C

Pau/ Maupin
~Ve
H
m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | office of the Vice President for Health Sciences Affairs .
TWIN CITIES &32 Morrill‘l Hal] . :
inneapolis, Minnesota 55455 JUN 29 .
N. O ‘“\‘3 g
\\ \E . 5
June 21, 1979 \-\‘_ANNN

TO: Members of the Committee to Update the Health Sciences Master Plan

FROM: Cherie Perlmutter, Co-Chair

You will recall that we have had some preliminary discussions of the long
range planning efforts of the University at our recent Master Planning Meetings.
Specifically, Edith Leyasmeyer provided an overview of the Health Sciences
Planning to our Committee on March 22. Lee Stauffer, at a subsequent meeting
provided the members with a draft of the resource related goals (attached) that
the Health Science Planning Council has developed.

As you can see from the attached material, the planning effort is now in
high gear, and we are expected to prepare a report for submission by July 25 on
long range planning for physical resources of the Health Sciences.

. At our last meeting the committee members agreed to accept an assignment
to draft a statement on one aspect of the long-range space planning that can be
used by our committee for discussion, debate, etc., and finally, for our report.

We will advise you early next week of the item for your draft statement,
but for the moment, we wanted to get the attached background materials to you
as quickly as possible.

We will devote most of the July 12th Master Plan Committee meeting to a
discussion of the draft statements.

CP/kr
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B. Resource-Related Goals

3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Premise a.

Premise b.

EDL/bsy
3/22/79

Changing program space needs will require a continuing
review of space utilization, with the establishment of
priorities and reallocation of physical resources.

Goal: IDENTIFY AND MEET PHYSICAL RESOURCE NEEDS AND
DETERMINE PRIORITIES FOR ALLOCATION.

Obj.: (1) Develop Health Sciences master plan for
utilization of physical resources. "Establish
criteria for cost effective use and formulae
for reallocation and sharing with other unlts.
Implement plan by 1982.~

Obj.: (2) Through the Health Science Master Plan
Committee establish a system for the monitoring
of the physical resource needs and establish
criteria for allocation and reallocation
among jlealth Sciences units.

Further plarning considerations: maintencnce,
. replacement, or acquisition of facilities as
appropriate.

Response to changing program needs will require more
effective space utilization.

Goal: ENSURE APPROPRIATE UTILIZATION OF PHYSICAL RESOURCES.

Obj.: (1) Develop and implement a plan for assessing
space needs and for reassigning space to
better meet unit needs.

Obj.: (2) Develop and implement a plan for determining
most appropriate use of existing physical
resources in light of identified and prioritized
needs.

Further planning considerations: reallocatior;
sharing of physical resources.
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HEALTH SCIENCES GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Resource-Related Goals

1.

Faculty,

a.

Staff and Students

ATTRACT AND RETAIN FACULTY WHO DISTINGUISH THEMSELVES IN TEACHING,
RESEARCH AND COMMUNITY SERVICE IN CARRYING OUT THE HEALTH SCIENCES'
MISSION.

(1) Define and implement policies for faculty appointments,

promotions and tenure, that are appropriate to the specialized
missions of Health Sciences in research, service and teaching,
by 1981. The service mission may entail profe;sional practice,
continuing education and/or outreach activities in the community.

Further plemning corsiderations: needs ard priorities;
aitmosphere for pro;:es,onal development; po7¢c1as for

- appointment, promotion, tenurs, rvemuneration and termina-
tion; Faculty role in outreach; participation in University
govermance. ’ :

ATTRACT AND RETAIN HIGHLY GIJALIFIED STAFF MEMBERS.

- Further planning cansiuerazzons: needs and priorities;
policies for appointrory, promotion, remungration and
terminats on, aimosprere for growth end dzvelopment; par-
tieipation in Uniuers::y governance.

ATTRACT AND RETAIN HIGHLY QUALIFIED STUDENTS.

SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION OF EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION.

1)

(2)

(3

Assure incorporation of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative
Action guidelines in all documents relating to faculty .and

staff recruitment, appointment and promotion. P
J

b

Develop and implement plan for interrelationship with the
Office of Minority and Sctecial Student Affairs and delineate
specific and unique efforts to be undertaken by Health Sciences
by June, 1980.

By 1931, implement a Health Sciences Student Hinority Program
which will support individual unit recruitment efforts and
facilitate retention of ninority and disadvantaged students
through arranging for apoaropriate counseling, support systems
and remedial courses.

Further plarning cons Ms:  wormen; minoriiies;
disadvantazad; haniiz



c 2. Funding

a. IDENTIFY HEALTII SCIENCES' FINANCIAL NEEDS AND DETERMINE PRIORITIco
FOR RESOURCE ALLOCATION.

(1) Through efforts of the Health Sciences Planning Council
develop criteria for ranking of objectives and neasuring
cost effectiveness by July, 1930.

(2) By 1981, develop and implenment a plan for redirecting resources
from low priority or declining programs to new or existing
high priority prograns.

Further plarninrg constiderations: cost-effectiveness;
retrenckment ard recllocation; student Financial aid.

b. ENSURE UNITS' STABILITY THRCUGH AN APPROPRIATE BALANCE OF SHORT-
AND LONG-TERM FUNDING.

(1) By 1931, develop a Hea
short- and long-term fund
the next five to ten yea
long- and short-term fun

necessary financial reso

th Sciences budget plan that projects
nding for Health Sciences programs for
Specify desired balance between.
and delineate plans for securing

(2) Using the planning procsss, monitor unit projection of both
long- and short-tern funding over a five-year time period,
to ensure that realistic plans are delineated for securing
the necessary financial resources.

| " (3) Seek the replacement of federal capitation funds by state
| recurring funds for the 1981-83 biennium.

| Further plarnirg considerations: stable Pase; long-terrm

-

| cormitments/shori-tarm funds.
c. IDENTIFY AND PURSUE PQTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES.

(1) Study the need for funding and submit a report to the Council
of Deans by January, 1989.

(2) Develop a Health Sciences mechanism, during the next year,
to coordinate information regarding funding sources for

¥  health sciences prograns. Such mechanism is to provide for
the identification of funding sources, determination of their
pricrities, and communicztion of information to faculties
and units within the Hzalth Sciences as appropriate.

Furtrer plarri:

g constisrations: geovermmental and private
funaeug, i 2

3; monit orzng of
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4.

Physical Resources

a. IDENTIFY AND MEET PilYSICAL RESQURCES NEEDS AND DETERMINE PRIORITIES
FOR ALLOCATION,

(1) Through the Health Science Master Plan Committee, establish
a system for the monitoring of the physical resource needs,
and by June of 1980, estab

lish criteria for resource allocation
among the Health Scisnces units. :

Further pZ

ni ‘derations: maintenarncs, replacemant,
or acquisition it

ities as appropriate.
b. ENSURE APPROPRIATE UTILIZATION OF PHYSICAL RESOURCES.

(1) Through the Health Sciences Master Plan Committee, develop a
plan for determining the most appropriate use of existing
physical resources, in light of identified needs and priorities,
and develop criteria for resource reallocation. Such plans to
be implemented by 1981.

Further planning cornsiderations: reallocation; sharing
of pFJszcaZ resolrezs

Support Services

a. PROVIDE FOR AN EFFECTIVE CRCANIZATION FOR ACCOMPLISHING THE HEALTH
SCIENCES' MISSION. :

(1) Assess results of studias undertaken in mission-related objec-
tives to determine whether approved recommendations suggest
a re-structuring of the Hezlth Sciences' organization.
Determine feasibility cf change and implement as priorities

P

and resources allow.

(2) Appoint a Health Sciences Review Committee after the first
cycle of long-range planning is completed. This ﬁo.ma*tee to
be charged with reviewing Health Science administration,
organization and support services and recommending the most
appropriate structure and services to implement the mission-
related goals and objectives.

Further planning coxnsileratiors: eadministrative o,ructure,
_ Health Sciences plarnirg and evaluation.
&

b. PROVIDE APPROPRIATE ACADEMIC HEALTH SCIENCES' SUPPORT SERVICES T

THE INDIVIDUAL UNITS.

(1) Undertake a study to d:
by individual units.
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(2) Develop and implement 2 plan for coordination of Health

(3)

Sciences outreach efforts by September, 1981. Designate an
office responsible for csordination of all Health Sciences
outreach activities. During the first year, the office should
catalog efforts and initiate dialogue among Health Sciences
units toward more effective, 1nuerdlsc1p11nary outreach
activities.

Centralize Health Sciences Continuing Education Programs
under the Office of the Vice President for Hesalth Sciences.

Jyrther planning considerations: coordination of learnirg
resources, cortiruirg edﬁca*zon student counseling and
advising, allied health, and affiliation and outreach
efforts.

COORDINATE THE SHARING OF SUPPORT SERVICES AMONG THE HEALTH

SCIENCES UNITS, OTHER UNITS OF THE UNIVERSITY, AND THE COMMUNITY.

(1) Designate a Health Sciences public relations office and charge

&

it with the development of informational materials on availabie -
support services so as to encourage collaboration among the
units,
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UN'V-AERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office o.f the Vice President for the Health Sciences

A-306 Mayo Memorial Building, Box 501
420 Delaware Street S E. .
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

June 18, 1979 : .

To: Judy Atlee, Coordinator, Health Sciences Student Personnel Services, and

Acting Director, Health Sciences Minority Program

Charles Drage, M.D., Chairman, Health Sciences Educational Policy Committce

Russ Farrell, Acting Assistant Vice President for Health Sciences

Floyd Garetz, M.D., Chairman, Committee on Health Care for the Aging

David Garloff, Director, Health Sciences Learning Resources

Bill Hodapp, Coordinator, Health Sciences Continuing Education

John Kralewski, Director, Health Services Research Center

Manfred Meier, Coordinator, Health Sciences Allied Health Programs

=ZMWIES= Cherie Perlmutter and Clint Hewitt, Cochairmen, Health Sciences Master

Plan Committee

Sue Rader, Coordinator, Health Sciences Student Affairs

John Westerman, Coordinator, Health Care Systems Research and Development

John Westerman, General Director, University Hospitals

,/ %&0&4
c From: Lyle A. French,m)f- e President

Re: Health Sciences Long-Range Planning

Attached is a letter and other materials from President Magrati describing Uni-
versity planning efforts to date and requesting long-range plans from University
support units. As defined in this document, the two Health Sciences academic
support units include University Hospitals and your offices combined as Office
of the Vice President for Health Sciences Support Services.

We are requesting plans from each of your areas which, with the exception of the
Hospitals, will be incorporated into one Health Sciences Support Services plan.

I am very aware of the brief time period in which these materials must be prepared
and emphasize that these plans will be considered as first drafts. They will be
reviewed by the Health Sciences Planning Council as well as within my office, and
you will have subsequent opportunities for revision.

Alsu attached are documents which represent efforts of the Healtli Sciences Planning
Council, which 1 appointed to develop health sciences-wide plans and to coordinate
planning activities cf our academic and support units. These documents represent

a health sciences-wide framework within which academic and support unit planning
should take place. The assumptions have previously been reviewed by most of you
and reflect key external forces which have implications for our long-range planning.

.The second Health Scivnces planning document is a draft of the Health Scicnces State-
i . g . 3 I} . .
‘2V ment of Mission, Geals and Objectives; this document sets out the broad mission and

HEALTH SCICNCES
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C goals as a collective statement for all Health Sciences units. It is provided
not only as a guide for your own planning, but for review and comment prior to
further revisions. The objecctives contained in this document apply more spe-
cifically to some of the activities in the Vice President's office and are recom-
mended as priorities by the Health Sciences Planning Council.

Specifically, we are requesting your unit to: ‘
1. Provide a critique of the University of Minnesota Statement of Insti-
tution-Wide Planning Assumptions, Goals, Objectives and Priorities
for the 1981-1990 Period, as requested in the President's letter.

2. Review and comment on the Health Sciences Statement of Mission,
Goals and Objectives. As indicated earlier, this statement serves
as the framework for all Health Sciences planning.

3. Develop plans for your unit, including:

a. Assumptions. Describe any assumptions in planning for your
area which are not adequately addressed in the Health
Sciences Planning Assumptioms.

b. Mission. As requested in the President's letter, develop a
mission statement specific to your area but consistent with
the Health Sciences mission.

e c. Goals. Again, develop goals specific to your area but con-
sistent with Health Sciences goals.

d. Objectives. The Health Sciences objectives have been identified
by the Council as priority items for the Health Sciences. Your
additions and other suggested changes will be considered in sub-
sequent drafts of the Health Sciences statement. If the objectives
listed in the Health Sciences document have direct relationship
to your activities, please comment and/or suggest changes as ap-
propriate. In developing objectives specific to your unit activ-
ities, note that they should be measurable and have a definite time-
table. Finally, rate the importance of your objectives as request-
ed in the President's letter.

Some Health Sciences planning efforts preceded the University definitions and for-
mat, so some variations might be noted. In this first round of long-range planning
within the University, flexibility is emphasized, particularly since there is such

a very short time frame. Again, you will have future opportunities for modification.

In order to develop a plan for the Office of the Vice President for Health Sciences
Support Services prior to the August 10th deadline given by the President, we will
need your individual plans by July 25th. Considering the time limits, we encourage
"as wide consultation as possible with your constituencies, including councils, staff,
students, etc. Please keep your reports as brief as possible.

- David Preston, Chairman of the Health Sciences Planning Council, and Edith Leyasmeyer,
‘:f who is coordinating Health Sciences planning efforts, will be pleased to meet with you
and/ or your committee to discuss this request and to respond to any questions.

cc: Health Sciences Planning Council




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | office of the President

Wamd M u 202 Morrilt Hall

100 Church Street S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

June 13, 1979

i
TO: University Vice Presidents and Provosts
FROM: C. Peter Magrath

SUBJECT: Planning for Support Units

You are all aware of my April 27, 1979 memorandum to the
colleges requesting each unit to prepare a statement of its
mission, planning assumptions, goals, objectives, and priorities.
With my present memo I am requesting a comparable activity for
the major support units across the University.

In contrast to the request which went directly to the
colleges, I am proposing that each vice president coordinate
the completion of the planning materials for those support units
reporting to him. A packet of materials has been prepared for
each unit which explains this request in detail.

Each identical set of materials includes:
(1) A letter to unit heads;

(2) A series of attachments providing the background and
guidelines for preparing the unit planning statements.

A list of the units which should prepare the planning statements
is attached to this memo. This same list is included in each
packet as Attachment #5.

Most likely, you will want to write a cover letter to your
support units, setting internal deadlines and adding additional
perspective to this request.

Along with the planning statement. from the support unit, I
am also requesting each vice president to submit a memorandum
which integrates the statements from the units and highlights
those priorities which you wish to emphasize. I am requesting
that the unit statements and the memorandum be submitted to my
office by August 10, 1979. I understand that the Office of
Student Affairs may be able to provide their statements by
June 30, 1979; if possible I would appreciate it doing so.

After reviewing these materials I shall be scheduling a
meeting with each of you to discuss the statements from vour
support units. Most likely these meetings will take place in



University Vice Presidents
June 8, 1979
Page Two

September. Although not specifically requested in these materi-
als, at these meetings I would like to discuss the major re-
source implications of the goals, objectives and priorities
outlined in the unit statements. Relating unit statements to
resources in this general way will be necessary to develop an
initial draft of an aggregate institutional resource plan.

More detailed requests for resource data will occur later in

the fall as we refine the unit statements.

Planning materials from the coordinate campuses are being

‘handled slightly differently. As the attached memo indicates,

Crookston, Morris, and Waseca have each been asked to submit a
single planning document which combines academic programs and
support activities. Each college at Duluth is preparing a
separate planning document according to the request distributed
on April 27, 1979. Provost Heller has agreed to coordinate the
college planning materials. Similarly, he will coordinate the
response of all Duluth support units into a single document,
even though many of these units report directly to an office on
the Twin Cities campus. If further clarification of this pro-
cedure is needed, please notify me or Vice President Stein.

I am aware of the major effort requiréd in this request as
well as the planning being done by the colleges. While diffi-
cult, I believe this planning activity is essential and deserves
our best efforts.

4

CPM

T rcw

Enclosures

cc: University Planning Council
Senate Consultative Committee
Senate Committee on Educational Policy
Senate Committee on Resources and Planning
University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review
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June 1, 1979

Attachment 5

Support Units Receiving Guidelines

- e

The following units will provide planning materials as outiined
in the support unit guidelines (Attachment 3). Materials will
be coordinated by each of the chief operating officers specified
below.

Board of Regents

e Office of the Board of Regents*

President
e Office of the President*
e Office of Equal Opportunity & Affirmative Action

® University Relations

Vice President for Academic Affairs

e Office of the Vice President*

® Aerospace Studies, Military Science, and Naval Science
e Center for Urban & Regional Affairs

e Concerts & Lectures

o Office of International Programs

@ University Gallery

® University Press

Vice President for Adminstration and Planning

@ Office of the Vice President*

® Department of Police
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o Intercollegiate Athletics

® Office of Director of Personnel

Vice President for Finance

Office of the Vice President*
Finance
Physical Planning

Physical Plant
Support Services

University Foundation & Alumni Relations

Vice President for Health Sciences

Office of the Vice President*

University Hospitals

Vice President for Institutional Relations

Office of the Vice President*

Vice President for Student Affairs

Office of the Vice President*

Health Services

Housing Office

Office of Minority & Special Student Affairs
Student Activities Office

Student Develépment Centers

Student Support Services

* Activities for this "office" encompass all activities
not included within the other support units.
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April 27, 1979

TO: Edward C. Frederick, Provost
University of Minnesota, Waseca

John Q. Imholte, Provost
University of Minnesota, Morris

Stanley D. Sahlstrom, Provost
University of Minnesota, Crookston

FROM: C. Peter Magrath

SUBJECT: Statement of Mission, Goals, Objectives, and
Priorities for Crookston, Morris, and Waseca

As you know, each major unit in the University is being asked
to prepare statements of its mission, goals, objectives, and
priorities. This process is beginning in two phases. The
first phase (cdescribed in this packet) is a request to all
major academic units. This will be followed in a few weeks
by a similar request to support units.

Although your campuses contain both academic programs and
support units, I suggest that you submit a single. statement
of mission, goals, objectives, and priorities. I make this
suggestion in the belief that this will simplify your response
rather than complicate it. Although distinctly different than
your campuses, colleges on the Twin Cities campus which have
substantial academic support units are being asked to handle
their response in a similar manner.

In case they will be of help to you, I will forward copies of
the materials for the support units when they are completed.

If you would like further assistance on this, I know that Vice

President Stein will be available to discuss this., Also, if I
can be of assistance, I will be delighted to do so.

e
: CPM

/eah



m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | office of the President

202 Morrill Hall
100 Church Street S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

June 8, 1979

Dear Colleagues:

When I came to the University in 1974, I was aware of the

need to improve existing planning and budgeting procedures.
Over the past four and one-half years we have made some
progress, but it has been gradual. A mission statement has
been completed and the Planning Council has discussed the

need for improving our procedures. As we enter the uncertain
decade of the 1980's, the University must significantly
improve its planning processes and integrate them with the
acquisition and allocation of resources. I am confident

that effective institutional planning will allow the University
to present its most convincing and most consistent case to the
government and people of our State. And it should assure our
educational and scholarly vitality.

There is, of course, an overriding reason why all of us must
personally be interested in intelligent planning at the
University of Minnesota. We are a place of education --
whether in formal teaching, research, or service -- and in
order to discharge that primary obligation we must seek to
attract and use resources in the most effective way. Intelli-
gent, flexible planning, is necessary to operate effectively
and creatively as an educational enterprise. Although
planning involves many dreary details, a large amount of
work, and many frustrations, it "fits" naturally in an
academic institution because it is a process involving
discussion, debate, study and reflection. As we work on
planning in its various manifestations in the months and
years ahead, I believe it is important that we keep in mind
that planning is not merely a management tool or a narrow
end in and of itself. Rather, if done properly and with
support and understanding from all quarters within the
University, planning represents a fundamental activity that
will assist us to become an even better place of teaching,
learning, and educational service.
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The needs of educational planning have also been recognized
recently by the Board of Regents and the Select Committee of
the Senate. I feel that this is the right moment for the
University of Minnesota to establish a formal, institutional
planning process which can lead, not follow, budgetary decisions.
Although the establishment of such a process requires time and
energy of all of us, I am convinced of the importance of moving
the University in this direction. This memorandum is a first
step in the establishment of an ongoing institutional planning
process. I am looking to the colleges and the support units

to take the second step.

