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1. Context and objectives
The Provost Capital Planning Group (PCPG) is charged with developing and implementing a strategy for identifying and prioritizing major capital needs for the Ithaca campus. The PCPG seeks advice regarding the prioritization process for addressing these needs.

In response, PCPG tasked the Campus Planning Committee with creating a working group to develop a set of criteria that can serve as a decision support resource and a communication tool for prioritizing investments.  

In the original charge (Appendix A), the CPC Working Group was directed to focus specifically on a list of 33 campus buildings identified as priority deferred maintenance projects. At the 6/22/16 PCPG meeting, after a report on the CPC Working Group’s progress to date, the charge was broadened. CPC Working Group was encouraged to develop criteria relevant for prioritizing all potential project proposals (e.g., new construction, landscape projects, building renovation, and deferred maintenance) in addition to developing criteria addressing the more restricted set of projects.

The purpose of the criteria is to, “provide clearly stated philosophical and planning principles that the Provost, Deans, unit leaders and others can refer to in making and justifying resource allocation decisions.”  The CPC Working Group is tasked with recommending indicators or measures to support operationalization of the criteria. Lastly, the CPC Working Group is asked to provide recommendations for proposed weighting schemes that highlight the relative significance of specific criteria.

“Through this exercise (the PCPG hopes) to bring more openness and rationality to project approval and funding processes.” As envisioned, the CPC Working Group’s “output will be compared and contrasted with a parallel system of criteria being developed by staff in the divisions of Budget and Planning and Infrastructure, Properties and Planning.


2. Process
In response to the charge provided by Mary-Lynn Cummings (Director, Capital and Space Planning) and Jim Kazda (Campus Manager) on 4/4/16, co-chairs Steven Wolf (Associate Professor, Dept. of Natural Resources) and Leslie Schill (University Planner) solicited self-nominations of all CPC members to serve on the working group. The individuals that volunteered yielded a suitable group in terms of size, diversity, and composition. While the level of familiarity with Cornell planning, capital budgeting, and project approval practices is uneven across this group, all members have some exposure to the key questions by virtue of service on the CPC.

CPC Working Group Composition
· Undergraduate students - H. Reichel, N. Swanbery, M. Kasher 
· Graduate student - D. Keough 
· Faculty - B. Bertoia (Art, CAS), J. Chusid (City and Regional Planning, AAP), S. Wolf, (Natural Resources, CALS)
· Administration
· Assoc. VP, Student and Academic Services, K. Page
· Assoc. University Architect, B. Newhouse 
· Director, Grounds Department, D. Schied
· University Planner, L. Schill

The group met face-to-face three times, 5/6/16, 5/18/16, and 6/22/16. All meetings were well attended, and all featured active involvement of students, staff, and faculty. 

After reviewing the charge and clarifying objectives and process, the group produced a draft set of criteria.  Working in small groups, members drafted text to flesh out the criteria and potential indicators. This set of elaborated criteria were reviewed, refined, expanded, and culled. After several rounds of deliberation and review, we finalized the list. At the third and final meeting we focused on weighting schemes.



 

3. Outputs

a)    12 Project Evaluation Criteria
The CPC Working Group identified 12 criteria for prioritizing projects on campus, as listed below.

· Conformance with the Campus Master Plan
· Regulatory Compliance and Health & Safety
· Academic Mission
· Sustainability
· Cornell character/identity
· Deferred Maintenance
· Life on Campus
· Building Functionality and Site Use
· Process & Voice
· Positive Spillovers & Externalities
· Community Engagement, Integration, and Grant Opportunities
· Innovation

Criteria 1: Conformance with the Campus Master Plan

The Campus Master Plan is and should continue to be the primary guide to physical development of the Cornell campus in Ithaca. Proposed projects, whether for new or existing buildings, landscapes, or other facilities, should align with – and enable – the objectives of the Master Plan.  Proposals should state explicitly how the project furthers the Plan’s five inter-related and mutually supporting principles, specifically: 
1) Support the academic mission 
2) Promote stewardship 
3) Enhance the campus experience 
4) Reinforce community 
5) Ensure integrative planning and design 
Proposals should also clearly identify ways in which they conflict or vary from the Plan, understanding a CMP amendment will need to be secured under existing procedures.



