

Associated with the Downtown People Mo ­
ver would be three fringe parking areas 
providing 8,000 parking spaces. This 
would be five to seven times greater 
than the State needs in any of the three 
options being evaluated . As noted above, 
two lots offering more than 800 spaces 
served by shuttle buses are already in 
use . 

projects office space absorption of 
100,000 SF annually without the Down ­
town People Mover and 180,000 SF/year 
should it be instituted . This would 
translate into absorption of 600,000 to 
1 , 080,000 SF of office space by the year 
1985 plus an additional 1,100,000 to 
1,980,000 SF by the year 1990 . 

D. EVALUATION FACTORS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

An evaluation of the economic impacts of 
State employee presence in the downtown 
area should consider the following fac ­
tors: 

• Retail Spending Patterns: This in ­
cludes parking, shopping purchases, 
lunches and after - work entertain­
ment in the affected area resulting 
from the location of the workplace . 

o Rental Income Loss to Building 
Owners: This includes specific build­
ings and overall occupancy rates . 

• Taxes : !his includes sales, income, 
property, and special taxes such as 
the utility franchise fee ("Utility 
Companies Gross Earnings Tax " appli ­
cable in certain localities), hotel 
surcharges and other entertainment 
oriented surcharges applied to tick­
et sales or liquor pu~chases. 

•· Effects on Municipal Services 
Requirements : This includes fire 
and police protection, provision 
of utilities, street maintenance ; 
and community services . 

Hammer , Siler, George and Associates • Hotel Occupancy 

• Housing Demand 

e Transit Costs : This includes 
revenues to the Metropolitan 
Transit Commission plus transit 
costs and savings experienced 
by employees. 

Each of these factors will be reviewed 
in light of the facility options recom­
mended in Chapter X. It should be notc<l 
that this evaluation i s not intended to 
define specific dollar values which 
would be gained or lost, but rather the 
magnitutes of economic impact which 
would be associated with alternative 
State actions. Because the following 
evaluation is necessarily based on a 
number of premises and assumptions, the 
specific dollar amounts associated wiLh 
each alternative is not as relevant to 
any resulting decision as is the mag ­
nitude of the differences between each 
of the alternatives and the relative 
importance associated with the potential 
recipients/losers i.e., retailers, land­
lords, and the city tax coffers. 

It is also important to evaluate these 
impacts in light of the proportion of 
total revenues which they represent. 

Thus, factors which would be minimally 
affected by the State actions recommen­
ded herein have not been e x tensively 
evaluated or quantified because such 
analysis would be less than cost effec ­
tive. Like,wise, the identification of 
the potential magnitudes of economic 
impacts resulting from facility poli ­
cies which are no t rec o nun ended , b cc au s c 
they run counter to the St a te's best 
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interests as established within this 
master planning process, are presented 
"for informational use only." These im­
pacts have not been extensively evalu­
ated due to cost considerations. 

The following evaluation primarily 
identifies economic impacts which would 
be experienced in the future rather 
than current economic conditions. Also, 
certain of the above mentioned factors 
may change in the future and this in­
formation is incorporated into the ana­
lysis where appropriate. 

E. POTENTIAL STATE ACTIONS 

Three viable facility master planning 
options are detailed in Chapter X. 
Each initially provides newly develop ­
ed office space in two buildings for 
approximately 3,000 Executive branch 
administrative employees. Based on the 
option selected, the two buildings 
could be in one of four general loca­
tions: downtown St. Paul, a high access 
site near downtown, the Capitol Complex 
and/or a suburban site located within 
a five mile radius from the Capitol 
Complex. It should be noted that the 
Capitol Complex is the only site spe­
cific location referenced in this 
analysis. 

Each alternative contains approximately 
the same number of employees in exist­
ing Capitol Complex buildings. In each 
case the same amount of currently 
leased space is vacated, a total of 
294,000 NSF of which 61,000 NSF is 
within the central business district. 
Exhibit I X. l, on page 151 , illus-

trates where the future building occu­
pants curr ently are housed. From the 
perspective of the central business dis ­
trict, all employees e x cept those lis­
ted in Columns Band C, i.e., from the 
Space Center and Agriculture Building 
or leased CBD space , can be considered 
"new" employees as their presence does 
not currently impact the central busi­
ness district. 

It should _be noted that approximately 
74 , 000 NSF of lease space would actually 
be vacated in the CBD but a 13,000 NSF 
Economic Security lease to be vacated in 
the American Center Building would be 
replaced in another CBD location. Thus, 
the net change is 61,000 NSF. 

Current leases to be continued within 
the central business district would re ­
quire an additional 56,000 NSF of expan­
sion space under all alternatives. This 
would, in the long run, nearly offset 
the 61,000 NSF reduction of leased 
space . This action is not, however, 
considered within this evaluation 
because the effect and net change would 
be the same in all cases. Furthermore, 
the e xpansion of leases to be continued 
is also not considered in the Master 
Plan e x cept that any new leases should 
adhere to the general leasing policies 
suggested in this report. It should be 
noted that all three options result in 
the addition of approximately 300 new 
State government employees in the 
56,000 NSF of lease space. Because these 
additions are consistent between options 
and represent expansion of the status 
quo, their economic impact is not in­
cluded herein. Additionally, approx ima -

tely 650 Space Center/Agricultural occu­
pants and 350 leased CBD occupants vaca­
te under all options . Those not account­
ed for in Exhibit IX.l relocate into 
e x isting Capitol Complex buildings in 
all options. 

F. IMPACTS OF FACTORS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

With respect to the three facility op­
tions, the factors identified in Section 
D 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 
monthly downtown spending patterns 
by the average State employee based 
on his or her work location. 

MOdTHLY 
EXPENDITURES 

TYPE LOCATION 
OF 

EXPENDITURE 

Par king .............. . 

DOHN 
TOUN 

$31 

Lunch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 

Shopping & Entertainment 16 

TOTAL .......... ... .. ... $68 

CAPITOL 
COMPLE X 

$ -
15 

n 
u 
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OPTION 

15 

IV 

V 

EXHIBIT IX. 1 

STAFF RELOCATIONS TO tiEW BUILDINGS 
AT 1% ANNUAL GROWTH RATE 

PERSONNEL RELOCATING TO PERSONNEL RELOCATING FROM AREAS 
A BUILDING LOCATED IN: 

7 A B C 
LEiSED TOTAL CAPITOL SPACE CENTER/ LEASED 

BUILDING STAFF COMPLEX AGRICULTURE _f!!)__ SUBURBS 

Downtown Renovation 1,773 901 1 369 35 312 

Suburban 1,273 1,174 2 32 

TOTAL OPTION I 3,046 2,075 369 67 312 

High Access3 1 , 956 929 463 37 312 

Centennial East4 1,274 9214 ll5 61 24 

TOTAL OPTION IV ..... 3,230 1,850 578 98 336 

Downtown Renovation 1,773 901 369 35 312 

Centennial East4 1,444 9364 209 63 E 
TOTAL OPTIOi~ V ...... 3,217 1,837 578 98 336 

1. Welfa r e vacates 20,000 square feet of leased space 
(approximately 180 staff) from 690 North Robert (included 
as "Capitol Complex") . 

2. Transportation vacates 7,500 squa·re feet of leased space 
(51 staff) from 461 Rice (included as Capitol Complex). 

3. Assumed (for economic impact evaluation) to be located on 
the north side of downtown (displaying Capitol Complex 
spending patterns) . 

4. Investment Board vacates 4,894 square feet of leased space 
(27 -staff) from MEA Building (Capitol Complex). 

5. Agriculture to Transportation Building (similar spending 
patterns). 

6. The 24 staff relocated in Options IV and V go to 
existing Capitol Complex buildings in Option I. 

6 

F. 

NEW 

156 

~ 

223 

215 

.!1l 
368 

156 

2121 

361; 

7. Appr oximately 650 l pace Center/Agricultura l occupants and 350 
leased CRD occupants vacate under all options. Those not 
accounted for here relocate into existing Capitol Complex 
buildings. 

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 ave ­
rage Space Center occupant currently 
spends approximately one - half or $12 
in the central business district as 
does the typical Capitol Complex 
employee . 

The new. Ag~iculture Building was not 
occupied at the time the survey was 
conducted, but its monthly downtown 
spending patterns are assumed to 
approximate the $12 associated with 
Space Center occupants. The "High 
Access" site included in Option IV 
is assumed to display the same spen­
ding patterns as the Capitol Complex. 
The recommendations contained herein 
are not, however, site specific, and 
should the State decide to adopt Op ­
tion IV, a site might be selected 
which would display characteristics 
more akin to a downtown location. 
This would increase retail spending 
by $14/month/"high access" employee. 

Based on the above data, noting that 
Options I and V call for a downtown 
renovation without State - provided 
parking and the continuation of pay­
ments to private or city lots, mon ­
thly loss of consumer spending can 
be associated with particular site 
selections and current employee lo ­
cations . 

1s1 MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
\........__ _____________ FACILITY ·SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS 



l 

l 

Each additional employee relocating 
within various options would have the 
following monthly economic impact on 
the CBD: 

• Addition of a new employee 
or relocation from a "sub­
urban" site to the CBD + $68 

• Addition of a current 
Space Center or Agricul ­
ture Building employee to 
the CED . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + $56 

• Movement of an employee 
currently in downtmm 
leased space to the Capitol 
Comp lex or the "High Access" 
or "Centennial East" 
sites . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - $45 

• Addition of a new employee 
to the Capitol Complex or 
relocation to there from 
the suburbs ............... + $23 

• Relocation from the Space 
Center or Agriculture 
Building to the "Centen­
nial East" or "High Access" 
sites . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + $11 

e Jtelocation from downtown 
leased space to the "down- No 
tmm renovation" project . . Change 

The alternative monthly downtown re­
tail and parking expenditure differ­
entials as compared to current pat­
terns are as follows: 

PERSONNEL NET ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL AND 
RELOCATION MONTHLY CBD EXPENDITURE IMPACT 
It1PACT Option L Option IV. _C?P~Y~ ··--·-
CATEGORY PEOPLE VALUE PEOPLE VALUE 0 EOPLE VALUE -

+ $68 1,337 $90,916 - - 1,369 $93,092 
+ $56 369 $20,664 - - 369 $ 20,664 
- $45 - - 98 ($4,419 63 ($2,835) 
+ $23 - - 2,554 $58,742 1, 172_ $ 26,956 
+ $11 - - 578 $ 6,358 209 $ 2,299 

TOTAL 1,706 $111,580 3,230 $60,690 3,182 $140,176 

An additional retail spending of ap­
proximately $29, 300/rnont:h lt1ight be 
expected in the suburban site in Op­
tion One . This represents an average 
expenditure of $23/month for each of 
1,273 staff personnel. 

Should the "High Access" site be lo ­
cated downtm,m, 1,956 total employees 
would spend an additional $14/rnonth 
on retail sales for a total of 
$27,384. This yields a total monthly 
expenditure differential, actually an 
increase, of $88,074 for Option IV. 

2. Rental Income Loss To Building 
O·wners 

The projection of future office space 
absorption rates, overall occupancy 
rates and rapidity of re-leasing space 
the State might vacate is complicated 
by the factors listed in Section C. 

Additionally, hi s tory do e s not pro ­
vide an adequate baseline f or futur e 
abso r ption patterns. Th is i s pr ima­
rily due to the la c k of ava ilabl e n ew 
space i n the early to mid - 1970 1 s as 
compared t o the significant amount 
of new space currently unde r con s truc­
tion or in the plannin g sta ge. 

T-Jh ere as the 7 th P 1 ace/ Ga 11 er i a / Town 
Square Complex, new housing expan s i on 
and the Lower t own develo pment pr oject 
will no doubt instill new l ife to th e 
downtown area, p r ojection of futur e 
absorption rates is large ly a matte r 
of conjecture . This is be cause it is 
difficult to identify the magnetic 
power of these developmen ts to draw 
potential tenants from bot h e xisti ng 
downtown buildings and fr om the su ­
burban or dm.mtown Mi nneapolis ar e <'.ls. 

At this time it would be unwise to 
plan on the e x ist ence of the Down ­
town People Mover. Hammer, Siler , 
George Associates suggests planni ng 
for a minimum annual absorption of 
100,000 SF of office spa ce . This , in 
turn suggests the office space cur­
rently under construction woulJ not 
be absorbed until the year 1985 a nd 
that office space currently planne d 
would satisfy needs beyond the ye ar 
1990. 

A number of other author ities have 
expressed concern that the Twin 
Cities area may become overbuilt in 
the next few years due to a numb er 
of upcoming large project s. Based u 11 

the historical experienc e o f 100 , 000 
to 180,000 SF of annu a l office space 
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absorption, Hammer , Siler, George's 
non - Downtown People Mover related 
100,000 SF absorption projection 
appears conservative in light of 
other gr owth pressures . More appro ­
priately, a rate of 150,000 SF per 
year would absorb space currently 
under construction by the year 1983 . 

As indicated above, numerous forces 
which will affect the marketplace 
complicate identification of the 
absorption of what will primarily 
be new Class A office space. Exist ­
ing space is effectively 100% occu­
pied and will therefore have mini ­
mal impact on absorption needs. The 
potential re - absorption of State 
vacated space is, however, not di­
rectly related to absorption rates 
of new space. This is due to the 
fact that the State primarily occu­
pies Class C space which would not 
be in direct competition with new 
space . 

Much of this State occupied space 
serves full - floor tenants in what 
is generally known as a "small 
tenant - town . " The fact that 57% 
of the Space Center/American Center/ 
Metro Square space is non- State 
occupied suggests, however, there 
are other non - State full - floor 
tenants . This fact, plus the indi ­
cation that St . Paul office tenants, 
many in the finance, insurance and 
law fields, are becoming more image 
conscious suggests that State · 
vacated space may not be rapidly 
occupied. These image conscious ten­
ants would most likely vacate Class 

B space and relocate in Town Square 
or the Minnesota Mutual Building. 

This ripple effect could result in a 
number of Class C tenants moving up 
to Class B space resulting in addi ­
tional vacancies in State vacated 
buildings . A counteracting factor, 
however, may be that potential te ­
nants will be drawn to the downtown 
area who cannot afford the new high 
rent space and who would be satisfied 
with Class C space whose rental rate 
increases, unlike Class A and B spa ­
ce, will most likely lag behind the 
inflation rate . Newer Class A build­
ings may be considered too expensive 
in a "gloomy" economy and lower end 
space may be enhanced as an alterna ­
tive. 

SPACE VACATED IN 

NSF AND LEASE INCOME 

LOSS AT $7/NSF 

~pace Vacated . ..... . ......... . 
l 
~0% Space for 2 Years ... .. . .. . 