Background

As most of you know, in 1975 I appointed the Planning Council

as an advisory group to the President's Office. A brief descrip-
tion of the Council's purpose and background is enclosed. The
Council is composed of faculty and student members, and repre-
sentatives from central administration and the Council of Academic
Officers, with each of the coordinate campuses also represented.
Since its establishment, the Council has been discussing alter-
native planning mechanisms. During the past ten months, under
the chairmanship of Vice President Robert Stein, the Planning
Council has addressed the design and establishment of a specific
planning process and has arrived at a recommendation for initiating
a formal planning process at the University. This process is
built on a framework that requires the University, as well as
each academic and support unit, to identify its mission, goals,
objectives, priorities, and planning assumptions for a five

to ten-year period. As envisioned, the University will
ultimately have specific institution-wide goals that correlate
with its mission, a series of program objectives which flow

from these goals, and priorities for the objectives which would
aid decision making. Similarly, colleges and support units

will have a like set of planning materials to aid them in
decision making.

Initiating the Planning Process

In discussing this framework with the Planning Council and others,
I have become convinced that one of the most difficult steps is
reaching consensus on the best procedure for initiating the
planning process. For example, some individuals advocate that

it should begin centrally, with the development of an institutional
mission and its related goals and objectives. Then using these
materials as a guide, the support units would develop their

own planning documents. Others have argued persuasively that

a planning process should be initiated by the departments.

The University would then build its plans on these departmental
documents.
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I firmly believe that program planning must shape institutional
planning; it must be an initiator of and not a reactor to
budgetary decisions. The vision and the creativity of all
units are essential ingredients of any effective University
planning process. Yet I also feel that it is my leadership
responsibility to provide a structure and a context for
initiating this process. As a consequence, after deliberation
with the Planning Council, I have decided that we should
initiate this planning process with the colleges and the major
support units. This process recognizes the importance of unit
plans yet does not overburden each department. Earlier this
spring all colleges were sent a similar packet of materials
reguesting them to draft statements of their mission, goals,
objectives and priorities. .

-~

Utility of the Planning Process

With the materials provided in this packet as background, I am
now asking each major support unit to draft a statement of its
mission, planning assumptions, goals, objectives, and priorities.
Statements from the support units will be reviewed by the appro-
priate vice president who will then forward these materials to
my office. I shall personally review each statement so that I
can be informed of the intentions of each college and support
unit. Within the next month I shall also appoint a working
group to assist me in my review of these statements.

The review of these planning statements will be conducted

with a full understanding that these statements are first
drafts and that their usefulness as a basis for decision making
is limited. However, these draft statements will be used as a
basis for drafting an institutional statement of goals and
objectives and an aggregate resource plan for the University.

In early fall, I shall meet with each vice president to discuss
the materials from their support units. As a result of this
meeting, each support unit will receive specific comments regard-
ing its draft planning statement. Subsequently, the support
units will have an opportunity to modify their statements.

Drafts of the institutional planning assumptions, goals, objec-
tives and priorities and the University resource plan will pro-
vide a background for the modification of the unit statements.
Institutional statements will then be revised based on the
further discussion with the support units.

This cyclic process of draft and review has been scheduled so
that final drafts of the institutional and unit statements can
contribute to the acquisition of resources including the building
of the 1981-83 legislative request. Subsequently, these planning
documents will assume a fundamental role in decision making
including resource allocation.



Details of the Request

To facilitate your completion of this request, my office and
the Planning Council have prepared the attached materials.

For general background, the 1975 mission statement of the Regents
is enclosed.

Also included is a draft statement of institutional planning
assumptions which I prepared at the request of the Planning
Council (see Attachment 1). Since an institutional statement
does not already exist, the Planning Council suggested that

I draft a statement which would provide a context for the
units to develop their own statements. Before beginning the
development of your own statements, I would appreciate your
criticisms of my statement and your written reaction to it.
Guidelines for preparing this critique are included as Attach-
ment 2.

Using the University's mission statement and my draft institu-
tional statement, each college should draft its statement of
mission, planning assumptions, goals, objectives, and priorities.
To facilitate this process, the Planning Council has prepared a
set of guidelines with examples (see Attachment 3). Please note
that the Planning Council has offered to assist your unit in
whatever way it can.

In late summer each statement will be carefully reviewed, as
described above. In early fall, vice presidents will receive
reactions from this review, a draft institutional statement,
a draft University resource plan, and a request to modify and
update their statements by the end of calendar year 1979.

- These statements along with materials specifically relating
to request items will be used to build the 1981-83 Biennial
Request scheduled for completion in August, 1980.

Also the Planning Council would like each unit to complete
the guestionnaire on planning structures and processes (see
Attachment 4).

Finally, a list of the support units that are being asked to
develop planning statements is included as Attachment 5.
These groupings follow the functional breakdown within each
support area and were developed in consultation with repre-
sentatives from each vice president's office.

The attached materials are summarized below.
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Attachment Purpose
l. President's Draft Statement of To be reviewed and used as
Institution-Wide Planning background material

Assumptions, Goals, Objectives,
and Priorities

2. Guidelines for Critique of the To be used in reviewing the
Draft Institutional Statement President's draft

3. Guidelines for Preparation of To be used in preparing the
Support Unit Statements on planning statements

Mission, Planning Assumptions,
Goals, Objectives, and Priori-

ties

4. Questionnaire Describing Exist- To be returned with planning
ing Planning Structures and statements
Processes

5. Support Units Providing For background information

Planning Statements

6. The Planning Council: Purposes For background information
and Background

7. A Mission and Policy Statement For background information
for the University of Minnesota
(July 11, 1975)

8. Diagram: 1979-80 Planning For background information
Activities Schedule '

I have requested that the vice presidents submit all thier
materials to my office no later than August 10.

To provide a larger context for this request, the enclosed
diagram (Attachment 8) describes the initial iteration in the
evolutionary planning process that I am proposing. The diagram
highlights the interrelationship between institutional and

unit planning activities and the preparation of a two-year
acquisition and allocation plan. If planning is to be effective,
it cannot be slave of the biennial request or the annual
budget. It has a longer time horizon and must be somewhat
independent of these procedures. However, planning is
translated into action in its relationship to these fiscal
activities.

The planning documents resulting from this process are intended
to be useful in annual budgeting and day-to-day decision making.
Objectives and priorities will be updated on an annual basis.
Goals with their longer time horizon will be reviewed in detail
every two to three years. Mission statements will most likely
be reviewed less frequently.



Concluding Remarks

I recognize the significant amount of work that will be required:
to meet this initial request. Planning will never be an easy
process, nor should we expect it to be, for it is through this
activity that we chart our course. This first effort will be
particularly difficult as each of us struggles with new
procedures and a different way of describing our aspirations.
The potential educational payoffs, however, for the University
are high. I therefore respectfully ask you, as I have done

for myself, to assign this as one of your top priorities. 1If
you have any questions or reactions, please do not hesitate to

contact me.
Cordially,
raia) i
( /“/l/; f[,'l;

. ,,".', e
C. Peter MagrLth

President

CPM:cal
Enclosures
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Attachment 1

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA STATEMENT OF
INSTITUTION-WIDE PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS, GOALS, OBJECTIVES
AND PRIORITIES FOR THE 1981-1990 PERIOD

C. Peter Magrath

Background

This statement has three major purposes:

(1) It presents in general terms my view of the
University of Minnesota across the next decade.
This statement is intended to stimulate response
from the colleges so that it may be revised.

(2) These personal views, although subject to revision,
aim to provide background information for the
colleges as they develop their own statements of
mission, goals, objectives, and priorities.

(3) This statement proposes a format for stating
institutional planning assumptions, goals, objec-
tives, and priorities. Critique of the format
will be useful in writing future drafts.

Before a statement of institutional planning assumptions, goals,
objectives, and priorities is adopted, it will be thoroughly
reviewed by the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP),
the Senate Committee on Resources and Planning (SCRAP), and
other appropriate University Senate committees.

As noted in my covering letter, it should be emphasized
that the purpose of this planning effort is related fundamentally
to a conviction that we must seek to plan and use our resources
wisely so that we can be even more effective as one of this
nation's leading land-grant universities. Although we must
constantly seek needed resources from state, federal, and other
sources on the basis of our genuine needs, we have an equal
obligation to show how we intend to use the resources we have
and to use them as effectively and intelligently as p0551ble.
Planning, I should emphasize, is not some things. It is not
a means to develop a rigid blueprint that cannot be changed;
it is not a tool to manage an organlzatlon more effectively for
the sake of management effectiveness; it is not a means to a
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set of "marching orders" to which we must all subscribe and
agree; and it is not a panacea. that will solve the difficult
fiscal and other choices that the University of Minnesota and
other similarly situated universities are facing and are going
to continue to face in the 1980's. Planning is, however, if
intelligently and cooperatively developed within the University,
potentially some very positive things. It is a means of
demonstrating to the people of our state and nation that we

are committed to functioning effectively as an educational
enterprise because we care about education; it is a process
that sets general guidelines and directions which can be
constantly examined and modified as conditions and needs, both
short and longer term, change; and it is a process for reasoned
discussion and dialogue about our mission and objectlves in the
best traditions of the academy and the University of Minnesota.
And finally, this personal statement ought to be viewed as
nothing more or less than what it purports to be. It is a
statement of ideas and suggestions regarding the University

of Minnesota, which is to be examined, critiqued, and un-
questionably revised and changed in many respects. It is
offered here for your background and critique, not as a last
word, but as a first word on some major issues and directions
affecting our University.

I. Mission and Educational Philosophy

In July, 1975, the Board of Regents adopted "A Mission and
Policy Statement for the University of Minnesota."™ Currently
this document remains the official statement of the UnlverSLty s
mission, although a committee of the Board of Regents is presently
considering the need for revision. Until a revised statement is
authorized, our planning should be consistent with the 1975
statement.

Our current mission statement expresses, in rather general
terms, the functions expected of the University. In part, it
provides for a commitment to national and international needs,
as well as state needs to the extent that resources permit.
Research is viewed as essential to good teaching and learning
as well as an important service to society. Further, the
University's commitment to its Land-Grant responsibilities is
absolute. Appropriately, the mission statement says less about
the extent of these functions or about the specific activities
necessary to carry out a particular function. Still less is
stated about the priority of various activities that the
University should undertake, although the importance of some
actions is indicated. For example, the University is committed
to strengthening core programs of liberal education. Further,
the University has a commitment to pure and applied research
as a function uniquely appropriate to the University. I feel,
however, that the University can develop even more specific
goals, objectives, and priorities by considering our educational
philosophy and our assumptions about the present environment.
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Two tenets of educational philosophy, it seems to me,
characterize a major university. First, it must emphasize
above all else a commitment to academic inquiry. This implies
both the centrality of a strong arts and science core and an
emphasis on excellence in its graduate programs. Second, when faced
with the hard choice between a broader array of programs and
a higher degree of excellence in a more limited set of offerings,
the University community must remind-itself that the hallmark
of a major university is not the breadth but the strength of
its program offerings. Related to an emphasis on excellence
are two additional considerations: (l) program excellence is
not always directly related to program funding, and (2) the
cost of maintaining a high level of excellence is usually
modest when compared with the cost of building excellence.
Thus, where possible, the University should protect academic
programs with an established high level of excellence.

ITI. Planning Assumptions

A variety of factors and circumstances will influence
education and the University of Minnesota in the years ahead.
Assumptions about our current condition as a university and
the environment will be important in our planning. Because
these conditions change continually, our assumptions must be
reviewed frequently and on a regular basis. The current status
of a number of these important conditions is described below.

Enrollments

Higher education enrollment is influenced by such items as
the tuition costs, the availability of financial aid, and the
labor market for colleyiate graduates.

Using data from the post-war period, Management Planning
and Information Services has estimated the influence that these
factors have had on the undergarduate enrollments at the Twin
Cities and Duluth campuses. From this work, enrollment forecasts
have been developed for each campus. The particular assumptions
which are used in the estimates and which are under the
University's control are as follows:*

* There are a number of other variables not under University
control which must be considered in forecasting undergraduate
enrollment. The assumptions underlying these variables are
available from Management Planning and Information Services.
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l. Tuition will not increase in constant dollars.

2. Financial aid will increase 1% per year per high
school graduate in constant dollars. This assumption
may need to be modified subject to the exact form of
Congressional action on the Middle Income Student
Assistance Act.

3. Admissions standards will not change.

4. Internal increases in undergraduate tuitions will be
proportional among programs and student levels. If
necessary, this assumption can be modified to reflect
the University's policy on relating individual tuition
levels more closely to instructional costs.

Based on these assumptions, mean, high, and low forecasts
for undergraduate enrollments at the Twin Cities and Duluth
campuses are shown in the table.*

Because applications for the University's graduate and
professional programs substantially exceed admissions, these
enrollments are determined primarily by admissions policies.
These forecasts are based on the admission plans of the Graduate
School and the professional colleges. Forecast ranges are not

shown for these estimates since the enrollments are not produced
from a statistical model.

These different estimates indicate that there is substantial
uncertainty regarding our enrollments. We should realize that
we cannot ignore this uncertainty but must accept it as a fact
that our planning must encompass. We shall regularly update our
enrollment forecasts to include the latest available information.

Income

The sources of support for the University can be discussed
in terms of our three basic missions: instruction, research and
service, as well as in terms of the resources derived from gifts
and endowments.

Regarding instruction, while there have been substantial
fluctuations in the University's student-faculty ratio in the
past, there has been no substantial change in this ratio since

* Estimates from the model for undergraduate enrollments at Morris,
Crookston or Waseca have not yet been produced. Estimates for
these campuses and enrollment forecasting for the individual
colleges on the Twin Cities campus are being developed.



Table: Enrollment Forecasts
Through 1983 as of February, 1979

c 19781 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
Twin Cities Campus
Undergraduate
(mean estimate)* 30,503 30,435 30,303 29,821 29,117 27,889
(low estimate) - 28,714 27,955 26,856 25,498 23,872
(high estimate) - 32,156 32,651 32,785 32,736 31,905
adult Special? 2,842 2,893 2,996 3,050 3,050 3,050
Graduate3 7,600 7,732 7,761 7,918 7,951 7,984
Professional4 3,883 3,965 3,975 3,990 4,010 4,010
Duluth
Undergraduate
(mean estimate) 6,124 6,114 6,122 6,074 5,985 5,761
(low estimate) - 5,704 5,538 5,362 5,146 4,854
(high estimate) - 6,524 6,706 6,786 6,824 6,668
Adult Speciald 327 300 336 340 ' 345 350
Graduate® 240 274 290 295 295 295
Professional’ 118 120 120 120 120 120
Morris
Undergraduate 1,381 1,381 1,376 1,350 1,305 1,238
Adult Special 52 52 52 50 50 50
e Crookston
Undergraduate 865 855 859 825 799 T 799
Adult Special 218 215 216 207 201 201
Waseca
Undergraduate 841 881 925 889 850 800
Adult Special 209 219 230 221 211 200
Total
(mean estimate) 55,203 55,436 55,561 55,150 54,289 52,747
(low estimate) - 53,305 52,629 51,474 49,831 47,823
(high estimate) - 57,567 58,493 58,826 58,747 57,670

lactual enrollments.

2adult Specials in undergraduate programs. The "Graduate" and "Professional"
categories include Adult Specials in these units.

3Graduate students registered in the Graduate School plus those registered in
Master's program in Education, Agriculture, and Public Health.

4Medicine,_Dentistry, Pharmacy, Law, and Veterinary Medicine.

Ssee footnote 2.

6Includes Master's students in Education.

c TMedicine.

*The high and low forecasts are based on statistical confidence intervals developed
from the enrollment forecasting model.
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the 1930's. State appropriations for instructional purposes
have varied, though not rigidly, with enrollments. Tuition
income is also a function of enrollments. If these trends
were to continue, the size of our faculty would shrink with
enrollment declines, and the real value of these income sources
would decline during the 1980's. However, these trends have
been established during a period of enormous University growth,
and we feel that a case for departing from this tacit funding
formula can be made for a period of enrollment decline. Governor
Quie has recognized this point for primary and secondary educa-
tion, and there is reason to expect that the argument will be
applied to some extent in higher education.

Research income is mainly a function of the emphasis placed
on research activity by the federal government. While our
success in obtaining grants and contracts may change, it is
unlikely that such changes would alter significantly the essential
relationship to federal funding policy. 1In the past this policy
has been erratic and unpredictable, and it is not easy to arrive
at assumptions about its future. Recent trends, inflation
assumptions, and a conservative taxing mood suggest that federal
support for basic research at the nation's leading universities
is unlikely to increase dramatically over present levels. Most
likely, it will remain constant at present levels of support,
although there may be incremental increases in federal support
for applied research.

Service income, including revenues from new instructional
clientele, may offer the best hope for offsetting real declines
in other income sources. Although the potential for adult and
mid-career educational programs should not be overestimated,
such programs are certainly viable alternatives in a number of
fields. We should tentatively assume that well constructed
proposals addressed to applied research prcoblems and service
needs of specific non-traditional clientele will attract support.
Implementatlon of the proposals in the "Outreach Report" would
presumably increase our level of support from non-regular
students through increased enrollments as well as increasing
the possibility of state support for that type of instruction.
The report is currently being reviewed by the University Senate
committees. We must continue to consider all of the implications
of the Outreach Report, and we should not prejudge this review.

I should note, however, that I believe outreach activities are
an important part of our mission, and I hope that many of the
policies suggested in the report will be implemented. Thus, we
should encourage proposals from a college that are aimed at
implementing the Outreach recommendations.

The University has been very successful in attracting gifts
and endowments. Last year we ranked fifth among all public and
private universities in gifts at $34 million. Our development
office feels that the probability of increasing this support is
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good, particularly with a strong planning effort, and proposals
that are aimed at eliciting gift support should be encouraged.

On balance, it seems best to assume that the total real
income available to the University will decline slightly through-
out the next five or six years. However, individual units may
be able to obtain real income increases because of differing
clientele demand.

Inflation

Inflation has substantially reduced the University's pur-
chasing power over the last ten years. In estimating future
rates of inflation, we must deal with substantial uncertainty
regarding the causal factors which produce price change -- factors
which, of course, are beyond the University's control.

Because of this uncertainty, we cannot attempt to forecast
specific price indices for long periods of time. However, the
consensus among economists is that the next two years will not
see substantial reductions in inflation below the eight percent
increase in the Consumer Price Index in 1978. The University
must be ready to respond to both expected high levels of inflation
as well as uncertainty about the factors that influence inflation.

One evident strategy of state administrators is to not fully
fund inflationary increases in supplies. Recent reductions of
this type have put the University in a difficult position., and
we must anticipate the very real possibility of retrenchment
necessitated by unwillingness of the state to fund real inflation
increases.

Facilities

The University's current request to the Governor and the
Legislature is based on the priorities established by extensive
internal consultation. Still it is a political reality that
while the University may influence legislative reaction to
facility proposals, we do not control it. Our emphasis will
continue to be on needed renovation of existing structures to
support academic programs and on renovations required by law
for safety or access. While it will be difficult to obtain
funds for new construction in an era of declining enrollments,
we must improve our ability to demonstrate the relationship
between our requests for new buildings and our plans for academic
programs.



Productivity

Our assumptions about income, enrollments, and inflation,
combined with the likelihood that present demand for accounta-
bility will persist and increase, lead to the assumption that
the productivity of the University's efforts will receive
increasing scrutiny. While our outcomes can never be perfectly
measured, we must assume that those activities which can combine
effectiveness with demonstrable efficiency will be the best
supported. Increased productivity is difficult in universities,
but it is not impossible; we must assume that efforts in that
direction will be demanded of us.

In support areas, we must keep abreast of the productivity
increases achieved by comparable activities in the general
community. In academic areas, we must carefully consider issues
of class size, frequency of offerings, and alternative pedagogical
methods. Our efforts at attempting to be more productive must
be tempered by our relative inadequacy to measure educational
outcomes and should clearly not infringe on the tenure code.

Staffing

In the next decade I do not anticipate any significant
changes in the tenure code. Yet certain faculty personnel issues
will require the University's attention. For example, faculty
retirement and faculty retraining and transfers will need to be
discussed. The mix of faculty and civil service staff should
also be carefully studied. .

Technological Change

As noted in the University Senate's 1971 report "Toward
1985 and Beyond," the next decade will witness a significant
expansion in computer and communications technology. These
changes will present new opportunities for serving the educa-
tional needs of the state. If technological changes continue
to lead to increased leisure time, there may be new clientele
demanding education. These changes will undoubtedly have a
significant impact on the University.

IITI. Institutional Goals, Objectives, and Priorities

Eventually, the University should develop goals that chart
specific institutional directions, objectives which indicate
desired levels of achievement, and priorities which are a clear
statement of the relative importance of particular goals and
objectives. Although these institutional statements do not
currently exist, our current planning efforts are intended to
lead the University in this direction.




A Final Comment

- Whether the assumptions I have outlined will prove accurate
can be determined only by the events of the next several years.
Similarly, it will take time for the University community to
examine and evaluate the general and programmatic objectives
that will be developed in the planning process. Because of our
commitment to academic freedom and our appreciation of the
values of dialogue and discussion, we should look forward to
discussing these and other important matters related to the
future of the University of Minnesota in the months ahead.

