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S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G

 Studying  is “The 
Application of Mental 
Faculties to the Acquisition 
of Knowledge”

 Planning is “The Process of 
Formulating a Program of 
Action”

Intellectual Curiosity

Targeted New Reality



S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G

 Planning is “The Process of Formulating a 
Program of Action”
» Action => Investment
» Investment

• Value
• Risk

Maximize

Mitigate

Value Mitigates Risk



 Supply / Demand Risk
 Price / Value Risk
 Demographic Risk
 Alternative Product Risk
 Culture Evolution Risk
 Financing Risk 
 Operating Cost Risk
 Management Risk

STUDYING VS. PLANNING

Key Risk Categories

Predictive Analytics 
are the Foundation 

of a Solid Risk 
Mitigation Plan



 Residual Land Value

 Strategic Asset Value

Understanding Value – two types

Residence halls, recreation centers, 
student unions and related mixed-use 
facilities are perfect targets for value 
creation because they generate 
revenue.

STUDYING VS. PLANNING



Residual Land Value

Demand

Ideal Program
(Cost)

Debt Capacity
(Value)

Value must exceed cost

S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G



NOI = Net Operating Income (Revenue less Mandatory Operating Expenses)

Cap Rate  = (Cost of Debt x % of Debt) + (Cost of Equity x % of Equity)

Example: (6.25% x .75) + (8.5% x .25) = 6.81%

Calculating Residual Value

Dividing the NOI by the Cap Rate yields the project’s capitalized value.

S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G



Example:  NOI = $1,000,000 

Cap Rate  = 6.81% 

Value = $14,678,899  ($1,000,000 / 6.81%)

Calculating Residual Value

Project cost  = $13,900,000 

Residual Value = $778,899 ($14,678,899 ‐ $13,900,000) 

Subtracting Project Cost from Project Value Determines Residual Value.

S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G



Strategic Asset Value

 Educational Outcomes

 Enrollment Management

 Campus Community

Strategic Asset Value Generates Institutional 
Will & Defines Required Financial Performance

S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G



Institutional Debt Capacity Dynamics

 Marginal Debt Capacity Decreases with 
Increased Debt.

 Revenue Generating Projects with Positive 
Residual Value Increase Debt Capacity.

 High Value Strategic Assets Increase Debt 
Capacity and Credit Quality Over time. 

S T U DY I N G  V S .  P L A N N I N G



MANAGING OUTCOMES

The future is not a result of choices 

among alternative paths offered by the 

present, but a place that is created-

created first in the mind and will, created 

next in activity. The future is not some 

place we are going to, but one we are 

creating. The paths are not to be found, 

but made, and the activity of making 

them, changes both the maker and the 

destination
John Schaar



» Concept / Mission
» Market Demand / Facility Program
» Facility Program / Site
» Site / Budget
» Program / Budget
» Quality / Budget
» Program / Patron Capacity
» Patron Capacity / Revenue Projections
» Revenues / Market Depth
» Budget / Cost
» Cost / Debt Capacity
» Revenues / Expenses
» Debt Capacity / Expenses
» Mission / Risk Tolerance
» Risk Tolerance / Ownership Structure 
» Ownership Structure / Capitalization 
» Capitalization / Risk Capacity

Defining 
feasibility in the 
context of value 
maximization

It’s a 
reconciliation 
process

MANAGING OUTCOMES



“Projectization” Continuum

OBJECTIVES INITIATIVES PLANS PROJECTS PROGRAMS

Broad 
Project 

Concepts

Strategic 
Positioning of 

Assets

Public 
Affirmation of
Institutional 
Commitment

Implementable 
Projects

Architectural 
Program

Site Designation

Funded Budget

Financial Plan

Resource 
Allocation Plans

Mission-Based 
Project Charter

Strategic 
Asset Value 

Analysis

Targeted New 
Reality

Preliminary 
Conceptual 
Scenarios

General Scope

Preliminary 
Budgets

Plan Concepts

Preliminary 
Site Options

Preliminary 
Program

Series of 
Interdependent

Projects 
Implemented in 

Concert

Concurrent 
Implementation 

of New 
Operational 

Capacity

AND/OR

MANAGING OUTCOMES



» Stakeholder Interviews
» Demographic Analysis
» Intercept Interviews
» Strategic Asset Value 

