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Space Assessment Process

®  Data collection + field verification
Facilities, enrollment, course schedule

" Existing space distribution
By space use type

" (Classroom + class laboratory utilization
Space use, stations, scheduling

"= Summary of Space Distribution and Utilization
Assessment

Next:
B Stakeholder sessions
President, VPs, Deans, Directors

" Classroom demand

Translate contact hours to model room
count

B Space assessment + needs prioritization
Baseline year + future scenarios

" Findings + outcomes

Presentation of prioritization and critical
needs




Existing Space Distribution

Lecture
Laboratory
Other Instructional Space

Special Instruct Support Space 130,723
Miscellaneous Space 150,466

TOTAL NASF 1,620,034
21,872 Student FTE

Space per Student FTE = 74 NASF




INSTRUCTIONAL SPACES

Lecture Rooms
Jeaching Laboratories



FTE Capacity v. Actual Total FTEs Taught

College Year Annualized Full-Time EBEquivalent Students (FTES) 6,/20/2018
California State Polytechnic University, Fomona

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

1) C5U FTES Capacity for Campus = ® 17,993.00 1829200 18,292.00
Z2) C5U Resident FTES Target 17, 356.00 17, 756.00 18,294 .00 18,586.00 18,714.00
3) Campus total FTES Goal 18,244 .00 18,769.00 19,794 .00 20.870.00 2144330
4} Actual total FTES Taught 18,825.00 19.897.00 19,730.00 2137690 2187220

Percent of Capacity 110% 117™% 120%

1) C5U FTES Capacity for Campus is a calculation used in the analysis of new space needs
* If necessary, older figures could be researched.
21 C5U Resident FTES Target is budget teaching expectation for California resident students

3) Campus total FTES Goal is planned teaching expectation for all students, resident plus non-resident AGtUﬂI Tﬂtﬂl FrES Tﬂ Ught
4) Actual total FTES Taught is final college-year gutcome 25 000
. +2%
Prepared by Academic Research and Resources +6% 1% +8% o
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0
Overall a 16% Increase over 5 years ;

201314 201415 201516 201617  2017-18



Scheduled Use
Lecture Rooms
by Day + Time
Fall 2017

SCHEDULED
LECTURE ROOMS
ONLY

DRAFT




Scheduled Use
Lecture Rooms
by Day + Time
Fall 2017

SCHEDULED
LECTURE
ROOMS
ONLY

DRAFT




Preliminary
Utilization
Lecture Rooms
by Building
Fall 2017

SCHEDULED
ONLY

® CPP Fall 2017 data has no
scheduled courses in 7 lecture
rooms included in Facilities data

" We show 12 more rooms than
APD791 PO-Utilization Report
counts (800 seats)

® Utilization is close to internal
APD791 PO-Utilization Report
calculations

" 87% of Utilization Targets

CSU Utilization Targets:

Lecture

53

66%

34.98




Preliminary Utilization by Teaching Lab Type
Fall 2017

SCHEDULED TEACHING LABS ONLY

CSU Utilization Targets: Lower Division Lab | 27.5 85% 23.37

Upper Division Lab 22.0 80% 17.60

We show 3 fewer Labs than APD791 PO-Utilization Report (1 seat less)

e Utilization is close to internal APD791 PO-Utilization Report calculations
* 122% of LD Utilization Targets

135% of UD Utilization Targets




Lecture Utilization + Capacity Summary

Percent of CSU Utilization Target
The major difference between ASG’s calculations and CSU’s is the Weekly 100%

Room/Contact Hours. ASG’s Weekly Room Hours are based on real time in

90%

the space and CSU’s Weekly Contact Hours are based on an entered hour. 0%

R 70%

Fall Termm 2017 MNASF per Room 60%
Lecture Station Hours

50%

ASG Lecture - All Rooms 165 17 380  730% 208 40%

ASG Lecture - Only Scheduled 158 17 400  77.0% 30.5 30%

CSU Utilization Targets n/a n/a 530  66.0% 350 20%

10%

APD791 LAO. Report 153 7,206 n/a 425  76.0% 323 0%

ASG - All ASG - Only APDT91
Rooms Scheduled LA.O. Report



Lecture Utilization + Capacity Summary

Percent of CSU Utilization Target
The major difference between ASG’s calculations and CSU’s is the Weekly

