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University of Wisconsin System Profile

= gol[lERl®  Over 178,000 headcount UNIVERSITY OF
Over 153,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) WISCONSIN SYSTEM

OB WA RSl Over 32,000 statewide ' ' .'
' d®

IS ie]gN 2 doctoral institutions

=  UW-Madison

= UW-Milwaukee

11 four-year comprehensive institutions
= UW Eau Claire

=  UW-Green Bay

=  UW-La Crosse

= UW-Oshkosh

= UW-Parkside (Kenosha)
= UW-Platteville

= UW-River Falls

= UW-Stephens Point

= UW-Stout (Menomonie)
= UW-Superior

= UW-Whitewater

13 two-year institutions (UW Colleges)
= UW-Baraboo/ Sauk County

= UW-Barron County (Rice Lake)

= UW-Fond du Lac

= UW-Fox Valley (Menasha)

= UW-Manitowoc

= UW-Marathon County (Wausau)

= UW-Marinette

= UW-Marshfield/ Wood County

= UW-Richland (Richland Center)

= UW-Rock County (Janesville)

= UW-Sheboygan

= UW-Washington County (West Bend)
= UW-Waukesha

UW-Extension statewide in each county

BN SOl =l 24,515 Bachelor’s degrees

(ELferRe)N 5,450 Master’s degrees
1,911 Doctorates - research/scholarship
691 Doctorates - professional practice

Annual Operating Budget EEYNELIILRRGIE]
$1.1 billion state funding
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RN gafe]lleN  Over 59,000,000 gross square feet/ 32,000,000 assignable square feet
Over 1,800 buildings and additions

Building replacement value in excess of $9 billion

Over 18,000 acres statewide

The countiesand/or citiesinwhichthe UW Colleges are located own and maintain
the facilities at these locations; the UW System is responsible for providing
programs, for funding capital equipment, and for operating the facilities.

CAASYE N HGI  The University of Wisconsin System was created on October 11, 1971, by
Chapter 100, Laws of 1971, which combined the two public university systems
under a single board of regents. The merger was completed in July 9, 1974 when
Senate Bill 2 created a new Chapter 36 (University of Wisconsin System) by
combining the former Chapter 36 (University of Wisconsin), and former Chapter
37 (Wisconsin State Universities). Chapter 36 sets forth the mission and purpose
of the University of Wisconsin System and describes: the responsibilities and
powers of the Board of Regents, faculty and student roles in shared governance,
faculty appointment and tenure rights, academic staff appointments, and other
aspects involved in the administration of the University of Wisconsin System.

The pre-merger University of Wisconsin System was created by state constitution
and state law in 1848. At the time of the merger in 1971, the system consisted of
the original land-grant university at Madison, and UW-Milwaukee, UW-Green Bay,
UW-Parkside, ten two-year centers, and statewide Extension. Total enrolimentin
1971 was 69,554. Governance was by the Regents of the University of Wisconsin,
a board of 10 members: nine were appointed by the governor and confirmed by
the senate for nine-year terms; the tenth member was the state Superintendent
of Public Instruction, who served ex-officio.

The pre-merger Wisconsin State University System began in 1857 with a state
law that created a Board of Regents of Normal Schools. The first of nine such
institutions was opened at Platteville in 1866, and the last at Eau Claire in 1916.
In 1927 the normal schools received authority to grant baccalaureate degrees
and were renamed State Teachers Colleges. In 1951 liberal arts programs were
added to the institutions, which were renamed Wisconsin State Colleges. In 1964
the Wisconsin State Colleges were designated Wisconsin State Universities. At
the time of merger, the Wisconsin State University System had nine universities
and four two-year centers with a total enrollment of 64,148. Governance was
by the Board of Regents of the Wisconsin State University System, a board of 14
members: 13 were appointed by the governor and confirmed by the senate for
five-year terms; the fourteenth member was the state Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

EOET RO NREREIEN  The Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System consists of 18
members, 16 of whom are appointed by the Governor subject to approval by the
state Senate. Fourteen of these members serve staggered seven-year terms, and
two of the members are current students who are appointed for two-year terms.
Two ex-officio members are the state Superintendent of Public Instruction, and
the president or a designee of the Wisconsin Technical College System Board.

