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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: June 6, 2005 
Subject: Approval of Minutes of May 25, 2005 
 
Attached for your review and approval are the meeting minutes of the Utah State Building Board 
meeting held on May 25, 2005. 
 
FKS:sll 
 
Attachment 
 



Utah State Building Board 
 

  
 

 
 
 

MEETING 
 

May 25, 2005 
  

 
MINUTES 

 
Utah State Building Board Members in attendance: 
Larry Jardine, Chair 
Kerry Casaday, Vice-Chair 
Steven Bankhead 
Katherina Holzhauser 
Manuel Torres 
Cyndi Gilbert 
Richard Ellis, Ex-Officio 
 
DFCM and Guests in attendance: 
F. Keith Stepan Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Kenneth Nye Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Shannon Lofgreen Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Blake Court  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Kent Beers  Division of Facilities Construction & Management 
Alan Bachman Division of Facilities Construction & Management/AGO 
Randa Bezzant Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 
Representative D. Gregg Buxton Legislature 
Rick Stock  Architectural Nexus 
Stanley Kane Utah State University 
Darrell Hart  Utah State University 
Greg Peay  Department of Corrections 
Lindsey Marek VCBO Architecture 
Scott Potter  Utah National Guard 
Chris Coutts MHTN Architects 
Stacy Meyer HFS Architects 
Eric Tholen  3D/I & AIA Government Affairs 
John Harrington Siemens 
Randall Funk University of Utah 
Kevin Walthers Utah System of Higher Education 
Greg Stauffer Southern Utah University 
Bob Askerlund Salt Lake Community College 
Jackie McGill Spectrum Engineers 
Darin Bird  Department of Natural Resources 
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Miles Moretti Division of Wildlife Resources 
Barbara Bruno Herman Miller 
 
On Wednesday, May 25, 2005, the Utah State Building Board held a regularly scheduled 
meeting in the House of Representatives Building, Room W125, Salt Lake City, Utah.  
Chair Larry Jardine called the meeting to order at 9:00am.  He recognized Representative 
Gregg Buxton and thanked him for his support.    
 

 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF APRIL 13, 2005 ....................................................  
 
Chair Jardine sought a motion to approve the meeting minutes of April 13, 2005.  He 
indicated Brent Windley of Utah State University was inadvertently omitted from the roster 
and should be added. 
 
MOTION: Kerry Casaday moved to approve the meeting minutes of April 13, 2005, 

pending the addition of Brent Windley to the roster.  The motion was 
seconded by Steve Bankhead and passed unanimously. 

 
 APPROVAL OF REVISIONS TO STANDARD CONTRACT DOCUMENTS 

 (R23-1-60) ..............................................................................................................  
 
Kenneth Nye stated the Board previously reviewed a draft of the documents that was also 
distributed to various contractor groups and architect/engineer groups for their review and 
comment.  The current drafts reflected the changes made after the comments were 
received from the professional groups which were shown in italics.  A minor change 
occurred in the General Conditions which clarified DFCM’s ability to submit claims through 
the dispute resolution process along with the other parties.   
 
A document was distributed identifying changes made to the general liability insurance.  
The items highlighted in red with white print indicated changes since the previous 
distribution.  The change affected the requirements by contractors for general liability 
insurance.  DFCM initially required contractors to have $2 million in aggregate, plus $1 
million for operations and personal injury for each occurrence.  Upon further discussion 
with Risk Management and various insurance contracts, DFCM concluded modifications 
were in order.  The initial proposal required an umbrella policy of $2 million for contracts 
exceeding $5 million and $5 million for contracts exceeding $20 million.  The new proposal 
changed those limits to umbrella policies of $10 million and $25 million.     
 
Steve Bankhead stated the values were very appropriate for general contractors, but would 
be a large burden for small subcontractors.  He questioned the possibility of structuring ties 
for a more standard policy size based on the scope of work rather than require them to 
carry the same requirements as the prime contractor.  Kenneth Nye suggested clarifying 
the language to identify the requirements were applicable to only the general contractor 
who would then negotiate terms with the subcontractors. 
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Alan Bachman stated the language should clarify that the general liability insurance should 
cover the general contractor and every tier underneath them, although the general 
contractor will be required to provide the certificate of insurance.  DFCM is not requiring 
insurance certificates from subcontractors.  Chair Jardine recommended the language 
clarify that the insurance requirement between the general contractor and the 
subcontractor is up to the general contractor.   
 
