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PRESENT:
Anna Marie Amezquita, Dale Barajas, Fred Brose, Patricia Bufalino, Daria Burnett,



Lisa Conyers, Julio Cuz, George Gage, Diane Marsh, Michael McQuead, Delores Middleton, 



Richard Tworek, William Vincent

GUESTS:

Dale Adams, James Banks, Matthew Barboza, Dipen Bhattacharya, Sean Drake, Lori Fiedler,   Danette Gandy, Robert Gurrola, Rick Hernandez, Ellen Lipkin, Rebecca Loomis, Rosario Mercado, Sheila Pisa, Paula Stafford, Aan Tan, Teresa Thetford

1. WELCOME
Dr. Diane Marsh called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  She welcomed the committee members and 

guests.  Dr. Marsh noted that the primary agenda item for this meeting and several in the near future was the Moreno Valley Campus’ Phase III project.  The campus has until November 1, 2004 to turn in their Initial Project Proposal (IPP) in order for this project to stay on target.  She indicated that at this meeting Mr. Dale Barajas and the Riverside Campus Facilities office team (Mr. Dale Adams [Maintenance Mechanic/Facilities] and Mr. Robert Gurrola [Interim Director, Facilities/Facilities Planning & Projects) would be giving an overview of what the campus is facing to stay on target and would provide guidelines to meet this deadline.

2.
MR. DALE BARAJAS & GUESTS:  MR. DALE ADAMS & MR. ROBERT GURROLA


Dr. Marsh turned this portion of the meeting over to Mr. Barajas and the meeting’s guests.  Mr. Gurrola reviewed the process that is and has been followed for over 20 years through the State in finalizing a construction project.  He pointed out that from the initial idea to construction to occupation, a project averages seven years, with the construction phase averaging two years depending on the size of the building project.  In summary, a project develops as follows: 

Idea ( Campus Strategic Planning Committee ( Building Committee/Facilities & Planning Office/Architect ( District Executive Strategic Planning Committee ( Complete Initial Project Proposal (IPP) Application, usually with one paragraph outlining idea ( Confirm Load Ratio ( Submit to Board if eligible for space based on load ratio ( Submit to State ( If approved, next step = one year: Final Project Proposal (FPP) application.  This covers campus’ load ratio, identifying classroom/lab/office/etc. codes, numbers, and formulas ( State approves FPP ( State releases part of construction funds to begin preliminary plans (schematic designs).  This represents 40% of working drawings. ( Decide what is needed in classrooms/buildings. ( Preliminary plans submitted to State Chancellor’s office for review and approval ( With State approval of preliminary plans, completion of drawings follows. Completion of all drawings averages one year of time. ( State funds working drawings. ( Drawings submitted to the State’s Department of State Architect (DSA) for approval. ( If approved, DSA assigns an application number, which is placed on all plans. ( Proposal can now be put out to bid, which takes 3-6 months.   ( To bid = advertising, having a job walk, opening bid, allowing  time for contractors to look at bid,  reviewing submitted bids ( By law, lowest bid is accepted, unless a discrepancy is discovered.  ( State is notified of lowest bidder and of campus approval. ( Campus requests State’s acceptance of general contractor and approval to proceed with construction.  ( With State approval, construction funds are released. ( Construction phase begins.  ( Occupation of  building.


Mr. Gurrola noted that in submitting the FPP, this application should reflect precisely what the campus wants in the proposed building.  If any changes are requested during this process, these “scope” changes will require the submission of a new FPP.  This will result in delaying the final construction target date.

 Mr. Gurrola was asked by several committee members why rooms in the existing buildings are officially labeled as one category but are actually being used for other purposes.  Dr. Tworek asked if Facilities staff physically go to each campus to determine what is the actual room usage.  Mr. Gurrola responded.  The category names given to the original buildings were probably selected based on the funds the campus could receive from the State. He indicated that room category names can be officially changed.  However, Mr. Gurrola cautioned that doing this may have a negative impact on future building projects.  The State may question why these are being changed from the original names.  He recommended making internal changes only.  Mr. Gurrola also recommended that the committee inquire what the current funding pattern by the State is.  Several committee members requested Mr. Gurrola to provide the original space master plan.  Mr. Gurrola stated that he would provide this to the campus.  Mr. Gurrola was asked about using the old Early Childhood Child Care Center for class space once the new ECS building is occupied.  He indicated that the campus could use this space for any purpose.  However, this will impact Phase III.  The ECS square footage (1,000 square feet) for classroom space would be come off the total assignable square footage.  Other members asked if Middle College High School students affect the campus’ FTE count.  Dr. Conyers stated that these students are enrolled in 8-12 units of college work.  Thus, they help the campus’ FTE count.

