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  GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT

MINUTES

August 1,  2013

12:30 P.M. – 2:00 P.M.

HS 214

The Campus Development Committee meeting was called to order at 12:35 p.m. by the Chairperson, 
Nelson Oliveira.

Members Present:  Nelson Oliveira – Chairperson; Tina Andersen-Wahlberg (Admin); 
Blanca Collazo (proxy for Neil Carthew (CSEA); Susie Chin (Guild); Byron Delto (Joint Faculty);
Samir Abou Rass (proxy for Gary Montecuollo - Admin); Laura Matsumoto (proxy for Lee Miller Parks - Joint Faculty); Rick Perez (Admin); Paul Schlossman (Admin); Frankie Strong (CSEA); Donna Voogt (Admin);  
Davit Avagyan (ASGCC); Vedi Khachatourian (ASGCC)
Resources Present:  Guido Girardi (Resource); Ron Nakasone (Resource); Jim Spencer (NTD/Resource);
Absent: Jon Gold (Joint Faculty); Jill Lewis (Admin/Resource for I.S.); Mary Mirch (Resource); 
Dan Padilla (Resource); Alfred Ramirez (Admin); Dr. David Viar - Superintendent/President (Resource); 
Yvette Ybarra (Senate); Shoji Takeshima (NTD/Resource)  
Guests:  Michael Ritterbrown (GCC)
Quorum: (9) 13 out of 16 voting members present.  3 Resources. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – June 6, 2013 
It was MSC (Perez/Schlossman) to approve the minutes of June 6, 2013.  
Approval with the following change: page 4, change MSC to MST.  
OLD BUSINESS:

1) Scope of Secondary Effects          

	The Scope of Secondary Effects has been tabled, pending recommendations from the Facilities Master Plan task force on the following subjects:
a) Allocation of space in new bldg.

Follow-up in future

b) Identification of vacated space

Follow-up in future

c) Allocation of net new space process
Follow-up in future  

	Outcome




2)  Update, Report and Recommendations from the Facilities                                     Guido Girardi       
       Task Force Committee (Study Session)
	Guido: distributed a one page handout and displayed details on the board.

Lab College Services (LCS) bldg.  Part of it will be impacted by the Secondary Effects.  
Vacated spaces on Campus and how to use those spaces. To get funding for LCS, need to get rid of the temporary bldgs. (SF Court/trailers, EOPS).

The focus of the Task Force was to try to coalesce functions together – on campus.

Priority being for students to find the functions without much difficulty.  One of the positive features of the LCS bldg. is its 3rd floor being a “one stop shop”.  Most of the services the students need are on that floor.  For ex. all DSPS services (Disabled Students) to stay together.
Also, have to keep in mind that we cannot change the plans in LCS.  The plans are what they are.

There are (6) areas on campus that are affected:

1) SR 2nd floor

2) SM 2nd floor

3) SG 1st floor

4) Admin 1st floor

5) Admin 2nd floor  
6) AA-1     
SR 2nd floor is a large open empty space with cubicles all around.  We are limited in the construction that can be done on that floor due to numerous reasons.  Trying to find uses that will minimize remodeling construction.

SM 2nd floor has a long standing request from the Student Services division wanting that area for the Student Union.

SG 1st floor - HTC (High Tech Center) & IAC (Individualized Assistance Center) are the two DSPS functions at the present time on that floor.

The open computer lab in SG will be moving because the first floor of the LCS bldg. is a great fitting location for large computer labs. Wanting to coalesce the computer labs in one place.
Journalism is moving to the new bldg. (LCS bldg.)

Admin. 1st floor - Admissions & Records are moving to the new bldg. (LCS bldg.) together with the Student Services on the 3rd floor of LCS bldg. which is a fairly large area. 
Tuition is moving to the LCS 3rd floor, a fairly small area.  Also some offices to help with the flow, services etc.

Admin. 2nd floor - English Lab moving to the LCS bldg.  That will leave an empty available space in the Admin. bldg. (2nd floor) which can be used as a large lecture classroom.
AA-1 - as an overflow area for registration will go away.

The Veterans' Center is in a very small area and would like to expand.  Recommendation to allow them to expand.
On the handout, there are two columns (colors) yellow and blue.  Guido did not want to give any preferential treatment in any one of these two options.
Going through the suggested choices under the yellow and blue columns:

Yellow Column - 

SR  2nd floor - HTC & IAC
                          Calworks

                          PIO

                          Governance Office  (includes Guild, Academic Senate and CSEA)      

                                                           (Don' t have an ideal location for functioning)
Ron: whatever goes on that floor, try to keep the same configuration, keep cost down.  
2nd floor is grandfathered, and does not meet some of the codes.  We do not want to go 
to DSA for any major changes.  HTC will be able to work within the same configuration (confirmed by Laura Matsumoto, as she works in HTC).
Spencer:  before SG bldg. was built, HTC was in a trailer.  Need to learn from previous mistakes.  HTC will probably need a second elevator, especially for disabled students.