Your reactions to these "first words" of mine will be extra-
ordinarily helpful to me and to other members of the University
community, as we embark seriously on the quest of improving our
. ability to function effectively as an open and exciting place
for teaching, research, and educational service in the 1980's
and beyond.
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 Attachment 2

GUIDELINES FOR CRITIQUE OF THE DRAFT
STATEMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS, GOALS,
OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES FOR 1981-1990 PERIOD

These guidelines suggest a framework for writing a
critique of the draft statement of institutional planning
assumptions, goals, objectives, and priorities. The outline
below is intended to facilitate, not constrain, your critique.
If you wish to provide comments which fall outside these
guidelines, please feel free to do so.

Your critique will be used to assist the President in a
rewrite of his draft. Also, your suggestions will help guide
the Planning Council as it continues to develop proposals for
refining the institutional planning and decision making pro-
cess, particularly as attention is devoted to the best proce-
dure for arriving at a final draft of an institutional state-

ment of goals, objectives, priorities and assumptions.

II'

IIT.

General Appraisal of Content

Please briefly summarize your reation to the content of this
document, citing both its strengths and weaknesses.

General Appraisal of Format

Please briefly assess the format of the statement, commenting
on the organization of the document, its level of detail, and
its scope.

Planning Assumptions

Identify any additions, deletions or modifications that should
be made to the planning assumptions. Briefly (one paragraph)
indicate your rationale for the suggested changes.
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Attachment 3

GUIDELINES FOR PREPARATION OF
STATEMENTS ON MISSION, PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS,
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PRIORITIES

Support Units

_The President has endorsed an evolutionary process designed
to move the University toward more systematic institutional
planning. As one of the initial steps in this process, each
college and major support unit is being asked to draft state-
ments of mission, planning assumptions, goals, objectives and

priorities.

These draft statements will contribute to the evolution of
the University's planning and decision making processes in a
number of important ways:

1. For the first time the University will have a compendium
that documents the mission, the programs, and the intended
results of all colleges and support units. When produced
with some degree of specificity and in similar formats,
these statements will highlight the similarities, the
differences, and interrelationships of the many units
which comprise the University of Minnesota.

2. Carefully specified statements at both the institutional
and unit level will be used in support of academic program
planning and resource allocation.

3. Working from the statements submitted by the units, the
University will develop an institutional statement of goals,
objectives, and priorities.

4. A University plan for aggregate resource acquisition and
allocation will be developed which will be consistent with
both the institutional and the unit statements.

The development of these statements is viewed as an impor-
tant first step in an evolutionary process. The initial state-
ments will be used to inform the central administration of your
intentions, but they will be viewed as first drafts which may
not be useful for decision making. A cyclical process is plan-
ned so that the statements can be modified and their usefulness
improved. Ultimately both the unit and institutional statements
will assume a fundamental role in decision making, including
resource acquisition and allocation.

GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING STATEMENTS ON MISSION, ASSUMPTIONS,
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PRIORITIES

It is difficult to write a single prescription for describ-
ing the mission, goals, objectives, and priorities of all units.
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Each unit is somewhat different, and undoubtedly these distinc-
tive features will be reflected in the different types of
statements produced by the units. A prescription is also
difficult because the University has little experience in draw-
ing up such statements at either the institution or the unit
level. After the University has completed the first cycle of
this process, it will be possible to propose guidelines with
more specificity than those which follow. Notwithstanding
these drawbacks, the Planning Council offers these suggestions.

e An effective planning statement will strike a delicate
balance between specificity and flexibility. As stated in
more detail below, goals should be stated as specifically
as possible and cast in terms that will be useful as a

. guide for planning. Yet this draft should also be flexible.
It should not be so rigid that it precludes the units from
responding to unforeseen opportunities which may arise. An
effective balance between specificity and flexibility may
be a difficult one to strike, though it remains a necessity.

e Unit statements should build, as much as possible, on the
background materials provided by the President. Although
these assumptions are focused on the instructional and
research activities of the University, units should develop
their statements within these broad constraints and provide

rationale for those portions which differ from the background
materials. ‘

e Neither projected costs nor resource requirements are re-
quested as part of this initial submission. This is not
intended to imply that units should ignore the relationship
between objectives and resource requirements. Instead, it
reflects a judgment that detailed costing, especially in
this first phase of planning, is constraining. If requested
by their vice president, units should be prepared to provide
aggregate estimates of the resources required to accomplish
the programs and services outlined.

e Unit statements should not exceed twenty (20) typewritten
pages. Please do not include extra materials.

°® Thesg planning statements should be organized into three
sections: (I) the mission of the unit, (II) the planning .
assumptions used by the unit, and (III) the unit's goals,

gbiectives and priorities. Each of these sections is described
elow.

The Mission of the Unit

_ Thg "mission" outlines the purposes of the support unit and
its rationale for existence. Most likely it will be more philo-
sophical than decision oriented. It should characterize the

thrust of the unit and broadly define the nature of its activities.
In this statement each unit should discuss the "ends" toward

which it is striving. When compared with goal statements, a
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mission statement will have a longer time horizon. A unit
should be able to define its mission in a few paragraphs.

Planning Assumptions Used by the Units

This section should specify the assumptions on which the
unit is basing its mission, goals, objectives, and priorities.
In developing assumptions support units should refer to Attach-
ment 1 -- University of Minnesota Statement of Institution-Wide
Planning Assumptions, Goals, Objectives, and Priorities for the
1981-1990 Period. A unit's assumptions should include those
factors which it believes apply specifically to its plans. Any
significant assumptions which are not stated in the institu-
tional statement but which will influence the objectives or
mission of the unit should be discussed.

The Planning Council is aware of the difficulty of develop-
ing precise assumptions, particularly quantitative projections.
Units should feel free to indicate candidly those areas where
they know a particular assumption is critical to an objective
and yet have difficulty arriving at a precise assumption.

The following topics should be addressed in the assumptions:

e Projected demand for services. Each unit is requested to
provide an estimate of the level of service which will be
required over the next five years (1980-81 through 1984-85)*.
These estimates should be stated in terms which are
appropriate for the particular support unit. For example,
this might be in terms of workload, clients served or
reports produced. Given the nature of some units, this
estimate can be no more specific than an indication of
trends -- e.g., an increase or decrease in the service de-
manded. To whatever extent possible, units should provide
high, low and mean estimates of demand, similar to the pro~
jections for enrollment presented in Attachment 1.

e Scope of responsibility. Will the scope of responsiblity
for this unit change over the next five years or will it
remain constant? For example, due to technological changes
some units may be expanding into new service areas or cut-
ting back. Please explain these changes in the assumptions.

e Income. Sources and amounts of dedicated income should be
projected for the next five years.

e Productivity. Does the unit envision any major changes in
productivity over the next five years? If so, please explain.

* Because of the difficulty for service units to make meaningful
projections beyond five years, this shorter time frame has
been adopted, even though Attachment 1 has a ten-year horizon.
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e Inflation. How will inflation affect the unit over the
next five years?

Goals, Objectives, and Priorities -

GOALS are the unit's vision of its future over the next
few years (e.g., 2-5 years). Goals are the specific outcomes
which the unit is striving to attain. These statements may
also cite those outcomes which will not be pursued or those
which will be de-emphasized. Goals may have a relatively short
time horizon (e.g., 2 years) or they may be longer range(e.g.,
5 years). Specifically, it is suggested that units address the
following topics.

1. What specific services or programs does the unit offer?
Please include a goal statement for each major program Or
cluster of similar programs. If a number of departments
have the same goals, these departments may be grouped
under a single goal statement. It will be useful to

include the clientele served and the purpose of the serv-
ices.

2. What are the goals of the unit regarding its relationship
to other units or colleges within the University? Does

the unit have specific plans or programs which relate to
other units?

3. Does the unit have goals regarding the work climate? For
example, does the unit have goals relating to physical
facilities or energy use? These goals statements could
refer to personnel factors such as affirmative action
plans or specific personnel policies.

4. What are the goals of the unit that relate to constituen-
cies external to the University? FOr example, units may
have goals of cooperation with the business community.

5. What goals does the unit have which address efficiency
and productivity? For example, some units may consciously
.seek to improve their services without increasing costs.

In toto an inventory of goals should describe the boundaries of
the unit's activities. Goals should be comprehensive so that
every service or support function is encompassed by at least
one goal statement.

OBJECTIVES are the operating targets of the support unit.
Ideally, objectives are specific, measurable, and have a definite
timetable. All objectives should relate to a goal and translate
directly into decision making criteria. The following character-

istics are proposed as a checklist for the development of objec-
tives.
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1. At least one objective should be developed for each goal.

2. Objectives should state the accomplishments which the
unit hopes to attain within a defined time period. For
the purposes of this initial draft, the time horizon
should be set at the end of 1985. 1In other words, the
objectives should lay out the accomplishments which the
unit seeks to attain by specific points in time through
June, 1985. It is expected that a greater number of
objectives will be included for the earlier years in
this period.

The Unit must ask itself what it can realistically
accomplish in a specified period of time. For example,
as a general goal the unit may seek "to expand its
service to the students and faculty of the University."
This could lead to an objective which states, "By June
1984, the unit will show a 10% increase in the number of
customers served per month."

3. Objectives should be as specific as possible. Continuing
the example above, the unit might specify the particular
type of service it intends to expand This statement
might also define the type of service by spec1fy1ng what
will not be offered.

4. Objectives should be stated in terms which are measurable.
For the purposes of assessing progress it is useful to
state objectives which imply a measure of performance or
a standard for comparison. For example, a statement such
as "expanding the unit's service" implies a standard for
comparison, the current level of service. However, "two
hundred additional students served per month" explicitly
states a measure of performance, the number of students.

5. Objectives should characterize the projected level of
service. If a unit or department will be maintained at
the current level of operation, this should be stated
and may be done so briefly. If significant changes are
planned for a unit, detailed objectives should be provided
which outline the envisioned changes.

6. The projected size of the unit should be included, either
as part of the objectives or in a separate table. The
probable number of employees should be projected for the
next five years including high, low and mid-point estimates.

After development of the objectives, it may be useful to
review them by asking the question, "If our unit accomplished
these objectives (by the dates specified), would it be fulfill-
ing its mission?" -- or at least making progress toward it.
This will ensure that objectives relate to goals which in turn
are built on the unit's mission.
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PRIORITIES categorize the objectives according to their
degree of importance. Setting priorities anticipates the real
world constraints of limited resources by indicating which
objectives will take precedence.

Please rate the importance of each objective using the
following scale. It is unrealistic for all objectives to be
"of utmost importance."

(1) of utmost importance -- these objectives are assigned the
highest priority by the unit; they will take precedence
over all other goals and objectives.

(2) of high importance -~ tﬁgée objectives occupy a position

’ of central Importance in the priority scheme of the unit;
however, they rank perceptibly lower than the items cited
in (1).

(3) important -- these objectives will receive the attention
of the unit, but only after programs and activities are
planned and funded which ensure the accomplishment of
the objectives in (1) and (2).

To assist the support units in developing their statements,
samples of goals, objectives, and priorities are presented on
the next two pages.  Hopefully these examples will further
illuminate the distinctions made above. This format should be
followed as nearly as possible, to facilitate comparison among
unit statements.

FINAL WORD

As stated at the outset, it is difficult to write a set
of guidelines which are equally meaningful to all support units.
If further discussion is needed to clarify this request or if
procedural suggestions on producing these statements would be
useful, please feel free to contact Vice President Stein, Chair-
person of the Planning Council. He can arrange meetings with
members of the Planning Council who have deliberated these
issues.
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EXAMPLES OF GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PRIORITIES

Goals and Objectives

Following are three examples of goal statements, related
objectives and priorities. The first example has been taken
from the planning materials under development by the Health
Sciences Planning Council. These examples are only in draft
form and have not been approved by the Health Science units.

Yet they are a good illustration of a goal and related objec~-
tives.

The other two examples are fictitious and are included to
demonstrate the relationship between goals, objectives, and
priorities. (Priorities were purposely omitted from the Health
Science example because these units have not yet addressed this'
facet of planning.)

GOAL: ANTICIPATE, IDENTIFY AND RESPOND TO NEEDS OF A CHANGING
SOCIETY THROUGH CURRICULAR EMPHASES

Objective A: Support the development and expansion of inter-
disciplinary team experiences through the establishment of
Health Sciences requirements for core interdisciplinary offer-
ings by 1983, and through the maintenance of "time windows"
common throughout the Health Sciences.

Objective B: Within the coming year, review the University
outreach report and develop recommendationsg for implementing
those aspects relevant to the Health Sciences.

Objective C: During the next academic year, provide staffing
for the College of Pharmacy to develop a model for identify-
ing and validating professional competencies, and to devise
mechanisms for dissemination of ideas and processes to other
Health Science units.

Objective D: By the fall of 1981 the Health Sciences will
make available to all its enrolled students appropriate courses
in techniques of peer review and cost containment which will
prepare them to function appropriately and effectively upon
employment in the health services field.

GOAL: ASSIST STUDENTS IN THE SELECTION AND PURSUIT OF THEIR
POSTGRADUATE EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL OBJECTIVES

Objective A: During the 1981-82 academic year, the unit will
assess the effectiveness of its career counseling and place-
ment services by commissioning an external review of the
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Placement Office. The result of this review will be forwarded
to the executive committee for action. PRIQRITY: IMPORTANT

Objective B: During the 1982-83 academic year, the unit will
create and approve a six-year detailed plan (including staff-
ing and budgeting projections) for the Planning Office. It

is assumed that this plan will build on the results and recom-
mendations of the external review. PRIORITY: IMPORTANT

Objective C: Throughout the 1981-83 biennium, the unit will
offer counseling and job placement services at the same level
and scope that it does currently. Funding for the Placement
Office will be maintained at a constant level (in real dollars),
regardless of budget expansion or contraction. Any expansion
or contraction in these services is being postponed pending

the external review and development of the six-year plan.
PRIORITY: UTMOST IMPORTANCE

GOAL: TO ANALYZE EXISTING POLICIES AND REPORT FINDINGS IN A

FORM USEFUL FOR DECISION MAKING

Objective A: During the 1980-85 period, continue to provide
the monthly operating reports which are circulated to all vice
presidents and major support units. PRIORITY: UTMOST IMPOR-
TANCE

Objective B: During the 1980-85 period, continue to coordinate
the collection of operating information from each of the sup-
port units. PRIORITY: UTMOST IMPORTANCE

Objective C: During 1980-8l, begin collecting operating data
which can be used to assess the effectiveness of the Manage-
ment Consulting Unit. PRIORITY: HIGH IMPORTANCE

Objective D: During 1983-85, design, plan, and implement a
computerized system which will permit remote inquiry of the
existing data bases by all major support units. PRIORITY:
IMPORTANT
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Attachment 4

PLANNING: STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES
A Status Report

One of the Planning Council's responsibilities is to
advise the President on the appropriateness of planning struc-
tures that exist in the University. A necessary first step
in carrying out this responsibility is to catalog the planning
structures and processes that are currently used by the colleges
and support units. At the outset there is a clear recognition that
structures and processes do and should vary from unit to unit.

This brief questionnaire requests each support unit to sum-
marize the characteristics of its existing planning process.
It should be completed and returned along with the unit mis-
sion, goals, objectives and priorities statement.

For the purposes of this survey, planning is defined
comprehensively to include physical, programmatic, and budg-
etary planning. If these are handled by different groups
within your unit, please indicate on the guestionnaire or
if necessary fill out separate surveys for each.



Name of Support Unit:

1.

PLANNING: STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES
A Status Report

Has any individual or group(s) been designated as respon-
sible for "planning"? If so, please indicate the title
of the individual or list the name of the groupr(s) and
describe its composition. (If answer is "No," please
skip to question #9).

If a group, how often does it meet?

How are members of this group selected (e.g., elected
appointed) and by whom?

Briefly describe the types of activities which are the
responsibility of this individual/group.



8.

Dces the individual/group responsible for planning have
advisory or decision making authority? Please explain.
Please provide a statement of charge to the group if appro-
priate.

oW

Does this individual or group have staff support? If so,
how may staff members and at what level?

Is the "planning group" directly involved in preparing the
annual budget or biennial request? Please explain.

List other groups who consult with the planning individual/
group on.a regular basis.



c 8. List anv reports or analytical studies which have been

undertaken on behalf of planning irn vour unit (in the last
two years).

10. Include other comments which would assist the Planning
Council in understanding how planning occurs within this
support unit.

C

ll. Specify a person who could act as a liaison with the Plan-
ning Council if more information is desired.

Name:

Title:

Phone:
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Attachment 5

Support Units Receiving Guidelines

The following units will provide planning materials as outlined

in the support unit guidelines (Attachment 3). Materials will
be coordinated by each of the chief operating officers specified
below.

Board of Regents

e Office of the Board of Regents*

President
c e Office of the President*
o Office of Equal Opportunity & Affirmative Action

® University Relations

Vice President for Academic Affairs

e Office of the Vice President*

® Aerospace Studies, Military Science, and Naval Science
e Center for Urban & Regional Affairs

® Concerts & Lectures

e Office of International Programs

® University Gallery

e University Press

Vice President for Adminstration and Planning

':; e Office of the Vice President*

e Department of Police
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e e Intercollegiate Athlet_:ics

e Office of Director of Personnel

Vice President for Finance

o Office of the Vice President*
e Finance

e Physical Planning

e Physical Plant

e Support Services

e University Foundation & Alumni Relations

Vice President for Health Sciences

e Office of the Vice President*

e University Hospitals

C

Vice President for Institutional Relations

o Office of the Vice President*

Vice President for Student Affairs

e Office of the Vice President*

e Health Services

e Housing Office

e Office of Minority & Special Student Affairs
e Student Activities Office

e Student Develépment Centers

e Student Support Services

* Activities for this "office" encompass all activities
':; - not included within the other support units.
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for Administration and Planning
200 Morrill Hail
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April 27, 1979

THE PLANNING COUNCIL: PURPOSES AND BACKGROUND

The Planning Council was established by the President
in 1975 to advisge him on the development of a long range
planning capability in the University of Minnesota. Since
January, 1978, the Planning Council has been chaired by
Vice President Robert A. Stein, the President's representative
in day-to-day activities related to long range planning.
Specific responsibilities of the Council include: identifying
areas in the University where planning should take place, en-
couraging the development of planning activity where it has
been lacking, integrating the planning efforts of the major
units of the University, and evaluating the performance of
the University relative to its plans.

constituencies including each of the Vice Presidential offices,
each of the coordinate campusés, the Council of Academic Officers,
as well as from the faculty and student body. A list of current
members is attached. All members of the Council are appointed

by the President and the Council's actions are advisory to the
President. Any institutional activity resulting from their
advice involves the customary consultative and decision making
processes within the University.

‘E; Members of the Planning Council come from diverse University

In the current academic year, the Planning Council has
divided itself into five subcommittees. Each of these working
groups has been assigned responsibility for one aspect of the
planning effort:

1. Institutional Mission, Goals, Objectives,
Priorities, and Planning Assumptions.

2. Structure and Organization of Planning.

3. Relationship of Planning to the Budgeting and
Biennial Request Processes.

4, Institutional Evaluation and Accountability.

5. The Planning Data Base.

In order to ensure that the University's planning is informed,
Planning Council members, senior officers, and the Regents during
the current academic year have participated in seven seminars on
long range planning led by persons from other institutions of

C
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higher learning. Speakers in this series included: Ray Haas,
Vice President for Administration and Planning, West Virginia
University; Ray Bacchetti, Vice Provost for Planning and
Budgeting, Stanford University; Richard Van Horn, Vice President
for Management, Carnegie Mellon University; Thomas Schreck,

Dean for Student Services, Indiana University; Donald LeLong,
Director of the Institute for Higher Education Management,
Unviersity of Texas; Ronald Brady, Vice President for Adminis-
tration, University of Illinois; and Howard Bowen, Professor of,
Economics and Education, Claremont Graduate School.

Much of the Council's work during the past nine months has
been directed toward recommending a planning process for the
University. The resulting process that has been adopted by the
President helps the institution consider its anticipated environ-
ments, its goals, objectives, priorities, and the relationship
of these to the day-to-day decision making of the University.
As support for the planning process, considerable attention has
been given to the development of a planning data base and a set
of policy analyses. The planning data base would provide a set
of historical and forecast data on areas such as enrollments,
resource use, and the outcomes produced by major units. Policy
analyses will help structure and analyze issues that cut across
major segments or all of the University.

The current directions and activities of the Planning Council
are based on consultation and research about planning both within
the University through representatives of SCEP, SCRAP, and UCBRBR
and external to the University through the serjes of speakers and
other contacts. Discussions about the current and proposed
activities of the Planning Council with any of its members is
strongly encouraged.