~nnual Income Loss ...... .. .. . . 
i 
~ong - term Vacancy Rate .. . . . .. . 
I 
~ong - term Vacancy . . . . . ..... .. . 
l 
Annual Long - term Income Loss . . 
i 

In the absence of any depend a ble Class 
C office absorption predictors within 
the future "new" St. Paul environment, 
the magnitude of rental loss due to 
State vacated space may be approx irna u .. ,d 
by taking into consideration the follow­
ing factors: Absorption sluggishness 
is anticipated fo r two to three years. 
This results in a 50% to 60% occupancy 
followed by a long - term occupancy r a te 
of 75%. Suburban or "other Ramsey 
County" space is assumed to be less ad­
versely affected by new downtown con ­
struction . The specific building to be 
vac~ted is within an area of increasing 
rental rates . A long - term occupancy 
rate of 85% is used for this analy s is, 
and an average lease rate of $7 i s 
projected. Based on th e se assumptions 
the below listed rental losses might 

IMPACT ON LOCATION 
I 

CD Q) ·i 
!I 

CENTRAL OTHER ST OTHER 
BUSINESS PAUL LO - RAMSEY TOTAL 
DISTRICT CATIONS COUNTY AREA 

61,000 189,000 44,000 2 94 oool 
' I: ,. 

24,400 75,600 17,600 117, 600
1

; 

$170,800 $529,200 $123,200 $823, 200:i 
l' 
\I 

25% 25% 15% 23 . So/c, i! 
~ 

15,250 47,250 6,600 69 10m 
' 11 

$106,750 $330,750 $ 46,200 $483 10d 
, ·1 

CD 
0 

Capitol Complex area, Space Center, Agriculture, Griggs - Midway 

Buetow Building - losses are less likely than those in St. Paul. 
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result if the State vacates significant 
amounts of lease space in the central 
business district. 

These calculations take into consid­
eration the fact that building owners 
will probably decrease rental rates 
in a competitive market place so as to 
reduce vacanc:.,. rates. Thus, $7/SF 

7epresents a weighted average rental 
in current dollars at the projected 
vacancy rates. 

3. •·Taxes 

Those taxes which must be taken into 
consideration in this economic ana­
lysis are as follows: 

Utility Franchise Fee: Also known as 
the Utility Companies Gross Earnings 
Tax, this fee is levied by certain 
localities as a percentage of gross 
revenues. For example, St . Paul -
8.67%, Minneapolis - 3%, South St. 
Paul - 5% and White Bear Lake - 1.5% . 
Unlike sales taxes, the State is not 
exempted and pays these fees either 
directly for owned space, or indi­
rectly 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 whether 
the space is leased or owned by the 
State . The suggested options call for 
the following changes in St. Paul 
occupied space subject to the annual 
St. Paul Utility Franchise Fee. Note 
that the current Roseville leased 
space does not generate St. Paul 
Utility Franchise Fees and is there -

fore not included in the "vacated 
leases" amount. 

NET SQUARE FEET OF SPACE 
Additional Vacated Net 

Option Space CD Leases Addition 

I 294,000 250,000 44,000 
IV 512,000 250,000 262,000 

V 512,000 250,000 262,000 

G) Excludes 56,000 SF of expansion in 
continued lease space. 

This numerical display assumes no re­
leasing of state-vacated space and 
therefore ·represents the most nega­
tive situation. A more realistic 
long term franchise fee reduction can 
be determined by the application of 
two assumptions: (l) · a long term 
occupancy rate of 70% for State­
vacated space and (2) a recognition 
that utilities associated with va­
cant spaces would not be totally 
disconnected unless the affected 
space constituted full floors. Thus, 
the long term effect might be a two­
thirds reduction of the utilities 
associated with the 30% vacated space 
not re-leased. In other words, 
the net effect of vacating lease 
space is more appropriately a fran­
chise fee reduction of 20% from 
current levels. 

Where new space is included in the 
calculation, a long term franchise 

fee net gain is the result. This is 
displayed as follows: 

Income Income 
Increase Loss for 
for Add'l 20% Vaca-
Space@ ted Space Annual 

Option 10.8¢ @ 10.8¢ Gain 

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

IV 55,296 5,400 49,896 
V 55,296 5,400 49,896 

Property Taxes: Property tax revenues 
would decrease as a result of the 
State adopting either Option I or V, 
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 typical property in the downtown 
area currently accounts for approxi­
mately $100,000 in annual property 
tax payments. The City of St. Paul 
receives 28% of property taxes collec­
ted within its boundaries and would 
thus suffer a loss of $38,000 annually 
on such a purchase· and renovation. 
Ramsey County receives 25.6% of pro­
perty taxes collected and would there­
fore lose $25,600 annually. 

A second potential direct impact on ­
property tax revenues is the possi ~ 
bility that property assessments and 
taxes might actually decrease if the 
State vacated space remained unoccu­
pied for an extended period of time. 
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As previously indicated in the dis ­
cussion of potential losses of ren ­
tal income, the State would not, un ­
der any of the options, vacate more 
than 12% of the total space avail ­
able in a central business district 
building. Based on the October 1979 
occupancy survey, if the State vaca ­
ted space in the Metro Square and 
American Center were not re - leased, 
the occupancies in those buildings 
would still be 84% and 87% respec ­
tively. Even these minimum occu­
pancy levels would certainly not 
justify property assessment reduc ­
tions, and therefore there would be 
no reduction in p r operty tax collec ­
tions . 

On the other hand, for each alterna ­
tive locational strategy, the State 
would vacate all of a building 
in Roseville, the enti r e Agricul ­
tur e Building and the entire IBM 
Building at 690 North Robert. Vacat ­
ing 78,000 SF from the Space Center 
would leave that buildi ng only 
60% occupied . It is likely that at 
least one - half of the remaining 
Space Center space would be re ­
leased within two years, yielding 
an 80% occupancy level . 

If it is assumed the remaining 
40,000 vacant SF in the Space Cen ­
ter results in a 50% property tax re ­
duction, this will translate into a 
$20,000 total tax loss . This is cal­
culated by multiplying 50% times the 
current t a x assessment rate of $1 
per rentable square foot times total 
square feet of 40,000 . The City of 

St . Paul's share of this $20,000 
loss will be 28% or $5,600 . The 
County would lose $5,120. It may be 
reasonable to assume a 25% tax re ­
duction for both the Agriculture 
and the IBM Buildings. At a current 
property tax assessment of $1/SF, 
25¢ times 86,000 NSF yields 
total reduction of roughly $21,000. 
The City's share would be 28% or 
$5,880 annually . 

In summary, should the State decide 
to proceed with a downtown renova ­
tion, 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 might suffer 
a temporary loss of property tax 
revenues, because of vacancies, in 
the neighborhood of $11,500 for the 
IBM, Space Center and Agriculture 
buildings. The County might tempo ­
rarily lose perhaps $14,000 in pro ­
perty tax revenues - $5,400 for the 
IBM and Agriculture Buildings, 
$5,100 for the Space Center and 
perhaps $3,300 for the Buetow Build­
ing in Roseville, its share of the 
$10,000 annual property tax loss at 
2~¢ times 40,000 SF. Total maxi ­
mum annual losses to the City might 
approach $40,000 and losses to the 
County would be equivalent in amount. 

It should be noted that the Fiscal 
Disparities Act, which redistributes 
certain revenues resulting from 
increased valuations of commercial 
properties, is not herein consider -

ed due to its involved application. 

Various taxes will be excluded from 
consideration in this analysis. These 
taxes and the reasons for their ex­
clusion are as follows: 

Hotel and Entertainment Surcharges: 

Information provided by James McComb 
from local surveys suggests that one­
quarter to one - third of total down­
town hotel receipts are related to 
the State Capitol . Whereas this mag ­
nitude is notable, the addition of 
staff to existing departments in 
the central business district/Capitol 
Complex vicinity, without signifi ­
cantly augmenting their responsibili ­
ties, would not in itself suggest 
changes in lodging requirements. 

No attempt was made to associate over­
night lodging with specific State 
departments. Based on questionnaire 
responses regarding the average du­
ration of visits to departments, 
there is no indication that the 
establishment of a suburban location 
for 1,273 employees in Option V, 
only 11% of the total projected execu­
tive agency staffing, would signifi ­
cantly impact lodging requirements 
either within St. Paul proper or in 
the suburban location which woulJ 
probably be within five miles of the 
downtown area. 

Additionally, no specific data was 
gathered regarding employee enter ­
tainment gr liquor expenditures as 
this spending category is much less 
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work-location oriented than are park­
ing, lunch and retail spending which 
primarily occur during the lunch hour 
and for short periods after work. In 
any case, these expenditures are in­
cluded in the Retail Spending Patterns 
totals within Section 1 of this Chap­
ter. Their tax impact however, would 
be minimal and is therefore excluded 
from this analysis. 

Sales and Income Taxes: These have 
been excluded from consideration 
because they are not point-of-sale 
oriented. In other words, no matter 
where sales or income taxes are gen­
erated, the revenue goes into the 
State Treasury and is distributed 
to localities based on applicable 
formulas. Thus, the city of St. 
Paul does not gain or lose revenue 
based on whether an incremental tax 
dollar is generated within its 
boundaries. 

It could be argued that total state-
. wide sales and income taxes would 

in:rease if more people worked in or 
near centralized business districts 
or near major shopping centers. Such 
increases and the resultant differ­
ential distribution of additional 
tax revenues would, however, be in­
finitesimal. 

4. Effects on Municipal Services 
Requirements 

The following table reflects the es­
timated additional number of employ­
ees and their proportion of the cur­
rent total downtovm employment popu-

lation levels of 65,100 workers for 
each option for both the central 
business district and the Capitol 
Complex. The total State Capitol 
Complex employment is defined as 
approximately 7,000 State govern­
ment employees. 

CED CAPITOL TOTAL 
MASTER COMPLEX 

PLAN Add'l Add'l Add'l 
OPTION Pers'l % Pers'l % Pers'l % 

I 

IV 

V 

1,738 2.7 - - 1,738 2.4 

1,858 2.9 1,274 18.2 3,132 4.4 

1,675 2.6 1,444 20.6 3,119 4.3 

As shown above, the potential addi­
tion of employees to the downtown 
and total downtown/Capitol Complex 
areas represents an extremely small 
percentage of the existing employ­
ment population, and an even smaller 
proportion of future downtown total 
employment levels. Thus, the in­
cremental addition of traffic con­
gestion and municipal services 
(police, fire, utilities) required 
should have minimal impact. Further­
more, approximately 450 of these 
additional employees are currently 
located in the downtown area and 
are merely being more centrally 
located from the Space Center or 
Agriculture Building. 

Options IV and V add relatively large 
numbers of employees to the Capitol 
Complex . The location of the po­
tential building site at the periphe­
ry near Interstate 94 and the fact 
that it would include parking should 
minimize potential congestion and any 
requirements for additional municipal 
services. 

Option I calls for a suburb an site 
housing 1,273 employees. Because a 
site within a four to six mile ra­
dius of the Capitol Comple x is sug­
gested, preferably to the northwest, 
any site chosen would be within a 
reasonably well developed area an<l 
should not require significant addi­
tions to municipal services. There 
could be some additional services 
required depending on the specific 
site chosen. The potential additi­
onal costs should not be excessive 
but would neverthele ss require addi­
tional special studies to fully eval­
uate. Should Option I be chos~n, 
the reduction of employees within 
the downtmm/ Capitol Complex area 
would not be so significant as to 
reduce the magnitude of municipal 
services provided by the City. 

5. Hotel Occupancy 

As indicated in Item #3 above, any 
alternative State action should not 
significantly affect hotel occup~rncy 
rates. It is possible, although un­
likely, that the selection of Option 
I, and the resultant relocation of 
departments to a suburban location, 
might result in a minor reduction 
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in the number of future rooms added 
to the dovvntown area and the addition 
of a few additional rooms to the 
suburbs. 

6 . Housing Demand 

With regard to permanent housing, 
a number of factors are notable: 

• The St. Paul geographical area is 
not so large nor are travel times 
so great within even a seven and 
one - half mile radius of the Capi ­
tol and central businsss district 
that employees would be expected 
to relocate their residences to 
any significant degree. It is nota ­
ble that 55% of current employees 
presently drive at least five miles 
to work. This would tend to indicate 
than an employee's decision as to 
where to live is not directly relat ­
ed to the location of his or her 
place of employment . 

• A partial sample of downtown sur ­
vey respondents indicated a one - way 
driving distance from home to work 
of 10.9 miles versus a partial sam­
ple of Capitol Complex respondents 
indicating 10.3 miles for the same 
question. This is relatively con­
sistent with the previously identi ­
fied center of employee housing 
at five to six ,miles · from the Capi ­
tol since this is a "straight line" 
distance and "driving" distances 
are not. 

It appears that Capitol Complex and 
central business district workers 

display effectively the same housing 
patterns since the distance between 
the two housing areas, approximately 
one half mile, is roughly equal to 
the difference in travel distances, 
10 . 9 versus 10 . 3 miles . Thus, a re ­
location from one area would not sug ­
gest a resulting change in housing 
locational patterns . 

• When the question was asked: "What 
are your residence plans over the 
next 3 to 5 years in terms of dis ­
tance/access to work?", it was found 
that less than 7% of all employees 
surveyed planned to move closer to 
work, while between 5% and 6% plan ­
ned to move further from the dovm ­
town core area. This relative bal ­
ance between those employees desir ­
ing to move closer to and fa r ther 
from their workplaces in the down ­
town/Capitol Complex area suggests 
that relocation of the workplace 
within the general vicinity of cur ­
rent State buildings would not re ­
sult in significant shifts of hous ­
ing patterns . If the State chooses 
to build on a suburban site , it 
is recommended that the location be 
to the northwest of the Capitol 
Complex. This is closer to most 
existing employee housing . 

• A significant amount of housing will 
be developed within the downtown 
area during the next few years . 
Based on the draw of the new retail 
and entertainment complex and the 
forecast of a future "24 hour down ­
town," it appears that housing pat ­
terns will develop largely indepen-

dent of the State's actions. The 
current down tmvn environment is 
characterized by a large daytime 
working population which vanishes 
to the suburbs after dark, partially 
due to l i mi ted downtown even i ng ac ­
t i v i t i es . After n ew housing is de ­
veloped and additional afterwork shop ­
ping and entertainment fac i l i ties 
a r e available , it is l i kely that 
many of the 65, 000 down tmv11 ernp loy -
ees will choose to r ent apartments 
or purchase condominiums in or near 
the CBD as it will then be viewe<l 
as a good place to live as well a s 
to work . 

• Many State jobs are typically "st.:n-t ­
er" jobs taken by young single 
people who would likely be apart ­
ment renters rather than homemmcrs. 
Development of Options IV and V 
would concentrate more employ e es 
near the dmvntown area than would 
Option I, appro x imately 2,500 new 
area jobs for Options IV and V ver ­
sus 1,400 under Option I , and woulJ 
therefore supply mo r e potential rent ­
ers fo r curr ently nonexistent down ­
town units . Should the State <lecide 
to develop Option I, a suburban 
site would likely draw a certain 
number of these potential renters 
away from the future downtown ren t ­
al market but , b e cause ·the sitP 
would be within roughly five miles 
of the Capitol, the effect should 
be minimal. 

