
CLASSROOM ADVISORY SUBCOMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MARCH 20, 2006 
 
[In these minutes:  OCM Update – Nicholson Hall & Resource 25, Classroom Design] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported 
in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the 
Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Ken Heller for John S. Anderson, chair, Andre Prahl, Steve Fitzgerald, 
Rachel Hartreeve, Jeffrey Lindgren, Steve Spehn, Jay Hatch, Jean King, Roger Miller  
 
REGRETS:  John S. Anderson, Caroline Rosen, Roberta Juarez, Denise Guerin, James 
Perry 
 
ABSENT:  Bernard Gulachek, Josh Kasprzyk, Vaidyanathan Raghavan 
 
OTHERS:  Office of Classroom Management representatives David Crane, Jim Gregory, 
and John Knowles 
 
I).  Professor Heller, in Professor AndersonÕs stead, called the meeting to order and 
asked those present introduce themselves. 
 
II).  Steve Fitzgerald provided the committee with an Office of Classroom Management 
(OCM) update and highlighted the following: 

• The Nicholson Hall renovation has been completed and the building is once again 
on line.  OCM is receiving a lot of positive comments concerning the project and 
the building.  Some of the larger classrooms in this building are dual projection 
capable, which gives added pedagogical flexibility to instructors. 

• The Resource 25 (R25) rollout to departments continues.  Currently 10 colleges 
and over 20 departments are using this tool to some degree for departmental 
classroom scheduling.  Expanded use of R25 across campus provides space 
utilization benefits.  In addition, discussions are underway with Conference and 
Event Services as well as other event scheduling groups on campus regarding the 
use of R25.  R25 brings a better business process and visibility to the actual usage 
of rooms across the system. 

 
III).  David Crane distributed a handout to supplement his presentation on classroom 
design.  He noted that OCM and Facilities Management use the Classroom Appendix to 
the U of M Standards and Procedures for Construction, also known as Appendix DD, for 
all new classroom and remodel projects.  Faculty and students have specific teaching and 
learning requirements, which are reflected in Appendix DD.  Classrooms are increasingly 
complex, and are no longer simply Òfour walls and a blackboard.Ó 
 



The classroom design objective is to create a classroom environment that supports 
teaching and learning by: 

• Meeting the needs of faculty and students. 
• Providing comfortable seating with larger work surfaces. 
• Providing Òprojection-capable classroomÓ technology. 
• Providing sightlines, acoustics and lighting that support student learning. 
• Improving access for all persons. 
• Increasing flexibility to respond to future needs. 
• Supporting increased classroom utilization and sustainability. 
• Meeting fire/life/safety and security needs. 

 
A member stated that another classroom design objective should be to increase the 
interactivity among students and between students and faculty. 
 
Mr. Crane emphasized the team approach to classroom design whereby faculty define the 
pedagogical requirements.  The goal is to ultimately deliver a space, which meets the 
criteria outlined in Appendix DD within budget, schedule and regulations. 
 
Next, design environment considerations were outlined: 

• Project type (scope): 
o New construction – Allows for the greatest opportunity to achieve room 

dimensional requirements, and optimize current and future building 
infrastructure capacity. 

o Rehabilitation and renovation – Some standards may need to be 
compromised because of structural elements.  Large auditorium space may 
not be an option. 

o Renewal and adaptation – Generally this design environment has a limited 
scope (duration and cost) with a focus on classroom improvements. 

• Existing classroom inventory (quantity) e.g. number of classrooms, seating 
capacity, location of classrooms on campus, classroom layout. 

• Facilities condition audits (quality) e.g. condition of building, infrastructure 
support, building code compliance, adjacencies such as student breakout space. 

• Classroom features (program) e.g. learning activities and modes of learning that 
take place in the classroom, display and technology requirements, Internet 
connections inside and outside the classroom, and classroom flexibility in terms 
of reconfigurable spaces, moveable furniture and multiple presentation surfaces. 