Toilets probably will not meet ADA standards.
Andersen:  Have a daily average of 30+ students going up to the second floor.
Any location on campus should be up to ADA standards, not just SR.

Guido reminded that Shoji had mentioned that once we spend over $125,000 (2nd floor SR) then we will need to go to DSA.  Cosmetic expenses don't count toward the $125,000.

Most buildings are ADA compliant.

If we do retrofitting on the SR 2nd floor, this will require us to upgrade to a higher code level.
Schlossman wanted clarification as to what retrofitting includes.  What is structural and what is cosmetic?
Nelson will get answers - at what point is DSA triggered?

Spencer:  SR 2nd floor - now have approx. 30 computers.  HTC was moved to the 1st floor SG because of easy access.  HTC needs more space.

Guido:  what happens if we cannot move some walls, then we will end up with one giant open lab space surrounded by faculty offices on the parameters.
Spencer: such a move might trigger the need for more A/C, more load on the toilets, more load on the exiting (stairs/elevators)
Maybe Business Services (Admin) can move to 2nd floor SR.

SM 2nd Floor - Student Union: ideal to move to HR space.  But HR has also to move.

SG 1st Floor - HR has two choices for moving:    
       (1) SG bldg. 1st floor    presently the HTC & IAC centers
       (2) Admissions & Records (Admin bldg. 1st floor)
The Open Computer Lab to be a large lecture classroom
Faculty Teaching & Learning Center (which is in the trailers now) to go to Journalism classroom (which has a large glass partition).
Andersen: Counseling needs to stay with counseling.
Spencer: the Open Computer Lab is too large for a classroom (2000 sq. feet).  Better to divide it to two classrooms or have a large room + expand the HTC.
Admin 1st Floor - Instruction expansion is not the same as "coalesce".  Instruction wants to do a "one stop shop"

A lot of instructional offices are already on the 1st floor Admin.
Tuition office gets vacated.
Payroll would like to expand into the tuition office area.  This idea appeals to them because they can give out the checks through the window and not have foot traffic through their office, especially for confidentiality reasons.

VPI office would like to move to Foundation to be close to the rest of instruction areas. 
This idea was proposed a couple of years ago.
Foundation would move to the VPI area.  
Admin 2nd Floor - Governance Office moves out and frees the area for a classroom.
PIO & Marketing becomes a classroom.

English Lab will move to LCS bldg. and the area becomes a large lecture classroom.

Partition walls to come down.

AA-1 - Veterans' Center will expand into AA-1.
Under the Blue Column -
Instead of HR going to HTC & IAC, Instruction goes to HTC & IAC.

Instead of Instruction going to Admissions & Records area, HR goes to A&R.
All others are the same as yellow column

Green Column - 

Ron - suggested the following (which is under the green column)

SR  2nd floor -  Learning Center,  PIO
                          Outreach, Governance

                          Calworks,  CSI      

SM 2nd Floor - Student Union to move to Outreach, CSI & Garret
SG 1st Floor - HTC & IAC stay/possibly expand
                         The rest stays the same
Admin 1st Floor - Instruction has the entire N end of Admin. bldg.
                          Mailroom goes to Foundation (this is the one exception)

                          Foundation moves to Rick Perez's area (VPSS)
                          Rick Perez (VPSS) moves to VPI    

                           Current mail room area goes to Instruction
Admin 2nd Floor - Two large Lecture Classrooms to go to Learning Center (total area)
                                Governance, PIO

                                The rest stays the same

AA-1 -                Veterans' Center -  stays the same 

Schlossman - Outreach and CSI need to stay close to Paul Schlossman's area for supervision.  Outreach and Assessment have the same manager. Student Center to be close-by for oversight (SC212). 
If HR will not move, then Paul suggested that the Student Union move to SC212. 

Guido: need one extra, large lecture classroom.
The present Learning Center was not set up to induce a creative learning environment.
That area can easily hold 60 people.  Could potentially be a substitute for SC212.
Spencer: in the AA Modernization project submitted to the State, the basement which contains AA-1 & 2 are replacement classrooms for the Lab in the AA annex and that space will go away.  That is the only source of classrooms for the program.
Ritterbrown - If move the Learning Center to SR 2nd floor, a lot of remodeling will be needed and we might be trading a good space for not a good space.

Guido: whichever department that has minimal construction needs to be moved to 

SR 2nd floor.
One alternative is that all Instruction, instead of moving to the N. end of admin. Bldg., moves to the S. end of the Bldg.  

The N. end of Admin. will now be available for  HR and the mailroom (this is under the orange column).
Donna Voogt:  Has confidentiality issues.  The entire HR offices should be separated from other offices.  There will be a need for significant modifications for both choices under columns green and orange.  Donna stressed the importance of having a secure file room.  The security level should be acceptable and not compromised.  She made it clear that she likes the current HR location for servicing applicants and HR should be accessible to all.
Nelson: Today’s Study Session/discussion will continue at the next meeting.