Currently 28% of survey respond e nts 
live in rental housing. Assuming Lhac 
one in five renters would reloc a Le 
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to be close to work, roughly 5% of 
total employees would do so and 
thus Options IV and V could rer,ult 
in approximately 55, or 5% of rhe 
1,100 differential employees iden­
tified above, more rental units 
being occupied by State employees 
than would result from selection 
of Option I. 

Again, it is likely that the State's 
future actions will affect housing 
patterns less than will the planned 
downtown development. The estab­
lishment of a suburban site could 
minimally contribute to urban 
sprawl by motivating some employees 
to relocate slightly further from 
the Capitol than at present. Because 
the Capitol Complex and downtown area 
would not lose State employees as 
compared to today's levels, there 
would be no resulting identifiable 
housing loss. 

7. Transit Costs 

Sur\rey data indicates that at present 
10. 7% of downtown state employees and 
6.2% of Capitol Complex employees ride 
the bus to work. This differential is 
assumed to be due to the inconvenience 
associated with transferring buses 
to get to the Capitol Complex from the 
downtown area. A 6% bus ridership is 
therefore assumed for Space Center and 
Agriculture employees. Overall, 7.7% 
of these State employees utilize pub ­
lic transportation to and from work. 
Employees will experience differences 
in expenditures for transit to work 
as a result of a shift from mass tran-

sit to private automobile with a re­
location to a suburban site. 

Bus Revenues: 

Referring to Exhibit IX.l, Page 151 , 
and assuming minimal utilization of" 
public transit with a suburban site, 
the impact on public transit rider­
ship volumes for Options I, IV and V 
are as follows: 

Option I 

e Additions due to a relocation of 
office location from the Space 
Center and Agriculture facilities 
to downtown ......... (369 x 4% = 15) 

~ Reduction due to relocation from 
the CBD to the suburban location 
..................... (32 X 10% = 3) 

• New downtown workers who will use . 
public transit ~ .. (1369 x 10% = 137) 

The net increase for Option I will be 
149 bus riders. 

Option IV 

• Reductions due to relocation 
from . the CRD ......... (98 x 4% = 4) 

• New "Bigh Access/Centennial East" -
workers .......... (2554 x 6% = 153) 

The net increase for Option IV will 
be 149 bus riders. 

Option V 

• Additions due to relocation from 
the Space Center and Agriculture 
facilities to downtown 
.................... (369 X 4% = 15) 

• Reduction due to relocation from 
the CBD to Centennial East 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ( 6 3 X L~ % = 3 ) 

• New downtown workers who will use 
public transit. .. (1369 x 10% = 137) 

• New Centennial East workers who will 
use public transit. (1172 x 6% = 70) 

The net increase for Option V will be 
219 bus riders. 

At an average round trip fare of $1.10 
per day times 250 days/year, or a 
total of $275/year/bus rider, the 
above calculated volume changes would 
result in the following additional 
Metropolitan Transit Commission reve­
nues on an annual basis: 

OPTION AMOUNT 

I ................. $ 40,975 

IV ................. $ 40,975 

V ................. $ 60,225 

Automobile Expense 

Along with the increased Metropolitan 
Transit Commission ridership as c~d.cu-
1 ate d above , there \,' i 11 be ch an g c s i n 
the number of cars used JepcnJing un 
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the option chosen . At an average round 
trip of 20 miles and an incremental 
cost of 15¢ per mile, each driver 
would spend $3/day plus an allocation 
for parking at his trip termination. 
If a minimum parking allocation of 
$15/month in a suburban site is as ­
sumed, par king costs approximate 75¢ 
daily and the total daily commuting 
cost would be $3.75 versus $1.10 for 
bus riders . A suburban site located 
near the center of current employee 
housing five to six miles to the 
northwest of the Capit 1 Complex 
might reduce round trip length for 
affected employees by two - thirds to 
approximately seven miles. This re ­
sults in a daily commuting cost for 
suburban workers of $1.80 calculated 
at 7 miles at 15¢ per mile plus 75¢ 
for parking. 

Utilizing the parking assumptions de ­
veloped in Chapter X and assuming 
that Space Center and Agriculture re ­
quirements are similar to those of 
the Capitol Complex, the following 
changes in automobile expenses will 
result: 

Option I 

• Reduction-in drivers due to relo ­
cation from Space Center and Agri ­
culture facilities to downtown 
.... .. .. ... .. . .. . .... (369 X 5% = 18) 

• Reduction due to r elocation from 
suburban leased space to downtown 

- - - '\ f'IO/ - 94) 
. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ( _j .l L l\. · .J v lo -

• New downtown drivers who will dr ive 
pr ivate vehicles •• (1057 X 50% = 529) 

• Additions due to relocation from 
downtown to the suburbs 
... . . . ..... .. ..... . .. ( 3 2 X 2 0% = 6) 

• New suburban drivers who will drive 
private vehicles .. (1241 x 70% = 869) 

The net change for Option I will be 
1,292 additional drivers . 

Option IV 

• Increase due to relocation from 
downtown to the high access or 
Centennial East facilities 
. ... . ....... . . ........ (98 x 5% = 5) 

~ New employees ... (2218 x 55% = 1220) . 

• Decrease due to relocation from 
suburbs to the high access and 
Centennial East facilities 
.................. . (336 X 15% = 50) 

The net change for Option IV will be 
1,175 additional drivers. 

Option V 

• Impact of downtown renovation 
project (same as Option I) 
Addition of . .. ............... (417) 

• Reduction due to relocation from 
downtown to the Centennial East 
site . .......... . . .. ... (63 x 5% = 3) 

• Addition due to relocation .from 
suburbs to the Centennial East 
site . .. ............ . (24 x 15% = 4) 

• New employees .... (1148 x 55% = 631) 

The net change for Option V will be 
1,049 additional drivers . 

Based on annual automobile expense 
differentials of $938 ($3.75 x 250 
days) for most drivers and $638 
($2.55 x 250 days) for drivers coming 
from or going to suburban sites, the 
three options would yield the follow ­
ing differential annual automobile 
expenses for travel and parking. 

OPTION 

I 

IV 

V 

AMOUNT 

$ 977,596 

$1,117,150 

$1,076,562 

Significant additional cos ts for .:ldown-
town parking might be incurred by­
employees assigned there. These costs, 
as will be developed in Chapter X, 
could approach $SO/month and are not 
included in the above analysis. 

G. SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Exhibit IX.2, Bage 160, identifies the 
annual economic impacts on the Central 
business district, the City of St. Paul 
and Ramsey County for the three recom­
mended options detailed in Chapter X. 
Potential employee transit, parking and 
housing related changes are not included 
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EXHIBIT IX. 2 

ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON CBD, ST. PAUL AND RAMSEY COUNTY 
OF ALTERNATIVE STATE ACTIONS;'.-

DATA. _ 
FOUHD 
:)N_. 

MASTER PLAN OPTION 

ANNUAL ECONOMIC IMPACT, POSITIVE AND (NEGATIVE) 
OF DIFFERENT LOCATIONAL STRATEGIES 

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

EXHIBIT 

1) Changed Sales Revenue (Lunch, Parking, Retail) ............ X.2 
2) Reduced Annual CBD Landlord Income ..••.................... X.3 
3) Subtotal: Additional Gross Income to CBD Businessmen 

ST, PAUL U1PACTS 
4) Additional Annual Reduced Landlord Income ... , , , , , , , •,,,,, 
5) Subtotal: Reduced CBD/St. Paul Landlord Income (2+4) ..... 
6) Subtotal: Gain 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 ........................... . 

10) Subtotal: Net City Tax Charge (7+8+9) 

RAMSEY COUNTY IMPACTS 

X.3 
X.3 

X.4 

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 Tax Loss Due to Building Re~oval from Tax Rolls 
16) Property Tax Loss Due to Suburban Land Remov_al 
17) Property Tax Reductions 

ESTIMATE OF REDUCTION OF COUNTY WIDE BUSINESS PROFIT 4 

CITY/COUNTY TAX GAIN (LOSS) 

OPTION I 
RENOVATE/ 

SUBURB 

$1,339,000 
( 106,800)3 

1,232,200 

( 
( 

( 
( 

( 

330,800) 
437,600) 
901,400 

28,000) 
21,000) 
26 400 
22,600) 

( 46,200) 
( 483,800) 

351,300 
1,206,500 

( 25, 600) 2 ( 17,000) 
( 24,000) 
$ 126,700 

( $ 89, 200) 

lp1us an additional $328,608 if the high access site were downtown. 
2Includes both the county and locality's shares (assumes~ of 2% tax on $1.45M). 
3Reduces in subsequent years as a result of decreased vacancy rates 
4Line #14 times 15% profit less 30% for income and business taxes) 
*Losses are shown in parentheses 

OPTION IV 
HIGH ACCES S/ 

CENTENNIAL 

( 

( 
( 

( 

( 
( 

$ 

( 
$ 
$ 

728,3001 
106,800)3 
621,500 

330,800) 
437,600) 
290, 700 

-
21,000 ) 
49.900 
28,900 

46,200). 
483,800) 

-
244,500 

-

24,000) 
25,700 

4,900 

OPTION V 
RENOVATE/ 

CENTENNTAL 

$1,682,1 00 
( 106, 800)3 

1,575, 300 

( 
( 

( 

( 
$ 

($ 

330,800) 
437,600) 

1,244,500 
28,000) 
21,000) 
49.9()0 

900 

46,200) 
483,800) 

-
1,198,300 

25,600) 

24,000) 
125,800 

48,700) 
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because of their extremelv indetermini ­
nate nature . The Exhibit~ shows an an­
nual estimated reduction in landlord in -
come within the 6entral business district 
of $106,800 under all three options. 
Sales revenues will show increases in .all 
cases, ranging from $728,300 under Option 
IV, the "High Acess/Centennial East" 
alternative, to $1,682,100 under Option 
V, the "downtmm renovation/Centennial 
East" alternative. 

The Exhibit indicates that the estimated 
effect on countywide business profits, 
not revenues, from food service, 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 
site and downtown renovation. The loss 
is, houever, insignificant in relation ­
ship to total tax revenues and State dif ­
ferent=_al costs. Options IV and V would 
yield net annual tax gains to St. Paul of 
$28,900 and $900 respectively. On a com­
bined City/County basis, Option IV shows 
a $4,900 annual gain in taxes, Option V 
shows a $48,700 loss and Option I shows 
an $89,200 loss. The substantial loss 
associated with Option I is due to the 
removal of both a downtown building and 
suburban land from property tax rolls. 

In conclusion, it appears that the po ­
tential economic impacts of State actions 
are less than generally believed when 
placed in a total city/county/downtown 

economic perspective. The three options 
recommended herein will increase private 
business revenues in all cases and re ­
sult in an appreciable City and County 
tax loss in only one case . 

I-1. IMPACT OF POTENTIAL ACTIONS ON OTHER 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS 

Based on information presented in this 
chapter, it is possible to generalize as 
to the economic impacts of alternative 
State action on a number of other geo ­
graphic areas . 

The addition of approximately one half 
million SF within Minneapolis would re ­
sult in annual Utility Franchise Fees 
of roughly $19,000 - 3% x $1 . 25 per foot . 
If these employees were located within 
the Central Business District, their 
monthly expenditures would most likely 
be higher than those of State employees 
currently located 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 expenditure . · 

If space were leased at roughly $12/SF, 
if available, annual landlord income 
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 
both the City of Minneapolis and Hennepin 
County would be approximately 50¢/SF for 
each jurisdiction for a total tax loss of 
$250,000. If the State were to build in 
downtown Minneapolis, the City and county 
would lose taxes currently collected on 
vacant or underutilized land. This loss 
might amount to $10,000 to $20,000 annu-

ally for each jurisdiction . Although 
difficult to quantify, r esidence pal ­
terns would shift from the St . Paul area 
to Minneapolis and Hennepin County with 
associated increases in property taxes 
and other e xpenditures . 

If the State were to locate in suburban 
Hennepin County, Minneapol i s would 
not gain Utility Franchise Fees or pro ­
perty tax es . The city would also not 
suffer tax losses due to removal of 
properties from the tax rolls . Total 
property taxes paid indirectly by the 
State through lease space would be low ­
er in suburban areas primarily due lo 
lower land values, $2 - $5/SF in subur ­
ban areas versus $30 - $50/ SF in do\m ­
t o vm Minne a po 1 is . Rent a 1 gains to po -
tential landlords would also be lower 
in suburban areas than in either down ­
town St. Paul or Minneapolis by an es ­
timated 30 - 40%. A suburban }Iinnea po -
lis location, if close to the dmmtown 
area, would generate appro x imately 
$690,000 annual lunchtime spending in 
the downto-wn area and at suburban shop ­
ping centers . This is calculated at 
3,000 people at $23/month. 

I . REFERENCE TO APPENDI X 

The appendix of this report, under se ­
parate cover~ contains further discus­
sion of economic issues as they relate 
to general facility pldnning and the 
Minnesota environment . This discussion 
also includes various methodologies for 
capital project financing which may be 
of benefit to the reader . 
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CHAPTER X 

MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

During the third planning session, the 
State selected master plan Options 
One, Four, and Five for further 
detailing to provide the Legislature 
with three acceptable courses of 
action to take to support a 1% annual 
growth rate t hr ough the year 1990 . 

. The Consultant then developed more 
detailed area assignments ref lecting 
the l ocation of each department at an 
assumed staff level as presented in 
Exhibit V.5. Two facilities are added 1.0 

buildings available in the inventory. 
The total amount of spac e re quired by 
each of these three options is 
identical and in accordance with 
departmental space requirements found 
in Exhibit V. 5, page l+8 . 

Chapter X will explain each of the 
three master plan options and will 
indicate the development sequence, 
new construction require d, and general 
rearrangement scheme necessary to 
support an annual lo/o growth rate 
through 1990 . It then indicates , in a 
more generalized manner, how each 
option could evolve to support 
continuing growth and provide space 
requirements in accordance with the 
2%% annual growth plan and beyond. 

Each 9f the three mas ter plan options 
is discussed as three sequential 
phases of development. Phase I 
supports a 1% growth rate through 
1990, Phase II supports a 2~% growth 
rate through 1990 , and Phase III 

accommodates either a 2\% gr owth 
rate through the year 2000 or a 4% 
gr owth rat e through the year 1992, 
\·Jhich have space requirements 
equal to a 2~% growth rat e through 
the year 2000. 

Exact space and personnel capacities 
of each of the three phases , regard­
less of the year those staff levels 
are atta ined, are shown below . They 
are the same for all three options . 
Exhibit X.13 on page 178 shows the 
capacity of each phase in terms of 
total personnel and relates when 
that capacity will be reached at 
different annual growth r ates . 

In all cases, Phase II is compatible 
with all act i ons that would be taken 
in Phase I. Phase II is implemented 
after Phase I and w:,uld allow a 
r.ontinuation of a 1% gr owth pattern 

State Employees 

Net Square Feet 

Net Area Factor 

well beyond the year 2000 . If.a 2%% 
growth rate were realized, Phase II 
would have to be completed by 1990. 
Phase III adds to exi sting 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 center that incorpor­
ates new decentralized activities 
that were not involved in Phase I 
and Phase I I. 