Kenneth Nye stated it was the desire to adopt the documents and suggested the Board 
approve a provision to allow DFCM to make the minor clarification regarding 
subcontractors.  The language would be presented at the next Board meeting for the 
Board’s review.  Alan Bachman hoped DFCM could use the document in the meantime 
when issuing contracts.     
 
Kenneth Nye proceeded with the design agreement, which had also been distributed and 
reviewed and changes were shown in italics.  Changes included a clarification of an 
allowance for DFCM to bring issues into the dispute resolution process.   
 
Other changes were made to the professional liability insurance requirements based on 
discussions with Risk Management and an agent representing the state architects and 
engineers for insurance purposes.  They also previously included a potential provision 
requiring the state to provide additional compensation to an architect if changes were made 
to the schematic design by DFCM after they had been approved.  Upon further discussion, 
DFCM determined they did not wish to create a liability or a potential claim for liability for 
typical occurrences in the design process.  The current version removes the provision in 
regards to the schematic phase, but retains it for the design development phase.  If 
significant changes are made after the design development phase has been completed, 
compensation will be provided to the design team.  If changes are required based on the 
responsibilities of the design team, no compensation will be granted.   
 
Another item dealt with a procurement code requirement which is problematic in statute.  It 
requires a standard contract clause addressing certain items to be adopted by rule.  As it 
has been approached in the past, they have created a separate document to include the 
contract clauses to be incorporated into the rule.  A revised document was distributed to 
the Board which included the provisions and agreements required by statute to be adopted 
by rule.  This is basically selected provisions from the General Conditions and the design 
agreement.   
 
DFCM also wished to change the provisions pertaining to small construction contracts and 
wished to make substantial changes to the document.  DFCM requested deleting the 
Board’s previous approval in order to address it in the future which will require an 
amendment to the administrative rule.  The amendment will basically change the date of 
the document incorporated by reference.  The statute also requires notification whenever 
there is a material variation from the specific contract clauses.   
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Kenneth Nye asked for the Board’s concurrence on the contract documents and approval 
to the amendment of the administrative rule.   
 
MOTION: Cyndi Gilbert moved for the Board to concur with DFCM’s use of the 

contract documents (General Conditions and A/E agreement) with the 
provision that DFCM will add a sentence to clarify they are not 
imposing the insurance requirements on subcontractors and it will be 
left to the general contractors option.  The motion was seconded by 
Katherina Holzhauser and passed unanimously.   

 
MOTION: Steve Bankhead moved to approve the rule change as presented.  The 

motion was seconded by Cyndi Gilbert and passed unanimously.   
 

 ADOPTION OF DESIGN MANUAL........................................................................  
 
DFCM sought the approval of the Building Board for the adoption of the design manual.  
The lengthy process began approximately eight months ago and focused on needed 
changes within the design process, contracts, and the General Conditions.  The design 
manual has been slightly reorganized through input from the AIA and the Consulting 
Engineers Council of Utah.   
 
Through the process, DFCM developed a programming chapter since there was no 
approved standard for programming.  DFCM had a process and outline they wished to 
standardize to aid the various approving agencies and Board in obtaining information to 
make informed decisions.   
 
A design process was also included in the design manual which formalized the various 
steps involved in preparing the contract or design and obtaining approval.  The process 
identifies when DFCM desires portions of the design and what should be incorporated in 
the drawings, specifications, calculations, and adherence to code requirements.  The 
process discusses the approval process with respect to the Building Official and peer 
reviews.  DFCM will accomplish peer reviews on items pertaining to ADA compliance, code 
compliance, and structural compliance.  The document will cover the process from the 
beginning of schematic design through contract issuance.   
 
The third document of the design manual covered the design requirements.  DFCM has 
adopted the base minimum codes of the International Building Code, as well as their own 
requirements.  The DFCM requirements are enhancements to the building codes that, as 
an owner, DFCM may make requirements to improve life expectancies of the building 
beyond the building code.   
 
Another attachment of the design manual will also be implemented pertaining to certain 
agency requirements.  DFCM will be working with all agencies, institutions, and Higher 
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Education to review their particular needs on the campuses, with their buildings or with 
their clientele.     
 
The design manual interacts a great deal with the General Conditions and the design 
agreement and should be reviewed as one complete set of documents.   
 
Mr. Court expressed appreciation to the community for their assistance in preparing the 
documents.  He felt the revisions would help DFCM obtain better projects and reduce extra 
work being done by the design community.  As new issues develop, they will need to be 
incorporated into the standards.   
 
DFCM sought approval of the design manual and the ability to implement it immediately.   
 
Chair Jardine sought additional comments from the audience.   
 