Regents meet eight times per year and serve without pay. They are responsible
for establishing policies and rules for governing the system, planning for future
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educational needs, setting admission standards and policies, reviewing and
approving university budget requests, and establishing a regulatory framework
that allows as great a degree of operational autonomy for each institution as
possible. The regents also appoint the president of the university system, the
chancellors of the 13 universities, and the deans of each of the 13 two-year
colleges.
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UW System Mission Statements

UW System Mission
Statement

Core Mission of the
Doctoral Cluster

The mission of the system is to develop human resources, to discover and
disseminate knowledge, to extend knowledge and its application beyond the
boundaries of its campuses and to serve and stimulate society by developing
in students heightened intellectual, cultural and humane sensitivities, scientific,
professional and technological expertise and a sense of purpose. Inherent in
this broad mission are methods of instruction, research, extended training and
public service designed to educate people and improve the human condition.
Basic to every purpose of the system is the search for truth.

As institutions in the Doctoral Cluster, the University of Wisconsin-Madison and
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee share the following core mission. Within
the approved differentiation stated in their select missions, each university shall:

a. Offer degree programs at the baccalaureate, master’s and doctoral levels.
Offer programs leading to professional degrees at the baccalaureate and
post baccalaureate levels.

¢. Conduct organized programs of research.

d. Promote the integration of the extension function, assist the University
of Wisconsin Extension in meeting its responsibility for statewide
coordination, and encourage faculty and staff participation in outreach
activity.

e. Encourage others in the University of Wisconsin System and in other state
and national agencies to seek the benefit of the unique educational and
research resources of the doctoral institutions.

f. Serve the needs of women, minority, disadvantaged, disabled and non-
traditional students and seek racial and ethnic diversification of the student
body and the professional faculty and staff.

g. Support activities designed to promote the economic development of the
state.

o
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OO CRYIES e aNe mi[el  As institutions in the University Cluster of the University of Wisconsin System,
OINVE[WAS TSEI@  the University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire, the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay,
S aoitesy the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse, the University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh, the
University of Wisconsin-Parkside, the University of Wisconsin-Platteville, the
University of Wisconsin-River Falls, the University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point,
the University of Wisconsin-Stout, the University of Wisconsin-Superior and the
University of Wisconsin-Whitewater share the following core mission. Within
the approved differentiation stated in their select missions, each university in
the cluster shall:

a. Offer associate and baccalaureate degree level and selected graduate
programs within the context of its approved mission statement.

b. Offer an environment that emphasizes teaching excellence and meets the
educational and personal needs of students through effective teaching,
academic advising, counseling and through university sponsored cultural,
recreational and extra curricular programs.

c. Offer a core of liberal studies that supports university degrees in the arts,
letters and sciences, as well as specialized professional/technical degrees
at the associate and baccalaureate level.

d. Offer a program of pre-professional curricular offerings consistent with the
university’s mission.

e. Expect scholarly activity, including research, scholarship and creative
endeavor, that supports its programs at the associate and baccalaureate
degree level, its selected graduate programs and its approved mission
statement.

f. Promote the integration of the extension function, assist the University
of Wisconsin Extension in meeting its responsibility for statewide
coordination, and encourage faculty and staff participation in outreach
activity.

g. Participate in interinstitutional relationships in order to maximize
educational opportunity for the people of the state effectively and efficiently
through the sharing of resources.

h. Serve the needs of women, minority, disadvantaged, disabled and non-
traditional students and seek racial and ethnic diversification of the student
body and the professional faculty and staff.

i. Support activities designed to promote the economic development of the
state.

II B - UW SYSTEM MISSION STATEMENTS
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Primary Strategic Goals

Strategic goals provide the framework within which the biennial capital budget
request and the near term UW System plans are defined and implemented. The
following strategic goals were identified for the current biennium:

€loEIWAW  Advance physical development plans thatare cohesive and engage campus master
Maximize capital planning efforts. Redevelop existing facilities whenever appropriate and feasible.
investments: minimize When redevelopment of existing facilities is not appropriate or possible, seek to
construct only flexible facilities that will enable future redevelopment. Advance
physical development plans that demonstrate efficient use of existing space and
exceed minimum standards for scheduled use by space type. Seek solutions that
do not require significant site improvement or site utility expansion, extension,
or relocation. Avoid isolated and short-term solutions that are disruptive and
more costly in the long run.

infrastructure investments

[€lef:|NEHY Advance physical development plans that focus on eliminating
S[INIEIEReEToi=| known capital maintenance and that avoid future capital
s sley Maintenance. Maximize the maintenance impact through
comprehensive and coordinated capital project implementation,
targeting the most critical and highest priority maintenance at each
institution.