100%
Room/Contact Hours. ASG’s Weekly Room Hours are based on real time in 90%
the space and CSU’s Weekly Contact Hours are based on an entered hour. 0%
R 70%

Fall Term 2017 MASF per Room 60%
Lecture Station Hours

50%
ASG Lecture - All Rooms 165 17 380  730% 298 20%
ASG Lecture - Only Scheduled 158 17 400  77.0% 305 30%
CSU Utilization Targets n/a n/a 530  66.0% 350 20%

10%
APD791 LAO. Report 153 7,206 n/a 425  76.0% 323 0%

ASG-All  ASG-Only/ APD791
Rooms Scheduleg" LA.O. Report
Fall Term 2017 Total FTE
Lecture FTE Capacity Stations | Capacity
FP_CAP_FAC_PT Permanent 7,206 16,790
FP_CAP_FAC_PT Temporary 766 1,785
CPP FTE Capacity 7,972 18575 FTE Capacity = 18,575

ASG from Facilities File 8006 18654 233 Lecture FTEs* = 20,742 or of Capacity

Difference 24 79 *from APD53 PGM APD76 Course Section Report for Fall 2017




Laboratory Utilization + Capacity Summary

Percent of CSU Utilization Target
Weekly Weekly
Fall Term 2017 Room Total MNASF per Room % Station | Station
Laboratory Count Stations Station Hours Occupancy | Hours
62

140%
120%
ASG Laboratory - All Rooms 178 3,496 19.0 101.0% 226 110%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 153 3,109 61 230 117.0% 254 100%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 90%
Lower Division 50 1,059 56 26.0 113 .0% 286 20%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 70% 1359%
Upper Division 103 2 050 63 210 119.0% 238 600 1229% 128%
CSU Lower Division Utilization 50%
Targets n/a n/a 27.5 85.0% 23.4 A0%
CSU Upper Division Utilization 30%
Targets n/a n/a 220 R0.0% 176 20%
APDT91 LA.O. Report 181 3,497 n/a 235 1085% 255 10%
0%

130%
ASG - Only ASG-0Only APD791 LAO.
Scheduled LD Scheduled UP Report

&




Laboratory Utilization + Capacity Summary

Percent of CSU Utilization Target

Weekly 140%
Fall Term 2017 Room Total MNASF per % Station | Station 130%
Laboratory Count Stations Station Occupancy | Hours
120%
AS(G Laboratory - All Rooms 178 3,496 62 190 101 .0% 226 110%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 153 3,109 61 230 117.0% 254 100%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 90%
Lower Division 50 1,059 56 260 113 .0% 286 20%
ASG Laboratory - Only Scheduled 70% 1359%
Upper Division 103 2,050 63 210 1190% 238 60% 1229 128%
CSU Lower Division Utilization 50%
Targets n/a n/a 275 85.0% 234 A0%
CSU Upper Division Utilization 30% :
Targets n/a n/a 220 B0.0% 176 20% ‘
APDT91 LA.O. Report 181 3,497 n/a 235 1085% 255 10% ‘
0%
ASG - Only ASGAOnly APD791LAO.
Scheduled LD Scheduled UP Report
Fall Term 2017
Laboratory FTE Capacity
FP_CAP_FAC_PT Lower Division
FP_CAP_FAC_PT Upper Division
CPP FTE Capacity 3,497 1511
ASG from Facilities File .
Lower Division 1,132 580 052 FrE Ca paCIty - 1,51 1
e = — o u
ASG from Facilties File Lab FTEs* = 1,253 or { 83% ) of Capacity
Upper Division 2,364 Q22 0.35

*from APD53 PGM APD76 Course Section Report for Fall 2017
ASG CPP FTE Capacity 3,496 1511

Difference (1) (0)



Why the disconnect between percent of capacity and the
percent of utilization targets?