• Course scheduling needs (utilization), which is improving with the use of R25. 
• Classroom standards (performance) – classroom performance criteria emphasizes 

the goal of the project without putting limitations on the design and construction 
team in terms of lighting, acoustics, student workspace requirements and 
classroom dimensional requirements. 

 
A member asked about the campusÕ growth model.  Mr. Fitzgerald noted that the 
University has no definitive, campus-wide model for growth projection.  OCM is 
optimistic that as better information is received through the compact process that this data 



can be aggregated and used to develop such a model.  In the meantime, identification of 
growth requirements by schools and colleges is critical for expansion planning purposes. 
 
In response to the question whether there are enough classrooms on the West Bank, Mr. 
Fitzgerald stated that the West Bank is highly utilized, particularly during the peak times 
of the day when there are not enough classrooms to meet the demand.  This insufficient 
number of classrooms morphs into the issues addressed by the 60/40 Rules Policy.  The 
quality and flexibility of classrooms that students and faculty desire at present does not 
coincide with the central classroom inventory.  This poses the question for the University 
whether it should maintain an inventory at a specified dollar cost that is large enough to 
absorb quality and flexibility preferences of students and faculty, or whether there should 
be a more constrained inventory for cost efficiency reasons.  Mr. Fitzgerald noted that 
R25 will give better visibility to the utilization of classrooms across campus, and will 
allow for the better management of central as well as departmental classrooms. 
 
A committee member noted that the University needs to be able to hold conferences in 
addition to national/international academic meetings on campus stated a member.  If the 
University only has enough space for classes it will never be a major university.  To be a 
major university, there needs to be space beyond classroom space.  Mr. Fitzgerald 
acknowledged these comments, but added that there are budgetary considerations, which 
need to be taken into account.  Another member noted that space comes with a price e.g. 
classrooms generate tuition and small faculty offices propagate faculty staying at home, 
and not being accessible to students. 
 
While budgets are always a consideration for any initiative noted a member, on the other 
hand, budgets can be justified.  The problem at the University is that each building is 
looked at independent from all the other buildings on campus.  The incremental cost of 
making a building bigger to accommodate added classroom space is probably much less 
than generating classroom space any other way.  Mr. Fitzgerald agreed and stated that 
new construction is an opportunity to build in appropriate sized classroom capacity for 
the long run.  He also noted that the ProvostÕs strategy for renewal of classroom 
infrastructure depends heavily on the capital program to fund classrooms in both new 
construction and major renovation projects. 
 
Following this discussion, Mr. Crane resumed his classroom design presentation.  The 
subject of lighting requirements and trends was addressed next.  He noted that the use of 
direct/indirect T-8 pendant lighting systems translates into fewer fixtures in classrooms.  
Enhanced lighting standards also means: 

• Lower maintenance and energy costs. 
• Reduced color shift with the use of higher temperature 5000K bulbs. 
• Reduced impact of windows on classroom performance. 

 
Further attention needs to concentrate on: 

• Updating classroom lighting guidelines to reflect emerging technology 
requirements. 



• Revising note taking lighting levels to reflect projector performance 
improvements. 

• Emerging technology e.g. wireless lighting controls, programmable ballasts. 
 
Appendix DD also addresses classroom acoustical requirements.  The acoustics in 
classrooms affects how well listeners can understand verbal communication.  Factors that 
impact acoustics include the speakerÕs voice, background noise and reverberation time 
in the room. 
 
Approaches that are being used to address acoustical concerns include: 

• Improved ceiling tile quality. 
• Isolation of mechanical ductwork. 
• Improved doors and door hardware. 

 
Currently, only 11% of general-purpose classrooms meet Appendix DDÕs acoustical 
standards.  Background noise problems generally are related to other building issues, 
outside the classroom proper.  Regarding additional writing surfaces in classrooms, there 
is a cost in terms of acoustical reflectivity.  Emerging technology is also increasing 
acoustical performance requirements in classrooms. 
 