EHEINOE  Develop solutions that respond to changing trends and methods of teaching. Seek
(o] R laifoliEI[I3A  to improve existing functionality at each institution through reconfiguration,
relocation, remodeling, renovation, and technology. Develop facilities at each
institution that provide new and required functionality for all campus programs.
Provide appropriate adjacencies and environments that induce or enhance

synergy.
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Goal D:
Integrate planning efforts

Goal E:
Maximize operational
efficiency and resources

Goal F:
Comply with applicable
codes and standards

Goal G:
Limit impact on the
environment

Advance physical development plans that demonstrate continuing need through
consistent project prioritization each biennium. Advance physical development
plans that demonstrate a full understanding of related planning impacts and
address necessary sequence of project implementation. Request projects that
have a well-defined scope and budget that has been developed through a pre-
design.

General Purpose Program
Revenue Functions Revenue Functions

Campus
Administration

Advance physical development plans that demonstrate operating efficiencies
and budget savings as a direct result of completing the proposed planning
solution. Develop solutions that consolidate, reallocate, reorganize, and/or
relocate university resources to provide efficient and cost-effective operations.

Develop solutions that correct noncompliance with applicable building codes
(IBC, NFPA, etc.) and/or accepted performance/ program standards (ADA,
AAALAC, NCAA, NIH, USDA, etc.). Develop solutions that upgrade facilities to
accepted benchmark standards and best practices for a safe environment.

Develop solutions that demonstrate environmental stewardship
and sustainability. Advance physical development plans that
promote compact development, preserve green space, consider the
natural environment, minimize negative development impacts, and
minimize energy consumption.




Goal H:
Provide adequate and
appropriate space

Develop solutions that meet demonstrated space needs at each institution for
all campus programs. Seek to provide adequate quantity of specialized space
for all program needs, and dedicated space where appropriate. Seek to provide

appropriate quality

of space and technology.
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UW System Growth Agenda

Grow People

Grow Jobs

Grow Communities

';_.:F_ v‘

A GROWTH AGENDA FOR WISCONSIN

In the 2009-11 biennium, UW System initiated a “Growth Agenda for Wisconsin”.
This initiative continues in the 2011-13 biennium. The Growth Agenda is
organized around three core goals:

Produce More Degree Holders

Wisconsin needs more skilled graduates to compete in today’s knowledge
economy. In Fall 2008, enrollment at UW campuses reached a record 175,000
students. The graduation rate rose to 65.1% systemwide — higher than the
national average. Even so, Wisconsin ranks 30th in the nation in four-year degree
holders. Increasing the number of college-educated workers goes hand-in-hand
with raising Wisconsin’s per capita income. The UW System’s strategies include:
e Create more seats in UW classrooms

e Enroll more working adults

e Help young people prepare for college

e Expand transfer opportunities

e Keep college education affordable for everyone

Create More Well-Paying Jobs

In addition to producing a bigger supply of college-prepared workers, the
university must do more to boost the creation of well-paying jobs. By supporting
business development, linking academic programs to entrepreneurship, and
expanding research, the UW will help make Wisconsin a better place to do
business. The UW System’s strategies include:

e Help businesses work better and grow

e Tailor education programs to meet local business needs

e Transform research into well-paying, knowledge-based jobs

Build Stronger Communities

Wisconsin’s local communities share common challenges, such as addressing
economic downturns, achieving affordable health care, improving education,
and providing greater access to educational opportunity. The UW can work in
stronger partnership with Wisconsin communities to address these challenges
and reinvigorate the Wisconsin Idea for the 21st century. The UW System’s
strategies include:

II G - UW SYSTEM GROWTH AGENDA 1l G-1
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e Help all Wisconsin gain access to education
e Engage with the community
e Expand college offerings in high schools

Additional information about the Growth Agenda can be found at:
http://www.wisconsin.edu/growthagenda/

CORE GOAL
More graduates

CORE GOAL
More jobs

Foundational Activity
Competitive UW
workforce

1WAl The implications of the Growth Agenda on facilities needs is yet unclear.
Facilities Implications Institutions are reviewing growth goals and developing individual institutional
strategies to provide for that growth. Since fullimplementation of Growth Agenda
goals will require additional operating funds, implementation of strategies will
be influenced by the biennial operating budgets.