Criteria 2: Regulatory Compliance and Health & Safety

Cornell must adhere to state and federal laws, and Cornell must invest in projects that ensure the health and safety of students, staff, faculty and visitors.  While in some instances there may be clear cut guidance available to decision makers regarding specific regulatory obligations and what constitutes prudential behavior, most often there is a need for interpretation. In this sense, we do not accept the (occasionally expressed) idea that regulations and safety considerations trump other considerations in making resource allocation decisions. There will be an ongoing need for critical dialogue with compliance officers and health and safety managers to determine the appropriate level of investment. 
Where compliance with health and safety regulations can support the goals of a more accessible and sustainable campus that provides better quality of life, compliance can be an enabling opportunity.

Criteria 3: Academic Mission

University, college, unit, or center initiatives will be evaluated based on their direct support to the academic mission, as presented in strategic planning documents such as the University Strategic Plan, College-level Academic Plans, and program accreditation requirements.  Recognizing that not all projects will have clear documentation or alignment within the relevant strategic plans, endorsement from College Dean/Unit Director and the Provost would speak to the significance of such a project.


Criteria 4: Sustainability
Campus sustainability is a stated value of the Cornell community and a guiding principle in stewardship of Cornell’s heritage, facilities, and resources. Physical improvements on campus should specifically evaluate and strive to effect positive change in meeting the university’s carbon neutrality goal, leverage existing assets through efficient space use and reuse, and consider selection of materials and finishes to reduce environmental and social impacts and promote longevity of assets. A few examples: giving significant weight to energy-reducing opportunities and seeking renewable sources of energy for projects; prioritizing projects that can accommodate 24/7 use so as to be highly efficient spaces; specifying durable, quality materials that can be maintained over time rather than replaced, such as durable flooring or LED fixtures.

Criteria 5: Cornell character/identity
A primary goal of the Master Plan is protection of the character and identity of the Cornell Campus. The ambiguity of the concept makes the campus vulnerable to unfortunate decisions; at the same time, the character of the campus is neither static nor monolithic. A key aspect of the campus, however, is its historic core as exemplified by is first buildings along Stone Row and its original open spaces and natural areas: Libe Slope, the Arts Quad, and the gorges. Protection and adequate maintenance of those elements of the campus that define Cornell in the minds and hearts of its students, faculty, staff, and alumni should be a clear priority. 
At the same time, contemporary and innovative design is also part of the historic character of the campus. This modern design should be accommodated, but as the campus fills in there is a need for increased attention to materials, massing, scale, and other ways in which the overall character of the campus is strengthened rather than fragmented. New construction should celebrate its context and neighbors at the same time as it expresses its own character and authenticity. 

Criteria 6: Deferred Maintenance
Deferred maintenance refers to maintenance and repair activities that are past due.  These maintenance and repairs are delayed to a future budget cycle reducing the current value and lifespan of facilities. Delays in investment in existing facilities present the potential for higher costs in the long run.  Cornell currently ranks deferred maintenance projects according to a scale (1-25; 1 being least critical and 25 being most critical) determined by likelihood of failure (1-5) multiplied by impact of that failure (1-5).  In evaluating impacts associated with further deferral of maintenance, the following items should be weighted with a high impact rating:  maintenance and repair to facilities that unless corrected will lead to loss of a critical function; maintenance and repair required to prevent serious facilities deterioration that will result in significantly higher labor/project costs if not immediately corrected.  As part of a strategy to address accumulated deferred maintenance, in any construction/renewal/maintenance project, Cornell needs to consider when a “200 year building” with high design and material standards is required versus when a more disposable (less durable) building is appropriate.  Also, in considering investments in existing assets with significant deferred maintenance, the option of demolition should be considered. 





