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Executive Summary

Background and Context

1. In the late 1990s, the California State University faces a future characterized
by substantial potential for enrollment growth (26 percent between 1995 and
2005 - CPEC, “A Capacity for Growth”, 1995) and substantial uncertainty
about the ability of the state to fully fund this growth.

2. In terms of physical planning and the capital budget, there may be diminished
opportunity for new capital outlay growth projects in the coming decade.
Even if future capital outlay bond issues are passed, the continuing need for
renovation and replacement requirements for the existing inventory of
physical facilities will significantly reduce the availability of funds for growth.

3. The basic question is how can the CSU most effectively match its physical
resources with its enrollment demands.  If any part of the projected
enrollment growth is to be accommodated in the lean fiscal environment that
is envisioned, it is imperative that the campuses have the ability to plan for
and to use the existing physical plant to best serve the instructional mission.

4. To address these planning issues a systemwide Task Force on Facilities
Planning and Utilization was appointed in February 1996 by Jon Regnier,
Senior Director of Physical Planning and Development.  The charge to the
Task Force was to:

a. provide a more accurate method for determining campus capacities,
b. provide a measurement standard that will increase campus flexibility to

manage space and facilities and to accommodate FTE,
c. eliminate reliance on the current facility utilization reports and overly

proscriptive space standards, and
d. to simplify methods for evaluating capital outlay priorities.

Within the context of this charge, the Task Force was further asked to review
and evaluate a planning model based upon the concept of “assignable
square feet per full-time equivalent” (ASF/FTE) and to determine whether the
model is capable of evaluating current space needs and projecting future
space requirements.  The result would be a model that could be supported by
CPEC and the state funding agencies.

5. The Task Force completed its deliberations and released a preliminary draft
of the current report to the campus Executive Deans for their review and
comments in December, 1996.  Since then the report has been through an
extensive review process that included two video conferences, a roundtable
discussion, and campus wide review of a final draft.
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Task Force Findings:

1. The ASF/FTE model adjusts the reported capacities of each campus to
include “other earned” FTE.  This amounts to an approximate  6.5 percent
increase of  the reported seat-count capacity systemwide.

2. The model assumes that space required for student access to computer
workstations will be incorporated as part of library space planning in
accordance with recommendations contained in “Information Resource
Facility Planning for the 21st Century,” (Task Force on Facility Planning for
Library and Information Resources, CSU, 1996) which suggests  “... a
campus wide view of information resources which integrates the computer,
telecommunications and media services, and library resources.”

3. At any given point in time, the model provides by campus and by discipline a
capacity verses enrollment profile.  This encourages space managers and
planners alike to maintain a current and complete Space and Facilities Data
Base (SFDB).

4. The ASF/FTE model fully incorporates the existing space utilization and
planning standards currently employed by the CSU in its capital outlay
planning process.  The model expands the concept of the capacity of a
campus to accommodate students beyond the classroom and class
laboratory station count in two important ways, however, by recognizing that:

(a) Some instructional activities occur in campus spaces not previously
included as part of classroom and class lab capacity (e.g., supervised study,
group projects).  The practical effect of this is to shift the physical planning
perspective from classroom capacity to campus capacity.  Explicit recognition
that all space on campus in some way affects the capacity of the campus to
accommodate students puts a stronger emphasis upon the management of
all existing space to better accommodate the instructional mission.

(b) Some courses are delivered to students outside the traditional classroom
environment via television or computer networks.  These students may be on
campus (e.g., in dorm rooms or other computer access sites) or off-campus
at sites in the community such as community college or high school
classrooms, various worksites; or in their individual homes.  The effect of
remote delivery of this type reduces the direct need for on campus
classrooms but does not reduce the need for the spaces that enable and
support the remote delivery.

5. When integrated with campus data on instructional offerings by discipline,
level, and mode of instruction (from the Course Section Report), the
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ASF/FTE model provides a dynamic tool for assessing instructional space
needs based upon existing space standards and the latest reported campus
data on FTE distributions.

6. The model allows increased flexibility in adjusting the uses of instructional
space and provides the campuses with incentives to manage the use of
space to best meet the needs of the instructional programs.  The campuses
will benefit because the model identifies space needs based upon current
use patterns, and it can be used to internally adjust space allocations.

7. Implementation of the model replaces the detailed space utilization reports
with an annual comprehensive space requirements report as compared to
space available (see Table 1).  Because a campus could alter space when it
was necessary, there would be no requirement to assess the detailed
utilization of space on an annual basis.  (Audits of space use could occur at
intervals, perhaps when changes were sought.)