Meeting of the
Committee to Update the Health Sciences Master Plan

AGENDA
July 12, 1979, 2:30-4:30 p.m., 608 Campus Club
Review Dr. Lyle French's Long Range Planning lette
of June 18, 1979 -
Review Health Sciences Planning Assumptions
Review Physical Resources Planning Assumptions

Review Health Sciences Goals for Physical Resources

Discuss

Methods for monitoring needs
Criteria for space allocation
Utilization

Priorities

— Process

Reallocation

Outline document




m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | office of the Vice President for the Health Sciences :

A-306 Mayo Memorial Building, Box 501
420 Delaware Street S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

June 18, 19?§ o . ' ©

To: Judy Atlee, Coordinator, Health Sciences Student Personnel Services, and
Acting Director, Health Sciences Minority Program - '
Charles Drage, M.D., Chairman, Health Sciences Educational Policy Committee
Russ Farrell, Acting Assistant Vice President for Health Sciences .
Floyd Garetz, M.D., Chairman, Committee on Health Care for the Aging
David Garloff, Director, Health Sciences Learning Resources
Bill Hodapp, Coordinator, Health Sciences Continuing Education
John Kralewski, Director, Health Services Research Center
tE;széd'ﬂeiier;—:Coordinatotz';:ﬁealth Sciences Allied-Health Programs -
erie Perlmutter.and Clint Hewitt, Cochairmen, Health Sciences Master
Plan Committee '
Sue Rader, Coordimator, :Health Sciences Student Affairs .
John Westerman, Coordinator, Health Care Systems Research and Development
John Westerman, General Dlrector, University Hospltals

' £
From: Lyle A. French, ;g‘gésjil e President

Re: Health Sciences Long-Range Planning

Attached is a letter and other materials from President Magrath describing Uni-
versity planning efforts to date and requesting long-range plans from University
support units. ®s defined in this document, the two Health Sciences academic
support units include University Hospitals and .your offices combined as Office
of the Vice President for Health Sciences Support Services.

We are requesting plans from each of your areas which, with the exception of the
Hospitals,:will be imcorporated inio;ﬁnewﬂealih?SéiéneeS:SapperL;Se;yices~p1aﬁ$¥&»
1 am very-aware of- the=brief time period -in which-these-materials must=be prepared
and .emphasize that these plans will be considered as first drafts. They -will~-be -
reviewed by the Health Sciences:. Planning -Council-as-well as within my office, and
you will-have subsequent-opportunities for revision: :

Also attached -are -documents which:represent.efforts-of the Health.Sciences Planning
Counzil, which T appointed to develop-health sciences-wide plans-and-to. coordinate __
planning activities of our academic and support units. . These documents--represent

a health sriences-wide framework within which -academie and support-uvnit-planning—.  — -
should -take:-place.-.-The assumptions have previously been. reviewed by most-of-you— —

and xreflect-keyiexternal -forces which ‘have implications for rour long-range-plannings-: .

The ‘second .HealthScéieénces-planning document- is a-draft of the Health:Seiences. State—::

ment of Mission, .Gnals:and Objectives;:this document -sets.out-the broad misstormrand —. ..

HEALTH SCIENCES
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goals as a collective statement for all Health Sciences units. It is provided
not only as a guide for your own planning, but for review and comment prior to
further revisions. The objectives contained in this document apply more spe-
cifically to some of the activities in the Vice President's office .and ‘are recom-
mended as priorities by the Health Scien¢es Planning Council.

Specifically, we are requesting your unit to: e

1. Provide a critique of the University of Minnesota Statement of.Insti-
tution-Wide Planning Assumptions, Goals, Objectives and Priorities
for the 1981-1990 Period, as requested in the President's letter.

2. Review and comment on the Health Sciences Statement of Mission,
Goals and Objectives. As indicated earlier, this statement serves
as the framework for all Health Sciences planning.

3. Develop plans-for your unit, including:

a. Assumptions.  Describe any assumptions in planning for your
area which are not adequately addressed in the Health
Sciences Planning-Assumptions.

b. Mission. As requested in the President's letter, develop a
mission statement specific to your area but consistent with
the Health Sciences mission.

c. -Goals. Again, develop goals specific to your areaAbut con-..
sistent with Health Sciences goals.

d. “Objectives.= The Health Sciences objectives have been-didentified-
by the Council -as priority items for the Health Sciences. Your
additions and other suggested changes will be considered in sub-
sequent drafts of the Health Sciences statement. If the objectives
listed in the Health Sciences document have direct relationship
to your activities, please comment and/or suggest changes as ap-
propriate. 1In developing-objeetives-speeific to-your unit activ-
ities;~note that they should be measurable-and -have.a definite time- -
table. . Finally, rate. the 1mportance ‘of 'your objectives as reque&t—
ed in the President's letter.-

Some Health Sciences planning efforts preceded: the-University definitions -and-for--
mat, so some variations might-be noted:~<.In this- first round.of long-range-planning -
within the University, flexibility is emphasized, particularly since--there--is such

a very short time frame.- Againsy=you-will have future opportunities for -modification. - -

In order--to develop-a-plan for. the Office of the Vice President -for-Health Sciences
Support-Services-prior -to the August -10th deadline given by the:President, we will-
need- your- individual-plans- by July-25th.--Considering-the time-1imits,-we -encourage-—

as wideiconsultation . as possibletwith your constituénciesy including,eaunnils,,staﬁf;--w
students;=etcss. Please keep your: reports-as brief ‘as possibleé.i-

bavidaPteston;rChairman:of the-HealtbAScienceSvPlanningJCouﬂcLL;féndsBdithiLeyasmeyez;:fi
who:is ¢oordimdting :Health Sciénces planning.efforts;:willbe pleased: td meet.withiyouv.:.

and/ or your- committee. to discuss=this request and-to-respend-to any-—questions.-

cc:: -Health Sciences blanning Council

|
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date July 19, 19.79

to i e Members

fmm Cherie Perlmutter

As we agreed at last week's meeting, we will meet Tuesday, July 24, 1979 at 7:30 a.m.
in Dining Room III of the University Hospital. Go through the breakfast line. Coffee
will be served.

In addition to a review of the attached, the key documents ‘that should -be reviewed
in advance are

1. Health Sciences Planning Assumptions -{(mailed to you with the
June 21, 1979 letter)
2. Health Science Mission and Goals (attached to July-12, 1979 agenda)
3. Assumptions for Long Range Planning/Physical Resources (attached to
July 12, 1979 agenda) ’

The purpose of the meeting is to respond to Vice President French's letter of
June 18, 1979.

By July 25th, our committee is required to submit

~ critique of the draft University Statement

~ critique of the draft Health Sciences: Statement of Mission, Goals and Objectives

~ a draft of assumptions, mission, goals, objectives related to our charge -

physical resources of the Health Sciences

Attached is a draft statement that we can use for discussion purposes at the
Tuesday meeting.
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DRAFT 7/19/79

The Health Sciénces Planning Council has, in its June 12, 1979 draft
Statement of Mission, Goals and Objectives determined two specific goals
related to Health Sciences Physical Resources.

1. Identify and meet physical resources needs and determine pfiorities‘for

allocation. _

2. Ensure appropriate utilization of physical reso

Inasmuch as the Health Sciences faculty has a long history of involvement
in physical resource planning, beginning with the 1967 effort, the concepts
outlined in the latest planning effort will not be new. In fact, nearly two
years ago,. in recognition of the achievement of some of the major components

of the original master plan, i.e., program changes, enrollment expansion, and

physical resource &eveloﬁﬁEnt, a Health Sciences committee comprised: of;

Dwight Anderson, Professor, Microbiology, School of Dentistry

John Byrd, Director, Space Programming and Management

Roger DeRoos, Director, Environmental Heélth & Safety, Scﬁool of Public Health
Frank DiGangi, Assistant Dean, College of Pharmacy .

Waye Drehmel, Assistant Dean, Medical School Administration

Frances Dunning, Assistant Dean for Student Affairs, School of Nursing

Eugene Gedgaudas, Head, Radiology, University Hospitals

- Robert Goltz, Chairman, Dermatology, Medical School

Clint Hewitt, Assistant Vice President, Physical Planning (Co-Chair)
Harry Hogenkamp,-Head, -Biochemistry, Basic Sciences, Medical School-

~Mellor Holland, Associate Dean, School of Dentistry

Tom Jones, Associate Director, University Hospitals

Paul Maupin, Coordinator, Health Sciences Planning Office

Joe Pacello, Administrative Assistant, College of Pharmacy

Cherie -Perlmutter, Assistant Vice President for Health Sciences (Co-Chair)
Judith Plawecki, Assistant Dean.of Undergraduate Studies, School of Nursing
Lee Stauffer, Dean, School of Public Health

John Waldren, Staff, Physical--Planning

was appointed-and charged with updating the physical resource plan of the Health

Sciences..
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The Master Plan Committee has been meeting regularly since September 15,

1977. The major structure,(;herefore is already in place to carry out the

stated goalgi)

The work program that the committee has adopted in order to achieve its

goals is as follows.

1. Prepare a status report or Updated Health Sciences Master Plan reviewing

the original Master Plan, the achievements to date, and the unmet needs.

—
2. 52!1§E~§BEEE_ESfEE?’ adopting or adapting a Health Science model thiﬁ%fﬁ{i//

provide@ guidelineﬁcriteria ‘for monitoring space allocation, space needs,
space-utilization,- and space-reallocation.

During the period between July: 25; 1979 and the submission of:the second: '
draft, the Health Sciences Master Plan Committee will address itself to the
following issues:

— Modification of University Physical Resource Assumptions
— Accuracy of space inventory

~ Mechanism for unit planning involvement

- Process for setting priorities

- Staff resources for the committee
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September 28, 1979 MEMO *?WL.;:_" “Mfﬁi
T0: Ms. Donna Ahlgren, Director, Hospital Planning Office )

Mr. Robert Dickler, Senior Associate Director
Mr. Clinton Hewitt, Assistant Vice President, Physical Planning
Mr. Paul Kopietz, Director, Engineering and Construction
\ﬁr. Paul Maupin, Coordinator, Health Sciences Planning Office
s

. Cherie Perlmutter, Assistant Vice President of Health Sci
FROM: Donald Brown, Chairman, University Hospital Renewal ARrojeéc
Executive Coordinating Committee
SUBJECT: Appointment of University Hospﬁta] Renewal Project\Buildij ommittee

The intent of this memo is to request your participation on the University
Hospital Renewal Project Building Committee.

The Building Committee will be responsible to the University Hospital
Renewal Project Executive Coordinating Committee for coordination and
. supervision of all planning, design, and contruction activities as they
‘i; relate to the University Hospital Renewal Project. More specifically,
the functions of the Committee will be as follows:

1. To provide overall coordination and approval of planning,
design, and construction activities.

2. To assure appropriate coordination and expeditious resolution
of process and responsibility issues with the University
departments and external agencies regarding design, planning
and construction activities (i.e. utilities, roads, waste
disposal, code compliance, etc.).

3. To resolve; and if necessary refer to the Executive Steering
Committee; planning, design, and construction issues.

4. To monitor the project time schedule and to expedite the process
as necessary.

5. To monitor project budget and resolve issues as necessary.

6. To identify problems in the construction process and resolve
with the appropriate internal or external parties.

HEALTH SCIENCES




Robert Dickler, Clinton Hewitt, Paul Kopietz, Page 2
Cherie PerImutter, Paul Maupin, Donna Ahlgren September 28, 1979

The interrelationships of the Building Committee,and the request that
you participate on this committee stems from a "Renewal Project Planning,
Coordinating, and Decision-Making Structure" which has been reviewed

and approved by the Executive Coordinating Committee. This is attached
for your information, review, and comment.

We anticipate that contracts with the program consultant, A/E firm,
and construction manager will be finalized within the relatively near
future,and the committee should plan on initiating its activities as
soon as possible. We have asked Mr. Dickler to chair the committee,
and I am sure that he will be convening the initial meeting in the
relatively near future.

We thank you for your cooperation in this matter, and if you have any
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me.

rmd/kc

enclosure




DRAFT

University Hospitals Renewal Project

"Planning, Coordinating, and Decision-Making Structure"
The planning and construction process for the University Hospitals
Renewal Project requires the ability to expedite decision-making, assign
accountability, and gain inputs from many segments of the University.
The project, because of its scope and importance, impacts virtually
all management levels in the University, Health Sciences, and Hospital
as well as the Board of Regents and University Hospitals Board of Governors.
Clear identification of each levels responsibility is, therefore, imperative
if.decisions are to be made effectively and in accordance with predeter-
mined planning and construction schedules.
The intent of this document is to identify a structure which meets
these requirements. Attachment "A" outlines the proposed structure while
attachments "B" thru "G" elaborate on the'function, membership, etc.
of the components in that structure which are specifically creafed.for
the Renewal Project. The Board of Regents, President, and University
Hospitals Board of Governors would exercise, in relation to the project,

their normal responsibilities for review, authorization, and approval.




Attachment "A"

Planning, Coordinating, and Decison-Making Structure Qutline

_ - Board oflRegents

_ —
- President
- |
-
Board of Governors——-—University Hospital Renewal Project Executive Coord. Committee
—~ — — _ l
~ =~ Project Director
_Renewa] Project Building Committee
— 7
University Hospital & Clinics University Planning Health Sciences

Planning Structure & Construction Organization Coordinating Committee

AN

Medical Staff Hospital Staff

Coordinating Coordinating
Commi ttee Commi ttee

Task Forces Joint Task Forces

Task Forces

C




Attachment "B"

University Hospital Renewal Project Executive Coordinating Committee

Description

The Renéwa] Project Executive Coordinating Committee is appointed by,
and responsible to, the President for overall coordination of all
internal and external Renewal Project activities and decisions. It will
meet at least monthly and receive reports from the Renewal Project
Building Committee, Project Director, Public Relations Consultant, and
other parties as necessary and appropriate.
Membership on the Coordinating Committee wi]i be ex-officio and the chairman
of the Committee will be the University Vice-President for Finance.
Functions
1. Provide overall coordination for the Renewal Project
2. Function as the Renewal Project "owner" on planning, design,
and construction of the facility
3. Approve and coordinate public relations and communication efforts
4. Obtain necessary approvals, after appropriate internal review,
from external agencies
5. Develop and, after appropriate approvals, implement financing
strategies
6. Review ongoing activities of Building Committee and other
parties and task forces and resolve issues and questions
referred by these groups

7. lIdentify issues for resolution; determine process for resolution




C

Membership

University Vice President for Finance - Chairman
University Vice President for Health Sciences
University Vice President for Institutional Relations
Chairman, University Hospital Board of Governors
General Director, University Hospitals & Clinics

Chief of Staff, University Hospitals & Clinics

Project Director, University Hospitals Renewal
Project Director (Staff)

Attachment "B" cont.

Donald Brown)

Lyle French)

(

(

(Stanley Kegler)
(Albert Hanser)
(

John H. Westerman)

(Paul Quie)

(Robert Dickler)




Attachment "C"

Project Director
University Hospital Renewal Project

©

Description

The Project Director position will provide overall coordination‘for the
Renewal Project on behalf of the Executive Coordinating Committee.
The Project Director will be designated by the General Director of
University Hospitals with the concurrence of the Executive Coordinating
Commi ttee.
Functions
1. To act as staff for, and the agent of, the Executive
Coordinating Committee in all internal and external
Renewal Project activities
2. To act as chairman of Renewal Project Building Committee
and to communicate the conclusions of that Committee to
C the Executive Coordinating Committee
3. To identify issues requiring Coordinating Committee review

and action and to propose mechanisms for issue resolution
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Attachment "p"

University Hospital Renewal Project Building Committee

Description

The Building Committee is appointed by the Exeéutive Coordjnating‘
Committee and is responsible for coordination and supervision of all
planning, design, and construction activities. Membership on the
Committee is Ex-Officio and the Project Director chairs the committee.

Architect and Engineer, Programming, and Construction Management

Consultants are responsible to the Executive Coordinating Committee
S, it

- through the Building Committee as are all other internal groups and
[ttt At Y IR RS a4 A .

I

“gonsu]tanté\jgquxggmigmglgnning, design, and/or construction. The

committee will meet at least weekly throughout the duration of the project.

p——— - v et

Functions

1. Provide overall coordination and approval of planning, design,
c and construction activities .
2. Assure appropriate coordination, and expeditious resolution
of process and responsibility issues, with University departﬁents
and external agencies on design, planning and construction
activities (i.e. utilities, roads, waste disposal, code compliance,-etc.)
3. Resolve, and if necessary refér to the Executive Steering
Committee, planning, design, and construction issues
4. Monitor the project time schedule and expedite the process
as necessary ’
5. Monitor project budget and resolve issues as necessary
6. Identify problems in the construction process and resolve

with the appropriate internal or external parties




Attachment "D" cont.

Membership

Project Director - Chairperson (Robert M. Dickler)
(see attachment "C")
University Asst. Vice-President for Physical P]anning‘ (Clint Hewitt)
Responsible for development and monitoring of all contracts,

coordination with overall University planning, and coordination

with external non-health care planning and approval agencies.

University Director of Engineering and Construction (Paul Kopietz)

Responsible for allocation of University construction and
engineering resources for Renewal Project, {dentification and
finalization of University role in design and construction,
coordination with University Physical Plant, and code compliance
Asst. Vice-President for Health Sciepces ' (Cherie Perlmutter)

Responsible for assuring coordination with Health Sciences

Master Plan, resolution of Health Sciences Space Allocation
issues, and identification of potential legisiative concerns.
Coordinator - Health Sciences Planning Office (Paul Maupin)
Responsible for coordination of Renewal Project with other
Health Sciences construction activities and consultations
on facility interface requirements.
Director - Hospital Planning Office (Donna Ahlgren)
Rgsponsible for development of Hospital programmatic and
planning statements, coordination of Hospital resources,

and coordination of project with ongoing operations.

Staff Support

Architect and Engineering Firm
Program Consultant

Construction Manager
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Attachment "E"

University Hospitals and Clinics Planning Structure

Description

The University HospitaTs & Clinics Planning Structure wi]]vbe composed

of a Medical Staff Coordinating Committee and a Hospital Staff Coordinating
Committee. These Committees will be responsible for the development

of programmatic statements, planning criteria, and design comment during
the initial phase of the project. Regular meetings of the Committees

and their task forces will occur through schematic plan development at
which time the committees will meet as required for consultation and

issue resolution. Activities of the committees and their separéte

and joint task forces will be coordinated through periodic meeting

of the chairpersons and representatives from the Hospital planning office.
Both Committees and all task forces will recefve staff support from the
Hospital Planning Office and appropriate external consultants.

The Committees will be appointed by the General Director and task forces
by the respective chairpersons.

Medical Staff Coordinating Committee

Functions

1. Provide input regarding issues, concerns and planning process

2. Appoint task forces and ad hoc groups to develop recommendations
for programs and facility needs, and resolve identified issues

3. Review and approve recommendations developed by g%oups, planning
staff and individual departments

4. Make recommendations to Board of Governors and/or Building
Committee for major policy and priority issues

5. Coordinate activities with Medical Staff/Hospital Staff

counterpart. Appoint joint task forces as required




Membership

Roby Thompson, Co-Chairman
Bob Goltz, Co-Chairman
John Najarian

Thomas Ferris

William Krivit

Eugene Gedgaudas

Paul Winchell

Barbara Tebbitt

Donna Ahlgren (staff)

Tentative Task Forces

Chairman
Psychiatry Dr. Hausman
Labor & Delivery Dr. Williams
Operating Rooms Dr. Thompson
Pediatrics Dr. Clawson

(Note: Departmental Task Forces for PM&R, Labs, Diagnostic Radiology,

and Therapeutic Radiology are now organized and functioning.)

Hospital Staff Coordinating Group

Functions

1. Provide input regarding issues, concerns and planning process
2. Appoint task forces and ad hoc groups to develop recommendations
for programs and facility needs, and resolve identified issues

3. Review and approve recommendations developed by groups, planning

staff and:individual departments

4. Make recommendations to Board of Governors and/or Building

Committee for major policy and priority issues

D.

. Ahlgren
. Forsman

. Kujawa

Attachment "E" cont.

Staff

Ahlgren




Attachment "E" cont.

i 5. Coordinate activities with Medical Staff/Hospital Staff counterpart
%;,; Appoint joint task forces as required
Membership

Don Van Hulzen - Chairman
Dick Pierson

Merle McGrath

A1 Dees

Greg Hart

Johnelle Foley

Ed Howell

Barb Peickert

Elisabeth White

Donna Ahlgren (staff)

Tentative Task Forces

¢ Chairman Staff
Information Systems Al Dees Lee Larson
Communication Systems M. McGrath Lee Larson
Transport Systems E. Howell Lee Larson
Employees Services ' E. White K. Ewing-duul
Family/Visitor Services J. Foley K. Ewing-dJduul

Tentative Joint Medical and Hospital Staff Coordinating Committee Task Forces

Chairman Staff
Interior Design _ J. Foley Karen Ewing-Juul
Bed Module Dr. Paul Winchell Donna Ahlgren
Intensive Care Units Dr. Shelly Chou Cindy Forsman
Bed Assignments Bed Allocation Donna Ahlgren

Committee as then
constituted.