Criteria 7: Life on Campus

Projects positively influencing the student experience and/or faculty, staff, and visitor experience should be prioritized in the capital plan. These investments have significant impacts on recruitment, retention, and satisfaction at the University, as well as its reputation/brand. 

While this criterion obviously incorporates housing, dining, recreation, health, etc., there are many projects that also enhance the campus environment with a focus on infrastructure improvements and placemaking through safety, amenity, and aesthetic treatments. 
Transportation improvement projects that support/expand alternative modes of travel through and around the campus are great examples (e.g. walking, biking, riding transit). Also, improvements made to facilities to encourage quiet study, interaction, and large gatherings make a difference as to how a space is used and the value people attach to their experience.   



Criteria 8. Building Functionality and Site Use
At the precinct or parcel level, the highest and best use of any given building or site should be a key factor in evaluating project proposals. Projects that elevate and leverage potential should be evaluated positively. Retrofitting a facility for improved function – whether for similar use or for proposed new use – should take into account the physical attributes of the structure, its character, its physical context, and its role on campus. Examples include considering how changing a single-user building into a collaborative space, and weighing the benefits against the loss to the college/dept/unit that held that space prior. Similarly, open spaces proposed for development should be evaluated relative to their current use and projected use as represented in the Campus Master Plan in order to integrate long term and broad scale considerations that do not necessarily figure prominently in the goals of the unit(s) proposing development.

Criteria 9: Process & Voice 
Project proposals that derive from formal planning processes (e.g., strategic planning at the unit and University levels and the Campus Master Plan) and that are informed by dialogue with diverse communities should receive positive consideration. These proposals are considered and grow from discussions among varied audiences. Through reliance on existing structures including the University Assembly, Campus Planning Committee, Space Use Advisory Committee, unit-level forums, and through dialogue supported by State of the Campus reporting and State of the Master Plan reporting, future development of the campus can be informed by broader and deeper conversations.  

Criteria 10: Positive Spillovers & Externalities

The possibility for a capital project to produce benefits beyond its intended goal and to leverage investments and outcomes on campus should be evaluated favorably.  Creative thinking and investments that allow 1+1=3 should be rewarded.

A project that defines amenities -inside or outside of a facility- that address needs or create opportunities for other uses or activities for the broader Cornell population should receive consideration. For example, improvements to building circulation and access control systems can allow for more collaborative and quiet study spaces to be available to students during extended hours of the day.    

On a larger scale, a project that is key to unlocking a component of the Campus Master plan enabling future development to align with the plan should be prioritized.   Relocating the varsity athletics fields from central campus and moving the Cornell store from Ho Plaza are examples of major investments that would open up pathways for realization of major elements of the plan. Similarly, priority should be awarded to a capital project that addresses key programmatic needs of a College and plays an enabling role in a sequence of linked or nested projects of strategic significance.


Criteria 11: Community Engagement, Integration, and Grant Opportunities

Projects located on the perimeter of campus, such as in Collegetown, West Campus, and East Hill Plaza, should emphasize strong community relations to ensure benefits for both campus and local communities as well as systems integration - notably parking, transportation, and land use. This criterion encompasses community participation and conformity and consistency between campus plans and those of neighboring and overlapping jurisdictions. The University’s and local communities’ shared interest and concurrent investments in renewable energy and housing are additional examples of opportunities to engage. Similarly, the gateways to campus represent strategic assets with potential to produce benefits to Cornell and its neighbors.
Working together, Cornell and neighboring communities have the potential to leverage state, federal, and foundation grants to achieve common goals. Grant funds may be useful in moving a project up the waiting list. Examples might be support for a specific lab, for health aspects of a building’s design or operations, for design innovation, or for specialized equipment or systems. Campus units are encouraged to include opportunities for grant funding in their project proposals.