8. The model reduces the requirements for campuses to report changes in the
campus space file to the chancellor's office (the "Organizational Report",
which reports space type by HEGIS codes, will still be required). The
construction of instructional space would depend on the current campus
capacity and the projection of FTE in future years.  These FTE projections
are already reviewed by state agencies, thus no new processes would be
required.

9. Through the operational use of the model, the long-term objective will be to
eliminate the need for campuses, to provide statistics on instructional mode
and level (forms: PPD 2-1, Full-time Equivalent Enrollment Distribution by
Discipline; 2-2, Enrollment Distribution by Level and Category of Instruction;
and 2-3, Calculation of Space Requirements for Instructional Projects) as
part of the capital planning process.  Projected space needs by discipline,
instructional mode, and level will be determined by projecting these existing
enrollment percentages to selected years.
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Task Force Recommendations

1. The ASF/FTE model should be adopted to provide guidelines for evaluating
space needs for all CSU campuses.

2. The draft report should be distributed for internal review by the CSU
campuses, the Academic Senate, the Executive Council and Academic
Affairs in the Chancellor’s Office, and modified as appropriate.

3. The final report should be forwarded for review by the California
Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), the Department of Finance,
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the appropriate fiscal committees of
the legislature.

4. The ASF/FTE model should be implemented with the 2000-2001 capital
outlay budget cycle.

5. Detailed facility utilization and enrollment distribution reports should be
undertaken every five years.

6. Physical Planning and Development (PPD) will provide the computerized
copy of the model to each campus so that information from the latest Course
Section Report and projected FTE distributions can be processed for local
planning purposes.

7. The campuses and PPD should work together to review preliminary model
outputs to insure that the reported physical facilities inventory (SFDB) is
complete and that use codes have been correctly assigned.
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I. CSU Enrollments and Campus Capacities: the Long-Range Issue

The objective of the annual Capital Outlay Program budget for the California State
University is to provide facilities appropriate to the CSU's approved educational
programs, to create environments conducive to learning, and to insure that the quality
and quantity of facilities at all campuses serve the students equally well.1  Projections
of enrollment and funding potentials in future years suggest that this objective will be
difficult to meet as the CSU moves into the next century.

The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), in its 1995 report, “A
Capacity For Growth,” projects that the California State University will enroll 411,000
students in fall 2005 (this represents a 26 percent increase over the fall 1995
enrollment of 326,000).  The enrollment equates to an increase of almost 70,000 FTE
by 2005.  The enrollment growth arises as a consequence of the state's projected
population growth and incorporates the effects of the echo of the post-WW II baby
boom (the children of the baby boomers - in Clark Kerr's terms, "Tidal Wave II").
Although growth is projected for each of the ten years, the primary onslaught of "Tidal
Wave II" will not be felt until the turn of the century.   Such growth implicitly assumes
that the California economy will continue its recovery from the 1991 recession and will
remain robust into the next century.

Based upon its enrollment projection and an assessment of the likely fiscal future for
public higher education in the state, the CPEC report identified a serious shortfall in the
ability of the CSU to accommodate the anticipated growth.  The recognition of this gap
between potential enrollments and the anticipated level of funding raises a number of
long-range planning issues for the CSU.

In terms of physical planning and the capital budget, there may be diminished
opportunity for new capital outlay growth projects in the coming decade.  Even if future
capital outlay bond issues are proposed and passed by the voters, the ongoing
renovation and replacement requirements for the existing inventory of plant and
facilities is likely to absorb all of the funds that come available.

The basic question is how can the CSU most effectively match its physical resources
with its enrollment demands.  The situation provides a strong rationale to proceed with
restructuring the definition of capacity and how capital resources are managed.  If any
part of the projected enrollment growth is to be accommodated in the lean fiscal
environment that is envisioned, it is imperative that the campuses have the ability to
use the physical plant to best serve the instructional mission.  The emerging impact of
electronic technology upon instructional delivery gives added weight to the imperative.

                                           
1   An outline of the CSU capital outlay planning process is provided in Appendix A.
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II. Current Method For Establishing Campus Capacity

The current standards for the utilization of instructional space are defined by the
weekly hours of occupancy of student stations in lecture and teaching laboratory
rooms.  (The standards recognize that it is impossible to schedule all rooms throughout
the day or to realize 100 percent station occupancy when the room is scheduled.)
Exhibit 1 shows the current standards.  Although the standards are couched in terms of
the number of hours a week rooms should be scheduled and the station occupancy
ratio when the room is used, the effect of the two components is to determine station
hours per week, e.g., a 66 percent lecture station occupancy rate applied to 53 hours
per week implies that if all stations are occupied on average 35 hours per week, the
standard is being met.