In some cases growth may occur through implementation of on-line or hybrid
instruction, which may have minor space requirements, or may involve use of
off-campus and leased space. However, use of technology may require space with
more robust technology infrastructure than what presently exists in the space,
or the quality of the space may be unsuitable for effective use of instructional
technology. Growth through increased retention may have a limited effect on
instructional space, but may require additional support and student services
space. Community outreach activities may occur at off-campus and leased space.

In other cases growth may occur through increasing enrollment of traditional
on-campus students. For this strategy it will be necessary for the institution
to assess where there may be space bottlenecks that would inhibit growth.
Instructional space, instructional support space, student services space, student
life space, residence hall capacity, parking, and exterior recreational space all
need to be evaluated for their capacity to accommodate growth. In some cases
existing facilities are inadequate to even accommodate current enrollments,
making planning for growth more difficult. Efforts to reduce time to degree
completion may also be stymied by lack of instructional space. Short-term and
long-term solutions to any space bottlenecks will need to be developed.

I1G-2 1l G- UW SYSTEM GROWTH AGENDA
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Planning Issues

Identification of Planning
Issues

Deferred Maintenance

Functional Obsolescence

Current Planning Issues

Each biennium institutions
identify planning issues and
themes that inform their cap-
ital plans, which are intended
to show progress towards
resolution of identified is-
sues. Projects are evaluated
and prioritized based on cri-
teria approved by the Board of Regents. The evaluation criteria include consid-
eration of how effectively the requested capital projects address planning issues.
A compilation of issues from the institutions shows a number of ove-arching
planning issues that are identified below:

Funding  Pedagogy
Maintenance  Sustainability
Obsolescence  Technology

Deferred maintenance issues can include building systems and components that have
failed, are obsolete, or are beyond their useful lives. Examples of failure issues in-
clude leaking roofs, dra y windows, leaking plumbing, or inoperable ventilation fans.
Failed systems can negatively a ect building occupants and typically lead to repairs
that are more extensive and costly than repairs done pro-actively. Obsolete systems
may result in an inability to make repairs or cause ine cient operation. Systems that
are beyond their useful lives may result in excessive repairs or a risk of system failure.

e pervasiveness of maintenance issues is not
surprising given the age of most of the buildings
in the UW System portfolio and the fact that main-
tenance funding has not kept pace with the accu-
mulation of backlog maintenance. A majority of
proposed maintenance projects are being deferred
each biennium. In addition, current All Agency
funding policies have discouraged institutional
planners from identifying comprehensive projects
that would resolve backlog maintenance needs in
holistic ways, resulting in a piecemeal approach to maintenance.

Maintenance Projects

Functional obsolescence, or the inability of existing space to support current pro-
grams, is ubiquitous throughout the university. Most of the existing building stock
was built decades ago for di erent program delivery methods than exist today and for
adi erentarray of programs; also, few buildings
have had comprehensive remodeling. e All
Agency program, which is primarily intended
to address maintenance, has not adequately ad-
dressed programmatic remodeling, resulting in
facilities with improved infrastructure but un-
improved programmatic functionality. A lack of
remodeling funding in the All Agency program
has also hampered the ability to implement even

Remodeling Projects

II'H - PLANNING ISSUES Il H-1
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Space Utilization

II'H - PLANNING ISSUES
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small remodeling projects that would improve functionality. e issue of functional
obsolescence o en occurs in buildings with signi cant backlog maintenance; and also
directly a ects the issue of space utilization.