Criteria 12: Innovation
Though difficult to preconceive, the opportunity for a major innovative initiative to propel the university in a direction that supports the academic and/or strategic missions, and bolsters claims that Cornell is a special place and institution, should receive due consideration. An example is Lake Source Cooling; tapping into a local renewable source of cooling by connecting campus to Cayuga Lake. This was a bold undertaking that involved all levels of government, community, and campus coordination; substantial funding commitment by Cornell; and years of extensive project management at the university.  The resulting system is considered a model for sustainable innovation around the country.

b)   Indicators

The best sources for indicators that can serve to gauge the relationship between a proposed project and a specific evaluation criterion are adopted university plans, authorized processes, and readily available, regularly tracked data/reports. The working group has identified indicators for 10 of the 12 criteria, as follows: 
· Conformance with the Campus Master Plan
· Indicator: Does not require a CMP amendment
· Indicator: Supports principles, essential features, or named initiatives, as presented in the CMP
· Regulatory Compliance and Health & Safety
· Indicator: Facilities Engineering site for Cornell standards
· Indicator: Fed/State regulatory requirements the university must meet/exceed, as determined by University fiscal, legal, administrative leadership
· Academic Mission
· Indicator: Stated priority in College/Unit Master Plan.
· Indicator: Identified in University Strategic Plan
· Sustainability
· Indicator: Supports the adopted Cornell Climate Action Plan, goals, initiatives
· Cornell character/identity
· Indicator: Supports open space goals as stated in CMP/CAP
· Indicator: Preserves/enhances historically-designated structures, established historic districts, or undesignated historic elements of campus


· Deferred Maintenance
· Indicator: Reduces backlog of maintenance at a site by significant percentage (TBD)
· Life on Campus
· Indicator: Supports anticipated Housing Master Plan (due December 2016).
· Building Functionality and Site Use
· Indicator: For site, adheres to CMP Part II, Landscape Guidelines for site constraints and development. 
· Process & Voice
· Positive Spillovers & Externalities
· Indicator: Proof of supporting another college/unit plan or other campus strategy, plan outside sponsor org responsibility focus area
· Community Engagement, Integration, and Grant Opportunities
· Indicator: Proof of potential to enhance Town-Gown relations, enhance campus gateways or neighborhoods
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Indicator: Federal, State, local funding leverage capacity
· Innovation
 
Inter-play and double counting of criteria
It is important to recognize interplay between various criteria. For example, the Campus Master Plan (criterion 1) is very much informed by concerns about quality of Life on Campus (criterion 7) and Building Functionality and Site Use (criterion 8). Similarly, community engagement (criteria 11) is connected to a more general concern with process and voice (criterion 9).  If we were to collapse the list by combining kindred criteria, specific values and principles we identified as important would not be clearly communicated. But, because some of these values and principles surface in more than one criteria, there is a risk of ‘double counting’ (a specific concern can inform assessment of how well or how poorly a project fulfills multiple criteria). 
While the PCPG explicitly expressed that they do not view the output of the CPC Working Group as serving as a scoring tool or ranking matrix, the issue of double counting is important to address. To the extent the criteria will be used to structure thinking and discussion of the relative merits of projects, it is important to recognize that the criteria are not fully independent.


c) Weighting of criteria
The CPC Working Group identified all 12 criteria as relevant for assessing the priority that should be attached to a project proposal, the significance or weight attached to each criterion is not equal. 
After developing the criteria, the group completed a series of ranking exercises to consider the relative weight attached to the various criteria and to reflect on patterns of agreement and disagreement within the group. We first concentrated on deferred maintenance – keeping with original charge looking at 33 specific deferred maintenance facility needs. Next, the group repeated the ranking procedure to consider weights attached to the criteria when applied to all possible project proposals. We believe that all projects (new facilities, landscape initiatives and infrastructure projects not cited for deferred maintenance) will inevitably compete against deferred maintenance priorities for the same limited funding in the current period, and in the long-term we assume that the focus on deferred maintenance will recede.
These exercises revealed a few interesting patterns:
· When considering projects solely from a deferred maintenance perspective, the top consideration was Regulatory Compliance and Health & Safety.