Blake Court reiterated DFCM intended to modify the document as the need arises.  A 
provision is included to allow DFCM to make corrections to the design manual if they find 
items are not in the best interest of the state.   
 
Keith Stepan added the concept trusted the professional to provide service at a very high 
level.  As the industry progresses, DFCM will update their processes.   
 
MOTION: Steve Bankhead moved to approve adoption of the design manual.  The 

motion was seconded by Kerry Casaday and passed unanimously.  
 
Chair Jardine complimented DFCM staff for their effort in keeping the documents up to 
date and for making it more efficient for the betterment of the state.   
 

 REVISIONS TO CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT REQUEST EVALUATION GUIDE...  
 
Kenneth Nye expressed appreciation for the efforts of Steve Bankhead, Katherina 
Holzhauser and Kerry Casaday in participating as a subcommittee to develop the revised 
guide proposal.   The subcommittee also met with representatives of agencies and 
institutions to obtain input on the processes.   
 
Mr. Nye identified a point of discussion was based on tying together the Building Board’s 
recommendations and the Board of Regent’s recommendations.  It was previously 
suggested for the Building Board to accept the prioritizations of the Regents and 
intersperse agency requests within the Regent’s.  However, the Building Board 
subcommittee felt they had a statutory responsibility to develop a recommendation for all 
capital development requests, including higher education priorities.  The subcommittee 
recommended the Building Board continue with the developed process, and at the 
conclusion add a final step prior to adopting the priority list to ensure there were not any 
extenuating circumstances that would suggest a change in the rankings.  This step would 
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include a comparison of rankings from the Board of Regent’s to determine differences 
between the two boards.     
 
Kerry Casaday stated the agencies and institutions seemed pleased with the process, but 
also understood the Board wished to change and improve the process.  Steve Bankhead 
added each had input on the process before reaching the current version.   
 
Cyndi Gilbert asked if the Board of Regent’s would be inclined to adopt a process similar to 
the Building Board’s.  Keith Stepan stated adopting the similarities between the two lists   
was an ongoing concern.  The Legislature understands the Building Board reviews the 
Regent’s data to develop their lists and has expressed a broad acceptance of the process. 
  
Representative Buxton stated the Board did a very good job last year, but still had concern 
with the weighting and the points given for existing square footage.  He did not wish to 
force colleges to demolish buildings with significant meaning on campus in order to be 
granted more points for future needs.   
 
Kevin Walthers, Utah System of Higher Education, felt the subcommittee’s solution was 
fair.  He felt some frustration could be alleviated if lists could be closer developed and the 
Legislature did not have to choose a list to follow.   
 
Mr. Walthers is working on updating the Q&P process which combines qualitative priorities 
on the campus with quantitative calculations of space needs.  He suggested the Building 
Board may wish to tour the various campuses with the Regent’s Finance and Facility 
Committee and the Capital Facilities Committee in order for all to obtain a better 
understanding. 
 
Katherina Holzhauser stated the process should help validate different prioritizations of 
higher education projects based on the different criteria.  She thought presenting both 
process side by side would allow the Legislature to ultimately decide which values were 
most important.   
 
Kevin Walthers stated the Regent’s process also takes into account student growth 
numbers to allow new facilities.  He thought it was a good bias to take care of current 
space.  Kerry Casaday felt it justified strategic objective two, which added the scoring 
anchor for the requested space to be justified by demographic data.   
 
Kenneth Nye stated one item pertaining to the weight of individual criteria included 
significant changes.  Based on the Board’s previous concerns, the subcommittee 
concluded to recommend objectives one, two, three, and five all receive a weight of two, 
and objectives four and six receive a weight of one.  This essentially lessens the impact 
from the items previously weighted three, and balances the existing building needs and 
growth needs.   
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Cyndi Gilbert felt it was very effective to tour the various projects and it would be beneficial 
to tour with the Regents and Capital Facilities Committee to allow all three entities the 
same information to base recommendations.  Kenneth Nye responded that tour schedules 
were being developed with the Capital Facilities Committee and the Regents would be 
welcome to participate if they desired.     
 
Other significant changes included clarification of the approach for objective one for 
comparing the cost of repairing an existing building versus the project cost to be scored.  
Objective two was clarified regarding growth and the focus on shortage of space resulting 
from growth occurring.  Objective four weighting anchors were clarified, as was how to 
score the objective.     
 
