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Kent Collins,  Gary VanZandbergen
A.   Discussions

Discussion was led by Steve W. and centered around the master planning process as experienced at the University of Chicago.
· Current efforts are pointed at a master plan (for decades) that will accommodate a 40% increase in square footage between 2000 and 2030 or 2040 noting that the time frame is less important than the vision
· Skidmore Owings & Merrill was retained in summer of 2007 to develop a physical plan with emphasis on the following “layers”:

· Capacity – of the land and space, existing building use efficiency, is current building capacity appropriate?

· Campus – qualitative vs quantitative – this is not just programmatic,how does each project enhance the experience without compromising the future?  Don’t compromise the future by meeting short term goals.  Must ask the right questions for this to succeed.
· Community – how do we deal with the surrounding communities, partnerships

· Alignment of physical plant with:

·  internal relationships/area functions

· Infrastructure

· Circulation

· Pedestrian zones

· Parking, traffic & transportation
· Program

· Historical resources

· Design guidelines (by zones)

· Siting

· Massing

· Open space

· Keep in mind that master planning is a process, consider the logistics:

· Keep committee small/lean with outreach to stakeholders
· Consultant role should be from a physical and programmatic perspective

· How will it be administered?

· Who will have approval authority?

· How will this plan be communicated?

· What are the deliverables and format for the master plan?

· Narrative is needed to explain the plan, connect past and future
· Don’t get lost in the weeds of data, make assumptions and document them, then look at it from the 40,000’ level

· There are two parallel iterative processes involved

· Detail of requirements vs available resources

· Higher level master planning

· The master plan should present a vision for the next +20 years, and be revisited every +5 years with interim involvement being limited to when new facilities are planned
· Scope, cost, and schedule of consultant work:

· From Aug, 2007 to March, 2008, SOM effort was 3 to 4 people working 10 to 20 hours/wk total for a fee of $500K.  Approximately 1/3 of this was presentation work.

· Input to SOM consisted of goals and existing plans and data, collaborative relationships.

· Phil Lindquist was SOM lead.

· The last 1.5 years, working with Steve, has concentrated on further development of 2 of the zones.

B.    Action Items

· Bruce will contact Argonne to understand their process and request copy of their master plan.
C.   Next Meeting
· September 28
· Potential agenda items:

· Task force charter
Randy
· Talk on heritage

Ed
· Existing Capacity
Randy
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