Attachment "f"

University Planning & Construction Organization




“Attachment "G"

Health Sciences Coordinating Committee

Description

The Health Sciences Coordinating Committee will provide input during
initial planning and design regarding the present and anticipated
activities of academic units in the Hospital clinical facilities.

The Coordinating Committee and chairperson will be appointed by the

Deans and Directors and will be provided staff assistance by the Hospital
Planning Office. The Coordinating Committee will meet regularly through
the programming period and will be available for consultation subsequent

to that phase of activity.

Functions

"1. To provide information on current and anticipated utilization
of clinical facilities in conjunction with all levels of
academic programs

2. To identify special requirements of clinical educational
programs

3. To assist the Hospital in developing Certificate of Need
documents and information requested during internal and external
reviews

4. To provide additional input and consultation as necessary




©

NOVEMBER 1, 1979

Present: Mr. Dickler

Mr. Hewitt
Mr. Maupin
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Kopietz
Mr. Eilers
Mr. Olson

Mr. Douglass
Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Brovald
Mr. Berry

Program Consultant Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Olson and Mr. Douglass indicated that there were no issues to
bring before the Renewal Project Building Advisory Committee.

It was noted by both individuals that the progress up to this point
in time seems to be good and that an adequate data base is being
acquired through the questionnaire process. They noted that they
are looking forward to the addition of the construction management
firm to assist the program consultants in master zoning and the
need to identify budget implications.

It was also noted by the program consultants that they are getting
good Hospital support and that the decision-making process which
has been developed is both helpful and workable. At this point

in time it was their feeling that the project schedule could be
maintained.

A/E Update and Issue Identification

The architects/engineers did not feel there were any issues to

bring before the Advisory Committee at this time. They noted

that representatives of the A/E were participating in a number

of meetings and pursuing with Mr. Hewitt the development of necessary
background information related to the site. They also noted

that they anticipated having a tentative work program ready for a
meeting with Mr. Hewitt on Monday, November 5.

Committee Concerns

It was announced at the Committee that construction management
interviews and selection was scheduled for November 26. It was
also noted that approval had been received for acquisition of
the apartment building adjacent to the Powell Hall site and that
Mr. Austin's office was pursuing its acquisition.
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Unit B/C construction building and its possible utilization for
the Renewal Project. Some discussion also took place regarding
the availability of the river flats and the implications of the
Renewal Project for River Road utilization. Mr. Hewitt noted

that he is pursuing all of these items and would report back to

the Committee on them at a later date.

] \ Members of the Committee inquired as to the future of the current
v

Respecffu]Xy submitted,

Robert M. Dickler

RMD/kc

cc University Hospitals Renewal Project
Executive Coordinating Committee







UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | Engineering and Construction Division .
TWIN CITIES **Kngﬁxxﬁﬁﬁﬁkﬁ Physical Plant Operations
26 Folwell Hall :

9 Pleasant Street S.E.

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

November 19, 1979 ' o -
3
NOV 20 Recd
T0: Merle McGrath UNIV. o
Wally Petrykowski HEAL1T.OF MINN,
Tom Jones - /‘\LT"’C'ENCE
Ron Klemz S ~rFice
Pete Merz
Paul Kopietz
ul Maupin

Harvey Jaeger
Bill Gould

Don Herron
Ron Holden
Laszlo Fulop (i—
FROM: Dave Kerkow 7 ‘
RE: Fire Safety Systems, University Hospitals

Project No. 000-77-0237 (074, 029, 069, 115, 107, 070)

At 3:00 P.M., Wednesday, November 21, 1979 a meeting is'being held in
Room 23 Folwell Hall to review policy for controlling physical
installations in University Hospital areas which may affect subject
systems.

Attached for your review is an outline of elements involved. Please
bring any modifications you may propose to the meeting.

DBK/sjh




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | Engineering and Construction Division )
TWIN CITIES X*ﬁ&XXN%§XWNKXw%XK Physical Plant Operations
26 Folwell Hall

9 Pleasant Street S.E.

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

FIRE SAFETY SYSTEM
UNIVERSITY HOSPITALS
OUTLINE OF INTEGRITY ELEMENTS

Project No. 000-77-0237 (074, 029, 069, 115, 107, 070)

A. SCOPE AND REQUIREMENT

The buildings and parts of buildings listed below have been upgraded 1in
the life safety areas of fire alarm systems and means of egress.

The project covering this upgrading was substantially complete on
November 19, 1979.

029-074 University Hospitals/Mayo

069 Variety Club Hospital

070 Fifth Floor, Boynton Health Service
107 Masonic Memorial Hospital

115 Children's Rehabilitation Center

(These building spaces will subsequently be called controlled spaces.)

It is imperative that the design intent, code compliance and integrity
of the system provided be maintained. Any additions or modifications
to the general construction or facility systems in these spaces must
be done in such manner as to accomplish this- imperative.

The impetus for this project, to which the hospital has committed

considerable funding, is the obligation to provide safe facilities.
This is an obligation dictated not only by moral considerations but
is essential if the University Hospital is to retain accreditation.

B. CONTROL AND COORDINATION OF SYSTEM INTEGRITY

Control of system integrity procedures will involve a number of groups.
Primary Control Groups will be:

University Building and Safety Officials
Hospital Administrators.

Engineering and Construction Personnel,
Planning Office Coordinators.

Hospital Maintenance and Operating Personnel.

:.n-pwr\:—o
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C. SYSTEM ELEMENTS TO BE CONTROLLED
1. Electrical
a. Zone Alarm Systems

Pull Stations

Smoke Detectors

Thermal Detectors

Chimes and Bells

Zone Control Panel

Door and Damper Controls

D. C. Power Supplies

b. Multiplex Cable and Data Gathering Panels (DGP or RMT-remote
multiplex terminal)

¢c. Central Control Equipment
CPU
PCU
Printer
" Annunciator
d. Entrance Annunciators -
e. Interface Systems
f. Green Grass P. A. Interface
g. Sprinkler Flow Switch Alarms
h. Fan Control Systems
i. Fire Department Call Line
J. Emergency Power Supply Systems
k. Exit and Egress Lighting
2. Mechanical
a. Fire and Smoke Dampers
b. Ventilation Systems
c. Sprinkler Systems

d. Control Air Systems

Piping
Compressor

e. Emergency Electrical Generation System Fuel Supplies




General Construction

Means of Egress
Zone Integrity
Doors

Ratings of Walls
Floor and Ceiling

Fire Safety Program

e.

f.

Zone Graphics
Hospital Personnel Management
Phone Backup Fire Reporting

Zone
Fire Department

System Maintenance and Operation
Tests

Records and Reports

D. CONTROL GROUPS

1.

University Building and Safety Officials

a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

Building Permit

‘Review of Plans and Specifications

Decisions made during Project Planning and Design
Directives

Inspection

Hospital Administrators Functions

a.

cC.

Involve Engineering and Construction in early project planning
to assure cost estimates and building utilization of facilities
are compatible with the system integrity goal.

Direct anyone retained to accomplish work in control spaces
to obtain design input from Engineering and Construction.

Provide funding for design and review work to be done by
Engineering and Construction.

Resolve space utilization with other users.
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Engineering and Construction Coordination and Control

a.

f‘

Provide policy statement and direction on technical systems
to consultants.

Participate in early planning.

Provide engineering design and specifications for system
elements to be integrated with existing system.

Review plans and specifications and enforce integrity goals
during this process.

Incorporate all requirements needed to accomplish integrity
goal in all in-house design.

University construction superintendents will provide supervision
which assures system integrity.

Planning Office Coordination

a.

b.

c.

‘Require consultants retained for design work in controlied spaces

to involve Engineering and Construction in all phases of their
work which modifies or adds to existing system elements.

Advise consultants of element control procedures and requirements.

Control general construction design and specifications so that
it maintains system integrity.

Hospital Maintenance and Operating Personnel

a.

Maintain and operate system according to basic intent. Obtain
engineering approval before instituting any change and inform
engineering when change goes into effect.

Report any changes in facilities that impact on system integrity
to Engineering and Construction. _

Control any work ordered directly from Physical Plant Shops.
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA )éa&rmwgfxna Construction Division

TWIN CITIES ) #iX% Physical Plant Operations
26 Folwell Hall ) .
9 Pieasant Street S.E. .
Minneapolis, Minnesota 554556 oy
November 26, 1979 "
("’Eﬁ?ﬁbcd
UNiy
HEAL : O
' I T, My
MEETING NOTES LANN 3 SCIEN
OFFICE

FIRE SAFETY SYSTEMS
-UNIVERSITY HOSPITALS
PROJECT NO. 000-77-0237 (074, 029, 069, 115, 107, 070)

ATTENDANCE:  Merle McGrath Harvey Jaeger
Jack Lewerenz Bill Gould
Tom Jones Don Herron
Ron Klemz Ron Holden
Pete Merz Laszlo Fulop
Paul Kopietz Dave Kerkow

ABSENT: Wally Petrykowski

ul Maupin
DATE: November 21, 1979

An outline of the Fire Safety Systems was reviewed. A copy of this outline
was submitted to all in attendance by way of a memo from Dave Kerkow dated
November 19, 1979.

It was agreed that a policy statement will be developed based on elements
of the outline, comments received and‘several additional group conferences.

System facility plans will need review to maintain goals consistant with
Hospitals planning.

Tom Jones indicated the policy statement should be included in the Hospitals
policy procedure book.

Hospitals administrators will decide how charges for engineering design
services from Engineering and Construction would be handled on projects
done by outside consultants (D—Z—C).

Engineering and Construction will review 1iabilities involved when providing
partial engineering design on outside consultants' projects (D-3-C).

Laszlo Fulop, Harvey Jaeger and Paul Maupin will meet with Clint Hewitt to
resolve Planning Office coordination duties in Hospitals areas. These may
well include Paul Maupin (D-4).

The question of whether the Renewal Project will require any additional
building to be included in the existing system was raised. This should be
the subject of further study, preferably in the early schematic phases

of the Renewal Project,

DBK/sjhé;;ZQ¥;z/(i:




bﬁi P UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | University Hospitals and Clinics
i TWIN CITIES . 420 Delaware Street S.E.

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

MEMO
T0: University Hospitals Renewal Project Executive Coordinating Committee
FROM:  Robert Dickler &
SUBJECT: Preliminary Activity and Decision Schedule
DATE: November 26, 1979
Enclosed is a preliminary major activity and decision schedule for the
Renewal Project through September, 1980. The intent of this schedule
is to provide an overview of activities during the coming year and
to identify the need to provide time frames for other activities.
Major subject areas not presently incorporated in this schedule include:
1) A revised Padilla & Speer Action Plan
2) Legistative interaction and the scope of the legislative request
3) Initiation of a Financial Feasibility/Community Impact study
4) Review process' other than University and Certificate of Need
I believe it would be helpful to review this schedule and to develop
preliminary schedules for the areas identified above as soon as possible.
Thank you.
RD/ke

enclosure

HEALTH SCIENCES




Date

November 15-30

- ,————m e — e ——

December 1-15

e, ————— - - - -]

December 15-31

January 1-15

January 15-3]

February 1-15

February 15-29

X

r———————

vwommma Consultant

Continue Programming
Effort

Complete Master
Zoning Scenarios
and Square Foot
Estimates

Continue

programming
effort

Complete Final Pro-
gramming effort by
March 1

UNIVERSITY HOSPITALS RENEWAL PROJECT
PRELIMINARY MAJOR ACTIVITY & DECISION SCHEDULE

A/E

AL S

Continue Pre-
Design Activity

Sataiab e T CE P,

H:,::.n
Evalu

te Site
tion

Initiate
Schematics

Construction Ma

11/79 - 9/80

nager

Initiate Activity
Initiate scheduling
& cost estimating_

Provide initial
conceptual cost

eeew_.__Padilla & Speer
Note: No activities
or decisions scheduled
pending review and
approval of revised
action plan

University _________
Review updated

Ernst & Whinney

Debt Capacity Study

=~ m e r ;e c e e ————

Review & accept
revised Padilla &
| ---Speer_Action_Plag_____

1) Finalize Powell
Hall Relocation
Plans

2) Initiate Certifi-
cate of HNeed
Document Deve

L - - —.__Docume nt_Development

Review & approve
Master Zoning Plan
& Conceptual Cost
Estimate




Checks/Revisions
.......................... for_-Programg -« ____|
March 15-31
April
May
June
.............. S S SR
July Confirm Program
information in
preliminary
________________________ package ..
August

Continue Periodic

Preliminary Major Activity & Decision Schedule page 2

et e, e, e ——————

e W]

Complete
Schematics by
August 1

? - Continuation
of work dependent
on University
determinations

Update Conceptual
Estimate

Continue updating
of Schedules &

b et e e e e —-—

Complete Cost
Estimates in Assoc-
iation with Schematic
Documents by Aug. 15

_______________________________

University

Approve Final
Program & Conceptual
Cost Estimate

ettt el T T O

Complete Certificate
of Need document
other than A/E and

University, Board of
Governors, Board of
Regents initiate
review of Design,
Cost, and Certifi-
cate of Need appli-
cation

e et e, e m— - ————

Final University
Approval of Schema-
tics, Budget, and
Certificate of Need
application Aug. 15-
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ceeeoooo Date Program Consultant ’.‘(E------------__-99’.‘53!‘_‘931'9[‘_@999995__-_P__--_--___’.’991119-§_§E§§E-__-_-_-_-_-__-_UDJ'!EEJ'EX ___________
September Institute Certifi-
cate of Need and
other external
reviews



DATE: November 29, 1979

TO: UHRP Building Committee

FROM: Robert Douglass Associates and Ellerbe/HOK

SUBJECT: Areas for Possible Additional Outside Consultation

In response to your request, we are submitting the following list of 3oint1y
recommended areas in which you may wish to consider retaining additional out-
side consultation. We believe that the complexities and unique nature of
various elements of the renewal project are such that some or all of the
following additional services might prove to be beneficial:

1. Certificate of Public Necessity - community assessment.

2. Dietary Services equipment and transport systems,

3. Materials movement equipment and systems,

4. Therapeutic Radiology equipment,

5. Diagnostic Radiology equipment and completion of current consultation.
6. Hospital Information Systems - computer hardware and software.

7. Communications equipment and systems,

8. Central Supply equipment and systems.

9. Furnishings and equipment (general).

10. Elevators and dumbwaiters.

11. Interior design.
12. Radiation physics.

13. Acoustical design elements.
14. Traffic engineering.

15, Move-in management.

. __w.—" ’
We will be pleased to discuss these recommended areas with you.

MIO/ja




MINUTES OF THE
UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL RENEWAL PROJECT . wurooriome-
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BUILDING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
December 6, 1979

Present: Mr. Dickler UN“_".OEN'_NN'E
Mr. Hewitt | HEAL™ = =TiENC

Mr. Douglass
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Eilers

Mr. Kopietz
Mr. Berry

Mr. Maupin

Ms. Perlmutter

PLANNUYSG OFFICE

Program Consultant Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Douglass reported on behalf of Robert Douglass Associates

that they anticipated completing the first cut draft for master
zoning by December 20. Mr. Douglass clarified that this initial
master zoning plan would deal with the Tocation of departments

and would be about 90% complete at that time. It was then explained
that Robert Douglass Associates and Ellerbe/HOK would be meeting
together shortly after the first of the year for several days
regarding the master zoning plan and that Douglass Associates

still anticipated that the master zoning plan could be tentatively
finalized by January 15.

In response to a question, Mr. Douglass noted that the consultants

are comparing departmental requests and projections with all available
and appropriate norms for those departments' activities which exist
within the field.

A/E Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Berry noted that the architects/engineers had received the
initial information regarding site and were beginning to review

it in anticipation of site survey activity beginning on December 15.
He also noted that Ellerbe/HOK are preparing for the master zoning
effort which was noted above in association with Robert Douglass
Associates.

Other

A. Mr. Hewitt informed the Committee that the construction management
selection decision should be finalized as of today.

B. In reference to some discussion it was determined that the
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Building Advisory Conmittee

C/M should probably be provided some minimal space in Powell
Hall but that they could probably locate trailers in the parking
lot next to the Frankfurter Apartments for the near term future.

C. Mr. Hewitt noted that the purchase of the Frankfurter Apartments
is proceeding and that negotiations are now occurring regarding
actual purchase price.

D. Mr. Kopietz noted that once the architects and engineers had
developed initial ideas regarding energy saving elements for
the Renewal Project that his office would coordinate submittal
of grants to determine if a portion of this cost could be
obtained from governmental funding sources.

There being no further business before the Renewal Project Building
Advisory Committee it adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m. Next
meeting of the Committee will occur on December 13 at 10:30 a.m. in
Powell Hall.

Respectfully submitted,

’—'_ﬁ ] /

/‘%S%Ziy L/ L7

Robert M. Dickler

RMD/kc




JAN '3 Recd
MINUTES OF THE
UNIV. OF MINN.
UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL RENEWAL PROJECT HEALTH SCIENCE

PLANNING OFFICE
BUILDING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

December 13, 1979

Present: Mr. Dickler

Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Berry

Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Maupin
Mr. Kopietz
Mr. Eilers
Mr. Olson

Program Consultant Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Olson advised the Building Advisory Committee that they were
completing work on the development of space projections and department
interface requirements for discussion with the Ellerbe/HOK and

the construction manager on December 20, 1979. This meeting would

be preparatory to an early January joint session with the architects
for the development of master zoning strategies and a round robin
series of meetings with Hospital representatives during the week

of January 7. Mr. Olson advised the Committee that preliminary

master zoning and square footage estimates should be completed

by January 15.

It was also noted by the program consultant that they are on schedule
to meet the completion of all functional and space programs by

March 1, 1980. There were no concerns or issues raised by the
Building Advisory Committee.

A/E Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Berry informed the Committee that Ellerbe/HOK are developing
energy conservation ideas and will submit them to the University
as soon as possible for exploration of possible grant funding.
An inquiry was also made regarding the status of construction
manager selection, and it was noted that this process should be
completed within the next several days. It was agreed by all
members present that the selected firm should be notified of the
joint meeting with the program consultant on January 20 so that
they could develop an early participation in the master zoning
and square footage estimating process to expedite the development
of conceptual cost estimates by February 1, 1980.
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Building Advisory Committee

3. Other

The Building Advisory Committee was advised of the preliminary
meeting which took place with the Metropolitan Health Board on
December 11 and were also notified that master below level floor
plans for the Health Sciences Complex will be available within

several days.

It was agreed by members of the Building Advisory Committee that meetings
were not necessary on December 20 or December 27. The next meeting of
the Committee would occur at the set scheduled time and place on

January 3, 1980.

Respectfully submitted,

S—e
T o //
//i'?/m‘-/iﬁéﬁfsz' §}”

Robert M. Dickler -
RMD/ kc




Meeting of the

Committee to Update the Health Sciences Master Plan

AGENDA

January 17, 1980, 2:30-4:30 p.m., 608 Campus Club

Review University 6 year capital request plan - C. Hewitt
(attached)

Phillips-Wangensteen Building Space Request - P. Maupin
(attached)

Update - University Hospital Renewal Project - R. Dickler




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA  ticalth Sciences Planning Office
TWIN CITIES Physical Planning
- 4103 Powell Hall, Box 75
500 Essex Street S.E.
| Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

(612) 373-8981

January 3, 1980

TO: Cherie Perlmutter, Chairperson
Health Sciences Master Planning Committee

FROM: Paul J. Maupin@(/l/(—-

Health Sciences Planning Coordinator

SUBJECT: Health Sciences Plamning Office Relocation Plan

We are submitting to you, as the Chairperson of the Health
Sciences Master Planning Committee, a relocation plan for the
Health Sciences Planning Office from Powell Hall to the 5th
Floor of the Phillips-Wangensteen Building. We ask that you
present this plan to the Health Sciences Master Planning
Committee at the January 17, 1980 meeting for consideration
and response at the February, 1930 meeting.

We propose to relocate the Health Sciences Planning Office and
the Unit A Shared Seminar Rooms to the 5th Floor of the Phillips-
Wangensteen Building. The proposed plan would use 2,523 NSF.

The Unit A Seminar Rooms identified for the Bookstore expansion
eliminates 1,144 net square feet. The relocation plan to the
Phillips-Wangensteen Building provides 1,007 NSF.

The total estimated project cost for this relocation plan is
$331,644. The Bookstore will provide the necessary funding in
exchange for the space made available to them through this
relocation.