Katherina Holzhauser noted agency comments during the subcommittee meeting indicated 
weighting the alternative funding as one was less important.  The subcommittee’s 
contention was it is still a criteria and reasoned the one weighting was because some 
agencies simply could not get alternative funding.  Kenneth Nye stated the Legislature felt 
one of the best things an institution could do in vying for a project is to offer some cash of 
their own and ask the State to cover the difference.  Cash in hand carried weight as 
opposed to requesting 100% from the state.  Katherina Holzhauser urged agencies to 
attempt to obtain private funding as the Q&P process took it into account as well.   
 
Representative Buxton suggested another weighting consideration ought to be time on the 
list.  Some points ought to be granted for those on the list for a lengthy period of time.  
Kerry Casaday stated it is the Building Board’s charge to develop a five year plan and 
many projects are repeatedly on the plan.  Kenneth Nye stated some projects remained on 
the list due to the agency or institution struggling to obtain the political wherewithal for 
funding.  The project may also not be critical and should not benefit if it is not needed.  The 
Board may feel it is appropriate to give consideration to how long a project has been on the 
list after the scoring process.   
 
Representative Buxton thought another key factor was the site visits.  Kerry Casaday felt 
some projects needed to be better defined. 
 
MOTION: Kerry Casaday moved to approve the revisions to the capital 

development request evaluation guide.  The motion was seconded by 
Cyndi Gilbert and passed unanimously. 

 
Kenneth Nye referred to the UCAT lease purchase option created in statute this last 
session and the difficulty with how to approach it.  Although this would occur infrequently, 
Mr. Nye suggested individuals within UCAT considering pursuing this type of project should 
submit a request in the regular state funded format.  Once it is presented, the Building 
Board can evaluate it and determine how it best fits in the priority list or on the other funds 
list. 
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 RECENT LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS .......................................................................  
 
The Legislature met in a special session on April 19 and 20 and discussed the 
authorization of a general obligation bond to apply $4.5 million towards a Veterans Nursing 
Home in Ogden.  It requires the Guard to be able to certify they received the federal 
matching funds before the bond can be issued.  They are currently waiting for the federal 
funds to come through.   
 
Representative Buxton was one of the driving forces behind this project.  He stated they 
have two attempts to obtain the money this year and next year and then they will have to 
begin the process again.  It will be a state owned building and will be treated as any other 
state funded project.   
 
DFCM has also been working with the Legislative Fiscal Analyst on preparing a report for 
the Executive Appropriations Committee.  Mr. Nye will distribute copies of the report to the 
Board once it is approved and official.  The report looks at the performance of DFCM on 
time and cost for construction projects, as well as looking ahead to those projects recently 
approved.  Some analysis of leasing statewide is also included in the report.   
 
Keith Stepan referred to the meeting of the Government Operations Interim Committee 
where the Department of Administrative Services was asked to report on all DAS divisions. 
 DFCM had a separate agenda item to report on the progress of DFCM and the Building 
Board.  The report covered the five year book, as well as the process of developing the 
priority list.  They also specified how projects are funded, how DFCM is funded, and how 
other fund projects are funded.   
 
Keith Stepan reminded the Board that the Bourne Building was also funded in an interim 
committee session.  DFCM now has the title to the building and the building is in use.   
 
There was also groundbreaking on the Davis ATC Entrepreneurial Building and the project 
is underway.   
 
Kenneth Nye recalled the Legislature funded $150,000 to DFCM to perform a feasibility 
study for relocating the Draper Prison.  The State is currently in the process of selecting a 
consultant for that effort.  The consultant will receive $140,000 and $10,000 is being held 
to cover administrative costs.     
 

 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS FOR UNIVERSITY OF UTAH AND UTAH STATE 
UNIVERSITY..........................................................................................................  

 
Randall Funk, University of Utah, excused Mike Perez and referred to the quarterly 
administrative report for the period from March 25 to May 6, 2005.  Awarded for the period 
were seven new design agreements, three remodeling contracts, and five completed 
projects.   
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MOTION: Manuel Torres moved to accept the administrative report of the 

University of Utah.  The motion was seconded by Cyndi Gilbert and 
passed unanimously. 

 
Darrell Hart, Utah State University, provided the quarterly administrative report for the 
period of March 23 to May 4, 2005.  There were three new professional contracts and three 
new construction contracts.  There were approximately 45 delegated projects, of which 
40% were either complete or substantially complete.   
 
MOTION: Cyndi Gilbert moved to approve the administrative report of Utah State 

University.  The motion was seconded by Steve Bankhead and passed 
unanimously. 

 
 PROGRAMMING OF UVSC DIGITAL LEARNING CENTER ................................  