It has been over two decades since the planning methodology of identifying space
needs using formulas was discontinued, and most institutions need help in determin-
ing space projections for meeting their current and projected needs.  erefore, space
utilization analysis is increasingly being done as a component of master planning at
institutions, or as a part of pre-design projects. is analysis is being done by national
consultants who specialize in higher education space utilization analysis and bench-
marking, and who use much more sophisticated modeling methods and better data
than the formula-based planning previously used.

Where this analysis has been completed, it 0 en shows that although there are some
absolute de cits of space, there is also sub-optimal use of existing space.
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Sustainability

ere usually are multiple reasons for anomalies in utilization. Sometimes there are
scheduling issues that can be resolved by better use of scheduling tools and by re ning
program delivery strategies. O en however, utilization is a ected by the functional
quality of available space. Buildings that are not con gured properly for current pro-
grams may be ine ciently occupied or not occupied at all. Space that is dysfunctional
may be under-utilized, with resulting overuse of more functional space. ldentifying
and alleviating bottlenecks in space use and scheduling is critical to implementation
of future program growth plans and other institutional initiatives.

Addressing limitations in both capital and operational funding will require optimiza-
tion of facilities through higher utilization of available space; and investigation, de-
velopment, and implementation of instructional delivery systems, such as on-line or
hybrid courses, that require less space than traditional learning methods.

What was an emerging issue over the past decade has now become a factor in all

planning. e implementation of the DSF Sustainable Facilities Standards requires

additional planning e orts by the institutions during the capital planning of proposed

projects, and by design consultants when projects are pre-designed or implemented.
Increasingly, projects are being designed and constructed to
achieve LEED™ certi cation, which provides veri cation of
sustainability goals based on a nationally recognized bench-
mark. LEED™ requirements are similar but not identical to
those in the DSF Sustainable Facilities Standards; careful co-
ordination between the two sets of standards is necessary to
assure compliance with each.

Initiatives and incentives for use of renewable energy continue to have an impact on
project planning. Although use of renewal energy recently has been incorporated on
a project-by-project basis, further use of renewable energy needs to be considered as a
campus-wide utility resource, rather than a building resource. In particular, location
of geothermal elds and use of solar panels need to conform to campus master plan
land use and design guidelines. Proposed demonstration projects incorporating
renewal energy will be evaluated for their potential to provide useful performance
and operational data that can be used in the planning and design of future projects.

In compliance with Executive Order 145, all new state-owned buildings are required
to have energy cost budgets that are 30% lower than what the state building code
would require, based on ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2004. Meeting this require-
ment has increased project costs both in construction and in additional consulting
fees necessary for energy modeling. Sometime in early 2011 the code is expected to
adopt ASHRAE/IENSA Standard 90.1-2007, which has even lower energy consump-
tion requirements than the current code. It is anticipated that meeting this new lower
energy standard will further increase project costs from current levels.

II'H - PLANNING ISSUES Il H-3
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High-Impact Educational
Practices

Classroom Size Mix

Collaborative Space

Faculty/Student Research
Space

IIH-4 11 H - PLANNING ISSUES

Emerging Planning Issues

A current initiative by the Association of American Colleges ad Universities
focuses on implementing educational practices than have been widely tested and
have been shown to be beneficial for college students from many backgrounds.
Many of these practices, such as internships and global learning, will have little
or no direct effect on facilities planning. However, four of these practices could
have an effect on facilities: First-Year Seminars and Experiences, Collaborative
Assignments and Projects, Undergraduate Research, and Capstone Courses and
Projects.

Providing a mix of classroom sizes that matches the scheduling demand has been a
goal in planning academic buildings. Although classroom demand and utilization
analysis has shown that a majority of institutions have an excess of relatively small
classrooms intended for fewer than 35 students, and a shortage of classrooms that can
accommaodate 45 to 75 students, the need for small classrooms to support rst-year
seminars may mean that previous plans to re-purpose smaller classrooms for other
academic uses may need to be re-visited.

REQUIRED AVAILABLE | BALANCE

_ _ DEFICIT: medium
PRI PO
| T il
| s
| IR N

Sample Classroom Size Mix Analysis

Although in the past collaborative space was 0 en carved out of circulation space
or other “le -over” building gross square footage, collaboration is now recognized
as such a critical component of high-impact educational practices that appropriate
amounts of well-designed collaborative space need to be included in all academic
buildings. Collaborative spaces, which are intended to allow for both structured and
casual interchanges of ideas and knowledge, include such spaces as study areas, co ee
areas, group study rooms, and conference rooms. Comfortable furniture, marker
boards, bulletin boards, and state-of-the-art technology to permit collaboration
internally and externally are all essential characteristics of successful collaborative
spaces.

