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The problem is to maintain flexibility in a period of
- diclining growth when you have to change by substitution or

* reallocation—it was easier before whén you ebuld ‘change by
‘addition.~Eat] F. Cheit '
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«+  Foreword » - . - e <

R . & . *
The, costs of owning and ‘operating physital facilities are -
»devouring an ever increasing sharg of thé budgetsof colleges
. « and universities, In the-pastacademic and operating units of
¢ollegg§'havq viewed their 'space as a free commodity and
. often used it'extravagantly. Maybe if those units included the .
f’costs of space in their budgets, they would tse space more ..
. 'efﬂdem!y and’ opérate it more_prudently. EFL believes this
a - concept of facilities management—space csting—to be im-
.. portant and developed.this report to describe\it, suggest some
. “¥pros and cons, ‘and offer seme examples and sources of ®
;{in’formatio_ri. . - ' o )
For.some colleges'and universities it may be an idea well
- “Worth considering-and implementing. ' ’
- ErfL retained Sy Zachar t write this report. He is an
nyironmental analyst with special interest in the manage-
of facilities in higher éducation. " '
e Costing is part of a project on higher education
suppgrted by The Andrew W. Melloa Foundation.
. Two othertitlej~are being published with this report, The
’  Neglected Majority: ilities for Commuting Students, and
- ..-Housing For New Types of,Students The foundation also
" supported two earlier reports, Generating Revenue from Col-
> lege Facilities and Campus in Transition. . ;
o ‘ EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES- LABORATORIES
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Space costing is a method of cost accounting the space and’
operating and maintenancé'expenses to th¢ individual unit or
program of an institution. With this method a central admi
istration would assign the costs of ““rent;” operatron an
mainteriamce.to each unit’s total budget. The marager of gach
section, department, or college can then determine how best
to spend his or her bu(fget and make decisions.aboyit the siz
of the department s territory and staff, its hours of operatro

N AL spaee Clostmg is instituted, the administrators have t

the charges should be, levied—for the area of
space occupied, and for the services and resources consume
by the occupants. This raises some critical issues: Should fiscd]

) resppnsrbrlrty also include managerial control of the physrc 11

environment? Thus, if an academic unit is in charge of its ow
budget, should it be alloweg to determine how the space $
hegted, lighted; and who cleans it?

The: following pages discuss these 1ssues and’ show ho
space costing wolld affect three areas of an institution’s
financial and resource distribution: the utilization of space ¢n
campus, the cost and funding of plant operating and main €-

research projects, : ‘

> * ‘
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. Space Costs M(‘mey e ‘
% . ‘ * t - A

» .

‘A college or university is the ownerof all institutional space
¥ and may be viewed as the “landlord” of its campus. Academic
and operating units within the ihstitution may be likened to

“their space” and view it 4s-such but incur no cbsts for that
- space and are generally divorced from any involvement with
their physical environment. A
" The institution finances, bullds and malntaln?fhe
" building as well as provides e'lectr1c1ty, heat, airconditioning,
water, sewage, and other services. All of these areincluded in,
. the“freerent” ¢+ ° -

Space hasa cost,and that ‘cost s mcreasmg Formstance
msmunonal managers have*watched their utlllty and fuel *
‘costs increase anywhere between 50 percent and 100 percerit.
This increase absorbs resources which could be used for other
components of the educational enterprise.

The total amount spent— and therefore the potentxal for
savmg on operating and maintaining physical plant is $2. 8
billion. During 1974-75 the national average expenditire in. _
United States colleges and univérsities was $6,573 for each”
full-time faculty member. For full-time and part-time faculty
the cost averagé drops to $4,234. Durmg the same time span
the average expendituré per student was $273. The American
Council of Education says that nearly half, $124 of the $273,
- was spent en'energy. From this we can project that in 1976-77
the energy cost per student was $170. - »

John Hobsteter, Associate Provost for Academlc Plan-
ning at the Umversny “of Pemlsyluvama put the issue qulte
simply: “Space costs money.” He continued, “Because uni?

, versitigs have traditionally funded thteir space through chari-

. table contributions, space has come to be regarded as almost a
free good.”> Whether space has been constructed with public

.or private funds for a large multxversny, four-ygar college, or
‘ community college, there is a umversal truth to Hobstetter’s’
statement. ' . '3 e,

« s Y s
. . -

.

R ““tenants” of the umversit)zaAcademig units have controkover .

s

—

3

’

A}

-




-
PRI N
AT BN

. .

S

“

-
]

The Valiie of Space

oo

K
[ -

Not only does, spacg cost mopey to cohstruct, operate, afid. -

maintain, it has value of and by itself. Space is likg money, i’ "

changes hands. Tangible and intangible items can be bought

with it. There is always a price fo pay;fpr “that additional Y
] I3 s . b Ny . . G ~
~ - office.”As space becomes scarce, its value increases and the

Rl

‘price’of additional space becornes higher. The tighter Sspace
becomes, the mare rsources must be expended in securing it.
;. Spate.is ajso Power. and is therefore very political. The -

control of space, as with. thé control of any resource, gives

power to the controller. Man almost by instinct must establish
ferrit_'orial boundaries irnghi“c'h he issafe ahd has control; thus

“my’ desk™ or'“nty offite”. The boundaries are sometimes _* '
invisible, but they exist. For example; the person occupying

the space closest to the fwindow in a_shared office usually., .
controls the winddw. =, - o
-~#,.This sense of terrg'tor_i,ality? this inner drive towards..
leberisraum can extén@With time and increase in activities and

» . ’ » §& e . . . -
position down the hallway, taking in laboratories, classtooms,

and even other. offices. Once pace is secured, a squatter’s
right is often assumed, and that right is treated as inviolable.
. The amount oLiSpace controlled .reffécts, rightly or
wrongly, on one’s worth, Tésponsibitities, and importance. It
can also reflect cunning, resgurcefulness, and an increasing
pertfolio. A individual who “loses space, regardless of the
Teasoh. is perceived.as having “iost.” '

-
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*Maintaining Flexibility

' The growth period of the 1960s and 1970s is over (sees_ﬁ’s
Campus in Transition), but institutions.are not stagnating. By - --
their.very nature, colleges and undvessities are in-a continuo
process of self-transformation. ‘ \ .
= Disciplines grow, change, and spin off new ones. Societal .

~ “heeds charige, and_higher education is affected by the values
that student society currently holds ‘as important. "Thus, | .
enroliments rise and fall with perception of future employ- )
fibnt potential. Students are sensitive to. the potential job
-market, and these have impacted a variety of programs, such
- as law, business engineering, and computer science. :

As the charts of degrees granted show,-there_has:been =«
considerable shifting of students between comparable dis-, ¢
ciplines. Decreases in one area are not always matched by
increases in another. But, the old question, “What can one do— °

ith a history degree?” may have been answered by the T
growth of political science, and by,extension, law. The'layoffs
« in the aerospace industry in the early'1970s probably account-

. ed for the dramatic drop in students seeking degrees in that

disciplirie. A's colleges and universities go through a continy-

ous cHanging process, the physical environment must change
to meet new program negds. In periods of prosperity, chang-

ing needs are met by expansion of the physical plant. With the ‘

current shortage of resource$ and capital, the words of the -

vice-president of administration at MIT are very appsopriate, .
«  sWe must teain to turn arourd within our own skin.” \ ,

)

Wilh' the projected enrollment decline, colleges and
universities should. be considerigg what to do with underused
facilitiesthat no longer warrant the cost of maintaining themy -
Among the alternatives will be closing down the facility anxl .
gither demolishing it,“mothballing” it, selling it, or donating
it: or converting the facility fora use that would justify the cost:
of maintenance and operalio*n.‘ " ) I

« Inordetto accommodate these cl'langes", space will have  « . °
to be flexible. In the past flexible space was the avant-garde
approach'to building facilities. Flexible space today needsF ‘