 
UVSC requested for the Building Board to grant authorization to proceed with the 
programming of the Digital Learning Center, which has been their request for the last two 
years.  They wish to proceed with the programming in anticipation of receiving funding in 
the future.  They were previously ranked fifth by the Building Board, and also received 
tremendous support from the Legislature for next year.  UVSC will use their own funds to 
advance the project in hopes to be reimbursed when the project is appropriated and 
funded.  The programming will cost approximately $50,000-$100,000 and the programmer 
would be chosen through the VBS process.  DFCM recommended the Board grant 
authorization to proceed with the programming phase of the project.   
 
Val Peterson, Vice President of UVSC College Relations, stated their intention is to get the 
programming phase completed in anticipation to begin construction when funding is 
received.  The programming will help them identify those necessary spaces in the building 
needed to support the campus. 
 
Steve Bankhead expressed concern with the building not addressing the immediate growth 
needs at UVSC and hoped it would be taken into consideration.  Mr. Peterson assured Mr. 
Bankhead they would guarantee the building was large enough for future anticipated 
growth of campus.   
 
Representative Buxton asked if a precedence was being set by authorizing programming 
funds prior to being funded.  Kenneth Nye responded this was a common occurrence and 
legislators frequently question if the planning is done when considering projects.  This 
process does not create any design documents and creates only an architectural program. 
  
Cyndi Gilbert questioned how programming funding would be reimbursed if UVSC was not 
approved next year.  Keith Stepan responded that programming is established for a good 
length of time and the document will facilitate their proposal for a few years if needed.   
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MOTION: Kerry Casaday moved to approve programming for the Utah Valley 

State College Digital Learning Center.  The motion was seconded by 
Steve Bankhead and passed unanimously. 

 
 MIDWAY FISH HATCHERY DESIGN AUTHORIZATION......................................  

 
Darin Bird, Deputy Director of Department of Natural Resources, and Miles Moretti, Deputy 
Director of Division of Wildlife Resources, were present to discuss the Midway Fish 
Hatchery.  Mr. Bird reported the Springville Fish Hatchery was closed in the last month due 
to whirling disease.  This is the third hatchery closed down in the last five years because of 
whirling disease.   
 
While they could appreciate the Legislature’s concern to allow agencies to begin planning 
prior to receiving appropriated money, they hoped to begin planning in order to begin 
construction if money became available.  This would be DNR’s highest priority in the 
upcoming Legislative session.   
 
Mr. Moretti added that DWR owns ten fish hatcheries throughout the state and fishing 
provides a huge economic asset.  Two hatcheries have been rebuilt at Kamas and 
Fountain Green and they are in the process of rebuilding White Rock with Central Utah 
Mitigation Committee money.   
 
Keith Stepan mentioned $1.6 million had already been received for the $8 million project.  
DWR will request $4.8 million at the next legislative session, and another $1.6 million 
would come from their annual appropriated monies.  The design fees will cost 
approximately $400,000 - $500,000 and the previous appropriation could cover the design 
costs if they did not receive funding.  DFCM recommended approval to the Board for their 
consideration.   
 
Cyndi Gilbert inquired about yearly revenues in good water years.  Mr. Bird responded the 
license fees generate over $10 million, and federal tax money aids in program funding.  
The fishing economy generates $300 - $400 million a year.   
 
Steve Bankhead asked how the Midway Hatchery would impact the shortfall caused by 
whirling disease.  Mr. Bird responded that Midway would be able to produce 225,000 
pounds of fish, which is a significant part of the hatchery production.  Springville 
contributed 147,000 pounds of fish annually when it was open.  There is currently 845,000 
pounds of fish raised each year, and Midway would increase the count to one million 
pounds.  This would represent 25% of the state’s capacity.   
 
MOTION: Cyndi Gilbert moved approval of the design phase of the Midway Fish 

Hatchery.  The motion was seconded by Katherina Holzhauser and 
passed unanimously. 
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 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS FOR DFCM ...........................................................  
 
Keith Stepan referred to a summary of the lease report and highlighted the Health Care 
Financing renewal which was at market rate.  There was a space decrease due to the 
moving of a staff member to a state owned facility.  The Human Services Recovery 
Services also had a renewal of space at market rate plus carpet and paint at site.  They 
have been at this site for 10 years. 
 
DFCM is currently working with Davis County for the County to build a building for the Tax 
Commission Farmington Motor Vehicle program.  This long-term lease will be presented to 
the Board as soon as Davis County and the State agree to the location and lease rate. 
 