A. RECOMMENDED FACILITY MASTER PLAN 
OPTIONS 

Before discussing each of the three 
recommended facility master plan 
options and presenting each of the 
three phases of those options, it 
is necessary to establish certain 

PHASE I 

11,021 

2,090,000 

190 

PHASE II 

12,961 

2,470,000 

190 

PHASE III 

17,000 

3,220,000 

189 

, Incremental Space Acqui r ed by Construct i on 

I 
( r\T,7npn l 

525,000 

575,00·J 

575,000 

275,000 

850,000 

87 5 ,000 

7on~100 

1,550,000 Cu~~i~ti;e New Construction & Acquisition 
i (owne~ plus leased) 
!Cumulative Space Added to Inventory 1,675,000 
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"fixes" o r constants that are identi­
cal i n all t hree opt i ons . 

Actions Connnon t o All Options 

All three options begin by identifying 
a certain amount o f current lease 
space to be terminated. All op tions 
have a min i mum and constant amount of 
personnel and space relocating and 
r earrang ing wi th in inc luded facilit i es . 
Those act ivitie s that ar e cons t ant 
thr oughou t all three options a r e 
presented in Exhibit X. l for review . 

The t onstan t "lease terminations" 
will, in all c as es, be in addition to 
the a mo unt of lease space terminated 
as shown in i ndividual option details . 
Exhibit X. 2 (previousl y presen ted in 
Chapter VI and inc luded in t his 
c hapte r on t he following page) shows 
the tota l priori ty conso lidations of 
exi sITng leases into owned space . 
This 337 ,487 NSF will be movi ng in all 
situations and includes t h e total 
space and number of people relocat ing 
that is common to all options . 

It should b e noted that these opt i on 
descrip tions included in Chapter X 
deal with the majo r buildings and 
majo r moves . Therefo r e , some minor 
discrepanc ies th~t may appear in 
numerica l totals ar e ,_:~'" nla i ned by 
the fact that some small u~-~cies or 
boards are n o t designated on tiii..: 
sepa r ate option c hart s even t ho u gh 
they will be r elocating . 

The amount of "constant" lease term­
ination space in al l cases is 74, 090 

NSF . A point should be made relative 
t o the Economic Security leases in 
American Center and Space Center . 
An assumption is made that the total 
current space of 41,877 NSF will be 
terminated and that Economic Security 
will move into new leased space in 

the CBD area. Therefore, while the 
Department may be moving from leased 
space t o leased space (yielding no 
net change), it i s still t~rminating 
lease space in American Center and 
Space Center and i s therefore included 
in Exhibit X. 2 . 

EXHIBIT X. 1 

ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL THREE OPTIONS 

BUILDING LOCATION AND DEPARTMENT 

• CAPITOL SQUARE 
Education 
Education-related 
MOIS 
Retirement Systems 

o DNR LICENSE CENTER 
P.O . S . T . 
Ethical Practices 

o MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
Health Boards 
Indian Affairs Intrtribal Bd . 

• VETERANS BUILDING 
Tax Court 
Municipal Bd . 

• MISCELLANEOUS 
Economic Secur i ty 

TOTALS ~O INCLUDE IN ALL OPTIONS 

LEASE 
TERMINATIONS 

3,864 
14,839 

2,180 
5,7 00 

1,662 

1,049 

1,819 
1,100 

41,877 

74,090 

SPACE 
MOVING 

3,864 
14,839 

2,180 
5,700 

1,662 
1,434 

5,350 
1,049 

1,819 
1,100 

41,877 

80,874 

PEOPLE 
MOVING 

23 
80 
13 
38 

6 
7 

44 
7 

6 
4 

175 

403 
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EXHIBIT X. 2 

PRIORITY LEASE SPACE CONSOLIATIONS 
---=RE=""""A=-so=N~F~O,..,..R--,,.C~O=N=-so=L,...,I"""'D ..... A.....,.T..,,,I ..... O.,..N- CA.,..,N,...,D_,I_,D....,A ..... T .... E-------- --

AGENCY/DEPART~IBNT - LOCATION 
SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 
LEASED 

GROWTH 
GREATER 
THAN 20% 

LESS THAN 
5,000 
SQ.FT. 

CONSOL­
IDATIONS 
REQUIRED 

J\DJA'CY 
PREFER. 

DOWN ICAP . It OF 
TOWN COMPL PERS-

LOC 'TN i Loe, n ONNEL 

1t-----=l~·-=A=g=r=i=cu=-=-l=tu=r~e=-----=-A~g=r~i=c=u=l~t=ur~e=--.,B=l=d~g~·'----------+--:!.6~4~.=0=0=0--11-------+------1------~--• I ·20.8-
2. Metro Sta_te University - Metro Sq. 13.L§~~- - ------~,-----+---• ------t·---- ___________ 4L 
3. Pollution Control - Buetow 41L2_Sl , - 'U.2._ 
4. State Audi tor - 390 N. Robert 186 ·- I -- -·- I 1 
r; P O S T 7 -- 6 6 2 ·--+----------. --.---- -----· ···- ·-···-· . ---·-----· --- .. b--
6. Water Resources BD. - 555 Wabasha 1 312 I J_ 
7. DOA - Energy Conservat;on - MEA 1,458 I I I I 9 
8. DOA - State Register - Harrnn Bldg. __ 1 2.0.0_ I I 1 
9. DOA - Bldg IISAC - Hanover __________ ______ _ 18l ____ _____ _______ ··----· - · -------•----------+- ____ ,_ ___ I___ _ 24_ 

10. DOA - Bldg Coe - MPrrn Sn11~rp 6 046 I 14 

lb Education - Hanover 3 O:l4 I J. __ 
17: Education - Ros smor ----+·-___,·'.J_s/40- ,_. I 2 
18. Higher Ed. Facility __ Authority - _Metro __ Sq_. - ----·· ____ . 1, ZO __ o~_:::-~----=•~---.::::::::::::=::::::::::=;:-_-_-_-_-_-_-~_r __ -_~--~~= =- _-·-:_·--..7-
19. Indian Affairs _Intertrib_al_Bd_ - Gri_gg_s __ -_ Midway __ JL04~ 19 
20. Livestock Sanitary Bd. - Metro Sauare 4 430 I I 27 -

I 
I 
I 

• • 21. Investment Bd. - MEA 4,894 I I 11 
'2-r.--Law Examrs /Lwyrs. Pro. Respn. Bd. - 200 s :-Robert . -- -- T 38r·· .. ··-- --- - ·2 ·--
LJ. PersonneTBd. - Space--Center . _ ___ '.~21-· -=--=-~- - 4- ·-
24. Municipal Bd. - Metro Squar~~-=--=-r:--=------ ·--- !I 109 .. ·----=--=~~=-==-=-+-=====-----F'"""'"-'-,• • •>-~---·,----~ - -------" - - _"'.Js.Ls·--
L5. Minnesota St. Retirement -5L~-sL~ JaCKSOn 5 700 , 

• • I 

-·· - . ·-

26. Natural Resources - Space Center 35_1 661 ____ ___ I ----· I _ L . 
27 . Public Safety - American Center ----···------- - __ ... 652 ---· .. ___ I 

1
1

0
5 

28 . Pub lie Safety - Hanover _ 3,514 
l9. Ombudsman tor Corrections - Nalpak ----z..-'-,0-8~8~-4---~,---'------4----,--------+------+----+----+--~18-
jU. Public Employees7te1at. - Ba : ·· :. · soar-P· -r.Pn-t-Pr· ·- ····· -- lYH -r ~ 

I 
I 

• • • 

l.36. T;;ix Coµr_t _-:_Sp_a....c__e __ _c.Pn t-Pr 1 _.fil g I _6 
137. Public Welfare - 690 N. Robert 21 R?l I __ ,__ if,§__ 
1--c-3-::-8-'-._A~tt=-o"-'r"'--'n"'-'e"--'v'-::---'G"--=e=n=--=e=r-=a=l_---=-Sp,c__a=-c=-e=-cC=-..ce:c.:n-=-=t=--=e,-=r'--________ --+-_.....:.4..._ . ...:...7-=-0.:._7_1--____ --l--__ l=---_.1------ -·- _ _ ___ I - ·-·----+---~-2-'6_. 
39. Personnel - Space Center 24,415 I 112 

TOTAL AMOUNT OF LEASE SPACE TO BE TERMINATED 337,487 65200 43,958 237496 69547 29933 108583 169) 
% OF TOTAL 19.3 13.0 /U.4 ZU.o 
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OPTION ONE 

EXHIBIT X. 3 

1% Growth 

eMATERIALS ~1.A.NP,GEt!ENT 9,302 NSF 

tktlURm•iSRifos ' ft :htl@f 
fi:~ritKiHAt r.i\:Iiii• ; t i 'i:;Soo '•••:•· ,,',' '' :=;: 

Ii~~:~i~j:~µ;i.;;:i••••••• •••••••••••:••••;::; •:::•1::••~:1::•:i .• :f ::;: 
e l246 UNIVERSITY 62,338 NSF 

' iifihifd sxHH&> = 6} f jjs ? ,·: < • % ; ; 

~ ~~~~t.~fb✓~~;~# : :: i:: :: :: :;:: i:~;t\~~~•0~~ 

EXIS7I:-:G !JUILOii'IGS 

40 0 II 

, : 

• TRANSPO'l.TATION BUILDI NG 234 214 NSF 

~BLI C S,1 FF. TY 74 742 

AGRT cm Tl ''l E 6 5 280 

WATE'l. RES . BD. 950 

ATTY GE'!I 122 

LIVESTO CK SAN, BO 280 

PUB. El-!'? . REL . BD . 396 

STOTE PI <l ' l' IING -3./i-.-5,~-- ---
SEC Of SBTF. 8 406 

LAW EX . /UiYRS PRO 2,951 

INVESD!E>IT BO, 

COUN, ON H~ll)CPO 

HEARING E:OIRS, 

DOA (Publctns ) 

TOTAL 

SURPLUS/OVEP.FL0\.1 

7 , 178 

145 

4 87 5 

4 840 

215,705 NSF 

18, 509 

eSPACE OCCUPirn IN LEASE:0 BUILUINGS 

AMERICAN CENTER 5 5 7 5 9 

BREHER ARCADE 11, , 590 

HANOVER 13,649 

IIENl~EPltl S()U,\!(=io'-___ __ ___.:::2.LC:..2 O:;c:D:c_ 

390 N. RO!lERT 911,199 

NALP,_o.c\K.,__' _____ ____ _,,,,5,,,_3.,,_.6\l.f26 

METRO SQU,\RE 73 94 ➔ 

SPJ\CE CC NTER 48 137 

2829 lr.'llVERSITY 6 534 

101s cu1rn rn 8, 7Go 

SUilTOT,\L 371 393 

NEW LL\SES (@ li;) 1 2. 707 

FAit·! CRrnIT 8,\::,: 4 3 1,4 l' 

TOT,_\!_, __________ 1.:.:,2:...:7, Sl,(J 

Nl':H !JUILDI::r.s 

• DO\mTOWN RENOVATION 

DNR 98 022 

PU!l. WELFARE 110 360 

PERSONNEL_,, ___ ? ~301 

PERSONNEL BO. 222 

ATTY . GEtlL. 913 

O~ll',UD , - CORR . 090 

POl 1 l/TION cmlT 51 
T..,.Q,,.,,T.,,A""'J _____ __ .29/i..,.ll~ 

SJ)RPl \JS/ OVERFLO~~ 88 2 

eSU!JURBAN SITE 221 4Q5 Nsi:-

OOI 214 020 
ATTY, GE >IL. 7 385 

TOTAL 221 4QS NSF 
SJl!lPJ 11 S L0 1lF3£1 OH 

TOTAL SPACE PROVIDED 132 228 

TOTAL SPACE OCCUPIED 2 083 838 

N~E~· Tc.....=cS-=.Ucc.R'-'PL::.:U::.:S:__ _ ___ _ 4 8 .~ 
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The total amount of space moving is 
the actual NSF area being transferred 
fro m one site to another. For example, 
if a department is moving 80,000 
NSF fr om the Transportation Building 
and 20,000 NSF from terminated 
downtown leases into the Centennial 
building, the total amount of space 
moving is shown as 100,000 NSF . 

The same holds true for the total 
number of people moving, providing a 
½asis for determining total relocation 
costs to the State. 

In all three options, certain depart­
ments are held constant or "frozen" 
in specific bui ldings . These condi ­
tions are designated by department 
names which are shaded in a gray 
tone in Exhibits X.3, X.5, and X. 7. 
A total of 16 buildings out of 19 
state owned facilities have identical 
space profiles in all three 0piions . 
Additionally, all Options use the same 
ten buildings and assign the same 
departments to them. The remaining 
depa rtments vary in their location 
for each of the options . 

The o ptions show the need for signifi­
cant additional space due to the 
termination of leases. The Consultant 
has established three options to 
assign space for all departments to 
acc ommodate both 1% and 2¼% annual 
g~ owth rates. Following is a descrip ­
tion of these three options first for 
Phase·r, and then for Phases II and 
III . The options retain the same 
numerical designations one, four and 
five as in Chapter VIII. 

QE_tion One - Phase I 

The main components of Option One 
are the purchase and renovation of a 
downtown St. Paul facility of 300,000 
NSF and the construction of 221,405 
NSF at an unspecified semi- suburban 
location. The first step of imple­
mentation would be to purchase and 
renov ate the downtown structure and 
relocate departments when the 
structure is ready for occupancy . 
The majo r tenants would be DNR, 
Public Welfare, PCA, Personnel, plus 
related Attorney General staff and 
small boards and corrnnissions . De ­
tailed occupancy profiles showing 
the assignment of all space users 
to all existing and new facilities 
are presented in Exhibit X.3. 

The next action would be to backfill 
the Centennial Building space 
vacated by the move of DNR . This 
space would be filled by divisions 
of the Department of Administration 
currently located in leased space or 
the State Administration Building ., 
the Capitol Area Architecture and 
Planning Board (CAAPB) and the 
expansion and consolidation of 
Revenue. 

The second step is to build a facility 
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 Transporta ­
tion Bui lding can be remodeled for 
Agriculture , State Planning , and a 
number of smaller boards and depart ­
ments. Details of the steps and tasks 

~equired are shown in Exhibit X. 4 . 
For Option One a building would be 
purchased and renovated at 300,000 NSF, 
another building would be constructed 
at 221,405 NSF, 337,487 NSF of leases 
would be terminated, 694,592 NSF of 
space would be relocated, and a total 
of 3901 people would be moved . A 
total of 2,132,228 NSF of space is 
provided 2,083,838 NSF is occupied 
and all the vacant or unassigned 
space totals 48,390 NSF. 

Sub options 

If Mechanic Arts High School were to 
be renovated and made available 
without substantial modification to 
the existing structure, an additional 
80,655 NSF would be available for 
occupancy. 