- . 4
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be the philosophy of all msuluuons Spdce LOS[..A& is a
philesophical subset of flexible space. It is-a ool that can be
* used to achieve flexible space. a tool that may help lnS[llU[lOI‘lS
better’ manage their plant resources.
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The financial commitment of higher education to its existi
plant.js staggering. The average valug of physrcal plant fdr -
1974-75 was $6,082 for each student. The cost of operating and
mamtammg the plant throughout the U.S. in the same peri d
was '$2,786,789,000. This was 8§ percent of the total current
“fund expenditures of higher education (see table), and this |
percentage has increased steadily from 6.8 percent ,of the
bugget in 1967-68 to the 8 percent for 1974-75. While these_
figures are national averages 1.2 percent of an institution’s ]
“budget can.represent a-fair number, of faculty positions, or x
* other institutibnal neéds. '

s . . 1967-68  '1969-70 " 1971-72 .1972-73 1974-75
Current fund . ' , ~ 2
expenditure in 16,481 21,043 - 25560 - 27,956 35,058
millions of dollars- - ' .. t
Piant operation " : (O .
-and maintenance - \ .
in millions of ' 1,127 . 1542 ) 1,928 2,14‘1 . 2,787
dollars o, N o
\ Plant opetatlon ol - . ) . o -
and maintenance  "6.8 73- 75 7.7 8.0 Ly
as % of total

-

- - . ' ’
Tablé based on data from the U.S. Department of Heaith, Education, and _
Welfare, National Center for Educational Statistics, Financial Statxstscs of”
lnstttutlons of Highes. Educatton

b

.

Umversrtres and colleges have five basic resources™.
facylty, endowment or state appropriation, /¥§tin, contracts .
and grants, and physical plant. The physical plant (space) isa o
resource that is expended in the academic enterprise and has a
direct relation to the cost of instruction and research; The
allocation of the resource is tied drrectly to the ot'erall
resource allocatron process of the instifution. - l

A broad view of resource distribution in higher educa-
tion is presented by John Millett, former chancellor of the
1 lnwersrty of Ohio, who observed that colleges and un versi- i

‘EKC 1(, o
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. “plannitig progess. Budgets were prepared by-central academic’

a

o

T

P

ties see themselves as preservers, transmitters, and advancers |

of knowledge, and as such act rationally in‘the disfribution of
their resources. But-colleges and universitids have never

defined their rationale for resource allocation, and the alloca- )

-

tion-of these resources is an exercise of power,
The distribution of resources is either an economic or
political process, Millett states. In an economic process, the
allocation of resources is determined in a free market rela-
tionship. In a political process, the allocation of resources. is
made by those who govern. It is also called a planning process,
‘wherein the decisions of a few affect the many.
.. Before 1968, and the beginning of student unrest, the
bldgets of colleges and lniversities were made in a political

and administrative officers.and ‘approved by the governing
body Qf the institution. The disruptions-of the late 1960sand

early 1970s/brought faculty and students into the budgetary-

process in/the form of representation an committees and

senates. Buit is still a political planning process. ",
This. process, Millett argues, has brought about a very

complex- resource allocation procedure using accommoda-

- “tion, consensus building, and sometimes logroling, Further-

{'

v argues. What “sells” is what people need%;desire. and are -
~ willing to pay for. Millett sees this as simplifying the budgetary

more, increased student ‘and facuity participation has come
about at a time of shrinking income. When budget restraints
are required, faculties have been reluctant to make cuts in the

R
1P

ko

. N W
academic program. Instead, they have chosen to cut studend g%
. ; :

and other upiversity serwices. ¢

A market approach to resource allocation allows deci-
sions to be made on the basis of Supply and demand, Millett

- process, R .oA . e
. . < e w
'K’ . .
v ’ g ¢ <t )
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Current'Spac,e Allocation Systems

The allocation ofspace in higher educauon takes a number of
forms that will conform tQ a basic ground rule: space, once
asslgned is considered “owned” by the unit. This generates -

" the prevailing phllosophy “What is mine is mine, and what is
yours we can negotiate.’ * The space allocation process is not
d1ss1mllar to budgetary processes, and the view of space as a
resource may reflect the general institutional resource alloca-

" tion hllosophy The following principles are attributed to

Kir e&of the Academy for Educational Development.

1. £ quea *Wheels Get-the Grease (TSWGTG) Under,

this system the dcademic managers and bureaucrats with the
most persuasive abilities and cunning, “new and 1mproved” o
programs, and having general Machiavelliah traits_get the '
most space. Even though space may be centrally controlled or
dispersed, TSWGTG knpws how to use the system t’&«ge‘t‘what

he “needs.”

2.The Fo;mula Method (TFM) This system is usually used by )

state systems and large prxvate institutions. PFM was a natural

_development of the expansionism of the last décade. A
“rational, quanutauve and scientific method for determining
space requirements had to be created, and on the whole, they
have succegged well in determining the quanuty of sSpace
d“tHeir components require. Once the

. space is constructed, however, the formulas are often 1gnored

as programrhatic . changes occur, new research fields are
funded, and old ones are dropped. Depending on the 1nternal
orgamzauon and source of support of the institution, a new
space need may be sub}ected to forrhal con51derauons which
never, seem qult ukf&ctory, paruculg,rly in researgh; or
'&er‘FG oranyc bm?mon of the,two might occur. ‘Should -

probleny be semﬂs enough it reaches the top levels of
admlmsJ .

?

3, Space Czar The space czar, 1s a defached admlmstrator

. whose respon51b1hty is to watch out for everyone’s space needs

‘and weigh all requests impar#ially. He has all the space
Gmformauon support necessary to make rational decmons and,

A . ° e . ‘L
"’ 1 8 ~o N ’
. R 4 : 3 .
. . .
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can provide managgrial reports to administration. Space.is too
valuable a resourcg; ‘however to-put into the hands of one
person or office, so the cZag is really a space manager who
often reports to a committee of university officials and faculty;
often headed by a' top ranking academic administrative
officer” :

. Information is used as a basis for decision making, The
committee decides whom to spend.the space resources of the
institution on. Where this system works well, it works very
" well. If the institution beligves in this approach and provides
the necessary support to the space management office, the

» system can be very effective. . ot

To use Millett’s term, however, in ail of the, ,above
systems the decision making is political. They contain no
incentive for the user to reduce demands for space or to be
conterned with 'use patterns that absorb resources such as

utilities. Neither js'there any mcequve for using space more .

“efficiently. An “owner” does not.care if an office becomes
vacant or a seminar room i§ only used occasnonally The
general view is that vacant space may eventually be needed
. and is therefore being “banked” for the future. But it is not
earning interest and it is costing the institution money.
Although temporarily “underutilized” it js still bemg heated
and maintaiffed to some degree; debt service and insurance
are still being paid forit. . . - ”

- An*academic manager will fear that if" he gives up an_
-~ office he will never get it back. But he may not need that office

.hext year, or he ‘may need three more..If the manager were
paymg the cost of spage, then this year he might happlly give
" up the space, to another department and use¢ the income for
another purpose. The following year he may get a grant or
" contract that r,equlres three additional offices. The ‘need
© justifies his :emmg or “pl.rchasmg additional space.

RIC .. . i Ty
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CA ModeFfor Sgace Costmg L.

gglultlfacé‘ted with parts that can be used independently to suit

N v ) ) ool

< .-,

Space costifg is a shift from a lemcal space-resource-alloca-
tion mechanism.to one allowmg market forces to comé into
play. Itis a decentralization of theiresource-alkocation _process,
but the degree of decehtralization, is quite variable -

The illustrated deel of space costing shown below
redistributes the physical resourees of the. university. It.is .;

f{1e academic goals and operating objectw,es of the institution.
N i : ' : \ T

Physical plant resource dl,stnbutlop

Present system ° ek -

Institution appropriation - -’ e

5\1/ ) ‘. .. " N . . o

- President - -

C BN t
Vice-president forfmance planning &
sV . . .