Although once limited to research universities, research is
now a common activity in all disciplines at comprehensive
universities. Research is now viewed both as a faculty activity
that is necessary for professional growth, and a student activity
that enhances student learning. Research iso en acomponent
of capstone courses and projects.  erefore, it is necessary
when planning capital projects to program space for research.
Faculty research in many disciplines can occur in faculty o  ces,
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Evolving Learning
Technology

Changing STEM Pedagogy

and student research in collaborative spaces. In science, technology, engineering,
and the arts, however, dedicated lab and studio space is necessary to avoid using
instructional space for research, and thus reducing the availability of instructional
space for instruction. When research lab space is programmed it is based on national
benchmarks. Research labs should be designed to be modular and as exible as
possible, to permit adaptability to a wide variety of faculty/student research activities.

e increase in the ownership and use of portable computing devices such as smart
phones, netbooks, tablet computers, and laptop computers, increased robustness of
wireless communications, and a trend towards cloud computing, pomt to continued
change in how students will access information. e need for
computer lab space with xed workstations will likely decline in
the future, with such labs being reserved for use of specialized
high-powered computing, costly so ware, or specialized
peripheral equipment. Increasingly, content will be made
available to portable computing devices via web applications.
Portable computing will a ect the IT infrastructure that will
need to be provided, and may change how space is allocated.

New technologies are being used and older technologies are evolving in instructional
spaces. Lecture capture technology, captioning, and devices that provide instantaneous
feedback to lecturers and students are examples of newer technologies that are already
in use in higher education and will likely be incorporated in future instructional
spaces. Visualization and simulation technology, including 3-D visualization, may
in the near future replace some conventional hands-on lab instruction. In order to
stay current, there will need to be continuing investments in classroom technology
in existing instructional spaces. In addition to being technology-rich, instructional
spaces will need to accommodate future changes by being designed for adaptability
and by being equipped with a robust IT infrastructure.

e use of on-line learning is continuing to grow, including hybrid courses, where
learning occurs both on-line and in traditional classroom settings. e scheduling
impact of hybrid courses on classroom demand is unclear; however, it is likely that
traditional block scheduling of instructional space will not be optimal for hybrid
course delivery. e use of and need for distance learning classrooms may also change
in response to course delivery changes. Finally, although the need for instructional
space may be reduced for on-line or hybrid courses, the need for faculty and sta
space to support this type of learning will not decrease.

In addition to an increased national focus on increasing graduates in the Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) disciplines, the method of learning for
STEM disciplines is changing. Project Kaleidoscope, an informal alliance of people
focused on strengthening STEM undergraduate education, is in uencing both
pedagogy and the design of spaces to support that pedagogy. e traditional single
discipline lecture-lab instructional model is shi ing
towards an interdisciplinary “discovery” model in
which lecture and lab are intermixed in a “studio”
setting, and experiments are set up for longer-term
observation, data collection, and analysis. Larger
and more exible instructional labs, adequate
support spaces, and collaborative areas will all be
required for state-of-the-art facilities.

II'H - PLANNING ISSUES Il H-5
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General Funding Issues

Heating Plant Conversions

Il H-6

Increased Project Size

II'H - PLANNING ISSUES

Funding Issues

Based on projected economic conditions, General Fund
Supported Borrowing (GFSB) will continue to be limited
for the foreseeable future. Typically, gift funding will be
used to fund enhancements to core facilities, rather than
as a replacement source for GFSB.

Currently, use of Program Revenue Supported Borrowing is restricted to those
uses permitted by regent policy. Typical academic buildings would not be a
permitted use. As addressed below, there are several issues that will further
complicate development of a plan for allocation of GFSB over a six-year planning
horizon.