The DWS Murray Facility had an expensive build-out as a phone center.  The market rate 
of the lease increased substantially due to development in the surrounding area.  This was 
exasperated by the short term of the renewal. 
 
The architectural/engineering agreements report indicated 19 new agreements issued 
during the period.  There were 25 construction contracts awarded.   
 
DFCM has also made a real effort over the last two years to close contracts.  The report of 
open contracts was included.  There were 155 open contracts and 45 projects were closed 
during the period.   
 
Steve Bankhead asked when the suggestions on VBS selection committees would be 
implemented.  Keith Stepan responded DFCM would begin training with program directors 
shortly to enable them to run their selection committees better.  Kenneth Nye has been 
working on the training and intends to focus on the implementation beginning next fiscal 
year.   
 

 OTHER...................................................................................................................  
 
Katherina Holzhauser stated one criteria of the Building Board is to provide the facilities 
necessary to support critical programs and initiatives.  She asked for a summary of 
initiatives of the state when reviewing projects. 
 
Cyndi Gilbert asked if the Board could receive pertinent news articles pertaining to the 
Board and the programs and initiatives of the State.   
 
Keith Stepan stated DFCM recently initiated a process to track state owned buildings being 
demolished.  Three buildings were recently demolished including the White Rocks State 
Fish Hatchery Maintenance Building, East Canyon State Park, and the Division of Child 
and Family Services Building in Ogden.   
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The next meeting will be held on Wednesday, July 6, 2005, at 9:00am in the House of 
Representatives Building, Room W125. 
 

 ADJOURNMENT....................................................................................................  
 
MOTION: Katherina Holzhauser moved to adjourn at 10:59am.  The motion was 

seconded by Manuel Torres and passed unanimously. 
 
 
 
 
Minutes prepared by:  Shannon Lofgreen 



 

Utah State Building Board 
 

 
 
Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    

                        Governor 4110 State Office Building 
 Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 

 Phone  (801) 538-3018 
 Fax  (801) 538-3267 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Capital Development Request Process and Tours 
 
DFCM will review with the Board the steps and timelines for the review and prioritization of 
capital development projects this year.  The instructions that were issued to agencies and 
institutions are attached. 
 
At the August board meeting, DFCM will provide a list of state-funded requests that will be 
submitted.  The requests from the agencies and institutions along with DFCM’s analysis and 
suggested scoring will be distributed to the Board on September 20.  This will provide the Board 
with two weeks to review the information prior to the presentations of state-funded requests on 
October 5.  The Board will then meet on October 20 to determine its’ recommended priorities 
and to consider Other Fund requests. 
 
At the time this memo was issued, DFCM was working with the Legislative Fiscal Analyst to 
develop a proposal for joint tours with the Building Board and the Capital Facilities 
Subcommittee.  This proposal will be discussed at the meeting and board members may be 
contacted prior to then regarding their availability. 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
 
Attachments 
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To: Agencies and Institutions 
From: Ken Nye, Deputy Director 
Date: June 22, 2005 
Subject: Capital Development Request Process and Schedule 
  
 
It is time to begin another cycle of capital development budget requests.  Last year, the Building 
Board initiated a substantial change in the process used in evaluating requests for state funds.  
Some modifications to the Board’s Evaluation Guide were adopted by the Board on May 25, 
2005.  These changes primarily affected the weights of the various objectives and the scoring 
anchors for objectives 1, 2, and 4. 
 
The Board’s Evaluation Guide was well received last year as it provides a greater degree of 
structure to the evaluation of requests.  It also resulted in a significant improvement in the quality 
and consistency of information submitted with requests.  The Guide results in a mathematical 
score that indicates how well a requested project aligns with the objectives identified by the 
Board. 
 
The attached standard formats for capital development requests have been revised primarily to 
address concerns raised by the Legislature regarding the completeness and consistency of 
information submitted.  Please review the italicized instructions on the forms to ensure that you 
provide the necessary information. 
 
The Board has asked that each agency or institution suggest a scoring for its project and provide 
justification for its suggested score.  The Board also asked DFCM to evaluate the information 
provided and perform its own analysis to arrive at its suggested scores.  Both of these documents 
will then be provided to the Board members for their consideration.  The Board anticipates 
arriving at a final score following the presentations that are scheduled for October 5.  These 
scores will provide a starting point for the Board in arriving at its recommended priority list. 
 