" Only 77% of the Lecture/Seminar FTEs are being taught in Lecture facilities
" Nine percent of the Lecture/Seminar FTEs are being taught in Lab facilities
" The nine percent represents 145% of the existing FTEs being taught in Lab facilities

Analysis of Courses Held in Lecture Facilities

Weekly

Weekly

Analysis of Courses held in Laboratory Facilities

Weekly

Weekly

Mo. of Room Contact Student Mo. of Room Contact Student
Sections Hours Hours FTEs Sections Hours Hours FTEs
Lecture/Seminar Courses Lecture/Seminar Courses
scheduled in Lecture Facilities 1,700 6,110 6,191.00 1598837 scheduled in Lab Facilities 310 a08 91950 1,816.73
Laboratory Courses scheduled in Laboratory Courses scheduled in
Lecture Facilities 28 a5 92.00 5202 Teaching Lab Facilities 590 2,184 2,186.00 1,02194
Activity Courses scheduled in Activity Courses scheduled in
Lecture Facilities 28 58 57.00 4333 Teaching Lab Facilities 99 408 408.00 28432
Independent Study courses

Independent 5tudy courses scheduled in Teaching Lab
scheduled in Lecture Facilities 13 36 39.00 63.26 Facilities 1 1 2.00 0.40

TOTAL 1,769 6,289 637900 16,147 88 TOTAL 1,000 3,501 3,515 50 3,123 .39



Instructional Capacity Outcome

Capacities are from the FP_CAP_FAC_PT
Total FTE

Seats Capacity

Lecture Rooms 7,972 18,575
Teaching Labs 3,497 1511
L ower Division 1,132 hE9
Upper Division 2 365 L
TOTAL 11,469 20,086

FTE Capacity

8%

0%

10%

20% 30%
Teaching Labs

92%

40% 90%

W Lecture Rooms

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%



Instructional Capacity Outcome

Percent of Capacity 83% 112%

FTE Capacity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 90% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Teaching Labs = Lecture Rooms



Instructional Capacity Outcome

Percent of FTE Capacity 207% 87%

Actual FTEs per Instructional Space Type

Percent of FTE Capacity 83% 112%

Course FTEs per APDB Reporting

FTE Capacity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 90% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Teaching Labs = Lecture Rooms



FTE Capacity v. Actual Total FTEs Taught

College Year Annualized Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES)
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona

2013-14 2014-15
1) C5U FTES Capacity for Campus = =
2) G5l Resident FTES Target 17,356.00 17, 756.00
3) Campus total FTES Goal 18,244.00 18,769.00
4) Actual total FTES Taught 18 82500 19 897.00

2015-16

17,993.00
18,294.00
19,794.00
19,730.00

110%

2016-17

18,292.00
18,586.00
20,870.00
21376.90

117%

6/20/2018

2017-18

18,292.00
18,714.00
2144330
2187220

120%

Percent of Capacity

1) C5U FTES Capacity for Campus is a calculation used in the analysis of new space needs

*= If necessary, older figures could be researched.

21 G5l Resident FTES Target is budget teaching expectation for California resident students

31 Campus total FTES Goal is planned teaching expectation for all students, resident plus non-resident

4) Actual total FTES Taught is final college-year outcome

Frepared by Academic Research and Resources

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

2,000

2013-14

Actual Total FTEs Taught

2014-15

-1%

2015-16

+8%

2016-17

+2%

> TR
21 872

2017-18



Summary of Data Themes

" FTE generation is against contact hours that don’t always equal to
actual scheduled time or weekly room hours

" FTEs generated by Course Component do not match the physical
facility in which the course is taught

" There are spaces classified as instructional that have no
scheduled use where the seat counts are contributing to capacity
and reducing reported utilization

" Some physical spaces are not classified per current use because
it’s an arduous process to get acceptance from the system




www.thesamiapp.com

SITE: www.thesamiapp.com

CPP ID: Planning Team
CPP PASSWORD: greengoldCPP17




CLASSROOM SIZE + LEARNING MODALITIES

Improving Instructional Space



ASF/Student Station for Classroom Learning Modalities

15 = CSU Standard for Lecture w/tablet-arm chairs
20 = CSU Standard for Lecture w/tables + chairs

17 = CPP Average
ASF/Station

16 18 30

Passive Active
Faculty-Directed

Student-Centered

I Case-Based

Problem-Based
Collaborative

Peer Tutoring

Didactic Heuristic




FORWARD FACING
TABLET ARM CHAIRS = 15 SF/SEAT



FORWARD FACING
CHAIRS + TABLES IN ROWS = 20 SF/SEAT



ASF/Student Station for Classroom Learning Modalities

15 = CSU Standard for Lecture w/tablet-arm chairs
20 = CSU Standard for Lecture w/tables + chairs

17 = CPP Average
ASF/Station CPP Goal?