Analysis (SAV) / Visioning

» Concept / Mission
» Market Demand / Facility Program
» Facility Program / Site
» Site / Budget
» Program / Budget
» Quality / Budget
» Program / Patron Capacity
» Patron Capacity / Revenue Projections
» Revenues / Market Depth
» Budget / Cost
» Cost / Debt Capacity
» Revenues / Expenses
» Debt Capacity / Expenses
» Mission / Risk Tolerance
» Risk Tolerance / Ownership Structure 
» Ownership Structure / Capitalization 
» Capitalization / Risk Capacity

OBJECTIVES

MANAGING OUTCOMES



» Focus Group Interviews
» Quick & Dirty Program & 

Financial Modeling
» Competitive Context 

Analysis

» Concept / Mission
» Market Demand / Facility Program
» Facility Program / Site
» Site / Budget
» Program / Budget
» Quality / Budget
» Program / Patron Capacity
» Patron Capacity / Revenue Projections
» Revenues / Market Depth
» Budget / Cost
» Cost / Debt Capacity
» Revenues / Expenses
» Debt Capacity / Expenses
» Mission / Risk Tolerance
» Risk Tolerance / Ownership Structure 
» Ownership Structure / Capitalization 
» Capitalization / Risk Capacity

OBJECTIVES INITIATIVES

MANAGING OUTCOMES



» Web-based Survey
» Demand-based 

Programming (DBP)
» Comparable Facilities 

Analysis / Supply Inventory
» Detailed Financial Model

» Concept / Mission
» Market Demand / Facility Program
» Facility Program / Site
» Site / Budget
» Program / Budget
» Quality / Budget
» Program / Patron Capacity
» Patron Capacity / Revenue Projections
» Revenues / Market Depth
» Budget / Cost
» Cost / Debt Capacity
» Revenues / Expenses
» Debt Capacity / Expenses
» Mission / Risk Tolerance
» Risk Tolerance / Ownership Structure 
» Ownership Structure / Capitalization 
» Capitalization / Risk Capacity

OBJECTIVES INITIATIVES PLANS

MANAGING OUTCOMES



» Enhanced Financial Modeling
» Site Selection
» Analysis of Financing & 

Ownership Options
» Sensitivity Analyses / Initial 

Value Engineering
» Project Cash Flow Analysis

» Concept / Mission
» Market Demand / Facility Program
» Facility Program / Site
» Site / Budget
» Program / Budget
» Quality / Budget
» Program / Patron Capacity
» Patron Capacity / Revenue Projections
» Revenues / Market Depth
» Budget / Cost
» Cost / Debt Capacity
» Revenues / Expenses
» Debt Capacity / Expenses
» Mission / Risk Tolerance
» Risk Tolerance / Ownership Structure 
» Ownership Structure / Capitalization 
» Capitalization / Risk Capacity

OBJECTIVES INITIATIVES PLANS PROJECTS

MANAGING OUTCOMES



U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D

The Importance of Knowledge

“The greatest impediment to progress is not 
ignorance, but the illusion of knowledge.”

“What get us in trouble is not what we don’t 
know, it’s what we know for certain that just 
ain’t so.”

Albert Einstein

Yogi Berra



U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D

 Market and Submarket Size & Composition
 Current Behavior by Demographic Characteristics
 Preference Schedules by Submarket
 Aversion Schedules by Submarket
 Supply Inventory & Characteristics
 Supply Performance
 Barriers to New Entries 

What Is Knowable?



P

Q

Demand is Product Specific
-- Neighborhood Attributes
-- Location
-- Configuration / Features / Amenities
-- Quality / Services
-- Reputation

Student Housing

U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



P

Q

Value Equation Drives Choices
 High Cost / High Value

 Moderate Cost / Moderate Value

 Low Cost / Low Value

U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



P

Q

Changes in population, 
consumer tastes, 
popular culture, 
alternative products, 
product enhancements 
and the economy shift 
demand.

P-1

Q-1Q-2

Demand vs. The Quantity Demanded

U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



P

Q

Unrealized revenue.