At peak enrollment (l990) eight CSU campuses met or exceeded the 35 hours of lecture
station occupancy per week.  This included our smallest campus, several medium and
large campuses, rural residential campuses, and urban commuter campuses.  The
campuses achieved this result by increasing the station occupancy  rate when the
classrooms were used from the 66 percent guideline to a system average of 75 percent
(with a high of 82.l percent). The hourly room schedule rate of these same eight
campuses was between 45 and 50 hours per week with a system average of 44.5 hours
per week of classroom use, while the CPEC guideline is 53 hours per week.

Clearly, the relevant standard is the overall station occupancy rate of 35 hours per
week which can be achieved by many combinations of room scheduling and station
occupancy rates (when the room is scheduled).  Attempting to force an increase in the
hourly room use tends to drive down average class size which is counterproductive to
overall utilization efficiency.  The latest utilization report indicates an average station
occupancy rate even higher (78.5 percent) with a top campus fill rate of 92.8 percent.
The hourly room use rate dropped from 44.5 to 33.4 percent and the resultant station
occupancy rate to 26.2 percent.  During this same time period, mean lower division
class size increased from 32.2 to 34.l.

Assuming the standard remains at 35 hours per week of seat use, one way for
campuses to achieve higher utilization is to modify classroom facilities to better match
the class size offerings of the academic program.  The ASF/FTE model will provide an
incentive to do this, to manage and match facilities to the course offerings, rather than
attempting to increase room use on a per hour per week basis.
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Exhibit 1 - Instructional Space Utilization Standards

Room
Hours

per week

 Station
Occupancy

Rate
Station Hours

per week

Classrooms 53.0 66% 35.0

Teaching Laboratories
Lower Div.

27.5 85% 23.4

Teaching Laboratories
Upper Div. & Grad.

22.0 80% 17.6

Application of these standards to the campus' inventory of classrooms and class
laboratories determines the weekly student contact hours (WSCH) the facilities can
support or accommodate.  FTE that can be accommodated in the facilities is then
determined based upon ratios of WSCH per unit of credit.  The total FTE a campus can
accommodate is the sum of classroom and teaching laboratory capacity and FTE
generated in instruction conducted outside classrooms and class labs (including
student teaching, graduate thesis, student research, various forms of non-traditional
delivery, and off-site/distance education).

The "capacity" of a campus to accommodate FTE students is determined by applying
the utilization standards to the student stations by category as reported in the Space
and Facilities Data Base (SFDB), summing the result, and adding FTE to account for
instruction that is taught in modes and spaces other than lecture or laboratory.

Instructional activity space contains various space types (see Appendix C).

The calculation of capacity implicitly assumes that lecture courses are taught in
classrooms and laboratory courses are taught in class laboratories.  Recent utilization
studies indicate, however, that CSU campuses generate a substantial amount of FTE
by providing instruction outside regular classrooms and teaching laboratories.  In fall
1993, for example, almost 20 percent of the FTE was generated outside of classrooms
and laboratories.   This percentage is increasing over time as the university expands its
instructional offerings at off-campus sites and uses technology to provide instruction
outside regular classrooms and class laboratories.  (A summary of the 1993 space
utilization study is included in Appendix B.)

Evidence clearly indicates that whatever space is adequate for a class will be
scheduled, regardless of that space's classification.  One of the causes for this cross-
use of space is the change in instructional delivery mode.  Television, computers,
communication networks, and audio-visual techniques have altered teaching methods
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since the space classification system was first introduced.  Expanded use of technology
in distant learning settings or integrated media center environments suggest that
current space classifications are no longer adequate.  Attempting to force the old model
on new modes of delivery is inappropriate.

The cross use of space brings into question the current way of measuring the
instructional capacity of a campus.  If space currently excluded from the capacity
calculation is used for a significant portion of instruction, how accurate are the present
set of campus capacities?  Changing a room type from lecture or laboratory to a
television studio or a distance learning laboratory, for example, reduces the campus
instructional capacity because student stations are removed from the inventory and
television studios do not fall under state utilization standards.  The validity of the
current proscriptive formulas becomes questionable as campuses alter their facilities to
accommodate new instructional modalities.