A member mentioned that classroom temperature issues should be addressed.  Mr. Crane 
stated that room temperature/comfort is likely the number one complaint received by 
OCM.  In the summer, many rooms are incapable of temperature regulation.  Ideally it 
would be preferable not to have to use space with temperature regulation issues, but the 
inventory does not permit this. 
 
Appendix DD incorporates student workspace requirements too.  Examples of workspace 
standards were highlighted: 

• Moveable seating tablet armchairs shall have a minimum writing surface of 144 
square inches. 

• Fixed seating tablet arms shall have a minimum writing surface of 130 square 
inches. 

• Student tables shall provide a minimum width of 26 inches and depth of 20 
inches. 

 
Current student workspace trends include: 

• Increased student work surface requirements to accommodate laptop computers, 
PDAs and student response devices. 

• Larger seat pads to increase student comfort. 
• Increased student square footage workstations for rooms requiring layout 

flexibility and increased student interaction.  The national square footage 
benchmark per student station is higher than U of M practice, which is stipulated 
in the Minnesota Facilities Model guidelines. 

 
A member asked whether, as new buildings are being constructed, it would be feasible to 
have a standard, which would dictate what percentage of new construction should be 



earmarked for classroom space.  This figure should be quantified in some standard.  Mr. 
Fitzgerald acknowledged the committeeÕs opinion on this subject.  He noted that as 
revisions are made to the Minnesota Facilities Model, a draft could be brought back to the 
committee for their input.  As the University strives to be one of the top three public 
research institutions in the world, a quality indicator that factors into this equation is 
definitely student workspace. 
 
Dimensional requirements are also included in Appendix DD noted Mr. Crane.  These 
requirements address issues involving sightlines, image sizes, closest view calculations 
and angles of view. 
 
Recent renovation projects at the University have included Blegen Hall and Nicholson 
Hall.  Current projects in design include Science Teaching and Student Services as well 
as the CSOM expansion. 
 
In closing, members were encouraged to visit the OCM website at 
http://www.classroom.umn.edu/, which is regarded as a national Òbest practiceÓ model 
for classroom websites.  The site contains: 

• A schedule viewer that helps Facilities Management coordinate access into 
classrooms for maintenance purposes. 

• Pictures of rooms, room layout, features and accessibility information. 
• Room standards and design criteria (Appendix DD). 
• Training materials. 
• White papers on classroom technology. 

 
Members spent time discussing the importance of making large classrooms adaptable for 
collaborative work.  Fixed seating auditoriums make collaborative work virtually 
impossible.  Mr. Fitzgerald stated that OCM has explored the concept of classroom pods, 
which by their very nature facilitate collaboration.  However, the cost per square foot for 
this type of classroom design is astronomical. 
 
Alternatively, a member suggested exploring studio classrooms.  All new buildings on 
campus should contain one or more innovative classroom designs.  While Steve 
Fitzgerald agreed, he stated that innovation requires square footage, which, in turn, 
translates into higher costs.  OCM supports larger student station sizes, and continues to 
campaign for the greater station sizes that have become the national norm, he continued. 
 
What can this committee do to persuade central administration that more innovative 
classroom space is needed on campus?  Mr. Fitzgerald stated that OCM hopes to develop 
a demonstration classroom.  With this said, if the committee were so inclined it could 
lend its support for developing the concept of a demonstration classroom.  Members were 
enthusiastic about this idea.  It was suggested that the committee help develop a list of 
ÔTop 10Õ most effective higher education classrooms across the country.  On behalf of 
OCM, Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he would look forward to strategizing with the 
committee on working towards developing a demonstration classroom.  Members spent 
the remainder of the meeting discussing the importance of pursuing this undertaking. 

http://www.classroom.umn.edu/


 
IV).  In light of time, Professor Heller adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 