. Physncal plant department : —~ "
sV g
i Expenéﬂd for heat, electricity,  »)
. -maintenance, etc. | \

~»

N4

Colleges/departmehts
Space costing-model T
Institution appropriation = -

- President .~ T -
sV \ . . .
‘Provost/vice- presndent 5 L

~ for ac?demlc affairs* - . - v

T gy . .

' Colleges/d,epartments

- SV

N Phys:cal plant department f_b?f e
¢ heat, electricity, maintehance, etc.™s +.. :




" Under this model, space charges would be based on the
actual operating and mainténance costs of the facilities. This
could also include amortization and insurance. The totakcosts
of these components would be computed on a square foot per
/building basis. Grounds care can also be included.

/ For exclusively held space, the charge to the department !
or college would be the, total-building costs. For shared space, |
the costs would be prorated according to the area occupied.
Multiuse space such as classrooms and teaching laboratories
would. be held- by a central office which would charge
departments for the percentage @ime they occupy it.

“ An alternative to charging for time used would be to base _
rates on the desirability of teaching hours. This might help
institutions even out the bunching of classes on, say, Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday from 10 A'M. to 12 noon, and 1

, © P.M.to3 PM;While the individual costs of space would equal
the total charge for space over a sémester, classes taught at
popular times would pay more per hour than classes in the
early morning, late afterrioon; and evehings. °

The funds for space costs would be allocated to the
operating budget of the college department instead of to the
physical plant department. With this type of monetary re-
sponsibility,the academic manager can more completely see
the total cost of meeting the academic objectives of hisscollege - .,
or department. Sinee resources can be substituted, managers
become aware of the cost of space and environmental support.
This is similar to the experience of many institutions when

.- their telephone bills were broken down and charged to

individual instruments instead of being puton one central bill. #. *

If-the plant department no longer pays the utility bill, its

“customers” mayheed the conservation méasuresmore closely.

Under this model, the academic unit becomes a client of
the physical plant department that would contract for services
such as heat, airconditioning, electricity, water, and sewage, as
well as custodial services ahd maintenance. Since they are
paying for service, the units will have leverage with-the plant
department that they did not have before. (If you are payiné
$50,000 for services, you make sure you get them.)

The level of custodial and maintenance services required
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. A model for space égs;ing ‘ : s : \ -
would be determined by the physical plant department and
the academic units. Each party has information and expertise

~ regarding the needs of users, their activities, building require-

. -ments, and health and safety codes. From these discussions,

» an ower all ‘approach to operating and maintenance should
. dgvelop that meets the physical requirements of the users and
the long-term integrity of the building and recognizes the
budgetary restraints under which these services are provided "
and required. The academic manager will attempt to get the
highest level of service possible for the least costsggnd the
physical plant director will be concerned with the long-ferm
maintenance of the plant and the constraints on his (and
* institutiorial) operations such as collective bargaining agree-
rhents with labor. - . . ' : -
“This raises the thorny question of allowing academic
upits to contract: outside the physical plani department for
cleaning and other services or to operate the services them
. selves with student labor. The issues include collective bat-, -
~7  %gaining agreements, commitment to university personnel,”

- quality of maintenance required; and quality control.

Maintenance standards must be set by the institution, for
it {s the institution and its officers. who are ultimately
.responsible. for the health and well-being-of its population.

Contract cleaning is thought to be cheaper than in-house

, custodial care. Since 95 percent of cleariifig Costs arg for labor,

o the wage and benefit package for custodians is the primary

: .cost factor. Contract custodians ‘are usually pdid low hourly

. wages and receive few, if any, benefits. While [€ss costly to an
institution, contract cleanirig requires extensive monitoring to
ensuTe that specified standards are met. Also, contract
cleaners are not part af the institutional fiber and they do not

_feel it is “their school.” N T . _

., Ifan academic department wants contract cleaning, it
must be with the apprdval of the central administration and
shpqu be administered through the plant department. The -y
décision for a unit to go to contract cleaning may be viewed as
a threat by the plant department and may create a morale

roblem. On the other hard, if top quality maintenance is

o ;Qéing delivered by, }gi plant department for the least possible
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cost within' institutional constraints, contrac (/"I!eaning may

prove to be a good control experiment. : g
Besides contratt cleaning, should acgdemic units be

. allowed to go outside for work normally dpne by the_ plant
department such as painting, electrical, or'mfnor renovations?
These jobs can sometimges be done cheaper, fouyside forces,

" Again the issue is one of institutional com tment to the plant *
personnel and tire wage and Berefit package pravided by the
insl;tqtion, which ‘may beshighersthan community standards.

. The question of ovgrhead of the physical plant depart-

" mentis often seen asthe “killer” in terms of getting work done
by in-house forces. The overhead ratg covers the fixed ‘

. eéxpenses ofadmjnisteringthg physical piainﬁiep_artmem. The

0

e adrhinistr'aﬁve overheﬂ_ that will fall on the remairﬁ-xag"work

s

more work that is contracted out, the larger the burden of the . .

done by -in-hotise .labor, Untless the ‘support staff can be ¥'.

curtdiled, - self-fulfflling situation can occur whereby gach

outside job creates a corresponding ingrease in institutional
-costd. . Lo ,

The plant department should be aBle to offer several

-+ levels of service and provide the one that best meets thg user’s

néeds. Routingmaintenance wauld be serviceSby the physical
plantdepartmént with the cost approval 3f the academic pnit.
Deferred mairitenarice should’ not be allowéd increase
beyond the changeover period, and a special fund. for this

*, purpose may be' nepe_ssary to pay the physical plant depart- .

Utility distributfon is a **natural monepoly” of/physical

_ - plant. Efiergy conservation now becomes a dual responsibility

- since the academic units have-a bud tary incen; ve to use,

. “only- as much energy as necesgary to support thei/x[—‘program.
Theréfore the. “customers.” wil] benefit from working with the

* physical plant”department in determining wTia/ structural,
mechanical, and_electrical ‘changes will reduce energy con-

sumption. Capilﬂ\expenditures for energy controls should no

LN/

— - -~ — longer.be seen as competing for other resources since the"

pay-back- periods and._benefits to the, institution and the

< "academic divisions are” understood and, will be of direct

benefit to the units, 7 2 -
e T :
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A modgl for space cosung i
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The physical plant department willeno lomger. be in the
position of being mandated to lower energy consu mption with
no contrdl over the users. Under the proposed system it will be
a vendor of energy technology.” - -

\ Energy consu miption is directly related to user activities.
For example, a chentistry department has a sealed building
requiring six air changes per hour, 24 hoursa day, seven days a
week, because of the “nature of research.” The physical plant
administrators attempted 10 determine if it was needed at
night and at weeké_nds‘ but they failed, because " of the
. chemistry department’s territorial feelings ‘and the nature of
the special equipment locafions. But if‘the chemistry depart;
_ment were paying for the cost of those air changes, the fans
robably would not be running continuously, and if they were
- ¥ % would be because the users. felt it was thaf important and
. were willing to pay forit. = - )

. Finally, plant gperation afd maintenance can be’
charged as a direct expense 0 a resqarch contract, under space
costing, for space directly related to research. For example, by
directly charging the cost of energy, the institution avoids the

.upward spiral of indirect cost. At the same time the contract-
V ing agency is paying for' the’ energy specifically used for
v Tosearch instead of a percentage of the institution’s overall
. bill. If the accounting is accurate, the direct costing of space
*- - should benefit both the institdtion and the spon’soring agency.

