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a) 
a) 

JFK Building Committee
Minutes –March 30, 2010
1. Call to Order: 3:30 PM
Present were Messieurs Noyes, Parent, Blazar, Daniels, Gaffney, Lyons and Pistorino. Mr. Durant joined the meeting in progress at 4:00 PM. Ms. Ducey was also present. Mr. D’Amelio was absent. Chris Simmler was present from PMA, and Messieurs Kretsch, Harris, and Sherwood were in attendance from OMR

2. Minutes to be Approved: March 16, 2010
On a motion by Mr. Parent, seconded by Ms. Ducey, the Committee voted by a margin of 9-0 to approve the minutes.

3. New Business:
OMR presented information regarding the following subject areas to the committee.

a) OMR activities since last meeting.

· Received Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report.

· OMR Met with Structural Engineer and Landscape Architect.

· Met with MSBA on 3/25/10 for Project Update.

· Met with Cost Estimator on 3/29/10.

· Developed additional design option variations.

b) MSBA Project Update Meeting Summary.

· Meeting included a successful review of the space summary and preliminary options and supported the plan of submitting the feasibility study draft on 4/09/10 with a meeting before the MSBA Facilities Sub-Committee on 4/21/10. Final submittal will be on 4/30/10 for the May 26, 2010 Board meeting.
c) Preliminary MA_CHPS Scorecard.

· A preliminary appraisal supports the attainment of a 2% credit by the accumulation of the requisite 34 points. 

d) Construction Phasing Issues.

· Various construction phasing plans were discussed depending on the size of the building, whether it was new or a renovation, what time of year construction commenced, whether or not CMAR was utilized, as well as other relevant factors.

4. Old Business:

a) Revised Program Space Summary per MSBA

b) Development of Selected Options.

· OMR led a comprehensive and exhaustive discussion of the various options as updated from the last meeting. 
The discussion commenced with a detailed examination of the Addition/Renovation Option (A), and noted several difficulties inherent in pursuing that course of action. The size of the building would have to be larger at approximately 122,000 ft2, it would have an inefficient arrangement of space, it would involve a complex and difficult construction phasing plan, and it would have very limited parking and access to service areas.
Option A (1), which represented a Renovation/Addition variation of Option A with a two-story classroom addition instead of a three-story addition was also discussed in detail, but the committee felt that it shared the same disadvantages as Option A.
OMR then presented Options C, C(1) and E, which represented a three-story, three “pod” new-build alternative; a two-story, three “pod” new-build alternative; and a two-story “stepped”  three “pod” alternative located at mid-site. There was a great deal of discussion among OMR, Committee members, and PMA, at the end of which a strong consensus emerged favoring Option C (1) because of its very efficient plan organization, minimal degree of necessary site work, excellent parking and service accessibility, and two-story pod arrangement. 

Following the discussion, Mr. Blazar made a motion that was seconded by Ms. Ducey to designate C(1) as the preferred alternative provided that there was no greater than a 5% differential in the cost estimate between it and any lesser-priced new-build alternative. The vote was unanimous in favor of the motion.

5. Next Steps:

a) The Committee set its next meeting for April 13, 2010 at 4:30 PM in order to review and approve any changes after the April 9 submission of the draft Feasibility Study and before the April 21 meeting of the Facilities Subcommittee.
6. Adjourn:

On a motion by Ms. Ducey, seconded by Mr. Parent, the Committee voted by a margin of 9-0 to adjourn at 5:10 PM. 


