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MEETING NOTES

	Meeting Date


	:
	March 11, 2010
	Project
	:
	UO Lewis Integrative Science Building 

	Author
	:
	Becca Cavell
	Job No.
	:
	THA Project 0810

	Re
	:
	Coordinating User Group – Design Development  Meeting 4




	Present:


	

	User Group Members

Lou Moses

Jim Hutchison

Helen Neville

Mike Haley

Mike Jefferis

Paul Dassonville

Mark Lonergan

Rich Linton

John Conery

Bruce Bowerman

CM/GC

Matt Pearson, LCL

Mark Butler, LC


	UO Representatives

Fred Tepfer

Emily Eng

Denise Stewart

Consultants

Marjorie Brown, HDR

Chuck Cassell, HDR

Regina Filipowicz, HDR

Thom Hacker, THA

Laurie Canup, THA

Becca Cavell, THA 

Kevin Dow, Glumac

Mitch Dec, Gluman




Summary Notes  
1. Becca outlined the agenda and goals for the meeting

2. Rich noted that the project budget remains at $60M.  The University has almost all the donor money secured, and plans to issue taxable bonds.  This will avoid any constraints on private partnerships in the future.

3. Chuck showed a series of images from the computer model illustrating the design of the technical labs.  Chuck also showed some photos of finished lab projects to illustrate the planned approach for finishes in the space.

· The animal facility will have stainless steel fixtures.

· Bamboo is the intended wood veneer in the remaining lab spaces.  A sample was passed around the group.

· The lab modules are planned with 25% of the casework being mobile, height adjustable and/or removable.

· Utility poles will distribute power, data and lab services on a 4’-0 module.

· Lab support spaces are glazed when feasible.

4. Laurie quickly reviewed the floor plans and elevations with the group, noting changes:

· The basement floor is now level with the adjacent ISC-1 lab space.

· The smoke evacuation system as shown is the worst case scenario – the team hopes to be able to reduce the height of the chimneys.

5. LCL outlined the cost estimate, which was based on the 70% DD drawing set.  

· The SD estimate was finalized at $46,313,000.

· Budget contingencies are carried to cover for future changes (discovery, escalation and design changes)

· At the end of the DD estimate and reconciliation process there is a very small split (1%) between LCL’s estimate and the parallel work by Rider Levitt Bucknell.  This is an exceptionally close result.

· The DD reconciled estimate number is $47,283,000M, prior to Value Engineering.  The VE target is approximately $1M

6. The design team, UO Planning and Facilities, and LCL have reviewed various VE and cost adjustment ideas and prices, and proposed a specific set of actions to bring the project within budget.  Matt outlined the proposals, the most significant of which include:

· Some items need to be added to the project and estimate: site improvements at Oregon Hall and sun shade support steel are the major items in this category.

· Eliminating proposed pre-cast jambs and replacing with brick

· Eliminating pre-cast terrazzo flooring and replacing with poured in place terrazzo (stair treads to remain pre-cast planks of the same material)

· Eliminating the ceilings in the dry labs, but continuing to carry an allowance for acoustical treatment.

· Aligning the floor of the basement labs with ISC-1

· Reducing the height of the building by 8 inches on two floors

· Adjusting escalation and design contingencies

· Reducing the number of animal racks by 50%

These changes bring the budget estimate into alignment.

7. The design team then summarized the current status of the sustainable goals for the project.

· Mitch confirmed that the building energy model is predicting an energy performance of 40% above code requirements.

· The project is required to meet LEED Silver equivalent.  The LEED scorecard currently shows enough “yes” and “maybe points (61 and 24 each) to likely achieve LEED platinum status (80 points).  Fred noted that a larger buffer may be required .  

· The scorecard points include 7 for solar hot water; this has been a possible cost adjustment target.  The current system design allowance is for 24 panels.  A larger 40 panel system would require a larger surge tank as well, but if the heating water load supported this, it would provide a higher percentage of on-site renewable energy and 3 more LEED points accordingly.  The carbon footprint would be smaller by reliance on on-site renewables rather than the steam source from the UO plant.  Mitch noted that the system should be carefully designed to avoid over-provision of hot water – this is the situation at the Living/Learning Center.  The solar hot water system has an excellent payback period of 10 years, with a 4 – 5.5% total energy reduction contribution.

· Laurie reviewed the cost of LEED, which will range from $300K to $450K for Platinum (to raise project from LEED silver equivalent baseline).  This includes the cost of the systems (eg solar panels), design fees and administrative costs.  A significant variable is the cost to administer the paperwork; HDR projects that UO would save significant money if a student is hired to manage this process.  

· Mitch noted that it is very rare to see this level of energy performance in a lab building.

· Mitch confirmed that the load calculations assume all the labs are built out.

· Action:  UO and the Design Team establish a road map for “Getting to LEED Platinum”.
8. The group discussed the ventilated cage rack system and proposed cost reduction strategy to NOT provide 50% of the total racks at the outset of the project.

· It will take several years (5-10) to grow the current animal population to a level that would require all the racks

· New hire’s set-up packages could include money for cage racks

· The systems are modular and can easily be added to in an incremental fashion

· The technology is improving each year.

9. The group discussed additive and deductive alternates and noted that in reality there is little / no difference – any defined item can be either included or excluded from the project as priorities and budget change.  

10. Lou asked how conservative the estimates are.  Matt talked about the wide range of bid prices that the industry is seeing on sub packages, and the need for general contractors to protect owners with increased bonding of subcontractors.

11. The group discussed the 1% for Art process; the kick-off meeting  is scheduled for March 12.

12. Meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM.           

END OF NOTES

NOTE:  Attention Attendees!  Please review these notes carefully as they will form the basis of future work on this project.  If you feel that anything is incorrect or incomplete, please call the author at 503·227·1254.
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