"~ (See Brown University p- 7). /

<
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A Room with.a View -

. #
Another aspect of apptiising the “rent” for an institution’s
space beyond the area and time formulais to give each room a
desirability factor. There are a number of possrble approaches
and variables that can be used to determine “what is space’
worth?” For exaraple, all offices are not created equal. Some ..
dre bigger than others; some have views, some do not; some

«

are old-and have charm others are sterile; some are close to -

parking, others are close tp power centers on campus. Can-a
“ dollar value be placed on these intanghle yet very tangible
space attributes? * °

. A simpler a })proach developed by Walter Matherly and

EF

John Blackburn” for Quke University,” under an EFL grant,
places all space into a free market.pool. L .

“The optimum allocation of spage.is achieved when fulls’
‘'use is made of it and when the cost of the space used by a
program just equa-ls the ‘value of the 3 space to the program
which uses it Prices_are set at levels which allow for
everything to be sold. Buyers purchase only if the price isa fair
measure of their”desire for it. The pricés at which different
.~ types of space are offered should be,set at a level sufficient to
 clear the market, i.e., to ensure full use ofspace but to’leave
no buyer unsatisfied. . ‘Space typge. in short supply will
" subsequently have to bear relatively high prices... Space ofa
less popular type will command relatively lower prices in.
order to attract enough programs to ensure it full tise.”

Under this system, rents are charged to the activities and
therefore may not equal the costs of space usage. The pricing
“of classroom space by desirability of location and ¢lass times-
may be another method of preventing bunching of classroom
and teaching laboratory utilization.

An alternative method of determining the value of an
institution’s space is to compare it with similar space in the
commercial market. Using the open market allows for easy
¢ assessment-of intangible factors such as the age and condition

of facility, desirability of location, and quality of ambience
(vrews carpeting, airconditioning, ﬁreplace) of the space. In a
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A room with a view
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rural setting, the rental fee could be determined on'the annual +
" amortization cost of a new facility on a square-foot basis. For’
“income generation, this'space-valye figure could be used as T
the, basis for computing rental charges to outside nonprofit
| agencies! . ,

It shoL(d be remembered that spage costing may not save

. .the institution diregt operating funds. Its purpode is to-slow
, down expansionist tendencies and- eticourage economy af the
y local level through ceptral inf&mation and clearancevinstead
K of withr central referring. . - )
v If there are not enough stomers” for a specific

. » building, then the institution-shoild consider alternatives forrj\k-

., the space such as renta#, divestityre, or closure. * "¢ [; \‘>¢;
> @fhe income to pay for space would come from Wn~ % -
.. appropriation from the general income of the institution to the ~
- woperating unit. Charges for spice drecollected by the institu-

... tion. The value of the transfer of funds lies in ihc'zi'[)il'ity,of “,
Ve local units {0 substitute space and rent income for other
resources. Space shrinkage by departmenit A will accommo?
date expansion by departmient B. The expanding unit (BYwilk<
‘either pay the central account addttional moneydor more .
. space or transfer funds directly to the leasing de tA),
In either Base department A has income it can use elsewh D
TR T Lk
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~ Examples of Space Costing' S
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Harvard Umversr,ty dlstrrbutes the costs of sp\&\my drrectly
charging for the operation of the physical plank' But the
Harvard situation—its history. endowment, and resources— 18
somewhat unrque Harvard operates on the “every tubon its =~
- own bottom” (ETOB) philosophy by which each college, -
' museum, and library is a separate cost center with its owr )
income from endowrents. tuition, grants,,grfts and eontracts.
Services required to support their mission are purchased in a’
“free market” both within and outside the university.
+. . At Harvard, the colleges contract with Bur]drngs and
) Grounds (B & G) for the custodial services necessary for their
o operation. The quantity and level of service for the year is
determined jointly by B & G and the eollege. B & G also acts
as a utility that distributes heat and power to'the campus and
bills the units for their consumptjon. -
B & G feels the cleaning arrangements developed with
* each unit is'an educational process for both parties— but a
ume-consumrng one. When necessaryuto cut costs for a
college, B & G has even recommended contract cleanrng, but
. underB& G supervrern Lo v .
The decentralization of the system - cteated some poten-
tial maintenance problerhs when the faculties of the colleges
decided to use maintenance reserve ‘accounts to meet other
operating needs. But this is what many institution across the
country did in one form or another to meet he ﬁsca crises of
the last féw years. Mainteénance a]ways seemso get cut first.
Major maintenance and emergencies are decrdedjomtly
'by B & G and the specific degir. When there is a disagreement,
on the necessity of work, there is an appeals process whereby
=Y+ the dlspute.ls taken to the senior administrators for adecision. .
Because it occurs infrequerttly it is not a formal pr?cess .
~ That space costs money is undérstood by the college
. “administrators. If college- A uses space in college’ B, Ais
.charged the operating and mamtenance cost of that space.
Observers report that the deans care ‘abouj their buildings

L
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Examples of space costing

- - - -

(some more than others) like homeowners or landlords.

Buildings have even been sold by one college to another.
Duke University Medical Center has chosen the ETOB

approach as its method for becoming a national medlcal -re-

search center. Each clinic and research department. “...is .

given a piece of turf and they have to keep it 'hot' and
supported.” Departments are expected to cover theif direct
and indirect (overhead) cost. The result is “There is no poorly
used space.” Duke uses the square foot as'the vehicle for
"‘carrylng all indirect costs. This includes physical plant,

insurance. amortization, deprecxauon and grounds care as
?

well as central university services and administration support. .

. As all costs must be covered by income, the incentive to use

only as much space as necessary is strong. Duke doés not

directly charge indireat expenses. Each departmentthairman

_is“made aware” of what his iridirect costsare and is expected
- to meet them. \

Duke University uses a space inventory system (see
Resources) that was originally developed under an EFL grant
toﬂdetermme new construction needs.

All plant charges are, made on a per building basis. -
Departments that occupy a whole building know exactly what
their operating costs are, including their contribution to
ground care and parking maintenance based on the building’s
.gross area. For shared space, thd departmenit is c,harged for the
percentage of space occupied. -

All costs gre weighed against their conmbuuons or the
fecessity for meeting the goals of the departments. The
departments ‘control their priorities and fund the ltems that
rﬁﬁ;t their needs. This does not mean that all programs at

Duke are self-supporting. The chairman and faculty'support

programs that cannot.covef their expenses but are considered
to be lmportant to the ovérallgoals of the depa?(tment or
. school. ‘

Departments of the, Medical Center €an d ledgg to
provide a percentage o?’tﬁecapnal dollars for 3 néw building.
This direct investment creates a condomlnlum approach to

, financing and operation: ‘
"‘ Duke feels its atmosphere of Ialssez-falre stlmulates and
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motivates departments to generate income through research,
grants, and gifts. This isseen as the major strength of the
system. ¢ <

:The prime motrvatrng factor for Duke Medical Center-to
ch arge its unitg for all environmental and other indirect space

~

costsis thatit allows them to recover these costs from research + -

contracts and from third-party reimbursements (Medicare, -

Medicaid, and Blue Cross, etc.). The Center receives 40
percent of its income from Medicare and Medicaid. An .
1nd1rect;co§t cah be reimbursed if it is properly allocated and

- shown’as a legitimate‘expense of patient- care or research

-

-

support. . -
The percenta'ge of-overhead recovery that an institution
receives is not important. What éxpenses that percentage

- COVers, however 1sqmportant .

rown Unrversrty uses-a space mventor)} system called
INSITE IT (Institutional Space Inventory Techniques) devel-
oped by MIT (see Resources) which uses a square-foot cost is
the base for recovering résearch costs. . s
Brown currently determines the .operating and mainte-
nance costs of. each campus building. -Each department
determlnes the percéntage of its- space that is used for

" research, . instruction, and other .activities. For example, a
- research laboratory will be used 100 percent for regearch. A

Q

‘genefal laboratory may be used 50 percent for research. (the
percentage may be- for-tirge, area, or both), Brown has
determined that 32 percent -of its education plant (and 11
percent of the campus plant) is used for research and covers
that percentage of the burlc{mgs operating and mfuntenance
cost. Brown also allocates the value of \equrpment and ,,
buildings based on square footage. To this they add a cost for
Administration, setvices, and employe?* benefits. This com-
posite ﬁgure—lndlrect costs allocated to research—establishes
a rate.applied' to a Modified Total Direct *Cost Base for
research overhead recovery instead of the more popular
percentage of salary and wages.