This alternative would have 
Agriculture, the Livestock Sanitary 
Board, and the Water Resources Board 
move to Mechanic Arts rather than 
move to the Transportation Building. 
The available space in the Transporta~ 
tion Building would then be occupied 
by PCA and Personnel which would 
otherwise relocate to the downtown 
renovation site. Some reshuffling' of 
small boards would then occur to 
balance available space. In any case, 
this alternative would not change 
the amount or size of lease termina­
tions, the total amount of space 
moving, or the total number of people 
moving. The downtown site would 
then either be underutilized by about 
80,000 NSF (thus not requiring renova­
tion) and could be subleased at very 
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low rates until needed by the State , 
or would allow the further termination 
of up to 80,000 NSF of leases i n the 
CBD. This would yield cost savi ngs 
if the space in the renovation pro j ect 
would other wise be vacant. 

If Mechanic Arts High School wer e 
extensively renovated and the 
available space increased to 100,000 
NSF and if the Agriculture Building 
lease were extended a numb er o f year s, 
the need for the suburban si t e 
project could be postponed four or 
five years. Extensive reassignment of 
space from that shown in Exhibi t X. 3 
would be necessary . 

As previously discussed in Chapter 
VIII, renovation costs were established 
as $25 . 57 per GSF and $45 . 52 per NSF . 
This was assuming a 56% building 
efficiency. This ratio could 
increase if a total renovation were 
performed on the building . While the 
Ienovation costs would be substantially 
higher (approximately $40.00 per GSF 
and $57.00 per NSF) the net to gross 
ratio would be substantially higher 
than 56%. On a lesser scale, a 
minimum remodeling for occupancy 
with no electrical or mechanical 
improvements could be accomplished for 
as low as $15.00 per GSF . 

EXHIBIT X. 4 

DETAILS OF 1% GROWTH OPTIONS 

OPTION ONE 

SteE One - Bui and renovate Downtown Site 

Task A - Move in: 
1 - DNR 
2 - Public Welfare 
3 - Personnel 
4 - Pollution Control 
5 - Attorney General 
6 - Small Boards 

Task B - Backfill Centennial Building 
1 - DOA 
2 - ':AAPB 
3 -. Expand Revenue 

SteE Two - Construct Suburban Site 

Task A - Move in: 
1 - DOT 
2 - Attorney General 

Task B - Backfill DOT Building 
1 - Move in Agriculture 
2 - Move in State Planning 
3 - Move in Secretary of State 
4 - Move in Small Boar ds 
5 - Expand Public · Safety 

SUB - TOTAL 

ADD CONSTANTS 
(SPACE POPULATION) 
-

TOTAL 

- - --

NEyl 
CONSTRUCTION 

300,000 

221,405 

521,405 

0 

521,405 

LEASE 
TERMINATIONS 

35,661 
26,764 
24,415 
41,551 

2,309 

11, 158 

20,732 

12,888 

64,000 

19,753 
4,166 

263,397 

74,090 

337,487 
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SPACE PEOPLE t 
MOVING MOVING 

77,780 517 
76,019 650 
24,415 112 
41,551 312 

4,736 22 
2,309 12 

.\ I 

22,872 132 
964 2 

29,668 

171,922 1,165 
2,118 33 

64,000 208 
24,498 179 

6,947 31 
19,753 88 

4,166 35 

573,718 3,498 

80,874 403 

654,592 3,901 
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OPTION FOUR 
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. EXHIBIT X. 5 

1% Growth 

•~~A..1:::Etl,\:lCE/PO\./ER HOUSE 24 , 619 NSi 

:::' oo);'.\ >•Jj:,/L '••:::••?:/:•it.~)'.$i~{ ~/•.:::, .w· 

:'.TO'i:.(T/ . . .. .. . . . ... j\(: {iii ;i!,f 
6

::: :-~:;:.i.• f s cit-.tb$10\;~~z4o~i:\!;}\: ;=::::it:f::=:=:!::.?i::; 

•1246 mnVEP.STTY 62,338 '.lS 

\ .rtirih.Hs11.r-ttc' \:: {'.6if i3lh ::•'''' .. , ... 

:!:~;ovrr~no·~ .. ,,,, .. , ?::tt~{\~~~.!~;,!:i 

EXISTI~G BUILDUGS 
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eT!v\NSPORTATION BUILDING 234,214 NSF 

DOT 214 ,0 20 

DOc\ (Pub) 4,840 

rnTAL 218. 860 NSF 
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•SPACE OCCUPTf.D IN LEASED BUILDINGS 
AHE'l.lCAt, CEilTER 55,759 

BRE:-lER ARCAD E 14, 590 

HA~!OVER 13,649 

HP:NEPIN SQUARE 2,200 

390 N. ROBSRT 91,, 199 

Ni'.LPAK 53,626 
NETRO SQUARE 

S l',\CE CG!TER 48,137 
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TOTAL 1,27, 546 

NF.\J BUILDI::cs 

ell lC:lLuCCE.S.S S1TE 302 t, ~b NSF 

n-m 98 022 

e!).l.\..,_S.Jif.ETY 71, 742 
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TOTAL 

SURPLUS/ OVEP.FLO\~ 

TOTAL SPACE !'ROVIDEO 

TOTAL SPACE OCCUPIF.D 

NET SURPLUS 

209, 8f\4 ~!SF 

2,123,191 

083 838 

'.\9, 353 
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Option Four - Phase I 

The new construction in Option Four 
totals 512,368 NSF with 302,484 NSF 
at a high access site and the remain­
ing 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 presented 
in Exhibit X. 5, page 168. 

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 
arterial, fixed somewhere between the 
Capitol Complex and the CED. The 
prime attractions of this site would 
be its centrality and good access. 
The initial task would be to relocate 
DNR, Public Safety, PCA, Agriculture, 
and some Attorney General staff and 
small boards . The backfill of the 
Centennial Building would be by the 
same contingent of the Department of 
Administration and the CAAPB as in 
Option One. The next move would be 
to backfill the Transportation Build­
ing space made available by the 
departure of Public Safety. The 
expansion and consolidation of DOT 
would occupy the remaining space in 
the building . 

The second step would be to construct 
a new facility on the Centennial East 
site . Again, the ,main advantage of 
this site is the location and 
immediate adjacency with other State 
buildings in the Capitol Complex. 
Prime tenants in this site would be 

DETAILS OF 1% GROWTH OPTIONS 

OPTION FOUR 

Step One - Build High Access Site 

Task A Move in: 
,.1 - DNR 
2 - Public Safety 
3 - PC:A 
4 - Agricultur e 
5 Attorney General 
6 - Small Boards 

Ta~k B - Backfill Centennial Bu 
1 - DOA 
2 - CAAPB 

Task C - Backfill DOT Building 
1 - Expand/consolidate DOT 

Step Two - Build Centennial East 

Task A - Move in: 
1 - State Planning 
2 - Personnel 
3 - Public Welfare 
4 - Attorney General 
5 - Secr etar y of State 
6 - Small Boar ds 

EXHIBIT X. 6 

ilding 

Site 

Task B - Backfill Centenni al B 
1 - Expand Revenue 

ldg. 

SUB - TOTAL 

ADD CONSTANTS 
(SPACE POPULATI ON) 

TOTAL 

NEW LEASE 
CONSTRUCTION TERMINATIONS 

302,484 

35,661 
4,166 

41,551 
64,000 

5, 742 

11,158 

12,888 

209,884 

24,415 
26,764 

16 , 320 

20,732 

512,368 263 , 397 

0 74,090 

512,368 337,487 
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SPACE PEOPLE 
MOVING MOVING 

77, 780 51 7 
63,736 703 
41,551 312 
64,000 208 

6,846 32 
5,742 22 

22,872 132 
964 2 

12 , 888 83 

24,498 179 
24,415 112 
76,019 650 
10,909 51 

6,947 31 
16,320 78 

29,668 

485,155 3,112 

80,874 403 

566,029 3,515 
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State Planning , Public Welfare, 
Personnel, Secretary of State, the 
related Attorney General staff and 
small boards. Further backfill of 
the Centennial Building would 
accommodate consolidation and 
expansion of Revenue . The detailed 
phasing of Option _Four is shown on 
Exhibit X.6, page 169 for review. 

This option includes two buildings 
to be constructed of 512,368 total 
NSF, a total of 566 , 029 NSF of space 
moving, and 3515 total people relo­
cating to a new facility . 

A total of 2,131,964 NSF of space is 
provided, 2,083,838 NSF is occupied 
and the vacant o r unassigned space 
is 39, 353 NSF . 

Sub options 

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 _ 
Agriculture Building lease were 
continued and the school extensively 
renovated, the Centennial East 
project could be deferred as much as 
eight years as long as the High - Access 
Site project was initiated as soon as 
possible . 

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. 
Detailed space assignments are 
shown in Exhibit X. 7 , page 171 . 

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 
those large departments also identi­
fied in Option One into it and 
then backfill the Centennial. 
Building in the same manner as in Op­
tion One . Details of the phasing of 
Option Five are shown in Exhibit X.8, 
on page 172. 

The next step would be to build on 
the Centennial East site. Primary 
tenants in that building would be 
Public Safety, Agriculture, State 
Planning, Secretary of State and 
some Attorney General staff and 
small boards. The backfill of the 
Transportation Building, similar to 
that in Option Four, would accommo­
date the expansion and consolidation 
of the Department of Transportation. 

Totals for Option Five are as follows: 
new construction of two buildings 
at 518 , 249 NSF, lease terminations 
of 337 , 487 NSF, 566, 028 NSF of space 
moving, and 3,483 total State 
employees relocating. 

A total of 2,138,045 NSF is provided, 
2,083,838 NSF is occupied and the 
vacant or unassigned space is 
50,967 NSF. 

Suboptions 

The alternative to this option involves 
the utilization of the Mechanic Arts 
site in the same way as in _Option Four. 
Agriculture and related boards would 
not relocate in the Centennial East 
Building reducing new construction 
requirements at Centennial East to 
157,856 NSF or deferring the project 
three years. If the Agriculture 
Building lease is continued, the 
project could be deferred up to eight 
years with the use of the school. 

B. PHASE II AND III DEVELOP~IBNT 

In all options presented, five 
potential sites are employed: 

• a Centennial East site; 
• a high access site; 
• a suburban site; 
• a general office building w{thin 

the Capitol Complex; and, 
• a downtown building acquisition 

and renovation . 

Phase II expands upon Phase I while 
Phase III utilizes sites not previously 
included in the Option . Phase II adds 
about 300,000 NSF to the inventory and 
is roughly equal to the difference 
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OPTION FIVE 
1 % GROWTH 
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EXHIBIT X. 7 

Existing Buildings 
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AMERICAN CENTER 55 759 

BREMl::R ARCADE 14 , 590 

l!J\NOVER lJ, 64 9 

HENNEPIN SQUARE 2 , 200 

390 N. ROBERT 94,199 
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METRO SQUARE 73,944 

SPACE CENTER 48 137 

2829 UNIVERSITY · 6 534 

1015 CURRIE 8, 760 
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TOTAL 427,54h 

New Buildings 

• DOW]:l_'!:Q_WN RENOVATION 300 000 HSr 

DrlR 98 022 

PUIILIC WELFARE 110 360 

PERSOilNEL _ ··- · __ JJ_,_!!_0_3 ____ _ 
PERSO;,.!NEL BD. 2 22 

ATTY. GENL. 4 913 

POHUTION CONT . 53...J0~8 _____ _ 

OMBUD . - CORRS. 2 090 
'[_QILI 2 94_, 118 ___NS.E_ 

~PLUS/OVERFLOW 5 8~8~2~--

•CENTENNIAL EAST SITE 21~_ 

PUBLIC SAFF.TY 7...:..4.LC7c...4:..::2 _____ _ 

AGRICULTURE 65, 280 

ATTY. GENL . 13 506 

S_IAJE Pl A;lNTNG J 5 540 

HEARING EX:1NRS 4 875 

LIVESTOCK SAN DD 3 2 80 

SEC . OF STATE 8 406 

PUB. EMP. REL BD 396 

LAW EX/LWYRS PRO 2 951 

HANQICAPPEQ CO!JN 145 

INVESI''ENI BP 17 8 
WATER RESOURCES 950 

TOTAi 2l8 249 NSF 

SJ!RPJ JIS /QVERfJ aw 

10TAL SPACE PROVIDED 2,129,072 

TOTAL SPACE OCCUPIED 2,083,838 

NET SURPLUS 45,234 
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between 1% and 2%% growth requirements. 
Phase III would 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 f ollow: 

_Q_p_tion 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 approximately 80,000 NSF . Phase 
II adds 284,595 NSF in total. 

In Phase III. a Centennial East Buildin~ 
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 inventory by 
over 80%. A total space inventory of 
2,466,114 NSF is provided as shown in 
Exhibit X.9 . Phase 11 is an easy 
transition from Phase I. 

In Ootion One, significant changes 
to evolve to Phase II include: 

• TRANSPORTATION BUILDING - State 
Planning, Secretary of State and 
s orae small boards vacate and are 
replaced by all Retirement _ 
Sys terns personnel, Department "Xii 
and the expansion of agencies then 
in the building . 

DETAILS OF 1% GROWTH OPTIONS 

OPTION FIVE 

Step One - Buy and Renovate 
Task A - Move In: 

1 - DNR 
2 - Public Welfare 
3 - Personnel 
4 - Pollution Control 
5 - Attorney General 
6 - Small Boards 

Task B - Backfill Centenni 
1 - DOA 
2 - CAAPB 
3 Expand Revenue 

Step Two - Build Centennial 

TasK A - Move In: 
1 - Public Safety 
2 - Agriculture 
3 - Attorney General 
4 - State Planning 
5 - Small Boards 
6 - Secretary of Stat 

Task B - Backfill .DOT Buil 
1 - Expand/Consolidat 

EXHIBIT X. 8 

NEW 
CONSTRUCTION 

Downtown Site 300,000 

al Building 

East Site 218,249 

e 

ding 
e DOT 

SUB- TOTAL 518 ,·249 

ADD CONSTANTS 
(SPACE POPULATION) 0 

TOTAL 518,249 

LEASE SPACE PEOPLE 
TERMINATIONS MOVING MOVING 

35,661 77, 780 517 
26,764 76,019 650 
24,415 24,415 112 
41,551 41,551 312 

4,736 22 
2,309 2,309 12 

11, 158 22,872 132 
964 2 

20,732 29,668 

4,166 63,736 703 
64,000 64,000 208 

13 I 018 61 
24,498 179 

19,753 19,753 78 
6,947 31 

12,888 12,888 83 

263,397 485,154 3, lO'L 

74,090 80,874 403 

337,487 566,028 3, 5-0-5 

MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
------------------ FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/STAGEBERG PARTNERS ___________ _ _ 1_7_2_ 



• DmvNTOWN RENOVATION PROJECT -
Pollution Control moves out and the 
Indian Affairs Intertribal Board 
moves in and existing agencies 
located there expand. 

e SUBURBAN SITE - Pollution Control 
moves in, increasing the amount of 
space fr9m 221,405 to 298,132 NSF 
and the Department of Transporta­
tion expands . 