P-2

P-1

Q

Vacant beds (revenue loss /Unrealized strategic 
value) 

U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



U N D E R S TA N D I N G  D E M A N D



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G

 Product & Market Segment Specific Capture Rates

 Patron Flow by Day-part and Activity

 The Impact on Behavior (sales & use) from changes in 
Market Conditions

 The Approval Rate for a Student Referendum

What Can Be Predicted?

Predictive Analytics & Predictive Modeling





P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



 What’s the Problem?

Students Dormitories Suites Apartments

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Total Demand

Total

Seniors

Grads / Profs

Total Supply

Differential

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Class
First 
Filter

Trad’l 
Beds

Freshmen 4,474 3,003
Sophomores 3,788 2,317
Juniors

5,325 3,381

Total

Seniors

Grads / Profs

3,639 2,423

1,9562,824 

20,050 13,080

 Demand Allocation Strategy - SAV #1 

Single 
Apts.Total

Fam. 
Apts.Suite
Special
Special
Special
Special
Special

1st
2nd
2nd
2nd
2nd

1st
1st
1st
1st

1st
1st
1st
1st

Excl’d Excl’d

Second 
Filter
1,473
1,203

1,800
1,214

1,383

7,073

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Students Traditional Suites Single Apts.

Freshmen 2,619 0 0
Sophomores 247 345 440
Juniors

138 398 719

Total Demand

Total

Seniors

Grads / Profs

Total Supply

Differential

208 406278

342131132 

2,689
1,198
1,037

1,517

7,498

4,445

(3,053)

3,344 1,152

3,736

392 (945) (1,832)

207 75

1,907

 Target Market Demand 

1,057

Fam. Apts.
70

166

262

145

452

(668)

427

1,095

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Class
First 
Filter

Trad’l 
Beds

Freshmen 4,474 3,803
Sophomores 3,788 2,317
Juniors

5,325 3,381

Total

Seniors

Grads / Profs

3,639 2,423

1,9562,824 

20,050 13,880

 Demand Allocation Strategy - SAV #2 

Single 
Apts.Total

Fam. 
Apts.Suite
Special
Special
Special
Special
Special

1st
2nd
2nd
2nd
2nd

1st
1st
1st
1st

1st
1st
1st
1st

Excl’d Excl’d

Second 
Filter
3,803
1,203

1,800
1,214

1,383

9,403

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Students Traditional Suites Single Apts.

Freshmen 3,803 0 0
Sophomores 247 345 440
Juniors

138 398 719

Total Demand

Total

Seniors

Grads / Profs

Current Supply

Differential

208 406278

342131132 

2,689
1,198
1,037

1,517

8,682

4,445

(4,237)

4,528 1,152

3,736

(792) (945) (1,832)

207 75

1,907

 Target Market Demand – SAV #2 

1,057

Fam. Apts.
70

166

262

145

452

(668)

427

1,095

2010 Supply 6,9904,500 720 1,470 300

Differential (1,692)(432) (437) (795)(28)

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Factors
Type of Activity => Unit Category
 Activity Duration => Patron Turnover per Period
Time / Frequency From Survey Data

Products
 Projected Demand ‐ Number of Users by Time of Day
 Projected Demand – Facility Size Based on Patron Flow

D e m a n d - B a s e d  P r o g r a m m i n g  ( D B P )
PREDICTIVE MODELING



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G
How many times/week How many workouts/time window

Number of Users Square Footage Needed

New Year’s 
Resolution 
Discount

Overlap 
Discount



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G
Depth = Student 
Responses Who 
Will Use the 
Facility
At Least Two 
Times a Week

Thus, Activity is 
Critical to Their Life 
Styles



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G
Breadth = Student 
Responses Who 
Will Use the Facility 
at Least Sometimes

Thus, Activity is 
Important to 
Campus Life



3rd Priority

4th Priority

2nd Priority

1st Priority

5th Priority

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G

If basketball is elevated from third to second priority, need jumps to 9 – 11 courts!  