Brown is also testrng a system developed by MIT calted
Space Cost Anal lysis System (SCAN) -that calculates costs
“and/or funding for 1nst1tutlonal space, SCAN can mahipulate
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P amples of space costing
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- ten operational expenses (steam, glectricity, chilled }vater,
insurance, etc.), ten funding sourcgs (federal; state, private,
eté¥+and genetate reports. It gives,/for example, each depart- *
ment's total square footage (in a1l spaces on eampus), the
number of spaces, the total fundifig of all spaces, the total cost

f all spaces, and the per-sgdare-foot tosts. This can also be
done_by space type—ctdssrooms, laboratories, offices, me-
¢chanit ipment rqoms, study areas, etc. Matrixes of
buildings and departments can be developed giving total costs
by department, building, and square-foot costs. i

PBrown will not use this systém for directly charging
academic units for costs. But it will use the information as a
budgetary tool in worKing with de\@rtmem.chairmen so they
can see more completely the resources their programs use.
: The University of Alabama in Birmjngham (UAB) and
_the University of Rhode Islahd (UR]) are tvostate institutions
at different stages of space costing. Ag‘égph institution the
« primary motivation for space costing is{tg recover research
costs. i _
URI is slowly moving in the direction of ¢ost centering
and is installing the INSITE II system! The first task was .
~“simply to inventory the entire campus, but this can be a long
-and expensive,process. (The MIT Office of Facilities Man-
agement Systems has collected cost data that suggests a 14¢ |
. per square-foot cost 4s reasonable if tfie institution has fairly
up-to-date scale floor plans,) Once i is accomplished, howev-
er, URI will have an exact accovhting of all its space, usage, -
- and assignments. With this as a base, building coSts wil] be
- develbped showing departments, wl_}z‘i\t_rf_hei\r_‘enlvirgh‘mlfﬁtal
costs are. Beginning with utilities, departments will be en-
couraged to conserve their usage by receiving a pércentage -
(not yet determined) of sdvings generated.-Whether. energy --
.- chagges will be direct or indirect, with savings credited to their
account, has notyet heen deterinined. URI isalso ipstalling an
accounting” software package which”has a cost” centering
téchniqué (see Resources), but URI says that direct charging
" of space is “down the road a bitj, ' ‘

<
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The immediate goal is to make the university community )
aware of space costs and to provide incentives for savings. The
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faculty must see tiie benefits if economies are to be realized.
Energy is being used as‘the wedge into the “physical con-
sciousness. t , . .

The University of Alabama in Birmingham indirectly
charges all utilities to the colleges. These costs are distributed
on a square-foot basis. and the INSITE Il system is used as a
basis for cost distribution. * . B
.~ Atpresent the space inventory system at UAB is used for
information and report purposes (e.g. HigHer Education
General’ Information Survey—HEGIS) and reCovery_on re-
search. UAB now uses the percentagé of salary method, for .
— — determining recovery{ The ‘administration plans’ to use a
) twostier approach, that will_enable them to recover facility-
Aelaled costs. UAB also says that it will. move to space costing,

i.e,, direct charging of environmental support cost “if times
continue as they are.” While the university does not expect
space costing to bring about an actual shrinking of space, it
* does expect that'the local review of space needs and cosgs will
cause a realignment of space. . . oo
UAB does not expect great resistance fr?)‘m the deans and
faculty provided they are involved from the beginning. It is .
also felt that the benefits to the¢ dedns of greater resource
control will outweigh the additional administrative responst-
biljty. If the financial problems of the inistitution are presented
completely and honestly to the faculty..then financial changes .
-- carf be implemerited with broad consensus. Too often. central
administrators believe that their faculties do'not care, or that
they should be sheltered from instjtutional realities. But if the
academic ‘missiqn of the institution is carried out by the,
“faculty, then they must understand the administrative systems.
and their rationale that are implemented to help UAB achieve ., .
-its goals. ~ - . S T :
The University of Pennsylvania treats space as an -7
indirect expense. Each departmént is charged. “rent.” The
reason is simple: Space ‘costs money, As universities have _
never depreciated their buildings, many‘ are now faced withy i
serious deférred maintenande problems. The university *
harges each departmenta cost based op the average value per
squar€ ot_‘o\f\ all eampus buildings using.‘thei,rd)\insur'ance
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value and spread over a 50-year amortization schedule. This’ (
was done to equalize old and new space on campus.
- Each cojlege was allocated the money ﬁecessary to meet
. its rent. Beginning in the 1976-77academic year, gach college
was funded 95 percent of its rent. The balance has to cofe
- fiom college soutges and is placed into a deferred mainte-
nance fund. The allocation to support the space charge will be
. reduced gradually, | percent a year, over the next few years.
- The university reports that a space consciousness is develop- -
ing slowly, and space exchaniges are beginning to gccur that
- give both relinquishing and absorbing units religf. N
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Weighing the Pros and Cons

Although there are a multitude of benefits for an institution
adopting space costing, some aspects pof this management
system will not sujt every ustr. Before mhaking the first move,
an administration should carefully consider the following.

O Maintenance of the physical plant may become uneven.

* Wealthy units, particularly those with large reéseafclecontracts,
will be able to afford better maintenance than poor depart-
ments or colleges. The engineering collegg will-be better
maintained than the college of arts and scienge? This is a
problem at Harvard University, where the Business Sc'ﬁ‘er is
better maintained than the Divinity School.
O, Academic managers are more likely to put their resources *
ifpto people and programs instead of plant, thereby creating a
potential problm with deferred maintenance. Given the
choice between fixing leaking skylights and hiring an addi-
tional faculty member, where will the dean or department
head put his money? An appeals process or review is necessary
to settle such problems. . . .
O Academic managers may have to hire operation or plant
managers 'to oversee the system %nd deal with the physical

"™ plant department. This will require additional expense for
,salary and offi L

. L. - .
s may resist this type of resource allocation.
ay. “I am an educator, not a janitor.”™ Cenral
on will have to secure the full cooperation and
suppdrt of the deang or department heads before moving to
‘cost d¢counting for environmental resource® or the system will
faif—badly. Central administration will have to prove to the
aggdemit units that it is to their benefit to move in this
djrection.” - - R )
O The startup costs for space costing may be high, especially if
the campus has to start a space’inventory system from scratch.
O If an administration institute,s cost accounting with a
hidden agenda the resiilt wi]l be devastating. And blame will
fall on “thathew system.” Cost accounting is a tool. It can be
* used as a plowshare ora sword. . C

’ '. . -~
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Questions dn Institution

Skould Ask Itself S o

> v

I. What pe&:!ntage of the institution’s budget (including all
costs from heat to insurance) does the physical plant absorb? «

_ What are the plant costs per stud.ent per faculty member, and
per.square foot?«
2. Since the academic units of the school geliefate income

rough teaching, research, and other activities. shetld their

plant expenses be allocated_gifferently from those of the
auxrlrary enterprises of the campus-~
3. What is the total cost of* the academic program mcludmg :
indirect cost? :
4. Should»costs*bc—:dmuﬁﬁd_on a perprogram,basrs
" 5. Is the present allocation of physical plant resource! satis-
factory? From wﬁose vrewpomt" ‘
6. What relationship is there between the plant expense and .
control of the expense item?
7. What is the relationship, if any, between control of space, _
use of space, and cost of space?  ~ -~
8. Does your institution expect- enrollment to decline in the
years ahead? If so, do you plan to reduce the amount of
facrlmes" P <

, Tesource allocation?