· Major swings in emphasis occurred when switching focus from immediately recognized deferred maintenance projects (narrow focus) to consideration of all potential project proposals (broad focus). 
· When considering projects solely from a deferred maintenance perspective, the top consideration was Regulatory Compliance/Health & Safety, and Conformance to the Campus Master Plan and Cornell Character/Identity were not seen as highly relevant.
· When all potential project proposals were considered, not just deferred maintenance, Conformance to the Campus Master Plan was the top-rated criteria, and Cornell Character/Identity and Sustainability were assigned high priority

· When considering both the restricted set of projects referenced through deferred maintenance and all potential projects, two key criteria were consistently ranked in the top tier:
· Academic mission – always the top-listed criteria
· Sustainability – consistently ranked as important 

· Regardless of the focus, deferred maintenance only or all project proposals, the following set of criteria were consistently assigned lower relative priority:
· Process & Voice
· Community Engagement, Integration, and Grant Opportunities
· Innovation
Table 1. Priority Assigned to Evaluation Criteria Applied to All Potential Project Proposals
	Most important considerations

	· Conformance with the Campus Master Plan
· Academic Mission
· Sustainability
· Cornell Character/Identity


	Very important considerations
· Deferred Maintenance
· Life on Campus
· Building Functionality and Site Use
· Regulatory Compliance and Heath & Safety

	Important considerations

	· Process & Voice
· Positive Spillovers & Externalities
· Community Engagement, Integration, and Grant Opportunities
· Innovation



Recommendations and Open Questions
This exercise emerged from a sense that when project proposals are considered individually, rather than within the context of the university and campus as a whole, a set of important values can be diminished. The CPC Working Group recommends that these 12 criteria be incorporated into capital planning decision-making process.  It is understood that operationalizing these criteria and applying them to individual projects will be a challenge, but we believe that these criteria can help to structure deliberations regarding the relative merits of project proposals and thereby contribute to methodical and integrated decision making. 
Two final questions for the PCPG:	
· How will these criteria be utilized to rationalize and improve the capital planning process?
· How will this new process be communicated to campus constituent groups?



Appendix A

4/1/16

Campus Planning Committee Working Group Charge from Provost Capital Planning Group

Prioritization Criteria for Capital Plan Needs

Context
The Provost Capital Planning Group is charged with developing and implementing a strategy for identifying and prioritizing major capital needs, both physical and technological, for the Ithaca campus.

Near term capital investments will be heavily focused on building renewal.  That is, projects will resolve deferred maintenance while addressing programmatic needs.   A list of the 33 buildings and infrastructure components with the highest levels of maintenance need (in total dollars) has been created.  There is not sufficient funding available to fully address the backlog in all 33 buildings and systems in the next 5-7 years.

The Provost Capital Planning Group seeks advice regarding the prioritization process for addressing these needs.


Charge
The Campus Planning Committee is being tapped to create a working group to assist in developing a set of criteria that can be applied to these 33 buildings and systems to prioritize investments.  It is imagined that the final criteria, once tested and refined, may be utilized to prioritize future campus improvements.

The purpose of the criteria is to provide clearly stated philosophical and planning principles that the Provost, Deans, unit leaders and others can refer to in making and justifying resource allocation decisions.  The criteria should be based on articulated values or principles and the working group will strive to provide recommendations for application of the criteria, establishing measures and proposed weighting. Through this exercise we hope to bring more openness and rationality to project approval and funding processes. 

CPC’s process output will be compared and contrasted with a parallel system of criteria being developed by staff in the divisions of Budget and Planning and Infrastructure, Properties and Planning.

The timeline for this working group: April – early July 2016.
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