In response to a legal challenge to the state regarding permitting of existing state-
owned coal-fired heating plants, the university is engaged in discussions with
the Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Administration
to determine what actions are necessary to bring existing heating plants into
compliance with Federal clean air regulations. The specific capital improvements
necessary, project scopes and budgets, and timelines for implementation of
these improvements have not yet been determined and will require additional
planning. It is likely, however, that significant capital funding will be necessary.
The magnitude and timing of GFSB funding needs will need to be determined, as
will the impact on Program Revenue operations, which will need to budget for
their pro-rated share of heating plant improvement costs.

In recent biennia individual project scopes and budgets have been increasing
substantially. There are a number of factors that contribute to this. First,
project costs increase due to normal cost escalation that occurs over the several
biennia typically required for a project to be funded. Second, project design
requirements do not remain static either, but continue to evolve in response to
academic changes, including higher allocations of space necessary to support
current pedagogy. Third, since large capital projects are relatively infrequent
at any given institution, projects are increasingly structured to resolve as many
planning issues and eliminate as many deficiencies in quantity and quality of
space as possible, leading
to large and complex
projects. Fourth, buildings
being constructed today
areare more sophisticated
than were buildings even
ten years ago, with higher
levels of instructional
technology, and more
complex mechanical
and control systems for
energy management.

a
a
a
a
o
O

Ooooooo
Ooooooo

T —
Previous
Project Size

Current
Project Size

The combination of these factors has resulted in proposed projects with budgets
that are much larger than previously seen. Completely funding these projects
in a single biennium, while still meeting other pressing capital needs, will be
increasingly difficult.
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Pre-construction Services

As noted in Current Planning Issues above, funding for maintenance has not kept
pace with needs, nor do current funding structures allow for the comprehensive
renovation of facilities that is needed. Before maintenance needs can be
addressed in a comprehensive way throughout UW System, it will be necessary
to develop funding policies and allocation strategies that are different than those
in use today.

In order for projects to be advanced for enumeration, projects will need to meet
multiple strategic goals, satisfy well-documented and defensible needs, have
clearly identified scopes and budgets, and be congruent with campus master
plans. Campus master planning and individual project pre-designs will be
necessary to achieve this level of planning. This planning work most likely will
be performed by architectural and engineering consultants, with consulting fees
funded from various cash sources depending on the project type.

Project Delivery Issues

The current single project delivery method - design/multiple-prime bid/build
- is resource intensive, does not provide necessary services, and lacks agility.
Rather than selecting the best delivery method from a variety of allowable
methods, based on technical merits, the use of any alternative delivery method
requires obtaining a waiver from the Sate Building Commission. The Board of
Regents believes that multiple-prime bidding and contracting does not meet the
needs of most UW projects, and would prefer to see single-prime bidding and
contracting as the standard delivery method.

The current project delivery method is resource intensive
for the Division of State Facilities to administer because
coordination of multiple contracts requires more
management and makes quality control more difficult
than would be the case for a single source of contracting
responsibility. Finally, maintaining construction schedules is
far more complex when there are multiple contractors who
are only responsible for their portion of work.

It is also resource intensive from an institutional perspective. Increasingly
complex projects require more planning and coordination of contractor site
use and access, phasing of operations to avoid disruption, and sequencing of
occupant move-out and move-in activities. Institutional planning staffs and
design consultants do not have the expertise that a contractor or construction
manager would have in assessing optimal site use, sequencing, and phasing.

In addition to the items mentioned above, other pre-construction services
such as real-time cost modeling, value engineering/cost optimization, and
constructability reviews provide real value to the project design process. Few
design consultants have the expertise to provide these services in an integrated,
thorough, and comprehensive way. Cost estimating, in particular, has been
problematic. Despite their recognized value to UW projects, pre-construction
services are cumbersome to obtain with the current project delivery system.
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Legislative Action

The existing project delivery system lacks agility in that different methods of
project delivery may be technically well-suited for certain types of projects, yet
cannot be used without obtaining a waiver from the State Building Commission.
The waiver process is cumbersome, time-consuming, and subject to political
pressures; it can be difficult to obtain timely decisions on delivery methods,
contributing to longer project time lines.

In the current biennium, legislation was introduced by the State Building
Commission to revise state statutes to allow single-prime contracting and
Construction-Manager-At-Risk construction delivery methods. Since this effort
was not successful at the legislative level, it is still an unresolved planning issue.












































