C 0. If space Costs are charged

them would be best: charging th¢ operating and maintenance
- costofthe plant or what the spAce would rent for on the oper)/

qmarket, or-a combination of/fhe two? . .~ v

[1. Should the cost be dir ctly charged or mdrrectly made

against the acadeic unit?

12. If the user cannot.control the expense item, should it be

charged? .

13, Are the potentral beneﬁts to be gamed from space costing

greater than the conversion and startup costs"
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Managerial Consensus
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%paee costing requires an institution to make a commitment
that must originate with top administrators. Following this

lead, the staff consensus must be broad, otherwise a space |
s costing system will not be fully effective. Experience shows
that-it cannot be pushed onto unwilling academic managers,

therefore all preliminary discussions about establishing space .
_costing must include facultyydeans, and/or department heads.

Space costing requires a lot of information to be gen- ‘
erated. The administration, must ensure that everyone has .
access to the information or else the academic managers will
mistrust it and also mistrust decisions made by the central
administration. Duke Medical Center says that a major,?/ .
benefit of its space system is that everyone using it works W
the same information base. ' ' .

“Responsibility for the physical plant by academic man-  *
agers may be viewed as a backward step by the physical plant
department. But viewed dispassionately the step is forward
since it should lead to better use of the institutions’ resources.
Under the traditional system there has been little coordination
between the plant managers and the users of space but by
giving responsibility for plant to the academic managers the
gap between user and responsibility is narrowed, with the
expertise of the plant manager beingralled upon to service the
units. ) ' s - e s

The present impact of planﬂt reductions are often invisia :
ble, for they are implemented by central administration and
the plant department without involvement of tie user. The

pla§ department often operates from a weak political base

within theinstitution and the benefits of good plant manage-
are understood by only a few. . . ‘
;When cuts are required, it is easier for academic admin-
istrators fo cut plant first. Maintenance is easily postponed -
even though the cost of it increases every year. Maintenance, it
appears, can always be put off another year. Central adminis-
tration performs a balancing act,éttempting,fo take care of all

direct and indirect academic needs. Short-ringe’ plant cuts
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eventually absorb long-lerm académic resources—and the
academic units are not aware of this. ‘

Historically, the physical plant department has not been
able to educate the campus, particularly the academic area, as
to its mission with the university. The table of organization of
the' institution keeps the two far apart. Space costing does not .
change the repgrting lines, but it does change the working
relationship of " plant so_that*its. purpose is clear to the
academie units. the costs of its service are clear and under-
stood. and the plant department i§ seen as responsive hd
responsible to the academic mission instead of to the build- *
ings. . - o,
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- Resourges: Software Packages .
e ) : \ - - v
- An_institution. looking for software should evaluate its long- *
- 4nd short-term institutional needs and compare them with the
capabilities of software packages on the market. The cost of
the software. including institutional support for-personnel.

cb_?;\puter. and office costs, should ‘b€ weighed against ap
in-house system. Software packages are.tools. hot solutions.
. . [ :

s

~

INSITE Il is a cqfn puterized space accounting system that can
store, manipulaté, and retrieve a vast quantity of space usage .
and physical plantdata. The user has great flexibility in report
design. .

P INSITE II uses an English-like problem-oriented lan- J\
guage, which makes the'system accessible tg noncomputer or
nontechnical personnel. The INSITE II system was originally -

" developed by MIT to provide support information .for the

institution’s own space "allocation committee. Three institu-
tions, Brown and Syracuse Universities, and the Harvard
Medical School asked if- the system could be shared with
them. The resul{ is a user’s group or consortium of 13

_. institutions (including -hospitals) that. use the INSITE I
system and hz}%'e{a fcjgma‘s well as ari*informal. exchange
mechanism on space management.

MIT directs the consortiumi and retains control over the

.« software package, its updating, and ongoing development.
Members pay an initial startup feg to MIT as well as an .y
ongoing charge for system support and guidance -on its -

.‘applications. The charge for each member is determined by
khe amount of MIT staff support required. ,

As in any computer system, the quality of output and
report generation is dependent on the quality and typé' of
information put ing NCHEMS Higher Educational Facilities
Inventory and Classification definitions are generally used,

“*but users can use their own dy initions instead. - -~ © “°
The INSITE 11 systomg:g{nanipulate 15 data elements

A .

including room number, flow 4area, orgamizational assign- .~
ments, room use, groups and activities assigned to rooms, rank '

‘ggf -38 - ) ,.,-; .
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and numbers of occupant§. floor covering. and paint-date
_ information. Not all INSITE I users use all l5-data-elements.
and many do not use the items as originally intendéd. For
instance, the item for floor covering can be used for a different
piece of information that would bg. more beneficial to an
. institution. ' St oL
. The major benefit of INSITE Il is its ability to manipu-.
late these 15 variables and produce reports giving the infor- °
mation required in any format that the user neegs. It can.
s however. only compute 3 of the |5 variables. INSITE 11 might
- best be viewed as a storage and retrieval system capable of
producing reports for academio management. The second
" major benefit of INSITE H is the consortium itself. There -
a[ppears to be an extensive flow of information among INSITE
Il members and MIT and they all meet .ppriodically.
,  The cost of INSITE II membership is: )
*  Startup (program and operations manual)
Training (two people at MIT)
. Consulting-on data definition and startup

Monthly support costs Vafy between $400 and $800_
depending on the extent of additional support needed from
. MIT. The average annual cost- after installation is $7.500. .
* These costs do not include-the cost to the institution itself in  ——
" establishing a' space inventofy of the campus. A contract is
established between MIT and.the using istitution delineating
the responSibilities of bothy parties to each othér. The contract
is reviewed anngally to determine if adjustments shoutd be
made to the monthly fee. T PN
INSITE 111"} being developed. and SCAN-Spage Cost
- Analysis System (se Brown University) will_ eventually be
" - part of the INSITK program. SCAN will also allow the
institution to computg building cost on a square-foot basis
using ten different plafy variables. SCAN is still in the testing
stage and will not be pan of the INSITE system until Jate 1977,
The equipment required, is an IBM 0S/360 Model 40 with
256K memory, and one of more disk pack drives..
Caveat ediiptor; INSI E has been described as a “Black
Box**by some of its users. The institution purchasesa tape and
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must adjust its data toAit the INSITE format. The program has (
been designed for flexibility of output, but cannot be easily ’
adjusted to fij the data fed into it by individual campuses. For
exdmple buildings at MIT have letters and numbers msteaa/
of names. INSITE therefore has only 4 characters gr bunldmg'
names.

INSITE., because of the language it is written in, is
expensive to run. Since INSITE definitions must be used,
INSITE personnel will help the user adjust its deﬁmuon%to
INS|TE. .
" Kreon Cyros, Director, Office of Facilities Mapagemem
Systems, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 77 Massa- |
chusetts Avenue, E 19-451; Cambridge, Mass. 02139. 617-  __._
253-6168 < . )

»

. The Duke Medical Center Space Information, System origi-
nated in 1966 under a research project to develop technigues
for assisting institutions of hlgher education with problems of
facilities planning, parucularly‘ new construction require-
ments. It was funded jointly by Educational Facilities Labo-
ratories and Duke University. o 5 .