The Health Sciences Plamning Office function is to assist the
Health Sciences Vice Presidents and Deans in managing and coordin-
ating the grant preparations, progranming, budgeting, scheduling
and design review of all major Health Sciences physical planning
projects. All of our work is to be done within the frame work
of the Health Sciences Master Plan and the state of the art.

Our staff is an efficient and responsive core group of individuals
designed to interdepartmentally serve the Health Sciences on many
levels.




Health Sciences Relocation Plan
January 3, 1980
Page Two

As part of our responsibility to interface the Health Sciences
projects with the University of Mimnesota and the Health Sciences
Community, Health Sciences Plamning Office staff members conducted
or participated in 1000 + meetings in 1978 and 650 + meetings in
1979 with various faculty and Health Sciences Community members.

We sincerely believe that a relocation out of the Health Sciences
Complex would be an extreme inconvenience to the population we
serve, requiring them to travel off campus to attend necessary
project meéetings. It should also be understood that some of our
plans and drawings weigh in excess of 300 pounds, obviously
limiting mobility.

In addition, it is the policy of this office to stay involved
with the Health Sciences projects from conception to occupancy
due to the technical nature and potential health hazards involved.
It is important that staff members have easy access to site
location to continue to closely monitor project progress.

In closing, we feel that it is vital that we remain housed in the

Health Sciences Complex as as not to reduce our level of efficiency
in working with the members of the Health Sciences Commmity.

PIM: jm
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | office of the President

202 Morrill Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

January 8, 1980

To: Council of Academic Officers
From: C. Peter Magrath

Subject: Six-Year Capital Request Plan and 1980-82 Principles

I want to make sure that each of you is aware of the recommendations on
the six-year capital request plan that were proposed by the Budget Executive,
that I subsequently endorsed, and that I sent to the Regents for their review.
Copies of the plan as well as a cover letter to the Regents are enclcsed.

I need not remind you of the difficulties encountered by the Budget
Executive in attempting to limit the size of the capital request draft.
Many meritorious items were presented but could not be included in the
eventual recommendations. 1In fact, if all the proposals suggested bv the
deans and major unit heads were approved for Regents' and legislative
consideration, the total would exceed $600,000,000 in 1979 dollars. 1If one
added to these costs the possible increases due to 1nflat10n, the total
would be in the one billion dollar area.

For your information, I have also enclosed with this letter a copy of
the budget principles that will be followed in developing the 1980-81 budget
and a tentative 1981-82 budget.

cF

crM

CpM:db
Enclosures
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Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

January 4, 1980

Charles H. Casey
William B. Dosland
Exrwin L. Goldfine
Lauris Krenik
Robert Latz

David M. Lebedoff
Charles F. McGuiggan
Wenda W. Moore
Lloyd H. Peterson
Mary T. Schertlerxr
Neil C. Sherburne
Michael W. Unger

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

I have enclosed in this letter two sets of materials, both of which
address budget and Biennial Request matters that will be discussed during
‘i; the January Board of Regents' meeting. The first document is a draft of a
= six-year Capital Request plan that will be submitted to the Governor in
February per his previous instructiens. This plan, I should point out,
does not include capital items that are to be reviewed in the 1980 legislative
session, but rather focuses upon the 1981-86 periode The items grew out of
extensive discussions between the Budget Executive and each of the deans and
s major unit heads. I endorse the overall proposal, recognizing, of course,
' that specific items, cost estimates, and timetables will have to be adjusted
annually in future years.

s A few brief comments will assist you in understanding the plan. First,
the format is traditional and separates items by location, System-wide, Twin
Cities, UMD, etc., by category of expenditure such as planning, planning and
working drawings, remodeling, new construction, etc. The format also proposes
numbered priorities within each category. The cost estimates associated with
each item have been rounded off to the nearest quarter of a million dollars.
Also, attached to the end of the draft is a series of additional reguest items
that were presented for the Budget Executive's review. Although these items
were deemed to be meritorious, they did not receive a priority ranking high

.encugh to be included in the proposed request as, in my view, we cannot ask
(even in a plan) for every item that has merit and justification.

Consistent with the review timetable that the Board agreed upon in
December, the six-year Capital Request draft will be examined by the Regents'
Legislative Coordinating and Budget Committee at a special 9:00 a.m. meeting
. on January 10 in Morrill Hall. The draft will also be presented to the
: C - Committee of the Whole for information purposes on January 11. Community review
i of the proposal will take place during January and early February with Board
] action scheduled for the February meeting.
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The second document outlines a series of principles that I propose
be used in developing the 1980-81 budget and a tentative 1981-82 budget.
These principles are very similar to those endorsed by the Regents in
previous years, although the inclusion of a tentative budget for the
second year (1981-82) is a change from past practice. This change will
give the units more time and greater flexibility in allocating collegiate
funds over the next two years. :

The budget principles, as you might recall from previous years,
are one of the three major steps in formulating the annual budget. These
principles will be presented at the Committee of the Whole for information
purposes in January and for action in February. In February, you will
also receive a budget plan that includes recommendations for the 1980-31
and 1981-82 budgets. Board action should be taken on the budget plan in
March. Finally, in May, I will be sending you the final budget for your
review and for action by the Board in June. Both the budget plan and
the budget will be subject to extensive review by the Regents' Legislative
Coordinating and Budget Committee from February through May. There will
also be extensive internal consultation within the University through
appropriate University Senate Committees. If you have any questions
regarding either the six-year Capital Request draft or the budget principles,
please feel free to contact me or Al Linck.

Cordially,

C. Peter Magrath
President

CPM:cc
Enc. Six-Year Capital Reguest Plan
Budget Principles

cc: Mr. Duane A. Wilson, Secretary to the Board of Regents
University Vice Presidents
Provosts
Dr. James T. Borgestad, Special Assistant to the President
Dr. Carol H. Pazandak, Assistant to the President
Mr. Russell D. Tall, Director, University Relations



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation(l)

DRAFT
1981-83

SYSTEM-WIDE

Handicapped, OSHA, Energy
Conservation

Major Maintenance
Utilities
SUBTOTAL

TWIN CITIES

Planning
1. IT/Planning(z)

Planning & Working

Drawings

1. IT/Appleby Hall

2. T/C Libraries--
Walter & IT

3. Recreational Sports
Facility

4. College of Agficul-
ture/Agricultural
Engineering

Remodeling
1. IT/Smith Hall
2. CLA/Fraser Hall

New Construction

1. CLA/Music Building(3

2. College of Agricul-
ture/Animal Science

3. Forestry/Green Hall

4. College of Biological
Sciences/Zoology
Addition

Other
’ 1. Minnéapolis/Heating
Plant/Grid ICES
2. St. Paul/Boiler Re-
placenent

Health Sciences
1. Equipment/JOML

DULUTH CAMPUS

SUBTOTAL

Planning & Working Drawings
1. Boiler Addition

1979 S's

7.50
3.50
3.75

1.25

12.00

19.25
5.00

11.75

3.00

6.00

1.50

0.25

1983 $'s
(in millions)

10.25
4.75
5.00

20.00

0.25
1.75

1.75

12.00

26.25
6.75

16.00

4.00

8.25

2.00

95.00

0.25



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
Capital Request Recommendation-DRAFT, 1981-83
Page Two

DULUTH CAMPUS (con't)

Remodeling
1. Modification to gasifier 0.50 0.50
SUBTOTAL 0.75
MORRIS CAMPUS
Renovation
1. Psychology Labs 0.25 : 0.25
' SUBTOTAL 0.25
CROOKSTON CAMPUS
Construction
1. Rehabilitation of Owens
Hall 1.00 1.25

2. Coal Storage Facility
and Rehabilitation of
water main and sanitary
sewer 0.25 0.50

SUBTOTAL 1.75
WASECA CAMPUS

Planning and Working Drawings
1. Food Service Building 0.50 0.75

SUBTOTAL 0.75

AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT

STATION(4) 0.75 1.00
SUBTOTAL 1.00
1981-83 TOTAL 119.50

(1) Requests are in priority order within categories. Dollar amounts are
presented both in 1979 dollars and in dollars escalated by eight percent to
the midpoint of construction in accordance with the Commissioner of Finance's
instruction. All requests are estimated to the nearest quarter of a million
dollars pending further refinement. Those requests which were finally judged
to be of a lower priority than those recommended are shown separately.

(2)For "IT/Planning" the specific requirements for new construction and/or
renovation of IT facilities and the estimated costs will not be known until the
planning phase is completed. It is anticipated that working drawings, construc-
“ tion and renovation funds will be requested for IT facilities in the six-year
period as soon as the plans are completed.

In addition in the six-year period it is ant1c1pated that funds w111 be
requested for some of the buildings now under study in the Twin Cities East Bank
plan for which planning funds were received in 1979.

(3)Legislative intent (1978) was that tHe cost of this building not to exceed
V$12,4OO,OOO, $400,000 of which has already been appropriated.

(4) Rosemount, Crookston, Grand Rapids, Morris, Waseca and Lamberton.



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation

DRAFT
1983-85
N .
1979 $'s 1985 $'s
(in millions)
SYSTEM~-WIDE
Handicapped, OSHA,- Energy
Conservation 6.25 10.00
Deferred Maintenance 2.00 3.25
Utilities 4.50 7.25
SUBTOTAL 20.50
TWIN CITIES
Remodeling
1. Libraries/Walter & IT o 29.00 46.00
2. IT/Appleby Hall 8.00 12.75
3. College of Agriculture/
Agricultural Engineering 4.50 7.25
New Construction
1. Recreational Sports Facility © 30.00 47.50
e ‘f”’Health Sciences
c ' Other
1. Minneapclis/Replace Boiler
#12 8.75 14.00
2. Minneapolis/Heating Plant
Improvement (Aquifer Project) 6.00 9.50
3. University Area Short-range
Transporation System-Phase II 1.75 2.75
Planning and Working Drawings ,
1. Medicine/JCML 0.50 0.75
2. Vacated Space in University
Hospital 0.50 0.75
SUBTOTAL , 141.25
DULUTH CAMPUS
New Construction
1. Addition to Bohannon Hall 0.50 0.75
2. College of Letters and Science
Office Space Expansion 1.00 1.50
Other
1. Heating Plant & Boiler
Addition " 5.25 8.00
SUBTOTAL ' 10.25

C' MORRIS CAMPUS

Heating Plant/Coal
Conversion 4.00 6.50

SUBTOTAL 6.50




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
Capital Request Recommendation-DRAFT, 1983-85
Page Two

CROCKSTON CAMPUS

Campus Improvements/Phase II -
(Streetlighting, road repair,
and storm drain improvements)

SUBTOTAL

WASECA CAMPUS

New Construction

1. Food Service Building
SUBTOTAL
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT
STATIONS
SUBTOTAL

1983-85 TOTAL

1.50

2.50

2.50

1.25
1.25

182.75



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Six-Year Capital Reguest Recommendation

DRAFT
1985-87

SYSTEM-WIDE

Handicapped, OSHR, Energy
Conservation

Utilities
Major maintenance

SUBTOTAL

TWIN CITIES

Health Sciences

Remodeling
1. Medicine/JOML

SUBTOTAL

DULUTH CAMPUS

Other
1. Utility tunnel
construction

SUBTOTAL
MORRIS CAMPUS

Planning and Working Drawings
1. Field House

SUBTOTAL
CROOKSTON CAMPUS

New Construction
1. Link between Robertson
and Kiehle Halls with

auditorium

SUBTOTAL

WASECA CAMPUS

Planning and Working Drawings
1. Learning Resocurces Center--
Phase II

SUBTOTAL

AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT
STATION

SUBTOTAL

1985-87 TOTAL

1979 $§'s

4.30
6.00
2.00

12.50

Six-Year Request Total

1987 $'s
(in millions)

8.25
11.00
3.75
23.00

2.25

2.25

0.25
0.25

_1.50_
1.50

0.25
0.25

0.50
0.50

51.00
353.25



Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation
DRAFT

Requests Judged As Lower Priorities and Not Recommended

1981-83

Minneapolis Fleet Services-

Transportation Building/CONSTRUCTION 1.25

VMedical Technology and Heal
Services Research (BAg)/HEALTH SCIENCE 0.50

Space Vacated by College of Business and

Economics/REMODRELING 0.50

1983-85

College of Business Administration

Business Tower/REMODELING 0.75
College of Agriculture/Peters

Hall/REMODELING 0.75
Physical Education Facilities

Duluth/NEW CONSTRUCTION 6.25
Horticulture Technology-Phase II-

Waseca/NEW CONSTRUCTION . . 0.75

1985-87

College of Agriculture/Horticultural

Products Marketing/PLANNING AND
WORKING DRAWINGS 0.50

College of Veterinary Medicine-

Rosemount Research Animal Resource
Facility/PLANNING AND WORKING
DRAWINGS 0.50

College of Agriculture-Stakman Hall/

REMODELING 0.25

College of Agriculture-Peters Hall/

NEW CONSTRUCTION 1.25

College of Veterinary Medicine-

Veterinary Diagnostic Lab/
NEW CONSTRUCTION 10.00

*Vacated Space in University Hospital/

HEALTH SCIENCES-REMODELING 15.00

Music Learning and Léb Center, Duluth/

NEW CONSTRUCTION 1.00

Chemistry Building Addition, Duluth/

NEW CONSTRUCTION i 1.00

Physical Plant and Service Support,

Duluth/OTHER 0.50

1.75

0.75

0.75

1.25

1.25

10.00

1.25

1.00

1.00

0.50

2.25

18.50

27.75

1.75

1.75

1.00




) Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation-DRAFT
“ ' Requests Judged As Lower Pricrities and Not Recommended
Page Two

Physical Education, Waseca/PLANNING

AND WORKING DRAWINGS . 0.25
Related Education, Waseca/PLANNING »

AND WORKING DRAWINGS 0.25
"C & S" Wings of Main Building, Waseca/

REMODELING 0.25 0.50
Campus Storage, Waseca/CONSTRUCTION 0.25 0.50




UN IVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
Proposed Budget Princicles 1380-81
January 11, 1980

In order to facilitate the preparation of the plans for the 1980-81 budget
and to ensure that the preparation of the subsequent operating budget for 1980-81
can proceed on schedule, the following set of general principles is recommended
to the Board of Regents. The President will submit the precise dollar implications
of these principles to the Board of Regents as a budget plan at the F ebruary, 1980
meeting. Final action on the bﬁdget will be recommended to the Board of Regents
at its June meeting.,

Consultation with the appropriate faculty committees will take place prior
to Regents' action on the final budget plan.

1. Enrollment and Tuition Projections

Actual enrollments for fall quarters of 1978-79, 1979-80, and the estimates

upon which the 1980-81 legislative request was prepared are as follows:

Legislative

Fall Registration Estimate

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81

Twin Cities 44,829 45,765 45,084
Duluth 6,809 6,855 6,868
Morris 1,433 1,450 1,545
Crookston 1,083 1, ;09 1,075
Waseca 1,050 1,111 1,155

Total 55,204 56,290 55,727*

The enrollment estimates presented here assume no change in admissions

requirements or enrollment limitations except as dictated by normal admission

*Fstimate will be made current at a later date.
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C standards, available teaching stations, and available housing. It is assumed that
workload increases will be funded from marginal tuition resources available from
increased enrollment estimates for 1980-81 and from reallocation of ekisting
resources. From resources available, tuition reserves will be established to
provide funding for anticipated teaching loads.

The Board, at its December 14, 1979 meeting, approved the conversion of
the tuition schedules to a credit-hour basis. There is a presumption that present
rates will be converted to yield the same number of dollars as would be received
under the current tuition structure. The tuition rates and the tuition estimates
will, however, include a seven percent rate increase as intended by the Legis-

lature in setting the level of appropriations for 1980-81.

e 2. Financial Aid
The Board of Regents, in establishing budget principles for the 1980-81
budget, reaffirms its position that tuition increases have the effect of closing
educational opportunities for large groups of students or potential students. For
this reason, the Regents reaffirm their commitment to seek the maximum amount
of funds, both public and private to meet these ever-increasing needs.

3. Student Services Fees

The Student Services Fee Committees are currently meeting and reviewing
the structure of the Student Services Fee for the academic year 1980 on all

campuses. Recommendation by the committees through the appropriate campus

:
1
%
5
1
]
1
:
?
i
i
z

governing structures to the central administration and subsequently to the Board

of Regents will be made prior to the approval of the 1980-81 budget.

<

4, Academic Salary Increases and Promotions

The total amount appropriated will be allotted to colleges and administrative




-3 -

units. The policy statement for making salary adjustments will be determined after
the usual consultaticn by the President with the appropriate faculty and administrative
groups and will be reported to the Regents in the budget plan.

The method of distributing whatever unit funds are allocated will be left
to individual college discretion subject to specified guidelines. The President
may set aside an amount to correct cases of manifest inequity in keeping with the
recently developed procedures. for handling unit merit and equity adjustments.

5. University Civil Service Pay Plan

The 1979 Legislature approved a pay plan for University and State employees
which provides for the following salary adjustments in 1980-81:

a) A cost-of—livimj increase on July 1, 1980;

b) A pay-for-perfcrmance on January 1, 1981; and

c) A cost-of-living increase on January 1, 1981.

Traditicnally, the University pays salaries énd fringe benefits to its civil
service emplovees on a comparable basis to employees in the State Classified
Ser*_:ic:e. The cost of these increases will be charged to open appropriations held

by the State Department of Finance.

6. Reallocation

The University of Minnesota is currently engaged in an effort to preduce
a long-range plan from which annual budget making can occur. Until suc}; a plan
has been érepared, the budget making process will consist éf a two-year, rather
than annual, system of reallocation beginning with the budget for the fiscal year
1980-81. A reccmmended budget plan for 1980-81 and a tentative 1981-82 budget plan
are being subm itted to the President by the Budget Executive following conferences

with the heads of primary budget divisions.
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These recommendations, after appropriate consultation, will be the basis for the

President's budget plan for 1980-81 and a tentative 1981-82 budget plan. The detail

of the reallocation will be submitted to the Board of Regents as a part of these Budget Plans.

7. Minimum and Fixed Rates of Compensation

Minimum rates of compensation for instructors and assistant professors will
be included in instructions to collegiate units. Consideration will be given to
compensation levels at comparable institutions and to the effect of inflation.

8. Retired Staff

The Board of Regents is asked to reaffirm a budget principle that the
retirement pay of those staff who retired and their surviving spouses should be
increased to compensate for rising levels of inflation. University supplements to
retired staff are included in the salary base on which faculty salary appropriations
are made. Increased payments to retired faculty reduce the existing retirement
inequities. These increases are not charged to the funds available for faculty
merit and promotions increases.

9. Laboratory Fees

The Board of Regents in 1977 agreed to the principle of eliminating a specific
category of fees called "laboratory fees." The tuition schedule for 1980-81 will include
provision for eliminating the laboratory fee charge for the 1380-81 school year.

10. Indirect C ost Recovery

A portion of this inccme will be included in the regular recurring budget
as a general income, and a portion will be allocated for non-recurring items.
Efforts will continue to be made to return as much as possible of this indirect cost
recovery income to the units that have generated it so as to stimulate additional

research activity,



11. Funding of Permanent Staff for Instructional Rzplacement

Research and training activities performed under contractAs and grants have
become an-integral function of the Univeréity. Many.years ago, when the scope
of these activities was quite small, the University experienced no prcblems in
hiring part-time teaching replacements. Funds to hire these replacements were
provided by charging contracts and grants for that portion cf the regular staff
member's time spent in the performance of research and other duties. As the
level of this activity rises, full-time replacements are needed if we are to assure
the quality of teaching.

As a budget principle, full-time regular positions may be added to the
printed budget up to 40 percent of the funds available through charges of regularly
budgeted staff to contracts and grants. No requests for increases in budgeted
staff from this source of funds will be honored without proof of clear expectation
that the volume of ccntracts and grant.; will be recurring.

12. Supplies, Expense and Equipment

Except as provided through reallocation, nec funds will be available in the
budget plan for the 1980-81 fiscal year for increases in supply, expense and
equipment budgets.

13. Non-lLegislative Budgets

In order to assure salary equity among ali areas cf the University, units
which are funded from non-legislative funds must provide salary increases (within
the guidelines as established above) comparable to those ‘provided from the
General Operations and Maintenance Fund. Programs must be reduced, if necessary,

to accomplish this principle.



c 14. Adjustments

The President is authorized to make such further adjustments in the
interpretations of these principles as are required to complete the budget plan

with a report of such adjustment to the Board of Regents,
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attending that meeting, a copy of the agenda and attachments to the agenda
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THE COMMITTEE TO UPDATE THE HEALTH SCIENCES MASTER PLAN

Minutes of the January 17, 1980 Meeting

Members

Present: Frank DiGangi
Clint Hewitt
Harry Hogenkamp
Mel Holland
Paul Maupin
Bob Veninga

I. Review the University's Six-Year Capital Request Plan

The committee was provided with copies of the six-year capital request plan and
the 1980-82 principles of the January 8, 1980, memorandum President Magrath
sent to the Council of Academic Officers.