III. A Proposal For Restructuring Campus Capacities Based Upon an ASF/FTE
Model

Current measurements of campus capacity, i.e., utilization standards that convert
lecture and laboratory station counts to FTE are no longer appropriate due to the
alternative uses of space and non-traditional methods of educational delivery.  The
situation was described in a recent CSU memo regarding multi-year enrollment and
FTE planning:

"Capacity" (to accommodate students) includes more than lecture halls,
classrooms, and teaching labs.  Instruction is taking place in locations
beyond these traditional settings - in workplaces, K-12 schools, other
campuses, hospitals, clinics and government offices.  The home or any place
that is appropriately wired can become a location for mediated instruction
and distributed learning... (Executive Vice Chancellor Broad to the
Presidents, June 18, 1996)

An important part of the solution is to measure campus FTE capacity on an ASF/FTE
basis which recognizes that both traditional instructional space and instructional
support space can be used to provide or originate instruction.

The objectives of this new approach are:

(a) to provide standards that will more accurately measure the ability to
accommodate FTE and that are sensitive to each campus' unique mix of
instruction and pedagogy

(b) to provide incentives for each campus to manage and use space to best
meet the needs of its instructional program
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(c) to eliminate reliance on the current facility utilization reports which do not
accurately reflect the way instruction is carried out, and are not
considered effective as a management tool

(d) to streamline the capital outlay program justification process by
eliminating redundant enrollment related forms and to simplify methods
for evaluating capital outlay priorities

(e) to reduce the requirements for reporting changes to the campus space file
to the Chancellor's Office and to reduce the number of reconciliation
report edits associated with maintaining the space inventory.

Using the ASF/FTE model, a capacity for each campus will be established based upon
its inventory of ASF and the campus ratio of required ASF/FTE.  Application of the
model is described in the generic examples below.

1. Project to Accommodate Growth

A campus has a “Target Year” (target year is two years past projected
building occupancy) discipline deficit in science of 50,000 ASF and a
campuswide deficit in instructional space of 100,000 ASF. This expressed
need would qualify as a campus growth project for new space in the
science discipline.

2. Project for Discipline Specific Need

A campus has a “Target Year” deficit of 30,000 ASF in the humanities
discipline and a campuswide surplus of 100,000 ASF in instructional
space.  Since the discipline space is not highly specialized, the campus
would be expected to evaluate the renovation of existing surplus space to
accommodate the discipline space deficiency.

3. Specialized Space that is Functionally Obsolete (replacement projects)

A campus has a 20,000 ASF “Target Year” surplus of space in the
science discipline and a campuswide surplus of 50,000 ASF.  The
campus cannot justify new space for growth. However, the campus
science program is located in facilities that are “functionally obsolete”.
Existing space cannot be economically remodeled to accommodate the
specialized need in the science program, therefore construction of a
replacement facility for science laboratories may be in order.

4. Phase-out of Temporary Structures



6 Report of the Task Force on Facilities Planning and Utilization

It is the Board of Trustees’ policy to eliminate temporary structures from
The California State University campuses. In programming the phase-out
of temporary structures, secondary effects may involve the remodeling of
existing space, the construction of new space, or the combination of both.
Replacement projects should be scoped to accommodate all program
functions housed in the temporary space on a one-to-one basis and may
include new/remodeled space for enrollment growth.

Campus capacity based upon ASF/FTE will change when the model is run with new
data.  A campus-wide projection of space needs is developed by applying the most
recently reported campus mix of disciplines, levels, and types of instruction to the main
campus academic year FTE projections.  The space planning standards are applied to
these detailed projections of FTE to project required space needs that are aggregated
to campus space needs.  The space requirements are compared to the space inventory
to determine deficits or surpluses of space over the projection period.  Deficits provide
an indication of a need for a new space project.

Campus space deficits and surpluses are identified based upon FTE projected for
future years and the assumption of a constant mix of disciplines, levels and types of
instruction (the latest reported mix).  While such an assumption is warranted to identify
space deficit problems at the campus level, it is not necessarily the only assumption to
be used in planning specific projects (for either new space or for the replacement of
existing space).

Once the need for a project has been identified, each project must be treated uniquely.
In particular, subject to regular review procedures, the campus must be allowed to
deviate from its past experience in facility use and design the new project to
accommodate: (1) newly approved academic programs, (2) changes in the mix of the
level of instruction (lower division, upper division and graduate) and, especially, (3)
changes in the mix of the types of instruction to be delivered (lecture, laboratory,
mediated instruction, distributed learning, etc.).