P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G

 Schools included in comparison Group
» Indiana
» Illinois
» Iowa
» Michigan 
» Ohio State

D e v e l o p i n g  J u d g m e n t  C a p a c i t i e s  



BRAILSFORD & DUNLAVEY

PREDICTIVE MODELING

Minnesota
High Low Average Depth

59.7% 40.1% 51.4% 57.7%
48.7% 34.9% 43.9% 46.0%
59.2% 40.8% 47.8% 43.5%
37.8% 20.2% 27.1% 26.6%
23.4% 17.3% 21.3% 22.6%
16.7% 12.0% 13.6% 13.7%
18.2% 5.6% 11.0% 9.5%
8.7% 4.6% 6.6% 8.7%
8.9% 3.6% 6.1% 8.5%

13.7% 7.7% 10.6% 8.0%
15.2% 4.0% 9.9% 7.5%
9.5% 4.3% 6.7% 6.7%
5.7% 2.6% 3.5% 5.7%
6.5% 3.5% 5.2% 4.7%
7.8% 4.4% 5.2% 4.7%
7.4% 3.9% 6.1% 4.2%

10.1% 1.9% 4.1% 2.5%
2.0% 0.4% 1.2% 1.2%

Source 
Data

Depth Comparison



BRAILSFORD & DUNLAVEY

PREDICTIVE MODELING

Minnesota
High Low Average Breadth

82.1% 63.5% 77.0% 82.1%
82.6% 62.8% 74.3% 73.9%
77.9% 59.8% 70.1% 72.6%
70.8% 39.7% 53.6% 54.2%
54.5% 37.2% 48.3% 51.5%
50.9% 29.0% 40.2% 45.0%
57.0% 18.1% 38.9% 40.0%
67.3% 22.2% 42.7% 38.6%
40.9% 19.9% 31.7% 30.3%
49.4% 28.4% 36.0% 28.4%
31.5% 14.6% 25.0% 26.1%
25.6% 10.9% 19.0% 25.6%
30.9% 8.4% 21.6% 25.6%
35.7% 17.5% 25.9% 24.1%
23.1% 6.4% 15.7% 23.1%
25.8% 9.4% 18.8% 17.7%
43.2% 6.2% 18.5% 15.7%
10.4% 3.1% 7.6% 9.5%

Source 
Data

Breadth Comparison



BRAILSFORD & DUNLAVEY

PREDICTIVE MODELING

High Low Average Total Ratio
1.8 1.3 1.5 139.8% 1.4
1.7 1.4 1.6 117.4% 1.7
1.8 1.4 1.6 118.6% 1.6
2.4 1.7 2.0 80.8% 2.0
2.4 2.0 2.3 74.1% 2.3
3.4 2.3 3.0 58.7% 3.3
5.4 2.4 3.5 34.1% 3.0
3.2 2.4 2.8 34.3% 2.9
4.7 3.3 4.0 48.1% 4.1
7.2 3.8 5.3 34.5% 7.2
5.9 2.5 4.5 28.8% 4.0
5.4 3.2 4.1 47.5% 5.4
4.7 2.6 3.5 36.4% 3.6
4.2 3.2 3.7 32.8% 3.9
4.5 2.7 3.6 22.4% 3.7
6.8 3.9 5.0 28.8% 5.1
6.3 3.2 4.5 18.2% 6.3
8.8 3.9 6.8 10.7% 7.6

Minnesota

Source 
Data

Ratio Analysis



» 8.5 to 10.5 Gross Square Feet Per Student
 Small Residential Campuses Are Higher
 Large, Urban Non-traditional Campuses Are Lower

» Add 1 to 1.5 Gross Square Feet Per Employee

» Add 5 to 7.5 Gross Square Feet Per Alumni / Community 
Member

» Add for Non-redundant Academic & Athletic Spaces

» Subtract Usable Existing Spaces but Consider Sport Clubs & 
Efficiency of Existing Space

Some Quick Rules of Thumb

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



8.5 to 10.5 Gross Square Feet Per Student

 Projected Enrollment Growth

Residential / Commuter Mix

Unique Cultural Considerations

Some Quick Rules of Thumb

P R E D I C T I V E  M O D E L I N G



Q  &  A

College Planning & Management February 2011
“The 2011 College Construction Annual Report”



Q  &  A

Abramson, Paul. “Living on Campus ” 2010 College Housing Report. May 2010 www.webCPM.com.



Q  &  A