The Duke system. can storé and mampulate up to 64
vatiables. The items irclude bunldmg room number, room
type, department assignment, major and minor users for
multiple use space, and spac¢ funding (university/non- um- _

‘versity sources), as well as detailed information on space
. facilities and characteristics such as chilled water, acid drains,

' * ceikng “types, fluorescent or incandescent lighting, Yacuum

hoses, and available gas. =
Duke Medical Center will provnde its space, mvemory
system to ? institution without charge. The program is

written in P | and"’FORTRAN and does require the using
. institution 'to have personnel with computer expertise. Duke
’prowdes a serjes of command cards for repoft generauon An
information report which has not been estab¥shed requires a
brief program to be.written o remeve the data.
The Duke system requires mainteriance by the institu-
.tion’s computer center. Duke does not provxde the type of
‘backup'and support that MIT does but its dlrector will travel
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._+ and help any institution set the program up; requiring only

travel expenses to be covered, . ‘
. "l\(/l(etﬁl,w. Slaughter, Director of Space.& Property |,

* Conw6l. Ditke University Medical Center, Durham, N.C. *

27710. 919-684-3879 .

-
Lt

Purdue University’s Office of Schedule¢ and Space will make
available its space inventory system through an anpual or
long-term lease arrangenrént. The Purdue Space Inventory
System is run on a Control Data Corporation 6500, requiring
70,000 words, and is written in COBOL. Contract arrange-
ments may be made individually between an institution- and
the Copyright Section of Purdue Research Foundation. Addj-
tional technical information may be obtained from the Offic
of Schedules and,Space., . o . §
Fred Wolf, Offige of Schedules and Space, Room 328,
Engineering Administration Building, Purdue University,

* West Lafayette, Ind-47097.

. &, ‘a *
Cornell University’s Utility Distribution System (UDS) steps. '
energy costs and consumption (Btu’s and IB. of steam) to a
square. footeper building basis. The system can report atility -
costs and consumption on a building, room, floor, etc., basis.

The system is both an energy information data base and an .4

.eniergy accounting $ystemUDS cross tabulates a file of water,

electrical, steam, etc., cénsumption based on meter readings. -

s

* Italso carefully guess estimates individual consumption when -

(3

on¢ meter serves several buildings. . .
“This program is available through College-and Universi-
ty Systgnt® Exchifige (CAUSE), 737329tK Street, Boulder, e

+ Colo. 80303. 303-492-7358: S AUSE is a national professional

association “dedicated to the advancement and use of infor-
mation systems in higher education” and is a clearinghouse
for exchanging S$ystems information. This is acomplished _
primafily through a library of contributed administrative
Systems froth member irstitutions. Design,of systems as well

" as computer programs are_exchanged. Institutional mem-¥

bership fee is based on enrollment. Dues begin at'$100 for
schools with less than 2,000 -FTE, and increases at $100 per
. f .
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Répurccs: Software packages . * .

2,000 FTE incremens to $1,000 for 18,000 FTE and over.
. James Storelli, System Analyst, Management Systems &

* . Analysis, Day Hall B7. Cosntll- Umversny I{haca N. Y.
14853. 607-256-7250 '

= The National Center for .HigHer Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS) Costing and Data Management System
is designed to assist institutions in the implementation of cost
studles RRPM is an instructional cost simulation model. It is .
“a tool for msutulmns to analyze various alternatives for lhe
lization of a Iimited set of resources. . ‘and may provide a,
useful point of departure for those msutuuons “wishing to
" adapt a cost simulation model....”"The program can distrib-
ute physical plant costs to academic units, if these units are put
in as cost centers. Institutions wishing to use this system would
use the Account Crossover Module (ACM) and/or the Data
Managemem Module (DMM) as well as the Resoutce Re-

: qu1remenl Prediction Model (RRPM).

. ¢The Costing and Data Management System is currently
used by about 500 schools. Institutions*should contact
NCHEMS to ascertain suitability of the program for their

'\ institutional requirements. .
The cost of the package is $200. Itis written in a low level
'COBOL. In genélral the system can be run on computers with -
64k bytes of core. . S
Richard Johnson, Resource Reqmremmts Predication
Model (RRPM), Natlonal Center for Higher Education
» & _ Management Systems P.O. Dra\)%grP Boulder, Colo 80302
"303- 492 8079

-
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Resources: Péople -

Space Costing: Impact on Utilization

Dr. Jane Eléchleep, Assistant Vice President for Planning & h

Analysis, Duke University Medical Center, Durham, N.C.
27710. : ) v -

" Space Costing: Impact onmlyvarch / .
Mr. Roy Davey. Director S})zte I\:Ignagement..Architectur- .

al- Planning Office, Harvard Medical School, 25 Shattuck
Street/Boston, Mass. 02115. ) ’ -

Mr. Thomas Wunderlick'. Director of Reseqrch Admin\llkra-
tion, Brown University, Providence, R.I. 02912. -

Dr: Jane Elechleep (se€ above).

Space Costing: lmpact on Custodial Care
Paul Smith, Assistarit Director of Physical Plant, Harvard
University, Cambridge, Mass. 02158. o ‘

Contract Cleaning

.\B/an DéYoung, Director of Sefvice Opera¥pn, Stanford

-

University, Stanford, Calif. 94305.

John Mueller, Director of Physical Plant, Drexel University, .

Philadelphia, Pa. 19104.

Also see: “Pros and Cons 6f Contract Cleaning” by John C.
Gardner: American School & University, December 1974.
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Resources Peoplc

AY -

Space Costing: As a €omponent of Decentralized .Budgeting

John Straus, College Hall, Drrector of the Budget, University
ofPennsylvanra Philadelphia, Pa’ 19l04 : '

Thomas O’Brren Director of the Budget, Holyoke Center.
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 02138.

Space Costing: Setting Up a Space Inventory
. Je P

Terry Meehan, Office of Facilities Management ‘Systems,
M.LT., 77 Massachusetts Avenue E19-54T, Cambrrdge Mass
02139.

Gregory Kasprzai( Architect Planner/Spate Coordinator,

. Design & Project Management, Cornell Umversrty, lthaca
N.Y. 14853. = -, . :
Ms. Carol Wooten, Superiaterrdent of Space & Facilities,
Brown University, Providence, R.I. 02912,

Space Costing: Utility Distribution . -

Robert Clawson, Physical Plant Onerations, Cornell Univer-

sity, Ithaca NY 14853 . .
William Tunstall, Assrstant Director, Physical Plant Duke

_-University, Durham, N.C. 21710, %

Space Costing: Space Management

3

Harvey. Kaiser, Vice-President for Facilities Administration,
Syracuse Umversriy, Syracuse N.Y. 13210.

Dr. Edra Splllman Assocrate Dean, Mt Sinai School of} -~
Medicine, New York, N.Y. 10029.

‘ Alfred Moffitt, Director of Planmng Umversrty of Alabama,
Brrmmgham Umversy,?y Station, Brrmmgham Ala. 35294.
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Appgndix° S

The following definitions are taken from Fundamental Con-
" siderations for Determining Cost Information in Higher Educa-

tion, National Assqciation of Colleges and University Busi-

ness Office, One Dupont Circle, Washington, D. C. '

“The term “cost” is defined in different ways, depending
on the objectives for which costs are determined....

“Financial accounting is concerned with recording, clas-
sifying, summarizing, and analyzing financial data. The

. financial accounting definition treats cost as the amount or

“equivalent paid or charged for somethin} of value. In this
sense, cost represents the total value sacrificed to obtain assets
and to receive gods and services. ...

“Cost accounting is concerned with accumulating, clas-
sifying, summarizing, interpreting, and reporting the cost of
personnel, g’@j‘)ds and services, and other expenses incurred to
determine unit costs. ... '

- “The costing process is designed to assign or allocate
, Costs to particular units of service provided....