Due to the limited amount of funding that is expected to be available, we request that 
departments, colleges, and universities submit only one state-funded capital development request 
for consideration for funding this budget cycle.  This limitation does not apply to requests for 
land purchases.  Additional projects to be considered in the future should be noted on the Five-
Year Plan as noted below.  Please contact me if you believe that you have unique circumstances 
that warrant consideration of more than one project this year. 
 
The Building Board may tour some of the projects submitted for consideration in FY07.  The 
Capital Facilities legislative committee may participate in these tours. 
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One of our project directors will work with you in developing your project requests.  If you do 
not know who to work with, please contact Blake Court at 538-3281 or bcourt@utah.gov.  If you 
have any other questions, you can contact me at 538-3284 or by email at knye@utah.gov.  The 
timetable of activities is outlined below. 
 
July 22, 2005 – By this date, submit an email to knye@utah.gov identifying any state-funded 
capital development requests being pursued this funding cycle.  This will allow us to inform the 
Building Board of the projects being pursued and ensure that we have one of our staff working 
with you on your request.  The project being requested may be changed after this date but a 
change may place your request at a disadvantage in the evaluation process. 
 
August 10, 2005 – Deadline for submitting the following: 
 

1. FY07 State-Funded Capital Development Requests.  Please use the attached format for 
state-funded requests.  A detailed request is not required for projects for which funding is 
not being requested in FY07.  These future requests should be identified on the Five-Year 
Plan as noted below. 

2. Agency/Institution Five-Year Plan.  Identify state-funded projects that are anticipated to 
be requested in the upcoming five years.  For each project, provide a description of the 
project and estimates of the square footage and total cost.  Identify any anticipated 
alternative funding sources. 

3. FY07 Other Funds Requests.  These are projects for which authorization will be 
requested in the 2006 legislative session.  Please use the attached format for Other Funds 
requests. 

 
August 31, 2005 – Deadline for resolving the scope and budget estimate of both state funded and 
non-state funded requests.  This resolution will be led by DFCM’s project director. 
 
September 20, 2005 – DFCM distributes materials to the Building Board for its review prior to 
the presentations.  This will include the requests submitted by agencies and institutions 
(including their suggested scoring and justification) along with DFCM’s suggested scoring and 
analysis. 
 
October 5, 2005 – Presentations to the Building Board for state-funded capital development 
requests.  Additional details will be provided at a later date. 
 
October 20, 2005 – Building Board sets priorities for its capital development recommendations 
that will be submitted to the Governor and the Legislature.  Presentations to the Building Board 
for Other Funds capital development requests.   
 
In order to facilitate review, we emphasize that the requests should be prepared in a concise 
manner while addressing the requirements identified on the standard formats.  It is generally 
expected that requests will not exceed eight pages for state-funded requests and five pages for 
other-funds requests, not counting any attached demographic information or graphics.  Please 
submit this information by email to knye@utah.gov. 
 
Thank you for your assistance in developing the State’s Capital Budget. 
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Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Approved May 25, 2005 
 Strategic Objectives Evaluation Criteria Weight Scoring Anchors 
1 Address life safety 

and other deficiencies 
in existing assets 
through renewal and 
replacement 

Does the project address 
documented code and 
condition deficiencies?  For 
life safety deficiencies, what 
is the potential impact and 
probability of occurrence? 

2 5 = cost of deficiencies exceeds 85% of total project cost related to existing facility 
3 = cost of deficiencies between 45% and 65% of project cost related to existing facility 
1 = cost of deficiencies is less than 25% of project cost related to existing facility 
0 = project does not address an existing facility 
      -and- 
↑ or ↑↑ if substantial threat to life and property based on relative degree of threat and the 
probability of occurrence 

2 Address essential 
program growth 
requirements 

To what degree is the request 
driven by documented growth 
and shortage of space and is 
the amount of space requested 
justified by demographic 
data? 

2 5 = request is driven by a substantial space shortage and the requested space is well 
supported by demographics for existing demand plus a reasonable allowance for future 
growth for the essential program 
3 = requested space is supported by demographics for existing demand and growth 
1 = requested space significantly exceeds the level justified by demographics or no 
demographics are provided 
0 = project does not result in an increase in space 

3 Cost effective 
solutions 

Does the project reflect a cost 
effective solution appropriate 
to the facility need?  Is this a 
“bargain” with a limited 
window of opportunity? 

2 5 = Alternative approach that is substantially less costly to the State in the long term than a 
standard approach 
3 = Cost effective solution appropriate to the facility 
0 = More costly than is appropriate for the facility need 
      -then- 
↑ if this is a bargain opportunity that requires immediate action or it will be lost 

4 Improve program 
effectiveness and/or 
capacity 

To what degree does the 
project improve program 
effectiveness or increase 
program capacity other than 
the simple addition of space? 