Mr. Gurrola turned this portion of the meeting over to Mr. Barajas.  Mr. Barajas distributed two handouts:     (1) Moreno Valley Campus Master Plan Build Out and (2) a hard copy of his power point presentation on the campus’ load ratio.  Please refer to Attachment 1, which summarizes in detail the campus’ load ratio for current building projects, reflects how the proposed projects will affect the campus’ space inventory, and notes the proposed load ratio figures.  Mr. Barajas indicated that, at Dr. Tworek’s request, he will develop a report for the committee which will identify room usage options and serve as a guide in determining which options would have the least impact on the campus’ load ratio.   The category name given to each building space affects the load ratio.  Mr. Barajas’ power             point handout identified the five categories for which formulas are used in calculating load ratio:  (1) classroom;              (2) laboratory; (3) office; (4) library; (5) audio/visual/TV.  Space for storage rooms, demonstration rooms, cafeteria,   etc. is placed in the “other” category.  There are many factors that are used in arriving at the appropriate load ratio.  As mentioned above, the category names applied to space is one.  Mr. Gurrola reported that the campus is to maintain a ratio of 82% usable space.

Mr. Barajas, in answering a committee’s member question,  identified the accepted square footage per 

student workspace:  (a)  in a lab = 50 square feet; (b) in a lecture room = 15 square feet.  These figures do not include stockroom space.  In the fall, Mr. Barajas provides an “efficiency report”  to the Riverside Facilities office.  This reflects how classroom space is utilized.  Mr. Gurrola went over the handout provided by Dr. Tworek, “RCC District 2006-10 Five Year Capital Construction Plan Projects, Per State Five-Year-Plan.”   Mr. Barajas noted  that a specific room would be designated to hold strategic planning meetings once the next level of construction planning is reached.  Drawings to show the different planning stages will be posted for committee members to review at each planning meeting, thereby ensuring that the FPP submitted represents the final plans agreed upon by the committee.  Previous construction projects were modified without the consent of the campus.


Mr. Barajas reviewed the master plan handout.  He indicated this handout represents the overall future development of the Moreno Valley Campus.  In developing this master plan, thought was given as to where the center of the campus should be located, which offices/services tie in together, where would their location best serve the campus, which offices/services need to be in the same building, which offices/services should be located near each other, which structures should be built first, when should relocations take place and the time frame for these moves, etc.  For example, the future Network Operations Center (NOC) will house all the network servers and computer/information services staff.  Currently, the network servers and staff members are in different locations.  The building site was chosen because it will be next to the structure that houses the conduits for electrical power lines, gas lines, data lines, etc.


Discussion took place in clarifying other questions committee members had.  
3.
STRATEGIC PLANNING 


Dr. Diane Marsh took over this portion of the meeting.  She reviewed what has been discussed to date, what future topics were agreed upon, questions to be explored for clarity, the time table by which the FPP needs to be submitted, etc.  At this meeting as in the past committee meetings and discussion group sessions, Dr. Marsh entered and updated information as a power point document during the meeting.  This document reflected the committee members’ input.  For future meetings, Dr. Marsh recorded questions to be explored, agreed upon recommendations, and future discussion items.   Please refer to Attachment 2 for the current power point reflecting the committee members’ discussions to date.  Some of the topics covered included:  (1) Identifying and grouping the offices/services that complement each other; e.g., bookstore and cafeteria, should these be in the same building or in buildings next to each other? (2) Location of offices/classrooms/labs/lecture halls that would be more efficient in the overall planning of the campus.  (3) To be least disruptive to classes, college events should be located closer to the library, since sound is directed to this section of the campus.  This would minimize the amount of sound to be heard by in-session classes.    (4) Reviewing the type of lecture halls that the different disciplines needed.  The committee discussed the different size halls that might best serve everyone, as well as the design of the student seating area, the instructor’s teaching area, the type of built-in writing boards best suited to instruction/lab sessions, whether or not to have a large lecture hall with removable walls or smaller halls of varying sizes.  Future discussion will continue to come to a final conclusion on these various options.


For future meetings, these are some of the topics to be covered:  (1) Should three architects submit proposals? (2) What category name will best serve the load ratio? (3) Determine how each room is to be constructed; e.g.., linoleum or painted concrete flooring, paint vs. wall paper, solar panels or not, flat room with elevate stage for 

instructor or terraced seating, fixed benches or movable chairs, etc. (4) How many lecture halls are needed for the various disciplines and what size would meet these needs? (5) What type of seating design would be more efficient and affordable?  (6) Where should these lecture halls be located; i.e., first floor or other location?  

4.
ADJOURNMENT

Dr. Marsh adjourned the meeting at 12:00 p.m.  She indicated that she would make the updated power point presentation available to the campus, as well as forward the future meetings for both the Strategic Planning Discussion Group and the Strategic Planning Committee.
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