• GENERAL OFFICE BUILDING - A new 
/ building to be constructed on a 

site northwest of the State 
Capitol Building would contain 
State Planning, Secretary of State, 
smaller boards, and a sizable 
portion of Department "X" . The 
building would total 206,525 NSF . 

QEtion Four - Phase II and III 

In Option Four, Phase II expands 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 
inventory to 2,460,708 NSF . In 
Phase III, Centennial East grows by 
125,000 NSF, a General Office Building 
is developed at 250,000 NSF, and a 
suburban service center would be 
programmed 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 . 

In Option Four the following changes 
would occur : 

• HIGH ACCESS SITE - The building 
would grow from 302,484 to 334,719 
NSF, an increase of 32,235 NSF . 
Both· the Livestock Sanitary Board 
and the Water Resour ces Board 
would move out, and the space 
vacated would be occupied by the 
expansion of the agencies then in 
the facility . 

• CENTENNIAL EAST SITE - This site 
would increase from 209,884 to 
464,532 NSF J an increase of 254 , 648 
NSF . All Retirement Systems 
Personnel, Livestock Sanitary 
Board, Water Resources Board, 
Indian Affairs Intertribal Board, 
Ethical Practices Board, and a 
significant portion of Department 
"X'' would occupy the added . space. 

Option Five - Phase II and III 

Phase II i n Opt i on Fi ve 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 III, a suburban s i te 
service center is added at 300,000 NSF , 
a general office buildi ng 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 i s added to the inventory. 

Option Five requir es the f ollowing 
changes to evolve from Phase I to 
Phase II: 

• DOWNTOWN RENOVATION - Pollution 
Control and Ombudsman for 
Cor rections leave the facility to 
allow for the expansion of 
remaining agencies and the inclu­
sion of some por tion of Department 
"X" . 

• CENTENNIAL EAST SITE - The Handi ­
capped Council vacates and Pollution 
Control, Ombudsman for Corrections 
and a large portion of Department 
"X" moves in . These additions , 
along with the growth of the r emain­
ing agencies, account fo r the 
281,002 NSF of growth f r om 218,249 
to 499,251 NSF at Centennial East . 
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Cotylparison of All Phases for All 
Three Options 

A comparison of construction or reno­
vation levels of activity for all 
three development phases for the three 
options is presented in Exhibit X.9 
for review. As can be seen in 
Exhibit X.9 the three options are 
very consistent and provide nearly 
identical incremental and total 
amounts of net area in each of the 
three phases of development. By the 
time Phase III is completed, just over 
1.5 million NSF will have been added 
to the total space inventory whicS-­
will then equal nearly 3.25 million 
NSF. All three Options are comparable 
and accommodate the same growth level. 
Exhibits X.10 through X.12 on the nex.t 
pages illustrate the main components of 
the Phases I and II of all three options. 

C. GROWTH BEYOND PHASE II AND III 

Once the personnel and space inventory 
grows beyond the 2%% rate which 
supports a maximum of 13,000 State 
employees and provides 2,470,000 NSF, 
Phase II is completed and Phase III 
initiates. 

It is clear that the Capitoi Complex 
will become increasingly congested 
and that, even with at least one new 
site to accomrnoda te growth at b·oth 
1% and 2½% levels, long range trends 
must lead to an eventual decentrali­
zation of those agencies that have less 
than critical needs to be in or near 
the Capitol Complex. 

Exhibit X.13 on page 178 presents 
staffing projections through the year 
2000 at five different growth rates. 
This Pxhihit focnsP.s on lonQ: term 
gtowth and the need for fle*ibility. 
Phase III will support upwards of 
17,000 employees and provides a total 
of nearly 3,200,000 NSF of space. 

Beyond Phase III, growth will continue 
and be satisfied by the further 
development of the suburban site that 
was used in earlier phases and by the 
construction of a suburban service 
center to allow the relocation of 
departments and special purpose 
facilities (i.e., records center, 
warehouse, maintenance) from existing 
buildings in the Capitol 

Complex that can then be used to 
support further growth of departments 
that have a critical need to remain 
adiacent 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 occupants 
could be presently identified. The 
other sites for Phase III and Phase IV 
would be progrannned as general office 
space for unspecified tenants at this 
time. 

EXHIBIT X. 9 

TOTAL NSF SPACE PROVIDED 

TOTAL NET SQUARE FEET PROVIDED 
PHASED DEVELOP:t1ENT OPTION ONE OPTION FOUR OPTION FIVE 

Phase I Total 521,405 512,368 518,249 

Phase II Additional 284,595 307,632 281,751 
Phase II Total 806,000 820,000 800,000 

Phase III Additional 750,000 760,000 750,000 
Phase III Total 1,556,000 1,580,000 1,550,000 

Phase I Space Provided 2,132,228 2,123,191 2,129,072 
Phase I Space Occupied 48,390 39,353 2,083,838 

Surplus NSF 
2.27% 1.85% 2.12% Surplus% 

Phase II Space Provided 2,466,114 2,460,708 2,460,708 
Phase II Space Occupied 2,470,000 2,470,000 2,470,000 
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EXHIBIT X. 10 

OPTION ONE 

PHASE ONE 
'SUBURBAN ·srTE 

221,405 NSF 

Transportation 
Atty . Gen . 

DOWNTOWN RENOVATIO!, 

300,000 NSF 

Natural Resources 
Public Welfare 
Personnel 
Pollution Control 

PHASE TWO 
SUB URBAN SITE 
78,070 Additional NSF 
-Add PCA 

CENTENNIAL EAST S.ITE 
206,525 NSF 
-Add State Planning 
-Add Department 1X1 

-Add Secretary of State 

175 

214,020 
7,385 

98,022 
110,360 

25,403 
53,108 

55,238 

39,564 
128,734 

8,650 
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EXHIBIT X. 11 

OPTION FOUR 

PHASE ONE 
CENTENNIAL EAST SIT: 

209,884 NSF 
State Planning 
Personnel 
Public Welfare 
Sec. of State 
Atty . General 

HIGH ACCESS SITE 

302,484 NSF 
Natural Resources 
Public Safety 
Pollution Control 
Agriculture 

PHASE TWO 
hIGH ACCESS SITE 

32,235 Additional NSF 

CENTENNIAL EAST SITE 

254,648 Additional NSF 

Add Retirement Systems 

3!}, 940 
25,403 

110,360 
8,406 

11,318 

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

29,756 
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EXHIBIT X. 12 

_L_ - ., ~- ll ~G !O k 
(<., - -. -~--: . . • 'i 
, STAT E O ~ 
O"""'0'n'"I ,. ,,, .._ ,- y ~ 

FAJRGROUNDS 

OPTION FIVE 

PHASE ONE 
CENTENNIAL EAST SITE 

218 ,2 49 NSF 

Public Safety 
Agriculture 
State Planning 
Atty . General 

DOWi.nOWN RENOVATION 

300,000 NSF 

:Ja tural Resources 
Public Welfare 
Personnel 
Pollution Contr ol 
Atty . General 

PHASE TWO 

~tNTENNIAL EAST SITE 

281,002 Additional NSF 

Add 
Add 
Add 

177 

Pollution Control 
Retirement Systems 
Atty . General 

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

98,022 
110,360 

25,403 
53,108 

4,913 

53,108 
29,756 
14,841 
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1992 

.1993 

1994 

,1995 

11,242 

11,355 

11,468 

EXHIBIT X. 
13 

EAR 2000 
CURRENT TO y ~ MP LOYEE GROWTH -STATE E 

d Growth Rate Annual Compoun 

14 059 '. 
' I 

14,622 ! 

15,207 ~ 
15,815 i 
16,4481 

Ph••• ffl 
CAPACITY 

ond "'-•• 
Bey 

EMPLOYEE/SPACE PROJECTIONS 

AREA SPACE FACTOR STATE QS PHASE EMPLOYEES RE . 

I 

II 

III 

11,021 

12,961 

17,000 

2,090,000 

2,470,000 

3,220,000 

190 

190 

189 



A suburban service center would be 
phased in its growth . The i nit i al 
tenant at the suburban site , no 
matter '\,,,hen developed, would be the 
Transportation labor ator i es with 
60,000 NSF and the Tr ansportat i on 
Maintenance facility, i ncluding 
yard storage, requiring 80,000 NSF . 
The next step would be to r elocate 
about 175,000 NSF of DOT general 
office space. Next, the remainder of 
DOT and PCA including about 6,000 NSF 
of laboratory space and totaling 
55 , 000 NSF, would move in . Finally, 
a warehouse facility housing all 
records storage, archives, motor pool, 
and central stores of about 100,000 
NSF would complete the site through 
Phase IV. 

Exhibit X. 14 on page 180 shows the 
possible configuration of such a 
site . Parking, estimated at 70% 
because of the suburban location, 
would bo r der two sides of the facility 
with the Tr anspo r tation ma i n tenance 
facility and loading docks in the rear 
and visitor access at the f r ont . 

Phase IV in all options shows a 
total of approximately 470,000 NSF 
housing approximately 1800 employees . 
Assuming an 87% efficiency for DOT, 
Transportation and PCA office space, 
a 70% eff i ciency for lab space and a 
95% efficiency for all warehouse and 
maintenance facilities, the total 
building efficiency would be approxi ­
mately 87% . The gross area to be 
built would be 541,000 GSF and would 
average two levels . Parking would 
then be added fo r the employees and 

visitor s . A total of .1350 spaces, 
at 325 square feet per space would 
require approx imately 439,000 square 
feet of land . Finally, landscaping, 
setbacks, exterior circulation, 
and other related facto r s would add 
an additional 450,000 squar e feet -
requiring the total site to be 
approximately 1,250,000 square feet 
or almost 30 acres . 

This 30 ac r es could be r educed i f 
cer tain options were utilized . Fo r 
instance, if parking wer e developed 
in a three level ramp bordering the 
building, the size of the site could 
be reduced to 25 ac r es . In addit i on, 
if landscaping, setbacks and exter nal 
cir culation wer e reduced to a minimal 
level, the site could be reduced to 
20 to 22 acres . A variety of options 
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EXHIBIT X. 14 

PROTOTYPICAL 
SUBURBAN 
SERVICE CENTER 
TOTAL SITE COVERAGE (EST . ) : 35 ACRES 

DOT LABS : 
DOT MAINTENANCE: 
DOT OFFICE : 
P(' _··. LABS : 
PCA OFFICE: 
c~N'fRAL STORES, ETC. : 
TOTA.L ASSIGNABLE NSF: 

60,000 NSF 
80,000 NSF 

175,000 NSF 
6,000 NSF 

49,000 NSF 
100,000 NSF 
470,000 NSF 

553,000 GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE: 
~ERSONNEL (EST . ): 
~ARKING (1800@ 70%): 

1800 EMPLOYEES 
1260 SPACES 

STEP ONE 

STEP TWO 

STEP THREE 

STEP FOUR 
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for building configurations and 
building heights are available to 
further reduce the site area. 

Summary and Reconnnendation 

In summary, three options have been 
presented to accommodate growth to 
support a 1% · growth rate and beyond. 
While the space assignments and build­
ing procurement and construction 
actions may differ in each instance, 
all three options provide the same 
amount of additional space when 
e xpanding from Phase II to Phase III 
(750,000 NSF) and ultimately include a 
fully developed service center in 
Phase IV . 

All three options for Phase I develop ­
ment support a 1% annual growth rate 
thr~ugh acquisition and renovation 
or new construction. 

It is recorrnnended that one of the 
three options be selected for imple­
mentation as soon as possible and 
that detailed facility programming 
and planning proceed in a manner 
that can evolve to support eventual 
implementation of Phases II, III, 
and IV . without extensive remodeling 
and rearrangement . 

Existing space should be remodeled 
to improve space utilization and 
minimize the amount of new space 
that must be constructed . Phased 
ex pansion plans and detailed pre ­
architectural studies should be an 
integr al part of the planning process . 

Open office planning c oncepts should be 
explored and space utilization can be 
improved as spaces are remodeled and 
departments rearranged to sequentially 
implement Phase I of the project . 

Work should begin immediately and the 
Legislature should adopt an initial 
budget for further studies, land and / o r 
building acquisition , remodeling , 
furniture procurement , architectural 
design and construction as necessary 
based on the budgets fo r each of the 
three Options presented i n s ec tion E of 
this chapter . 

181 MINNESOTA STATE FACILITIES MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
-------------- FACILITY SCIENCES CORPORATION - HODNE/ STAGEBERG PARTNERS 



D. PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

The provision of adequate and properly­
located employee parking in the Capitol 
Complex has been a problem to the State 
for a long time. History has shmm there 
is not enough parking available for State 
employees who drive to work, particular~ 
ly during the Legislative Session. The 
Hiwayan Club has gone so far as to rent 
an additional 300 spaces on privately 
owned land for State employees. This 
still however, does not alleviate the 
total problem . 

Through questionnaire responses and in­
terviews with department management, re ­
quirements for employee parking, visitor 
parking, and State- owned vehicle storage 
was determined. In addition, prior stu­
Jies relative to carpooling and parking 
requirements in the Capitol Complex, 
most notably the "Parking Plan for the 
ilinnesota State Capitol Area 1973" and 
two carpooling studies, "Carpooling: 
A Summary Report; Twin City Area, 1974" 
and "Evaluation of the Capitol Complex 
Carpool Match of November, 1975" were 
used to establish a portrait of parking 
in the Capitol Complex area. Exhibit 
X.15 summarizes this data below. 

EXHIBIT X. 15 
- ------.----~ 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

DATA SOUB.CE 

1. Carpool study - 1975 .... . .... . 
2. Twin City carpool study - 1974. 
3 . Current allocation / utilization 

(3300 - 6000) + visitors .... . . 
4. 1979 employee survey - CBD ... . 
5. 1979 employee survey - Capitol 

0/ 
10 

PARKING 

68% 
65% 

60% 
li-9% 
60% 

Estimates of the current number of State 
employees driving to work, the quantity 
and duration of visitor stays and State­
owned vehicle parking requirements were 
calculated and are presented in Exhibit 
X. 16. These estimated parking require ­
ments were then projected through 1990 in 
proportion to the 1% and 2%% growth rates. 

EMPLOYEE PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE 
CAPITOL COMPLEX 

Analysis indicates that currently 58% of 
the State employees require parking on a 
daily basis. This figure was derived from 
a detailed analysis of questionnaire 
responses plus information generated in 
the referenced studies. Assuming an allo ­
cation of one parking space per person 
driving to work alone, one space per five 
riders in a van pool and one space for 
every three riders in a car pool, a par­
king allocation percentage of 58% of the 
total Capitol Complex State employee po ­
pulation would be required. The Consul­
tant subsequently reduced the reliance on 
this parking allocation for the Captiol 
Complex by anticipating future increased 
reliance on car pools and existing (or 
new) mass transit systems. Thus, a 55% 
parking allocation rate for State emplo ­
yees in the Capitol Complex is assumed. 
This percentage is to be applied to both 
1% and 2%% growth rate levels. 