“The primary difference between .cost accounting and
financial accounting is that the former involves obtaining unit
cost information and the latter involves obtaining costs
primarily by...functiop.” | ° - '

I other words, financial accounting fooks-at-thre
value of a service, such as cleaning or heating, on a cam
wide basis, and the focus is on the cost of the item, )

Cost accounting is concerned with the cost or value of a
service at a‘particular org#nization or unit level. Thus cost
accounting assigns the cost of cleaning or heating to a college
or department.
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'EFL. Publicatjons T

The following publications are available from EFL, ‘ .
850 Third Avenue, New York. N Y. 10022,
Prices include poslage 1f orders are prepaid.

ARTS AND THE HANDICAPPED. AN ISSUE OF ACCEss OQver po examples of how?arts
programs and facilities have been made accessible (© the handlcapped from tactile
museums to halls forerforming arts. and for all types ofhandlcaps Emphasis on the
laws affecting the handicapped (l975) $4.00

TH\; ARTs IN FOUND PLACES Where and how the arts are finding homes 1n recycled
buildings. and 1n the process often upgrading urban <enters and nelghborhoods
(1976) $7.00

¢ .

. .
Campus tn Transttion Interprets demographic factors influencing college enrall-\‘
ments, discusses current academic trends, and descnibes how colleges are producing

. new income and/or providing new programs without building new faciliies (1975)
$4.00 £
CAREER EDUCATION FACLUTIES Programming gulde for shared facilites making one
sel of } spaces or equipment serve several purposes. (1973) $2 00

COMMUN!CATIONS TecHNOLOGY IN HIGHER EDUCATION-REvViISITED Twenty-one
profiles that were distributed during 1975-76 in Planmng for Higher Education
., * update mostof what has happened 1n this field durng the last decade 11x8': repnints
for $7.00 from Communications Press. Inc.. 1346 Connecticut Avenu& N.W.
Washmglon D.C. 20036. Hardbound and paperbound editions availablé 1n Summer.
19 from CPL
COMMUNITY/SCHOOL. SHARING THE SPACE AND }'HE ACTION How schools share
faclities with other public agencies to provide improved social services The book
discusses financing, planning, building. slafﬁng and operating community/schools
(1973) $4.00
y > . ot
FewER PuptLs/SURPLUS SPACE Looks at the phenomenon of shrmk;ng enroliments.
-Tts extent, 1ts possible duration, and-some of the strategies bemng: developed to cope
with unused school space. (1974) $4.00

Five OpEn PLAN Hign Schoots Text, plans. and pictures explain how secondary
» schools operate open curriculums in open spaces. (1973) $3.00
Four FaBriC StRUCTURES Yent like or air- st;pported—fabrnc roofs pmvn‘de large.
column:free spaces for physical recreatjon ahd student activities at less cost than
. convcnuonal bulldmgs (1975)'33.00

\
S

GENERATING REVENUE FROM COLLEGE FACILITIES Strategies used by institutions of
tugher education to produce income from, their land and buildings (1974) Single
coples:frcc. multiple copies 50 cents each.

THE GREEN(NG or THE HiGH ScHooL How to make secondary school healthy
Includes open curriculums and alternative education programs (1973) $2.00 -

Hion ScuooL: THE ProCess AND THE PLACE Planning, des:gn‘ env:ronmcmal
managemcnl and the behavioral and social influences ofschool space (1972) $3 00'
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HOUSING toR NEw TYPES OF STUDENTS Colleges faced with declining enrollments
from the tradiuonal age-group should widen their conilgucncy by modifying their
accommodauions for senior ciuizens. those over 25. those under 18, the handicapped.
marred, single parents. etc (1977) $4.00

MEMO 10 AMBULATORY HLALTH CaRE PLANNERS A general guide making health
centers more humane and flexible (1976),52 00 .

THE NEGLECTFD MAJORITY FACILITIES AQR COMMUTING STubENTS Advocates
making college faciliies more amenable and aVailable to students who do not hive on
campus [ncludes examples of facilities for stugying. eating, leisure. shopping. resting,

reCreation. etc (1977) $4.00 & .
1S
NFw PLacEes FOR THEMBRTS Describes 49 muscuM?rmmg arts facihiugs. and
mulfi-use centers Includes histings of the consultants (1976)'55.00 . .
-

PATIERNS FOR DESIGNING CHILDREN'S Cinrirs For people planning to operate
children’s centers. (1971) $3.95

PHYSICAL RECREATION FACHITIES Places providing good facihities , for physical
recreation n schools and colleges -air shelters. roofing existing stadiums. shared
faciliues, and conversions (1973) $3.00

Tue PLACE OF THE ARTS tn NEw TowNs Approaches for develdping arts programs
and facihties in new towns and established communities Insights and models for the
support of the arts. the use of existing space. and financing (1973) $3.00

REUSING RAILROAD S1aTiOns Advocates the reuse of abandoned stations for
combined pubhc and commercial purposes, including arts and educational centers.
transportation hubs, and focal points for downtown renewal. (1974) $4.00
"REUSING RaILROAD S1aTIONS BOOK Two Furthers the advotacy posiion of the first
book and gxplains the mtricacies of financing the development of a railroad statiorr,
(1975) $4.00 FEEPIN SR

THE SECONDARY ScHOOL REDUCTION, RENEWAL. AND REAL ESTATE Warns of the
forthcoming decline in high school enrollmentse Suggestions for reorganizing schools
to prevent them from becoming empty and unproducuive. (1976) $4.00

SPACE COSTING. WHO SHOULD PAY'FOR THE USE OF COLLEGE SPACE? fescribes a
technique for cost accounting the spaces and opetating and maintenancesexpenses to
the individual units or, programs or an insttution. (1977) $4.00

SURPLUS SCHOOL SPack OPTIONS & OPPORTUNIFIES Tells how. districts have averted
closed schools by widening educational and soaial services. ncreasmg career and
special education programs Advises how to make local enrollment projections. and
tow to decide whether to close or not. (1976) $4.00

STUDENT HOUSING A guide to cconomical ways 10” provid€ beif ousmg fi
students Ilkistrates techniques for imprhyement thro ~admnistranye. Thargds,
remodehng old dorms. new management methods, co-ops. and government financ-

mg. (1972) $2.00 - - .., a

TECHNICAL ASSISTARCE FOR ARTS FACILITIES A SOURCEBOOA Where arts groups can
find help to establfsh their own studios. auditoriums. ete. Lists federal. state, and
privale sources. (1977) Free N . .
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¢ WE'RE PLEASED THAT YOU ARE INTERESTED IN MAKING THE ARTS A( CESSIBLE TO

"EVERYONE

Descnibes arls programs and facilives that have been designed to

overcome barriers o’ children, the elderly, and the handicapped. Contans an
enrollment eard for a free mfurmanon service (1976) Free

SCHOOLHOLSE A newsletter on finanang, planning, designing, and rcno" school

facthuigs Free

Films

The following films are available for remal at $9 00. or for purchdse at $180 00 from
New York University Film Library, 26 Washington Place, New York. N.Y 10003

Tt.lephone (212) 598-2250.

New LEAS ON LEAR\IN(-

.

A 22-minute, 16mm volor film about the wonversion of “found space™ Into a lcarmng
environment for young children The space, formerly a synagogue. 1s 'now the
Brooklyn Block Schoul, one af New York Cuty’s few public schools for children aged

3-5

ROOM 10 LEARN

A 22-minute. 16mm color film about The Larly Learning Center in Stamford,
Connecticut, an open-plan early childhood school with facihties and program
reflecting some of the better thinking 1n this field.

-~

Tie C1TY: AN ENVIRONMENTAL CL,\bSROO.\l
A 28-munute. [6mm color film. produced by ttL in cooperation with the New York

*

City Board of Education, shows faulities and resources in and 'around the ity in
which effecuve programs of environmental education are under way. Such diverse

sites as the Hudsot River. an inanerator. Chinatown, Governors Island. and a
. o
children’s camp in 4 rural sgtung are analyzed for their contributions w the education

o of city cifildren. .
Y
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