16 18 24 30

Passive Active
Faculty-Directed

Student-Centered

I Case-Based

Problem-Based
Collaborative

Peer Tutoring

Didactic Heuristic




CHALLENGES TO LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS



CHALLENGES:

EDUCATIONAL PARADIGM SHIFT



CHALLENGES:

EMERGING TECHNOLOGY



PRINCIPLES OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS



PEDAGOGICAL APPROACHES

Collaborative activities foster
communication, critical

thinking and problem solving
SKills.




“Neuroscientists confirm students today are

digital natives so we must reframe/reinvent the
educational system to teach students new skills
which will give them the

capacity to innovate

To do this, our learning environments must
facilitate skills such as critical thinking, problem
solving, teamwork and imagination so that our
students can excel in the 21st century.”

Dr. Nancy Grasmick



FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

PEDAGOGY

— Formal Learning Environment

TECHNOLOGY §




LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENT SUCCESS

STU

A‘isly
LEARNspace

depth

LEARNspace
width



LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENT SUCCESS

STU

Aisly Ay
LEARNspace 18-24
deptl/ W

LEARNspace 30"
width



LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS FOR STUDENT SUCCESS



COLLABORATIVE LEARNING

 Active Learning
e Team/Collaborative Learning

e PBL (Problem Based Learning)

e SCALE UP
(Student Centered Active Learning Environments with Upside Down Pedagogies)



COLLABORATIVE PEDAGOGICAL MODULES

Plan

Abstract
Pedagogical
Modules

Collaborative
Groups



ONE SPACE ACCOMODATES VARYING APPROACHES

850 NASF / 24 STU = 35 SF/STU



LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS
FORMAT DRIVES ASF/STU



Learning Environment
Space Attributes

Quantitative / Measurable

e Universal or Inclusive Design
* Accessibility

* Flexible / Mobile Furniture
* Proportion & Scale

e SightLines

* Acoustics

e Lighting

* Thermal Comfort

* Materials & Finishes

e Durability & Maintainability
* Technology Implementation



TRADITIONAL LECTURE HALL
FIXED SEAT, TABLET ARM = 10-14 SF/SEAT



LECTURE HALL, FORWARD FACING
TABLES IN ROWS + MOVABLE CHAIRS = 24 SF/SEAT

Rice Hall, Olsson Auditorium
School of Engineering and Applied Science



24



LECTURE HALL, FORWARD FACING + COLLABORATIVE
TABLES IN ROWS + MOVABLE CHAIRS = 24 SF/SEAT



LECTURE HALL, FORWARD FACING + COLLABORATIVE
TABLES IN ROWS + MOVABLE CHAIRS = 24 SF/SEAT



LARGE LECTURE HALL, FORWARD FACING + COLLABORATIVE
TABLES IN ROWS + MOVABLE CHAIRS = 20 SF/SEAT Georse Washington University



CLASSROOM, FLAT FLOOR, FLEXIBLE
NODE CHAIRS = 20-22 SF /SEAT University of Delaware

Science & Engineering Building



CLASSROOM, FLAT FLOOR, FLEXIBLE
NODE CHAIRS = 20-22 SF /SEAT University of Delaware

Science & Engineering Building



CLASSROOM, FORWARD FACING + FLEXIBLE
COLLABORATIVE TABLES = 23-25 SF/PERSON



CLASSROOM, FORWARD FACING + FLEXIBLE
COLLABORATIVE TABLES = 23-25 SF/PERSON



LEARNING LAB, MULTIPLE FRONTS
COLLABORATIVE TABLES + TECHNOLOGY = 25-30 SF/PERSON



LEARNING LAB, MULTIPLE FRONTS
COLLABORATIVE TABLES + TECHNOLOGY = 26-30 SF/PERSON



LEARNING STUDIO, MULTIPLE FRONTS
COLLABORATIVE TABLES + TECHNOLOGY = 30 SF/PERSON Claude Moore Hall

Medical Education Learning Studio



30



Q+A / DISCUSSION




NEXT STEPS

Fall 2018 Semester Utilization Analysis
Classroom Demand Study
Academic Stakeholder Sessions

Space Needs Assessment