The focus of the model is on-campus space needs.  It is recognized that mediated
instruction and distributed learning supported by electronic technology may
fundamentally change these on-campus space needs during the next decade.  The
model will continue to evolve as the effects of these developing technologies upon
capital needs (space and equipment) are more fully understood during the next
decade.

The ASF/FTE Model

The ASF/FTE model is contained in an EXCEL workbook.  The program calculates
space needs by applying the existing space planning standards to a given FTE
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distributed over disciplines, levels and types of instruction to generate the total
instructional space needs by campus.  Once the ASF requirement is determined, the
ASF/FTE required values are calculated directly.

Model specifications:

1. The model includes all state funded facilities.  The model includes an
instructional sector and four sub-models to account for general
administration, libraries, media, and plant operations.  (The space types
and associated codes that are included in the instructional sector model
and the sub-models are provided in Appendix C.)

2. The instructional sector model uses the fall Course Section Report (CSR)
data for campus total Full Time Equivalent Student (FTES) and FTES
distributions over HEGIS disciplines and instructional types (lecture, lower
division laboratory, upper division laboratory, graduate laboratory and
total graduate FTE, for graduate research).

3. The instructional sector model also uses the fall Course Section Report
data for campus total Full Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) and FTEF
distribution over HEGIS disciplines.

4. The instructional sector model uses the Space and Utilization Standards
approved in 1966 by the Coordinating Council for Higher Education (now
California Postsecondary Education Commission), as modified in March
1971 and June 1973 to calculate the amount of required instructional and
instructional support space in terms of ASF needed to accommodate the
total FTES and FTEF identified in the CSR.

5. The instructional sector model uses the “Space Standards Chart” in the
State University Administrative Manual (SUAM) for space formula
multipliers for level, type, and category of instruction, for graduate
research, for faculty and faculty administrative offices, and for
miscellaneous shops and storage.  (The chart is reproduced in Appendix
D.)

6. The instructional sector model:

(a) uses CSU system averages for all but one discipline to calculate
Instructional Activity ASF (see Appendix C for Use Codes assigned to
this category)  The exception is the instructional activity ASF added as
a need to those campuses that have a Fine and Applied Arts program.
These spaces include: little theaters, arena theaters, music practice
rooms, choral rehearsal rooms, instrument rehearsal rooms, dance
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studios, etc.  In order to adequately report the space need for the
instructional activity ASF in the discipline of Fine and Applied Arts, a
formula for the instructional activity ASF was derived by plotting the
existing instructional activity ASF against the current campus FTE and
applying linear regression to fit a straight line.  Also, in addition to the
above formula, the model adds a separate category for instructional
activity ASF to campuses that have large auditoriums.  In other words,
for this category, existing ASF (large auditorium) equals the need.

(b) assumes the existing ASF inventory of  space for Computer Access
Work Stations is 100% of the need.

(c) uses SUAM, Section VII, 9619 for Indoor PE (see Appendix E)

All of the equations used in the instructional sector model are in EXCEL format (See
Appendix F).

7. Separate ASF/FTE sub-models for administrative, library, media (including audio
visual and related services, and educational TV), and plant operations space
were developed in conjunction with the instructional sector model to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of campus space needs and requirements.  (The
administrative space codes included in the four sub-models are shown in
Appendix C, Table C-2.)

The Space and Facilities Data Base (SFDB) is used to collect existing space
data (ASF) on these four categories of space for the sub-models. The space
“need” for the sub-models is determined based upon existing standards or
derived guidelines based upon the standards for programming these types of
spaces as discussed below.

General Administration:  There are no existing up-to-date CSU space
standards for general administration.  The only space standards available
are in the "Restudy" document issued by the McConnell Committee in
1955.  These standards suggest substantially lower values of ASF/FTE
than is shown in the existing SFDB inventory.  This is understandable
because of the many functional areas that have been added to General
Administration since the Restudy standards were developed over forty
years ago.

The space requirement for General Administration is identified by formula.
Derivation of the formula was accomplished by plotting the existing
campus ASF/FTE for General Administration against campus FTE and
applying linear regression to fit a straight line  (see Appendix G).
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Libraries:  Existing library standards (SUAM Section VI 9065) were
approved by the Board of Trustees in September 1991. These standards
were graphed in the same manner as the general administration
standards (ASF/FTE vs. FTE enrollment).  Since the standards do not
contain library space recommendations for campuses below 8,000 FTE,
ASF/FTE for this range was considered constant.  ASF/FTE for campus
sizes between 8,001 and 10,000 FTE and between 10,001-25,000 are
derived from two linear equations fit to the standards. These formulas are
the basis for the "required" space shown for libraries in Table 2.  (Projects
in this category are planned to add capacity up to 10 years in advance.)
A graph plotting ASF/FTE against FTE illustrating the standards and the
linear functions are provided in Appendix G.