Nelson asked what this committee needed as a follow-up for the September meeting?

Andersen: wanted to know the cost of HTC & IAC if they move to SR 2nd floor vs. the cost of staying in SG and expanding.

Nelson proposed to get a Programming Study done from the Architect’s perspective/Shoji for cost (best options with best budget) and recommendations.  The 3 key areas are:
(1) SR 2nd floor

(2) SG 1st floor

(3) Admin. 1st floor 

SR 2nd floor has three choices.  Get a ballpark cost estimate from Shoji.  Shoji to meet with Donna and for her to highlight what she needs.  To find out how many square feet are needed for each program such as HTC etc.  
Donna urges to discuss with other areas such as Foundation, Instructions and not make assumptions.
Guido wants to add a 4th choice for SR 2nd floor and that is moving Business Services and HR to that area.

Guido: with the cost estimate, if one element is taken out, then the whole plan changes (domino effect).  Should further discussion with different areas be done now or after shoji does the study and cost estimates for the different choices?  SR 2nd floor will be key to this planning. 
Time frame:  DSA should be done a year in advance before starting the project.

February/March 2014 drawings preparation.
Next meeting will be a regular 1 hour meeting and the Study Session (discussion) will continue.

	Outcome

Outcome

Outcome

Action: Nelson to get answer as to what is structural and what is cosmetic and at what point is DSA  triggered 
Outcome

 Outcome

Action: Proposal to get a Programming Study done by Architect/Shoji for cost for the 3 main areas 

(1) SR 2nd floor
(2) SG 1st floor

(3) AD 1st floor

Shoji to meet with Donna Voogt
Next meeting will be a regular one hour meeting and the “Study Session” will continue.


3) “No Trespass” Sign Verbiage (Gym)                                                         Gary Montecuollo/Jon Gold 
	Nelson: We will put a work order and check/follow-up with Samir Abou Rass (GCC Police).
	
Outcome
Action: Make a work order and follow-up with Samir Abou Rass



 NEW BUSINESS:                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 1)  New Estimates from Cumming for:                                                                   Nelson Oliveira (Chair)
              - Aviation Arts = $7 M (down compared to before $13.2)

              - Gym = $13.8 M (down compared to before $23.1)

	· New estimates for AA bldg. from Cumming is at $7 million compared to what we have in the 5-year plan at $13.2 million.  With escalation in costs, we are now at $9.9 million (as opposed to $13.2 million).  We have submitted these updated figures to our Fusion Space Program and that will give us a better chance at approval of the project.

· Also for the Gym, our project management co. (Cumming) gave us a new construction cost estimate of $13.8 million compared to the prior figure of $23.1 million.  With escalation in costs, we will be at $19.8 million.  There is an approx. $5 million drop in estimated costs.  Again, this increases our chance for approval.

Spencer: Are we going to get a cost estimate for the Auditorium?

Nelson:   Yes, but we have not contracted with Cumming on this project yet.


	Outcome


2)  Lab College Services Building (LCS)                                                                   Nelson Oliveira (Chair)
         Update from Sacramento re: Approval to Proceed or Encumber Funds                                        
	Yesterday (7/31/13) at the Board of Trustees meeting, the Board approved the lowest responsive bid for Lab College Services at $34,678 million.  We had 9 bidders (all very reputable companies).  The bids came very close from each other.  Highest bid was at $37.9 million (8% more than the accepted bid).  They all understood our requirements and among other things we asked for their worker’s comp history for the past 4 years etc.

The accepted bid is from Mallcraft, Inc. same company that built our Student Center.

The next step is to send a letter to the Chancellor’s office for approval of the bid (letter to be sent the latest tomorrow 8/2/13).
On Monday (8/5/13), Lan Yuan/the rep. will submit the package to the Department of Finances and we hope that within a week we will get the go-ahead.

Also at the accepted cost of $34,678 million, virtually all construction cost will be covered by State money.  This is a positive factor for GCC as we had set aside some money from 

Measure G and that will not be needed.  We will direct that money to other needs of the 
College.
	Outcome



3)  Room Use Analyses Done in 2008 & 2009                                                  Jim Spencer (NTD) 
	Postponed to next month’s meeting due to shortage of time.
Gave a summary till next meeting:  Dr. Jim Pell did the 5-Year Plan and Use Analysis in 
2008 & 2009 before the State ran out of money.  This relates strongly to our discussion.

Shortage of space by discipline.  Master Plan Subcommittee started in 2008.  
Have a tool here to help look at the short and long range Instructional side of the picture.

	Outcome

Tabled


OTHER: 

   THERE IS AN ATTACHMENT WITH THESE MINUTES.  SUMMARY OF OPTIONS.

   The meeting was adjourned at 2:20 pm

NEXT MEETING:  September 5, 2013

Respectfully submitted by:
Margaret Nadir
Facilities Coordinator
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