Questions were raised about the fact that there was not a follow-up request in
the 1985-87 biennium to the funds requested in 1983-85 for Planning and Working
Drawings for space vacated by University Hospitals. The committee also
requested clarification of the priority of items that appeared in the six-year
capital request recommendation draft, (i.e., how does the Equipment/JOML item
in 1981-83 rank with the other items listed for the Twin Cities Campus).
Questions were also raised about the development of cost estimates for items

on the list.

II. Phillips-Wangensteen Building Space Request

The committee reviewed a proposal from Paul Maupin, Health Sciences Planning
Coordinator, requesting approval of the relocation plan for the Health Science
Planning Office from Powell Hall to the fifth floor of the Phillips-Wangensteen
Building. It was requested that this item be placed on the agenda for the next
meeting and that the following information be provided:

1. Clarify the issue that had been raised about the need for larger sized
seminar rooms in the Health Sciences.

2. Additional information on the need for the expansion of the Bookstore
(i.e., is this a high priority item in terms of other space needs in
the Health Sciences?).

3. Explore the possiblity of achieving larger seminar rooms than those
shown on the proposed plan.

IIT. Update — University Hospitals Renewal Project

Clint Hewitt reported on the general status of the University Hospital Renewal
Project, indicating that the current cost estimate is $200 to $225 million,
with a total gross square foot of 689,385 for the new building area and 320,337
gross square foot for the renovated space. This figure was based on the master
zoning solution completed on January 11, 1980. The following issues were
raised by the committee:

1. Is the plan for the University Hospital Renewal Project in conflict with
the original master plan prepared for the Health Sciences?
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2. Will the Committee to Update the Health Sciences Master Plan review
the plans to determine how the original master plan should be revised
to reflect the current proposal?

3. Will the Committee to Update the Health Sciences Master Plan determine
the allocation of the vacated space in the Mayo Complex?

4, How was the decision made to change from the original plan which
recommended a new replacement hospital to one of remodeling and new
construction?

Because of the low attendance, the committee decided that action could not be
taken on any of the items on the agenda and it was recommended that the Phillips-~
Wangensteen Building space request and the University Hospitals Renewal Project
item be placed on the agenda for the next meeting.

IV. NEXT MEETING

February 21, 1980, Thursday, 2:30-4:30 p.m., Room 608 Campus Club



>

Present: Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
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UNIV. OF MINN.
HEALTH SCIENCE
PLANNING OFFICE

MINUTES OF THE
UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL RENEWAL PROJECT
BUILDING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
January 31, 1980

Ahlgren
Kopietz
Maupin
Eilers
Hewitt
Cannamore
Olson

Brovald
Helgeson

1. Program Consul tant Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Olson outlined the current activities of Robert Douglass
Associates and noted that the anticipated March 1 date for turnover
of programming material to Ellerbe/HOK was still considered feasible.

2. A/E Update and Issue Identification

Mr. Brovald provided the Committee with a brief update on the possible
relocation of the 20 MEV to the south end of Masonic and the appro-
priate documents are enclosed for information. It was also noted
that Mr. Dickler had requested additional information from the
architects and the construction management firm on this relocation
and that this would be provided shortly.

3. C/M Update and Issue Identification

The construction management firm distributed a copy of their first
tentative schedule for activity, and it was agreed that it would
be discussed at the February 7 meeting.

4. Park Board Meeting

Mr. Hewitt reported on several meetings with representatives from
the Minneapolis Park Board and in general felt that these meetings
had been highly satisfactory in terms of the reactions of the Park
Board representatives and identification of specific rather than
general concerns. It was noted that Mr. Whitman, associate super-
intendent of the Park Commission, identify the following concerns
from the Park Board's perspective:
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‘;} 1. That the Park Commission was generically opposed

A to the addition of anymore curb cuts on the parkway
and that a request for an additional curb cut
along River Road should be avoided at all cost.
It was noted by Mr. Maupin that a curb cut does
exist presently at the south side of the site and
that it might be possible to pursue relocation
of this curb cut if necessary at a later date.

2. That the Park Board staff would be looking at
the street capacity of River Road to accommodate
heavy trucks during the construction period
and that Mr. Hewitt had assured the Park Board
that the University would assume responsibility
for restoring the road and adjacent areas to their
original condition if any damage occurred during
the construction process.

3. The architects were informed that the University
had agreed, if at all possible, to relocate
the oxygen tanks now located on the river flats.
It was noted that this was not a firm promise
to relocate the oxygen tanks, but simply a
committment to investigate any alternatives
available for the relocation as part of the

c Renewal Project.

4. It was also noted that the possibility exists
of utilizing the northern portion of the river
flats area for temporary storage during the
construction period or obtaining a temporary
curb cut in the triangular piece of land
southeast of the Powell Hall site. A rental
fee would have to be paid for the river flats
if that could be agreed upon. It was agreed
that this item would be tabled until a future
date when storage requirements were determined
and Mr. Hewitt could be advised whether either
of those sites were necessary for adequate
support of the Renewal Project construction.

5. Design Issues

A copy of a memo from Mr. Maupin to Mr. Dickler was distributed

to members of the Committee and representatives of the various

consultant firms. The architects and other appropriate parties

were asked to incorporate these concerns in their overall activities,

and it was agreed that they would be addressed as specific agenda
This: shikumunt | items when the need arose. It was also noted by Mr. Maupin that

investigation of the possibility of utilizing chilled water capacity

'S “J?°nj' on top of the ABC complex might be advisable in relationship to
Mo the economy of scale for the Renewal Project. Mr. Maupin agreed
rohn to communicate this in a letter to Ellerbe/HOK.

Co (rchi\ f\t)

le trec

\J)H)V 7_/7,0 [wv
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6. Other

The Committee was updated on considerations for potentially submitting
the certificate of need in an earlier timeframe, the current plans

of the Veterans Administration in relationship to their Minneapolis
hospital and possible shared programs with the University, and

the hiring by the University of a new building official who will
assume his responsibilities on February 11, 1980. It was also

noted that Mr. Kopietz has submitted his resignation to the University
to assume a position in the private sector and that Mr. Soderberg

will be taking his place on the Renewal Project Building Committee.

Respectfully submitted,
Robert M. Dickler
RMD/kc

enclosures
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One Appletree Square
Bloomington MN 55420  *
612 853 2000 Telex 290 814

[2izHerbe

February 5, 1980

Universit§ of Minnesota
Hospital Renewal Project
Commission Number 5515-791

Revised February 5, 1980

Radiation Therapy Study

The relocation of Radiation Therapy in Unit "J" has been discussed at
length. The purpose of this report is to document significant data and
offer a recommendation.

Background Information

At this point in time, a 20 MeV linear accelerator has been purchased;
-however, the construction documents for the space it will occupy and
related remodeling of support spaces have not been issued for bidding.
These documents and delivery of the machine have been put on hold until
the feasibility of locating the new equipment in Unit "J" can be studied,
and a decision reached.

Two schemes were discussed with Dr. Levitt and his staff. They are
willing to take the risk related to the additional time required for
design of a new department in Unit "J". This would delay the installa-
tion of the 20 MeV machine by approximately 15 months. The risk re-
ferred to is related to service and maintenance of the 1Q year old 10 MeV
Toshiba therapy machine. Some parts are no longer available, and would
have to be custom built should they fail.

Two additional schemes were discussed on January 31, 1980, and have been
added to this study. The four schemes are as follows.

Scheme A

Build a totally new 20,000 sq. ft. Department of Radiation Therapy in
Unit "J" as indicated in the REA Master Zoning Proposal. The construc-
tion documents for this area would be completed and issued with the
Unit "J" Foundation Bid Pack. The construction of Therapy would be
expedited on a separate construction schedule to allow the earliest
possible occupancy date, approximately 12 to 15 months after construc-
tion begins. Patient and staff access to the new department would be

Ellerbe Associates, Inc. Elierbe Architects & Engineers Elierbe Architects & Engineers, Inc.
Offices In: Anchorage & Fairbanks AK Bloomington MN Columbia MO New Orieans LA Washington DC
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from the Masonic Hospital only during the continued construction of
Unit "J". A temporary means of egress must be provided during con-
struction to meet fire code. Three elevators are proposed at the
interface with Masonic Hospital, although all three may not be re-
quired when the department opens.

Scheme B
Build the Therapy spaces in Unit "J" in two phases:

Phase I -

Build the minimum amount of space required to house the 20 MeV linear
accelerator and related support spaces.

This would include the 20 MeV linear accelerator room, a small waiting
room, four patient dressing rooms, two patient toilets, a doctor's work
room, and a staff work room, totaling approximately 2,500 sq. ft. There
is additional space required at the interface with Masonic to house three
elevators and a stair. As in Scheme "A", all three elevators may not be
required when the department opens. As in Scheme "A", the construction
documents would be issued as part of the Unit "J" Foundation Bid Pack.
The construction, as in Scheme "A", would be expedited on a separate con-
struction schedule to allow early occupancy.

Phase I may be available for occupancy 12 to 15 months after construction
begins, or approximately the same as Scheme "A". :

Phase II -~

The remainder of the Radiation Therapy Department, approximately 17,500
sq. ft., would be constructed on the same schedule as Unit "J".

The entire department must be designed prior to the issuance of construc-
tion documents regardless of the scheme selected.

Scheme "B" requires that Radiation Therapy operate a split department
during construction of "J". From the standpoint of department manage~
ment, this should be avoided if possible.

The Therapy Room in Scheme "B, Phase I, would be constructed close to
the south end of Masonic. From the standpoint of good planning, this
is the preferred location for reception and control.

Building a small part of the Therapy Department first, as proposed in
Scheme "B", results in major planning compromises. The most signifi-
cant is with respect to orientation. If the Therapy rooms are constructed
close to Masonic, reception and control are pushed back or away from
Masonic, which reverses the normal flow of traffic throughout the depart-
ment, :
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Scheme C

Build the minimum amount of space required to house the 20 MeV linear
accelerator and related support spaces at the south end of Masonic Hos-
pital under Essex.

This would include the 20 MeV linear accelerator room, a small waiting
room, four patient dressing rooms, two patient toilets, a doctor's work
room, and a staff work room, totaling approximately 2,500 sq. ft. There
is additional space required at the interface with Masonic to house a
three-story elevator and stair.

This is the first step in the total relocation of Radiation Therapy,
which will take place at some future date and is totally independent
of Unit "J".

Radiation Therapy has included a 6 MeV linear accelerator in their 1981
budget request, to replace the existing cobalt 60 machine. If this is

approved, space should be provided for this equipment in new construc-

tion near Masonic Hospital. The support spaces provided for the 20 MeV
machine could be shared. This is shown in broken line on the attached

sketch.

Issues to be resolved:

Construction of a Radiation Therapy facility below grade in Essex Street
requires either an easement or vacation of the street. Both of these
procedures require the agreement of all property owners on both sides

of the street, and approval by the City.

Fire truck and other traffic to Essex and the service dock between Masonic
and Diehl Hall must be maintained during construction. Assuming ownership
of the apartment building, temporary access to Essex between the apartment
building and Powell Hall can be accomplished via the parking lot to the
south of the apartment building. It would be necessary to alter the grade
between the buildings. If the University does not own the apartment build-
ing, an easement would be necessary.

The remainder of the Radiation Therapy Department, approximately 17,500 sq.
ft., would be constructed at some future date. -

The entire department must be designed prior to the issuance of construction
documents regardless of the scheme selected.

Scheme "C" requires that Radiation Therapy operate a split department. From
the standpoint of department management, this should be avoided if possible.

The Therapy Room in Scheme "C" would be constructed close to the south end
of Masonic. Building a small part of the Therapy Department first, as
proposed in Scheme "B" and "C", results in major planning compromises.
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The most significant is with respect to orientation. If the Therapy
rooms are constructed close to Masonic, reception and control are pushed
back or away from Masonic, which reverses the normal flow of traffic
throughout the department. This would detrimental to efficient func-
tional department planning.

Scheme D -

Building a totally new 20,000 sg. ft. Department of Radiation Therapy
completely independent of Unit "J". The floor level of Scheme "D" would
be equal to the basement floor level of the Masonic Hospital, and would
interface with both Masonic Hospital and Powell Hall. There would be a
separate outpatient entrance at grade with a stair and elevator.

Issues to be resolved:
The street must be vacated before space can be constructed below Essex.

The University must own the apartment building at the corner of Essex
and Harvard before the street can be vacated.

Fire truck and other traffic to Essex and the service dock between
Masonic and Diehl Hall must be maintained during construction. Assuming
ownership and demolition of the apartment building, temporary access to
Essex along side Powell Hall can be accomplished.

all things considered, it is our recommendation that the Radiation Therapy
Department be constructed as outlined in Scheme "A". If Unit "J" is not
a factor, wsis scheme(yould become the scheme preferred.

\‘vﬂ
At the time of this writing, the costs of Scheme "C" and "D" are being
formulated by Gilbaine-Mortenson and are not available. Therefore, cost
was not a part of our consideration in arriving at this recommendation.
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| TWIN CITIES Physical Planning

4103 Powell Hall, Box 75
500 Essex Street S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

(612) 373-8981

January 17, 1980

TO: Robert Dickler, Chairman
Hospital Renewal Building Advisory Committee
FROM: Paul J. Maupi

Health Sciences Ylamning Coordinator

SUBJECT: Hospital Renewal Project

Design Issues

The excelerated schedule for this project warrants investigation
of several design issues by the consultants. These design issues
have severe cost and future hospital managment implications.

1.

Our issue report to you regarding site selection contains

several concerns regarding site that are key design issues
requiring design direction by the consultants due to the
potential for saving large sums of hospital fumds. Because

of the proximity of hospital patient income producing services,
noise and vibration construction activity must be accomplished
during "'prime time' limitations. It is conceivable that these
construction limitations could add as much as twelve (12) months
to the construction schedule. Therefore, from a cost stand point,
an alternative might be to move those patient services off site.

The design configuration of the proposed building on the Powell
Hall site could increase our severe wind turmel condition on the
Phillips-Wangensteen Building plaza and building entry. The
design configuration could also create a down draft condition
causing a severe contamination problem on the plaza due to the
muber of chemical fume hoods on Diehl Hall and Mayo such as
om:de:d.sting condition in the Jackson/Owre/Millard/Lyon court-
yard.

The basic design of the hospital is also a design issue. Should
we design in the same direction that all of our country's teaching
hospitals have gone in the last ten years, or should we be design-
ing in the direction that other countries such as Canada, Norway
and others have gone with their teaching hospitals?

The current practice of ''red bagging'' bichazard waste and trans-
porting through our building systems to off site building
incinerators is a serious issue. Due to the potential liability,
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biohazard waste should be rendered decontaminated at each
generator site. The red bag approach is no more than a
plastic bag aerosol generator.

4. Trash removal system, additional shipping, receiving,
miscellaneous dock space, disposable equipment as opposed
to reusable equipment are only a few of the miscellaneous
issues that need investigation.

The consultants need to investigate the above design issues
as part of their schematic design report to the University
Hospital Renewal Project Building Committee for direction and
approval.

cc: Domma Ahlgren
Clinton Hewitt
Paul Kopietz

Cherie Perlmutter

FRRE

PIM: jm
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Present: Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Eilers
Ms. Perlmutter
Mr. Kopietz
Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Olson
Mr. Soworski
Mr. Helgeson
Mr. Barnes
Mr. Berry N
Bob Dickler

1. Program Consultants Update

Mr. Olson reported on behalf of Robert Douglass Associates that they
were completing the final series of meetings to confirm program material
with departmental and administrative representatives. Mr. Olson

noted that the March 1 date for completion of programming was still
.considered to be viable and that as part of the final program review

a review of the master zoning schema was also being undertaken.

Mr. Olson also noted that the consultant groups and representatives

of the Hospital Planning Office had met earlier that week and developed a
tentative list of possible areas of program reduction and modifications
in the project which could be utilized, if necessary, due to financial
constraints. He expressed a hope that this would also be finalized

with appropriate cost estimates around March 1, 1980. Finally,

Mr. Olson noted that preliminary plans were being developed for

the production of a descriptive brochure for use with external

bodies in discussion of the Renewal Project.

2. A/E Update

Mr. Cannamore reported on the behalf of Ellerbe/HOK that they had
no issues or concerns to raise at this meeting. Mr. Dickler did
note in relationship to the schemas developed by the A/E firm

for Radiation Therapy that this subject was being pursued with
Dr. Levitt and the General Directors Group over the next several
weeks and that a decision should be available by March, 1980.
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3. Construction Management Update

Roger Helgeson reported on behalf of Gilbane Mortenson that they
were reviewing the cost estimates in relationship to the update of
the master zoning schema identified by Mr. Olson previously.

He also noted that space summaries by building were being developed
and that work had been initiated on the schematic design schedule.

In response to questions regarding the March 1 date for initiation

of schematic design the Building Committee agreed that formal
authorization should be provided to Ellerbe/HOK to begin schematic
design on March 1, 1980 utilizing the programming documents developed
by Douglass Associates. It was agreed that Mr. Dickler would formally
transmit this authorization to Mr. Cannamore.

Committee members did not express any concerns or questions regarding
the project schedule which was developed and distributed several weeks
previously. The construction management firm noted that they would

begin to issue monthly reports on the project beginning March 1, 1980.

4. Mr. Dickler provided committee members and consultant representatives

with updates regarding the VA project, legislative discussions,
and discussions with the Metropolitan Health Board.

5. Mr. Kopietz noted that Mr. Kerkow had met with representatives from

Northern States Power regarding the development of alternative primary
services for the Renewal Project site. He noted that NSP was reluctant
to make any commitments regarding the cost or feasibility of developing
alternative sources for primary service but that they would look

at the alternatives and provide them to Mr. Kopietz in the near future.

It was also noted by members of the Committee that the site survey

had been essentially completed and that additional borings may be

needed within the exact perimeter of the Powell Hall site.
Respectfully submitted,

Robert M. Dickler
RMD/kc
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Present: Mr. Kopietz

Mr. Soderberg
Mr. Helgeson
Mr. Eilers
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Berry

Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Sanner
Mr. Boworsk i

Program Consultant Report

No individuals were present from Robert Douglass Associates, but it
was noted that the program was provided to the Hospital and other
consultants on March 3, 1980. These individuals are rev1ew1ng

the program at the present time, and an intensive review program
involving all appropriate parties is scheduled for March 10 and 11.

Ellerbe/HOK Report

Mr. Cannamore reported that the architects and engineers are reviewing
the program submitted by Robert Douglass Associates at the present time.

Gilbane/Mortenson Report

Mr. Helgeson noted that certain problems had been identified

in the distribution of the first monthly reports submitted by the

CM and that these would be corrected prior to the April submission.
The CM also utilized this meeting to review the preliminary schedule
as it is being developed to cover the activities related to schematic
design, Certificate of Need, financing, and other activities over

the com1ng year. After some discussion it was agreed that this
schedule in its updated form should be provided to the Building
Advisory Committee at its next meeting.

Mr. Dickler provided some updates regarding meetings with representatives
of the metropolitan hospitals, an ad hoc group of the medical societies
and Minnesota Hospital Association, legislative activities, and

the Radiation Therapy unit. In relationship to the Radiation Therapy
unit it was noted that the installation of the 20 MeV in its originally
proposed location is on hold and that current plans would anticipate

that a totally new department would be included as part of the University
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Hospital Renewal Project with fast-tracked construction to complete
it prior to the conclusion of 1982. Finally, it was also noted
that Ellerbe Associates will be occupying their new quarters at

the northernend of the campus on approximately March 15.

There being no further business before the Building Advisory Committee
it adjourned at approximately 11:15.

Respectfully submitted,

o) T2

Robert M. Dickler

B

RMD/kc
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Present: Mr. Kopietz

Mr. Hendricks
Mr. Eilers
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Zaworski
Mr. Berry

Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Helgeson
Mr. Dickler

Architect/Engineers Report

Mr. Cannamore discussed the meeting which had occurred the previous
Monday and Tuesday to review the functional and space programming
materials submitted by Robert Douglass Associates. He noted that

all the consultants, as well as Hospital Planning Office representatives,
were present and that some of the issues identified in that meeting

were being followed up and would be resolved by the following

Wednesday. He also noted that Ellerbe Associates hopes to be

relocating to their new office at 100 University Avenue within

the week.

Construction Manager Report

Mr. Helgeson reviewed the schematic design period with the Building
Adivsory Committee and noted the interphase between the design,
Certificate of Need, and financing schedules which occurred.

The Building Advisory Committee did discuss at some length the

need to simultaneously receive various levels of approval within

the University structure, and it was noted that there would be

an Executive Coordinating Committee on Friday, the 21st, to review
some of the approval mechanism requirements. In response to a
question Mr. Helgeson also agreed to prepare a schedule indicating
the necessary activities to initiate construction on July 1 including
the demolition of Powell Hall and other site preparation requirements.