DOWNTOWN EMPLOYEE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Because of the e x isting transit systems 
available for downtown use, projections 
show that a 50% parking allocation for 
downtown State employees is reasonable . 
This reduction of 5% from the Capitol 

Complex percentage is due to the avail ­
ability and efficiency of public transit 
systems and the resultant employee acces ­
sibility to work . 

In support of available space in the CBD 
area, in October of 1979, the Mayor o f 
St. Paul announced the beginning of a 
campaign to improve the downtown park i n g 
situation. In November of 1979, 800 add i­
tional parking spaces were made available 
t o all downtown workers, utilizing a 
shuttle system to transport workers f r om 
fringe parking sites to the downtown a r ea . 
Indications are for more parking being 
ma~e available by this service. 

EXHIBIT X. 16 

CAPITOL COMPLEX PARKING 

PARKING REQ'M"ENT$ 

EMPLOYEE PARKING 

Total employees 

Current (58%) 
Projected ( 5 5;~) 

Total employe e parking 

Stalls req'd (off st. 
Total stalls avail. 

Shortage of Spaces 

VISITOR PARKING 

Tot. avg. visitor 
spaces required 

Total available on 
street parking 

Surplus Spaces 

NO'.-J 1 '>'/ 'I ; . r'." 
-'- ,v - -:-.... _____ <! _,v_

1 

I s , 2 9 o s , 9 o 2 : 6 , 9 4 1
1 

3,068 
3,246 '3,8li 

i 

3 , 0 6 8 '.3 , 2 4 6 3 , 8 1 7 : 
2,861 ~,861 2,86l i 

i 

207 385 
i 

95 6 ' 

235 262 308 ; 

633 633 633 1 

398 371 
I 

3 2 .5 
. j 
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PJ\RKING REQUIREMENTS AT A SUBURBAN LO ­
CATlON 

If a suburban location is chosen for a 
new facility, it will be necessary to 
increase the allocation of parking . 
spaces for employees to 70% to refl~ct 
the probable decease in availability of 
mass transit and a decrease in the use 
of car pooling by employees who pre­
viously pooled with other State employ­
ees who continue to work in the Capitol 
Complex Area. 

INVENTORY OF PARKING SPACES 

An inventory of available parking 
spac~s indicates the State currently 
provides 3090 off - street parking spaces 
either in parking ramps or open lots 
within the Capitol Complex . Of this 
total, 529 spaces are contract parking 
ava~lable year round for use by the 
Legislature. In addition, the Hiwayan 
Club rents 300 spaces. A total of 
286~ parking stalls are currently 
available for those State employees in ­
cluded within this study after exclud­
ing those assigned to the Legislature. 

EMPLOYEE PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Assuming a current parking allocation 
~ate of 58~, 3068 State employees with­
in the Capitol Complex population of 
5290 employees require parking . Com­
pared to the 2861 total spaces avail ­
~ble, a current shortfall of 207 park­
ing spaces is indicated . This short ­
fall _reflects t~e shortage of employee 
parking spaces in the Capitol Complex 

and results in employees using on ­
street facilities that could be used 
by visitors. Many of those State em­
ployees interviewed stated they parked 
in metered parking during the day and 
periodically had to leave work to add 
more coins to the parking meter . 

Utilizing a 55% allocation level em­
ployment projections for 1990 at' a 1% 
growth rate indicate a need for 3246 
parking spaces (a shortage of 385 
stalls) and at 2%, a need for 3817 
spaces (a shortage of 956 spaces) . 
This data is detailed in .Ex hibit X. 
16, pg. 182. 

VISITOR PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

The survey found that a total of 235 
spaces should be provided to accorrnno ­
date visitors to the Capitol Complex . 
For planning purposes, a ratio of one 
visitor parking space for every twenty 
State employees is assumed. 

Currently in the Capitol Complex,there 
are 233 city-metered, on- street and 84 
state- metered, on - street parking spa­
ces for a total of 317 available on ­
street spaces in the Capitol Complex. 
area. In addition, approximately 316 
metered spaces, mostly in parking 
ramps, are provided, raising the avail ­
able visitor parking total to 633 spa ­
ces . 

While it would appear the required num­
ber of visitor spaces of 235 would 
easily be accorrnnodated by the available 
meters, this is not necessarily the 

case . While visitor loads wer e e x ­
pressed as an average, during. the 
summer months visitor and tourist 
levels increase considerably, filling 
up the excess spaces. While the Leg ­
islature is not in session during 
these months and their demands on 
visitor parking spaces eased, the 
situation could become str ained as 
the population within the Capitol Com­
plex grows . 

SU}~lARY OF ADDITIONAL PARKING REQUIRE ­
MENTS 

Available parking within the Capitol 
Complex is insufficient to accorrrrno ­
date current needs and will become 
more acute at both 1% and 2%% growth 
levels . Assuming peripher al growth 
occurs around the Capitol Complex and 
the legislative allotment of 529 spac ­
es remains constant over the next 
ten years, an increased need of ap ­
proximately 400 spaces at a 1% growth 
rate and 950 spaces at a 2%% growth 
rate are p r esented in Exhibit X. 16 . 

This 2%% growth allotment of 950 addi ­
tional spaces at the 55% allocation 
level would support an additional 
1727 employees located within the Cap ­
itol Complex . Allowing for an area 
factor of 190 NSF per person, this 
would call for adding approximately 
328,000 NSF to support a 2%% growth . 
This 328,000 NSF is well within space 
allocations for a new building at the 
Centennial East site . Thus, the short ­
fall of parking spaces projected for 
the future at either a 1% or 2%% 
growth rate can be accommodated by the 
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parking provided by the construction 
of a new facility. If an option is 
selected for implementation that does 
not include a new facility in the Cap ­
itol Complex, the growth would be sta­
bilized and only the current shortage 
of 277 parking spaces needs to be 
satisfied by the land acquisition and 
the construction of a small, but ex­
pandable, parking str ucture . 

PARKING COST ANALYSIS 

A comparative analysis of_ the costs 
associated with developidg additional 
narking in three different areas 
through the use of surface parking and 
parking structures was developed. The 
analysis w4 s done on an overall level 
~nd costs per parking space and total 
life - cycle costs for parking assumed 
the development of the total number of 
spaces that would be required at a 
2½% growth rate at different locations. 
This results in around 1,100 addi­
tional spaces required in either the 
Capitol Complex or "high access" 
areas and 1,363 spaces required in a 
suburban location. As indicated in 
Exhibit X.17, development costs, 
average cost per car~ unit operating 
costs, life-cycle costs, and total 
operating costs are calculated for 
each of the three site alternatives. 
The wide range in development costs 
between an uiban location and a 
suburban location is due primarily 
to the differing land costs between 
the t wo areas. It is important to 
note that the cost analysis includes 
those costs associated with providing 
employee parking over a thirty year 

period. Initial capital development 
costs range from $7,288 per car in 
the urban area to $2,242 per car in a 
suburban site . 

The unit operating cost per stall per 
year would remain constant at $110 
for both the Capitol Complex and urban 
St. Paul areas, but is reduced to $30 
in a suburban site. Therefore, the 
total costs of providing parking in 
the Capitol Complex ($10,164,685) and 
the St . Paul Central Business District 
($10,936,888) vary dramatically from 
the suburban location costs of 
$4,283,228. 

CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF PARKING 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The State must take into account a 
number of issues in determining the 
site(s) for locating new parking and 
new office space. Such issues as 
downtown development, the people mover, 
and the selection of the master plan 
option to implement will all dictate 
the most logical location for a new 
parking facility. Obviously, cost 
?erforrnance is given to a suburban 
location where employees would only 
:1.ave to reimburse the State around 
$15 per month to park as opposed to a 
:BD location where a break- even cost 
of over $50 per stall per month is 
calculated. · 

~dequate parking facilities should be 
provided for all State employees, 
2xpected visitors, and State owned 
vehicles that may be "housed" in the 
parking facilities thnt are directly 

related to the depar tments included 
· in any new bui lding. The State must 
assure an adequa t e number o f par king 
spaces are i n fa ct availabl e at a r atio 
of one space per 1 . 82 employees (a 
ratio of 55% in the Capitol Complex 
area); at a r atio of one spac e per 2 
employees at a downtown location (an 
allocation of 50%) ; and at a r atio 
of 1 space per 1.43 employees in a 
suburban loc ation (an allocation of 
70~~) . 

Additional allowances must be made in 
any new facility to accommodate the 
expected number of visitors. When 
a particular building project is 
selected for implementation and de ­
p2rtments to be included are deter­
mined, a re - analysis of spec i fic 
visitor parking requirements for 
those departments should be completed. 
In general, visitor parking for each 
department 6r agency may range from 
as low as 1 visitor space per 100 
employees (a 1% allocation) to as 
high as 1 visitor space per 10 
employees (a 10% allocation) . . Certain 
very small agencies or those with 
extensive public contact would need 
the higher allocation. 

Overall, the survey found that 
visitor parking requirements for 235 
autos in the State Capitol Complex 
adequately support the employee 
~opulation of approximately 6000 
~mployees. this represents an 
allocation of approximately one 
visitor parking space per 25 employees 
(a ratio of 4%). Thus, if the 
err!ployee parking allocation in a 
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downtown location '"~as assumed to be 
one spJce per 2 employees (50%) and 
visitor parking was required to the 
same e x tent as the current "averagen 
of 4%, then an overall parking level 
of 54% (a ratio of one space per 1.85 
employees) should be provided . 

The State must assure that adequate 
parking is available . However, this 
doen not mean the State must invest 
capital funds to construct that 
pa r king if private enterprise can 
provide the faci lities. Thus, 
emplo yees could make their own 
arrangements f or parking and the State 
could lease, construct, or in other 
ways acquire additional parking to 
provide convenient parking facilities 
for v isitors. the State may have to 
assume responsibility for constructing 
parking facilities, particularly when 
significant new construction is 
required in a location where parking 
is not available, such as the 
Centennial East site or a subur ban 
location. In downtmm areas, 
additional parking facilities could 
be provided by private enterprise 
and made available to employees on a 
"pay - as - you- go" basis . 

If the State is required to procure 
additional land and construct 
Hdditional parking facilities, be 
the y surface parking lots o r 
structured facilities, the parking 
policy recommended by the Consultant 
requires all costs associated with the 
acquisition and construction of 
parking facilities and the annual 
maintenance and operation of those 

ExH1s1T x 11 r- ---- ----------riuJ_E_ci LucATION ---- ----· - - 1 
URBAN CAPITOL SUBVRBA(!' I 

ANALYSIS FACTOR COMPLEX 1 

- --- - ~ ---------------- - --t-------t----------------- --- I 

1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 

6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 
10 . 
11. 
12 . 
13 . 
14 . 

15 . 
16 . 
17 . 
18 . 
19 . 
20. 
21. 

REOUlREMENTS 
Total Additional Employees 
Parking Requi r ement Allocation 
Spaces Required for Add ' l Employees 
Current Space Deficient 
Total Parking Space Shortage 

COST AND SPACE FACTORS 
Land Costs/GSF 
Operating Cost/Stall/ Ye ar 
Const r uction Cost/GSF - Surface 
Construction Cost / GSF - Structure 
Space Per Stall 
Total Area Required 
Land Area Required 
Levels of Parking 
Site Circulation and Open Area 

COST ANALYSIS 
Total Land Cost 
Construction Cost 
Total Initial Cost 
Unit Developmemt Cost Per Car 
Life - Cycle Operating Cost (1) 
Total Life Cycle Cost 
Total Life Cycle Cost Per Car 

MONTHLY COSTS 
22 . Operating Cost 
23 . Construction Amortization (2) 
24 . Construct ion Amortization/Car 
25 . Total Monthly Break - Even Cost 

1,651 
50% 
826 
207 

1,033 

$25 
$110 

$15 
385 GSF 

397,705 GSF 
62,497 GSF 

7 
10% 

$1,562,413 
$5,965,575 
$7,527,988 
$ 7,288 
$3,408,900 

$10,936,888 
$ 10,587 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

9 . 17 
43,164 

41 . 78 
50 . 95 

(1) Assumes operating cost inflation equals discount 

(2) 30 yr . financing at 5%%, discounted at 8% 

1,651 1,651 
55% 70% 
908 1,156 
207 207 

1,115 1,363 

$15 $3 
$110 $30 
- - -· $3 
$1J - - -
365 325 

406,975 442,97S 
97,674 575,868 

4 1 
20% 30% 

$1,465,110 $1,727,603 
$ 5,290,675 $1,328,925 
$ 6,755, 785 $3, 05D,52IT 
$ 6,059 $ 2,242 
$ 3,408,900 $1,226,700 
$10,164,685 $4,283,228 
$ 9,116 $ 3,143 

$ 9 .17 $ 2.50 
$ 38,736 $ 17,526 
,..., 34 . 74 $ 12 . 86 y 

43 . 91 $ 15 . 36 $ 

rate 

! 

I 
I 
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f ac ilities be passed on t o S t at e 
emplo y e e s. The transfe r of parking 
costs to emplo yees would be propo r­
tioned to all employees so that n o 
particular emplo y ee group would be 
"penalized" by having to personally 
a bsorb the e x tre mely high monthly 
pa r king co s t s that would be r equired 
a s a result of the construction of a 
la r ge new parking structure . These 
costs, as noted in Exhibit X. 17 , could 
e x ceed $50 per parking stall pe r month . 
The total cost to the State o f pro ­
viding all parking facilities and 
amortizing the initial const r uction 
cost of these parking facilities should 
be calculated and then distributed , 

;,.,,, .. i ·--~ 

$ .. · . 
· .<L .. . . . ·: _. 

~,:: . 
,·. :· . 

to all employ ees utilizing all parking 
facilities , on a proportionate basis . 
This basis should r eco gn ize c ost 
Jifferentials for surface par king lots , 
covered parking structures and 
e nclosed and possibly heated gar ages. ·:::@.~;~:~~~i~rtf'f&fJ.f1.f:f{.f.>'/:?.z:,'/::i':.·· .. ~\,f~*'@1.:!'';,:fA:-:::-:,~:?-i,:?-'-/-:-·.· .;•:-' :.,:·.-://1·:Z·-:'::1.•·}l 
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E . MASTER PLAN OPTI ON BUDGETS 

Af te r the Le g i slature selects one of 
the t hre e master p lan op tions p r e ­
sented in Chapte r X for implementation , 
it wi ll b e n e cessar y t o adop t a budget 
for the next two y ear s tha t p r ovi des 
necessary fun ding fo r land a c qui sition, 
buildin g p r o curement, continuing space 
progr amming an d p re - archi t e ctur al f a ­
cil ity pl anning s t udies , f u rni t ure 
acquisi t ion, an d a numb er o f r emodel ­
ing p r oje ct s . 