Media:  All media type space (HEGIS 90201, 90211, 90221, and 90231)
is identified separately in the SFDB.  The CSU does have space
standards for these types of spaces (see SUAM Section VI 9066). These
standards were used to determine campus media space needs.

Plant Operations:  All plant operations space (Code 90501) is identified
separately in the SFDB.  Plant operations or corporation yard space
standards are found in SUAM Section VI 9072.  Here again, the space
need can be represented by two linear lines, one for campuses up to
10,000 FTE, the other for 10,001-25,000 FTE.  These linear functions are
used to calculate  the plant operations space need. (Projects in this
category are planned to add capacity up to 10 years in advance.)  A
graph plotting ASF/FTE against FTE, illustrating the standards and the
functions are provided in Appendix G.

The instructional sector and the four sub-models provide a comprehensive view of
campus space needs.  Although the sub-models are also stated in terms of ASF/FTE, it
is important to understand that the direction of causation in the sub-models is from FTE
to ASF.  This direction cannot be reversed, i.e., an excess ASF in one of the sub-
models does not simply imply that additional FTE could be accommodated.  Such
excess capacity might be converted to space to accommodate FTE, but the space
would first have to be remodeled for instructional use.

To test the ASF/FTE model, the inventory of existing space from the SFDB is
compared to the model output/space requirement needs.  The results are shown in
Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Table 1 is the ASF summary by campus for all space categories for instructional use.
The broad categories of space represented in the table are: lecture, laboratory,
graduate research, instructional activity, faculty/faculty administrative, and existing
unreported instructional space.  Within these broad categories all support spaces are
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included.  For example, the lecture category includes lecture, seminar, lecture activity
and lecture service (see Appendix C, Table C-1 for the use codes included in the
instructional sector model).

The summary comparisons of “required” and “existing” space make it apparent where a
surplus or deficit exists within a broad category and are invaluable from the standpoint
of identifying the problem areas for instructional space on a campus.  To further identify
where a surplus or a deficiency occurs within the instructional sector model, it is
necessary to examine the detailed discipline comparisons provided by the model as
shown in Appendix H.

Table 2 is the ASF summary by campus of the four separate sub-models: general
administration, library, media space (including audio visual and related services, and
educational TV), and plant operations.  Here, as in Table 1, campus ASF and ASF/FTE
is calculated as “required” for each of the four sub-model categories and compared to
the "existing" space as reported through the SFDB.  These four categories of space are
FTE driven but they are not discipline oriented.  They can be used independently to
evaluate needs in each of the four categories.  They can also be viewed as
components of a total ASF/FTE model (instructional sector plus the four sub-models) to
provide a complete and comprehensive basis for the evaluation of campus space
needs.

Table 3 summarizes the campus totals from Table 1 and Table 2 for permanent ASF
required in terms of the model as compared to the existing ASF shown in the SFDB.
Table 3 also shows the “required” and “existing “ in terms of ASF/FTE.

IV  Comparison of Campus Capacities Based Upon the ASF/FTE Approach
with Capacity Based upon Existing Stations

Table 4 provides a comparison of campus FTE capacities calculated using the
ASF/FTE approach (column 5) and capacities based upon spring 1997 station counts
in the Space and Facilities Data Base (column 6).  The data are also shown in terms of
the resultant ASF/FTE (columns 7 and 8, respectively).

For purposes of the comparison, both capacity definitions include FTE generated in the
“other earned” category (this is basically non-scheduled instruction or instruction that is
scheduled outside regular classrooms and class laboratories - it includes such
activities as student teaching, graduate thesis, guided reading, and research projects).

The FTE input data for the ASF/FTE model includes this “other earned” FTE from the
Course Section Report (CSR), fall 1996.  The ASF output from the model, therefore,
includes provision for “other earned” FTE, e.g., in terms of support space.  In order to
make a valid comparison between the model capacity values and the station capacity
values, the station capacity values must be adjusted upward to include this “other
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earned” FTE.  This is reasonable since “other earned” FTE is currently accommodated
by each campus, but, traditionally not counted as part of the campus physical capacity.