Update

Mr. Dickler reported on various meetings which occurred the previous
week in relationship to the Renewal Project and also reported on

the present status of the VA project. It was also noted that the
additional consultant previously reviewed by the Cormittee would

be the primary agenda item for the Building Advisory Committee of
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March 21, 1980. Finally, it was also noted that updated cost
estimates and square footage estimates would be available from
the construction management team for the March 27 meeting.

There being no further business before the Building Adv1sory Comm1ttee
it adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m.

™ Respectfully submitted, N
Robert M. Dickler
RMD/kc

*Dictated but not read.
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BUILDING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

March 20, 1980

Present: Mr. Hewitt

Mr. Kopietz
Mr. Hendricks
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Eilers
Mr. Cannamore
Mr. Berry

Mr. Helgeson
Mr. Tronnes
Mr. Zaworski
Mr. Dickler

Program Consultant Report

Mr. Tronnes reported on behalf of Robert Douglass Associates that

the functional and space program was undergoing its final revisions
except for certain areas within which decisions were still pending.
These areas include Nutrition, Materials, Linen and Laundry,

EEG and EMG, and Blood Donor. Mr. Tronnes noted that he anticipated
that these areas would be resolved by the following Monday except

for possibly EEG and EMG. It was also noted that all program documents
had been submitted to their respective departments except for those
areas noted above and that a positive or negative response was
anticipated by the end of the day.

Architect/Engineer Report

Mr. Cannamore reported that Ellerbe/HOK had relocated to their
new office facilities located at 100 University Avenue S.E. and
that the appropriate phone number was 378-3300. It was also
noted that an equipment budget meeting would be held tomorrow
with representatives from the appropriate consultant and Hospital

offices to discuss the needs relating to equipment and projected budget.

Construction Management Report

Mr. Helgeson reported that the revised cost and square footage
estimates would be available the following week. Mr. Helgeson
then distributed a proposed schedule of events through mid-1981
which identified the need to relocate Powell Hall occupants and
to initiate other activities. In response to this schedule it
was noted that Unit F continues to be approximately on schedule
but that impending labor strikes might delay the completion of

3
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that project beyond the schedule dates noted. It was also noted

that additional clarification is needed in relationship to the
appropriate approvals required for various stages of the project.

Mr. Dickler noted that that would be discussed the following day

by the Executive Coordinating Committee. Finally, in response to

a question it was noted that negotiations continue for the acquisition
of the apartment on the Powell Hall site and that this cost will
probably have to be borne by University Hospitals.

“4. Update

Mr. Dickler reported on various meetings which had occurred during
the past week and also noted that the Metropolitan Health Board
had scheduled a series of meetings for review and comment on the
Veterans Administration project. It was noted that discussion

of possible relocation of the VA to the University site and other
possible areas of cooperation between the VA and the University
would probably intensify during the coming month.

5. Other Consultants

The Committee then reviewed the potential areas for additional
consultant activity,and the following tentative decisions were
reached:

1. Certificate of Public Necessity - Adequate resources
already obtained. No additional consultant services required.

2. Dietary Services Equipment and Transport Systems - Possible
area for additional consultant activity. Al1 parties
agreed to submit the names of potential consultants to
Ms. Ahlgren by the next meeting.

3. Materials Movement Equipment including elevators and
dumbwaiters - Generally agreed that additional consultant
services would probably be required, and Ellerbe/HOK
agreed to draft a possible scope of activity for such
consultant services. It was agreed that this proposed
scope of activity would be reviewed at the next meeting
and that all parties would attempt to identify possible
consultants by that time.

4. Therapeutic Radiology Equipment - Generally agreed no additional

consultant activities required at the present time.

5. Diagnostic Radiology Equipment - Generally agreed no additional
consultant activities required at the present time.

6. Hospital Information Systems - Generally agreed that no
additional consultant activities required at the present
time for the purposes of the Renewal Project. It was noted
that OAD may require assistance in developing their projections
through departmentally acquired consultant services.

7. Communications Equipment and Systems - Ms. Ahlgren agreed
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to pursue this area more fully with the communications task
force and make a report back to the Building Advisory Committee.

Central Supply Equipment and Systems - Genera11y agreed
no additional consultant services required in this area
with the possible exception of services ava11ab]e from

.various manufacturers.

Furnishings, Equipment and Interior Design ~ Generally
agreec that additional consultant services wwere required,
and it was noted that Ellerbe/HOK would be submitting a
proposal to Mr. Hewitt within the relatively near future
to provide such services.

Radiation Physics - Generally agreed that University
expertise was sufficient for this area.

Acoustical Design - Generally agreed that this was a generic
responsibility of the architect and engineer unless they
identified the need for additional consultant services

in specific acoustical areas.

Traffic Engineering - Generally agreed that internal
University resources should be utilized with the possibility
of utilizing the previous traffic engineering consultant

if minor updates are required.

Move and Management - Generally agreed that no additional
consultant services were needed for this activity other than
those generally provided by the selected moving company.

Wind Effects - It was noted that wind evaluations are occurring
in relationship to the ABC project, and Gary Zaworski

agreed to report back at the next meeting regarding the

scope of that investigation.

Energy - Noted that this was part of the architects and
engineers scope of activity and that no additional consultant
services were necessary unless the architects and engineers
indicated a need for such services.

It was then noted that Mr. Dickler would not be present at the next meeting

and that Ms.

Ahlgren would chair that meeting to discuss some of the

consultant updates noted above as well as the cost and square footage
. estimates being prepared by the construction management firm.

Respectfully submitted,

Robert M. Dickler

RMD/kc

*Dictated but not read.
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MINUTES OF THE
UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL RENEWAL PROJECT
BUILDING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
March 27, 1980

Ms. Donna Ahlgren

Mr. Don Berry

Mr. Ron Cannamore

Mr. Al Eilers

Mr. Roger Helgeson
Mr. Richard Herndricks
Mr. Tom Kauker

¢—MF, Paul Maupin

Mr. Merlin Olson

Mr. Hans Tronnes

Report of Robert Douglass Associates - Mr. Olson

ARR 2 Hecd
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Program documents were reviewed with team members in mid-March and the
verification and approval process for the program is in process. RDA

has participated in development of the cost estimate by updating square
footage requirements and zoning decisions. Mr. Tronnes of RDA will assume
an active role in the schematic design process; RDA is also identifying
and documenting education and research spaces and assisting in the develop-

ment of the Certificate of Need document.

Repart of Ellerbe/HOK - Mr. Cannamore

Ellerbe/HOK is reviewing program documents and participating in the cost
estimating process. The crganization of spaces per floor and testing of
the master zoning plan are in the initial stages; Mr. Cannamore anticipates
that these items will be initially reviewed with the planning group in the

week of April 7th.

- Report of Gilbane-Mortenson - Mr. Kauker

st

Mr. Kauker reported that the cost estimate, based upon 460 beds and existing
program documents was campleted. Square footage in the new facility totals

551,332 DGSF; renovated area 209,038 DGSF. Total estimate, including building
and non-building costs, is 229 million dollars. The change in the estimate

fram the January total is a result of:

1) Increased square footage in the program, 2) revision of the escalation
factor, 3) increased allocations for comnecting links, 4) increased allocation
for mechanical transport systems and 5) increased non-building costs, primarily

resulting from the impact of escalation.
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The schedule for beginning new construction in mid-1981 and renovation in

- January 1985 is consistent with the previous target dates.

Mr. Kauker indicated that any changes in bed numbers, resulting from the
Certificate of Need study, would impact this estimate.

Other Business

Ms. Ahlgren reported that information on consultants to be retained is being
collected. Members of the camittee are encouraged to submit infarmation and/
or recomendations they might have.

Mr. Maupin reported that he is to receive a proposal fram wind consultants
early next week. Inclusion of the Renewal Project in this study was viewed
as important. The issue will be discussed further at the next committee

meeting.

Mr. Olson reported on the Metropolitan Health Board's first meeting of the
A-95 review process for the Veterans Administration Hospital. The board
will meet weekly in this process; it is anticipated that the University will
be asked to report at a meeting in the near future. _

Submitted by,

OOL,WWL,W Jm

c Donna Ahlgren

cc: Bob Dickler

DA/ks
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Present: Mr. Hewitt
Mr. Hendricks
Mr. Bowen
Mr. Maupin
Mr. Eilers
Mr. Berry
Mr. Helgeson
Mr. Cannamore
Ms. Ahlgren
Mr. Olson
Mr. Dickler

1. Program Consultants Report

Mr. 0lson reported on behalf of Robert Douglass Associates that
they were presently completing the analysis and description of
educational and research space and were continuing to participate
in the design development process. It was noted, in response to

a question, that about six programmatic areas continue to be unresolved
including materials management, dietary, linen and Radiology and
that it is expected that final functional and space programs will
be completed within the next several weeks. Ms. Ahlgren commented
that all programs have not been signed off on and that reasons
vary from fundamental disagreements with the program statement

to minor corrections required. Fundamental issues which are
unresolved in discussions with departments will be taken to the
appropriate coordinating task force.

2. Architect/Engineers Report

Mr. Cannamore reported that meetings are occurring on the scope

and design solutions for the project and that a number of alternative
scenarios are being studied by the architects and associated consultants
and Hospital planning staff. In reference to those design scenarios,

it was noted that every attempt is being made to stay within the
parameters of the site and still maintain a low profile for the
building.

3. Construction Management Report

Mr. Helgeson reported that there has been further analysis of
add-ons and deducts since the original master zoning and that

a preliminary cost estimate for an addition of two bed modules
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to the project has also been completed. He also noted that the
construction management firm is studying the implications of the
schedule for the Radiation Therapy fast-tracking component to

the project and will have information on that available within the
next several weeks.

In reference to the Radiation Therapy unit development Mr. Maupin
suggested that Dr. Levitt and the Hospital consider the possibility
of acquiring cancer center construction dollars from the federal
government.

Mr. Helgeson, in response to a question, reported that the project

is essentially on schedule with maybe an average of five days lag

in various facets. It was also noted that the Powell Hall demolition
date for February-March, 1981 is a fairly hard date given that
construction will begin on July 1, 1981.

4. Other

The Committee discussed briefly the proposal from TAC for a wind
analysis of the Health Sciences Center and determined that any
such analysis should be delayed until the mass and overall shell
configuration of the Renewal Project has been determined. It was
also suggested that the consultant proposal be distributed to
members of the Committee for review and discussion regarding its
scope and cost at the next meeting.

The Committee also discussed the status of other consultants for

the Renewal Project, and it was noted that the interior design
proposal from Ellerbe/HOK had been received and was being reviewed.
Other consultant areas include the development of an environmental
jmpact worksheet by an external consultant over the next several
weeks and a decision not to obtain traffic consultant services until
a later date when a determination is made that such services may

be required. Robert Douglass Associates also reported that they will
be submitting proposals relating to materials management and dietary
services probably utilizing other consultant firms on a subcontracting
basis. A1l members of the team were urged to provide Ms. Ahlgren
with names of potential consultants in each of the areas discussed

as soon as possible so that an early and expeditious selection
process could be determined for these service areas.

Finally Mr. Dickler provided the Committee with a brief update
regarding external activities including the VA A-95 hearings,

the VA Washington hearings, and various meetings with external
groups within the Twin Cities area.

There being no further business before the Building Advisory Committee
it adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

obert M. Dickler

RMD/kc
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Mr. Paul Maupin L
Health Sciences Planning Office o
4104 Powell Hall
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

Trraewg

RE: Proposed Wind Condition Analysis
Dear Paul,

As requested in our meeting the week of March 10, 1980, we hereby
submit our proposal for undertaking a wind study of the Health
Sciences Campus. We have invited Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, Inc.
(BBN) to join us in this study based on their expertise and tech-
nological ability to support such a study. If there are other
. engineers that the University would like us to consider for the
c : study, we would be open to considering them as alternatives.

In their proposal to TAC which is attached, BBN has outlined the
basic steps that will be followed in the study. In addition to
administrating BBN's effort, TAC/HSAE will produce a model of the
H.S. Campus appropriate for testing purposes and participate in
the testing process, exploring design solutions to reduce the
impact of Unit J on wind conditions, but we feel our involvement
in this aspect of the study should be quite limited unless other-
wise directed by the University with the concurrence of the
Hospital's Architects.

We would propose to undertake the study on an hourly basis and
would estimate its costs as follows:

Production of Model : $ 5,000.00

BBN'S Testing : , 10,000.00 - 12,000.00
TAC/HSAE Administration and

Design Solution Exploration 5,000.00

Estimate of Total Cost $20,000.00 - 22,000.00

If we can provide you with further information please let us know.

e“’ truly yours,

o John M. Patterson
c Senior Associate

Enclosures

cc: HSAE, ENCL
S SR ¥ B O Y A S S Y w9 COA Y R @t IS P I B TR R T
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50 Moulton Street
Cambridge. Mass. 02138
Telephone (617) 491-1850
Telex No. 92-1470

Bolt Beranek and Newman inc.

28 March 1980

The Architects Collaborative Inc.
U6 Brattle Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

Attn: Mr. John M. Patterson, Senior Associate

Subject: Proposal to Investigate Solutions to Wind Problems
at Minnesota Health Sciences Center, Minneapolis, MN

Re: BBN Proposal P80-21-031

Gentlemen:

Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc. (BBN) is pleased to submit
this proposal to assist TAC in identifyine and mitigating
wind problems which have arisen at the Minnesota Health Ser-
vices Center. Our proposal ccntemplates an experimental study
in BBN's Atmospheric Boundary Layer Wind Tunnel, using a suit-
able model to be supplied by TAC. Such a study would be inter-
active in nature, with your project architect(s) being present
during the tests to assess our findings and consult with us on
feasible design alternatives which can subseqguently be quickly
evaluated by in-situ modifications to the model, and a repeat
of the tests. Below,we outline the course of the study. At-
tached to this letter are a general description of BBN's acti-
vities and capabilities, a description of our wind tunnel and
wind activities, and a copy of our Standard Terms and Conditions
which would apply to the work conducted on this project.

SCOPE OF WORK:

The assessment of the wind problems at the Health Sciences
Center  requires two major areas of study:

(1) 1Identification of local wind phenomena and quantifying
the impacts thereof by use of a wind tunnel model.

(2) Assessment of the probability of occurrence of the
wind related phenomena by examination and analysis of long-
term weather records for the site.

The second task is actually largely done prior to the wind
tunnel tests, in that the data is required by a computer al-
gorithm which is used to facilitate interpretation of wind
tunnel results.

Boston Washington Los Angeles
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Specific problem areas which will be investigated in the

project are:

- causes of high wind speeds in pedestrian areas, including
the loading/unloading area in the tunnel.

- causes of the cold air ingestion in the reception area.

~ architectural approaches to soclutions of the above
problems. :

- quantification of the residual impact (i.e., percent of
time and seasonal probability of occurance of adverse con-
ditions).

The approach to these problems will be to:

(1) Obtain and analyze wind records from the Minneapolis
area to determine predominant wind directions and speeds
by season (i.e., "azimuthal probability of exceedence" of
various wind speeds).

(2) Instrument a TAC-supplied model to measure pressure

and velocity at those areas identified as being trouble-
some, as well as areas which we feel can provide insight

into the causes of the problems.

(3) Conduct a flow visualization study in the wind tunnel
to enable a qualitative assessment of flow behavior around
the buildings in the complex.

(4) Measure velocity and pressures at ley points on the
model as a continuous function of wind azimuth.

(5) Interpret raw data from wind tunnel to identify
those key wind directions for which architectural solu-
tions are needed.

(6) Propose potentially effective solutions to the TAC
personnel, and test those solutions which are architectur-
ally feasible.

(7) Prepare an informal report summarizing findings and
recommendat ions

SCHEDULE

The work described in this proposal can be performed in

4 weeks after receipt of model, pending wind tunnel availability
at the time.




COST

We propose to conduct this study under our normal Time
and Materials terms and conditions, which are attached. We
estimate the cost of tasks 1-5 to be about $7,000, and the
investigation of 2-3 solutions under task 6 to be about
$2-3K. Additional testing and analysis of wind tunnel data
can be roughly estimated at $1,000/day of testing. There-
fore, we expect the total cost of the work to be in the range
of $10-12K.

PERSONNEL

This project will be conducted by BBN's Aero Sciences
Department. Mr. Leonard Fortier will be assigned as the
principal investigator and project manager. As such, he will
be responsible for timely and cost-effective performance of
the work and all interfaces with TAC. In his absence, Mr.
Richard Hayden will be cognizant of the project status.

At this time, the demands on the tunnel are heavy. We
will do our utmost to schedule this project into the tunnel
at a time which will enable you to meet your own Schedular
objectives.

If there are questions regarding this proposal, please
contact the undersigned or Mr. Fortier at the address on
our letterhead.

Sincerely,
BOLT BERANEK AND NEWMAN INC.

ot ) —
CJctbad S 7!%7,4_ .
Richard E. Hayde

Manager, Aero Sciences Department

REH/cdp

Encl:

cc: L. Fortier
S. Zigun
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Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc.

BBN Facilities and Experience in Atmospheric Wind Effects Modelling

BBN is a consulting and research firm located in Cambridge,
Massachusetts, employing nearly 1000 people. Our labs include
three special purpose wind tunnels, including a fully equipped
Atmospheric Boundary Layer Wind Tunnel, which is described in
an attachment. We have a large inventory of portable lab and
field instrumentation which can be used on wind problems, and
an extensive in-house computer system for data processing and
design calculations.

BEN's experiencevwith wind problems on buildings and struc-
tures extends for nearly two decades, beginning in the mid-60's
when we investigated wind-induced facade damapge on the Chase-
Manhatten Bank Building in New York, for Skidmore, Owings, and
Merril. In 1970, we began wind tunnel work in our Cambridge
labs, with a study of sway problems on Boston's New England
Merchants Bank Building. This laboratory work was accompanied
by field measurements, and ultimately the development of a high
sensitivity accelercometer for measureing building motion and
seismic vibration (now sold by BBN Instruments Co. as the Model
510 accelerometer). Soon thereafter, NASA selected BBN to model
wind loads on the Space Shuttle while it is on the launch pad,
and numerous other wint tunnel and field studies were performed
for government and commercial clients.

In 1978, we purchased the assets of Weather Dynamics Inc.,
of Arlington, Mass., in order to have available a dedicated at-
mospheric boundary layer wind tunnel. That facility has been
substantially expanded and upgraded and is now in regular use for
wind loading, pedestrian wind, and pollution dispersion studies.
It is one of the few facilities anywhere which 1s fully equipped
for both loading and dispersion work.

BBN also manufactures its own research instrumentation,
including hot wire anemqmeters rressure sensors, force talances,
and sampling systiems.

No other organization is as self-contained as BEN for con-

ducting atmospheric wind effects studies.




Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST FACILITY AND PROCEDURES

.

Atmospheric Boundary Layer Wind Tunnel

The wind tunnel is 60 ft long and has an 8 x 6 ft cross section
(see Fig. 1). Two eight ft turntables are located in the floor of the
tunnel allowing placement of models at different locations in the tunnel.
A typical installation is shown in Fig. 2. The facility was built
specifically to simulate the interaction of the natural wind with struc-
tures and large-scale topographic features. The free-stream velocity
in the tunnel is variable in the range of 1 to 35 ft/sec, providing
Reynolds numbers up to 1.9 X 10° per ft. The atmospheric boundary layver
profile is scaled in the tunnel using a series of spires at the entrance
end of the tunnel (Fig. 3). Roughness elements upstream of the model
in 'the tunnel maintain the velocity profile along the tunnel length
(Fig. L).

Flow Visualization

Conventional tuft and chemical smoke visualization techniques are
used to aid in determining the qualitative aspects of flow phenomena of
interest. Figure 5 is a photograph of the trajectory and growth of a
buoyant plume from a large power plant. Facilities also include the
application of a unique system ‘employing neutrally buoyant, helium-filled
soap bubbles. This system allows the observation of flow patterns in
regions of highly turbulent flow, where conventional smoke visualization
techniques prove to be ineffective due to dilution of smoke in the
turbulent region. Figure 6 is a typical photograph of flow around a

simple building complex using the bubble technique of flow visualization.

Concentration Measurements

For pollution dispersion studies, up to 100 points can be simul-

taneously sampled on a given run using multiple sampling nozzles, each

\
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FIG. 1. BBN ATMOSPHERIC BOUNDARY LAYER TUNNEL.



AND QUINCY MARKET AREA, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS,
BEING ASSEMBLED IN BBN ATMOSPHERIC BOUNDARY

FIG. 2. MODEL OF GOVERNMENT CENTER, FINANCIAL DISTRICT,
LAYER WIND TUNNEL.
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. FIG. 3. VIEW OF INLET SECTION OF TUNNEL SHOWING SPIRES
AND ROUGHNESS ELEMENTS.
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