Budge t s f o r each o f t h e three opt i ons 
for all ac tivi t ies that could be com­
plet e d within the n e x t t wo year s 
(p r ior to f unding construc tion of a 
majo r n ew f a cility) a re pr e sente d i n 
Exh i b it X. 1 8 . Budgets a ppropri a t e 
for new c on st r uct i on a re a l s o provided 
in the b u dge t fo r 1982 and l atte r 
years t h r ough t he c omp letion of all 
include d p r oje c ts by 1 9 86 . All costs 
a r e p re s ente d wi thin the c on tex t of 
curr en t, ear ly year 19 80 c os t s. 
Allowance s f or i nflation shou ld be 
incor por ated i nto re s u l tant b u dgets 
after a p a rticular opt ion and time 
frame i s chosen fo r i mp lementation . 

The budget c lear ly ind i cates those 
costs that a re c ommon to all thr ee 
options, those costs tha t a r e likely 
to be incurre d dur ing calendar years 
1980 an d 1 9 81, and those c os ts likely 
to be incurred a f ter t h e b e g inning of 
1982 . Al l of t hese e xpenditures will 
be neces sary to complete Phase I of 
the deve l opment p r ocess and p r ovide an 
additional 525,000 NSF o f Sta t e owned 
space . 

EXHIBIT X. 18 

MASTER PLAN OPTION BUDGETS 

NO . 

A . l 

A. 2 

A. 3 

A. 4 

B.l 

C.l 
C.2 
C. 3 
C.4 

COST CATEGORY 

COMMON ACTIVITIES 
Remodel 400,000 NSF to impr ove 

space utilization 
Pr ocur e Fur niture Systems and 
installation 

Progr amming , planning, and 
inter ior design 

Contingency for r emodeling(15%) 

• Subtotal 

Termi nate 74,909 NSF leases and 
r elocate 403 employees into new 
quar ters totaling 80 , 874 NSF 

UNIQUE ACTIVITIES 
Purchase existing facility 
Planning and design fees 
Renovation and contingency 
Furnitur e system for 400 
personnel and supplemental 
components for balance of 
building 

• Subtotal 

D.l Purchase suburban site of 
25 acres 

D.2 Detailed program of r equire ­
ments and pre - architectur al 
studies for new facility and 
consolidated DOT support 

• Subtotal 

CURRENT COST OF ACTIVITY 
OPTION ONE OPTION FOUR OPTION FIVE 

$ 4,666 , 000 

3,600,000 

500,000 
1 , 314,900 

($10,080,900) 

450,000 

4,000,000 
875,000 

8,365,000 

1,265,000 

($14,505,000) 

4,000,000 

200,000 

($ 4,200,000) 

$ 4,666,000 

3,600,000 

500,000 
1,314,900 

($10,080 , 900) 

450,000 

$ 4,666,000 

3,600,000 

500 , 000 
1,314,900 

,($10, 080, 900) 

450,000 

4,000,000 
875,000 

8,365,000 

1,265,000 

($14,505,000) 

(continued) . 
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Inflationary costs are not taken into 
account nor are any costs associated 
with the procurement of land for sur­
iace 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 
constructing parking facilities re­
quire budgeting by the State even 
though employees would reimburse 
these costs at a later date, the 
parking facility cost analysis dis­
cussed earlier in Chapter X indicated 
total initial 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 the State 
select Option One and privately owned 
parking facilities provide accommoda­
tions for those employees assigned to 
the purchase renovation project and 
the balance of parking requirements 
are satisfied at a suburban site, a 
total initial development cost of 
$3,000,000 might be anticipated. The 
Opt ion Five initial development cost 
would be approximately $5,000,000, 
again assuming privately provided 
parking for the downtown renovation. 

NO. 

E.l 

E.2 
E.3 

F.l 

G.l 

G.2 

H 

EXHIBIT X.18 
MASTER PLAN OPTION BUDGETS 

CURRENT COST OF ACTIVITY 
COST CATEGORY 

Remodel Centennial Building 
space vacated by DNR and 
Welfare 

Planning and design fees 
Backfill Centennial using 
existing furniture and 
rearrange 

• Subtotal 

General rearrangement of 
personnel and miscellaneous 
remodeling 

Purchase and prepare high­
access site 

Detailed programming and pre ­
architectural studies for 
high-access site 

• Subtotal 

TOTAL 1980-1981 BUDGET 

OPTION ONE 

$ 750,000 
50,000 

200,000 
($1,000,000) 

351,800 

$30,587,700 

OPTION FOUR 

$ 

200,000 

3,000,000 

200,000 

$ 3,200,000 

$13,930,900 

OPTION FIVE 

$ 750,000 
50,000 

200,000 
($1,000,000) 

351,800 

$26,387,700 

(continued) 
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Total Budget 

For major activities such as land 
procurement, new construction, or the 
procurement and renovation ~f_a~ ex ­
isting facility, the total 7nitia~ . . . 
costs previously presented in Exhibit 
VIII. 24 are used as they have been 
adjusted to reflect exact net and 
gross area requirements for each of 
three master plan options. 

A review of Exhibit X.18 indicates 
that a budget of $30,587 ,7 00 is 
appropriate for funding for 1980 and 
1981 for Option One (l ine H). The 
budget necessary to support activities 
for the next two years for Option Four 
of $13,930,900 is indicated._ A s~m­
ilar two year budget for Option Five 
would be $26,387,700. 

Clearly Option Four requires one half 
the level of expenditures necessary 
during the next two years as compared 
to Options One and F~ve . This re~ults 
because Option Four does not provide 
additional space until at least 1984 
and construction costs would not be 
incurred during the first two years. 
Very little cost difference is noted 
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 X.18 . 
A budget for subseq\.~ent ye<:1-rs. fo: 
Option One of $19,450,000 is indicated. 
A much larger budget of $61,022,000 
is indicated for Option Four . 

EXHIBIT X.18 
MASTER PLAN OPTION BUDGETS 

NO . 

I 

COST CATEGORY 

UNIQUE ACTIVITIES - 1982 & LATER 
Construct suburban facility in ­
cluding design fees, furniture, 
and contingency of 15% 

J Remodel and backfill DOT facil ­
ity including design fees, fur ­
niture, and contingency of 15% 

K General rearrangement of per ­
sonnel and misc. remodeling 

L Remodel Centennial Bldg. 
including planning · and design 
fees, furniture procurement, 
and 15% contingency 

M Construct Centennial East site 
facility including design fees, 
furniture, & contingency of 15% 

N Construct high - access site 
including design fees, furni ­
ture, and contingency of 15% 

0 TOTAL BUDGET 1982 AND LATER 

p TOTAL CAPITAL BUDGET 

CURRENT COST OF ACTIVITY 

OPTION ONE OPTION FOUR OPTION FIVE 

$16,500,000 

2,6 00 , 000 1,300,000 1,300,000 

350,000 622,000 270,000 

1,000,000 

21.,200,000 24,500,000 

36,900,000 

$19,450,000 $61,022,000 $26,070, 000· 

$50,037,700 $74,952 , 900 $ 5 2 , 45 / ·' 7 0 0 . ! 
I ! ----1------------------1-...-------L----------'---------
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Option Five requires subsequent ex­
penditures of a more modest level of 
$26,070,000 . 

Line P presents the total capital costs 
associated with implementing the 
three master plan options. These costs 
include all procurement, renovation, · 
re-arrangement, furniture procurement, 
construction, and programing, plannin·g 
and design fees associated with pro­
vi1inp approximately 525,000 NSF of 
additional State owned space but 
sn0cifically exclude inflationary 
factors and any costs associated with 
the ci.eve1opment of parking facilities. 

A t6tal budget of $50,037,700 is in­
dicated 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 Option 
Four - a total budget of $74,952,900. 

Sunrrnary Of All Comparative Costs For 
Master Plan Options 

A review of Exhibit VIII .24 on page 140 
indicates that Option One has the 
lowest present value, life-cycle cost 
and is therefore the most cost effec­
tive. It is 6% more cost effective 
than Option Five and 46% more cost 
effective than Option Four. A re ­
view of Exhibit VIII.25 indicates 
that total initial implementation 
costs for new construction only for 
Option One are 7.3% more cost effec ­
tive than for Option Five and 58.9% 
more cost effective that for Option 
Four. 

The data presented in Exhibit X.18 
indicates that total capital re­
quirements for Option One activities 
are $2,414,000 less than those for 
Optjon Five and are t~us aporoximatelv 
4.8% more cost effective. In compar-~ 
ison to Option Four, a cost reduction 
or cost avoidance of almost $25,000,000 
is indicated - a savings of 33.2% of 
the costs that would incurred if Op ­
tion Four were selected. 

Options For Final Consideration 

Based on this analysis, the Consultant 
recommends that Option Four be elimin­
ated from further consideration and 
that only Options One and Five be 
further reviewed . The extremely small 
cost defferentials 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, 
concept, overall flexibility, and im­
pact on the community rather than 
giving any consideration to the rel ­
atively insignificant cost differences 
identified between the two options. 

F . IMPLEMENTATION 

Options One and Five can provide addi ­
tional office space within one year 
by procur{ng an existing large fa­
cility. Option Four would require a 
minimum of four, and possibly five 
years to implement and provide the 
the first increment of additiona space. 

This would necessitate leasing addi ­
tional space , more double moves and 
intensify the need tri reciodel existing 
space. Clearly, Options One and Five 
support the immediate needs for addi ­
tional space, Option Four does not . 
When the State selects -a Master Plan 
Option fo r implementation, additional 
work will be necessary to develop a 
detailed implementation program, to 
develop formats for detailing space 
programming and space planning re ­
quirements, and to develop prototyp ­
ical systems for the preparations of 
pre-architectural programming and 
facility planning documents if new 
construction ,is indicated . 

The Legislature should appropriate 
funds to allow the implementation of 
the selected master plan option - and 
the ~tate should immediately initiate 
activity to improve current space 
utilization and complete a series of 
open office planning and furniture 
system remodeling demonstration 
projects to validate space saving 
potentials and to demonstrate the~ 
advisability of this approach befor e 
plans are initiated for any new 
facility. Space management _guide­
lines presented in a separate doc ­
ument will help the State implement 
thi s planning process and establish 
pr oceedures to program and plan n ew 
facilities. 
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GLOSSARY 

1. ABSORPTION - The rate at wh ich a 
building, area, neighborhood , o r 
district is "filled up" by 
occupants . 

2. CLASS A, B, C REMODELING - Gen­
eral levels of remodeling wh ich 
vary from Class A, extensive 
remodeling which could include 
significant movement and/or demo ­
lition of walls and fixture re ­
placement to Class C - min i mum 
levels which might merely i nclude 
placement of acoustical screens 
or furniture relocation . 

3. AMORTIZATION - The repayment of 
loans through a str eam of equal 
payments over time. A fully 
amortized loan includes equal 
payments comprised of both prin­
cipal and interest and results 
in a zero balance and the end of 
the terms. 

4. B.O.M.A. - The Building Owners 
and Managers Association is a 
national organization which 
maintains statistics on building 
occupancies and operational 
expenses . 

5. "BREAK EVEN" LEVEL - A level at 
which two alternatives are 
equally beneficial on an eco ­
nomic basis. In this context, 
"break even" is the annual rental 
cost at which leased space would 
neither be more or less attractive 
than the cost of new construction. 

6 . BUILDING EFFICIENCY - The per - .12. 
centage of total space within a 
building that is assignable to 
the occupying agencies. It ex-
cludes elements such as stair -
wells, elevators, bathrooms and 
central corridors . 

7. HORIZONTAL CIRCULATION - All space 
within a building dedicated to 13 . 
hallways, breezeways, and lobbies. 
This is not a part of the building 
"net" space. 

8 . VERTICAL CIRCULATION - All space 
within a building dedicated to 
stairways, escalators, and elevator 
shafts . This is also not a part of 
the building's "net" space ·. 

9 . NET SQUARE FEET (NSF) - That amount 14. 
of space that is actually occupied 
by a specific agency. It does not 
include hallways, lobbies, stair - 15. 
ways, elevators, or mechanical 
space such as walls and mechanical 
closets . 16 . 

10. NET AREA FACTOR - A number result - 17 . 
ing from dividing the total amount 
of square feet in an agency by the 
number of personnel. The resultant 18. 
figure is the average amount of 
space occupied by an employee in 19. 
~hat agency. 

11 . GROSS SQUARE FEET (GSF) - The total 
amount of built space within a 20. 
building. This includes all hall -
ways, lobbies, elevators, stairways, 
bathrooms, mechanical closets, and 
interior walls. 

"SUPPORT SPACES" - Those spac es 
that are not included in assign­
able square feet of a specific 
agency, but "support" its func ­
tioning within a building . Such 
spaces as cafeterias and large 
general meeting rooms are classi­
fied as support spaces . 

"OPEN" versus "CLOSED" OFFICE 
PLANNING - Closed office planning 
makes extensive use of private and 
semi - p r ivate offices with full 
height walls. Open planning mini ­
mizes such offices and usually 
provides for privacy and acous ­
tical needs through the use of 
furniture systems and acoustical 
screens. 

DOA - The Department of Admini ­
stration. 

DOT - The Department of Trans ­
portation. 

DPM - The Downtown People Mover . 

DNR - The Department of Natural 
Resources . 

PCA - The Pollution Control Agency. 

ISB - The Information Systems 
Bureau of the Department of 
Administration . 

MTC - The Metropolitan Transit 
Commission which provides bus 
transportation in the Twin Cities 
area. 
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21. CBD - The St. Paul or Minneapolis 
downtown Central Business District. 

22. "HIGH ACCESS" - A term used to 
define a site along a well­
travelled arterial. In this case, 
a street generally located between 
downtown St. Paul and the State 
Capitol Complex. 

23. THE "SPINE" - A geographic area 
in St. Paul bounded by Cedar, 
University, Jackson and Twelfth 
Streets. This area is considered 
by both the City of St. Paul and 
the Capitol Area Architectural and 
Planning Board to be the preferred 
location for any new State build­
ings. 

24. "CENTROID" - The area that is the 
geographic center of residences 
of all state employees responding 
to the study survey. 

25. CHARRETTE - The interactive meet­
ings held periodically throughout 
the study to attain feedback from 
the State on information presented. 
Also referred to herein as 
"Planning and Decision Sessions." 

26 "BUILT-TO-SUIT" - A leased building 
that is designed and built to the 
specifications of the occupying 
agency. 

27. PRESENT VALUE LIFE-CYCLE COST -
This term is used for the cal­
culation of costs encountered 
over the occupancy life of a 

structure, reduced to current 
dollar value to remove time 
sensitive cost differentials. 

28. COMPOUND ANNUAL GROWTH RATES -
Growth rates which are analogous 
to compound interest, by which 
interest is paid on both the 
principal and the accumulated 
unpaid interest. This is con­
trasted with growth rates 
which accumulate only upon the 
base quantity as simple interest 
only accumulates based on the 
principle. 

29. LINEAR PROJECTIONS - Straight 
line projections based on 
growth displayed by histor­
ical data. 

30. COMMON CLIENTELE - Visitors 
who are not State employees who 
visit more than one agency or 
department during a single 
visit. 

31. RECYCLED SPACE - Space which 
has previously been used for 
other purposes or which pre­
viously was at a lower quality 
level. 
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