1 5 = substantial improvement in program effectiveness and increase in capacity 
3 = moderate improvement in program effectiveness and/or increase in capacity 
1 = minimal improvement in program effectiveness or increase in capacity 
 

5 Provide facilities 
necessary to support 
critical programs and 
initiatives 

Is the project required to 
support a critical state 
program or initiative? 

2 5 = project is required for an essential state program or initiative to operate 
3 = project is needed to support an important state program 
1 = project enhances a less critical state program 

6 Take advantage of 
alternative funding 
opportunities for 
needed facilities 

What portion of the total 
project cost is covered by 
alternative funds? 

1 5 = more than 60% 
3 = between 20% and 40% 
1 = no alternative funding is available for this program 
     -then- 
↑ if alternative funding (excluding donations) requires state funding this budget cycle 

1. Scoring is on a scale of 0 to 5 using whole numbers only with the scoring anchors identifying specific points on this scale. 
2. ↑ indicates that one point may be added for the condition indicated.  This adjustment will not be made if it would cause the score to be greater than 5. 
3. The scores for each criterion are multiplied by the weighting factor and summed to arrive at a total score. 
4. Please see the attached additional information and instructions. 



Building Board 
Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide 

Additional Information/Instructions 
 
 
 
The following additional information and instructions are provided to aid in the application 
of the evaluation guide.  The strategic objectives are broad objectives of the State as a 
whole that were identified by the Building Board as having an impact on facility needs.  
The criteria interpret each objective and identify the discriminating factor that 
differentiates the degree to which each request satisfies the strategic objective.  The scoring 
anchors define specific points on the range of possible scores to facilitate consistent 
application.  A project’s score is determined by multiplying the score for each objective by 
the applicable weighting factor.  These amounts are then summed to arrive at the total 
score.  The total score indicates how well the project meets the objectives as a whole. 
 
Clarification of how each objective should be scored is provided below. 
 
Objective 1 – Address life safety and other deficiencies in existing assets through renewal 
and replacement 
This objective measures the degree to which a project takes care of deficiencies in existing 
state-owned facilities.  The measurement utilizes the information obtained through 
DFCM’s facility condition assessment program.  In consultation with DFCM, this may be 
supplemented by information obtained through other sources such as additional 
engineering studies or professional staff analysis. 
 
This measurement is calculated by dividing the cost of correcting deficiencies by the 
portion of the total project budget that relates to the existing facility.  The only deficiencies 
considered in this calculation are those that will be resolved directly through the requested 
project.  This objective addresses basic deficiencies in the building and its systems.  The 
cost of correcting programmatic deficiencies is not considered in this objective but is 
addressed in objective 4.  An example of a programmatic deficiency is a space 
reconfiguration that is desired to improve space utilization or program effectiveness. 
 
Additional points may be awarded based on the potential impact of life safety deficiencies 
and their probability of occurrence as noted in the scoring anchors.  If the project addresses 
both existing space as well as an increase in space, the score resulting from the above 
calculation will be adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objective 2 – Address essential program growth requirements 
This objective evaluates the degree to which the requested increase in state-owned space is 
driven by documented growth and shortage of space as well as the degree to which the 
amount of requested space is supported by demographic information.  Due to the wide 
variety in types of requests submitted, it is anticipated that the requesting agency or 
institution will identify the most appropriate demographic data to support its request.  The 
validity and completeness of the demographic support will be considered in evaluating the 



requested scope.  In developing its suggested score, DFCM may obtain and consider 
additional demographic data beyond that which is submitted with the request.  If the 
project addresses both existing space as well as an increase in space, the score resulting 
from the above calculation will need to be adjusted as explained below. 
 
Objectives 1 and 2 Scoring Adjustment 
For projects that involve both an increase in space and the renovation or replacement of 
existing state-owned space, the scores for objectives 1 and 2 must be reduced by the same 
proportion as the project cost associated with the existing facility or the increase in space, 
as applicable, is to the total project cost. 
 
The following example is provided to demonstrate this calculation.  Assume that 80% of a 
requested project replaces an existing facility and 20% of the project creates an increase in 
space beyond that contained in an existing facility.  Assume further that substantial 
problems are documented in the existing building that is being replaced that are sufficient 
to justify a score of 5.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 4.0 through the 
following calculation: 5 * 0.8 = 4.   Assume also that the criteria for Objective 2 justify a 
score of 4.  This score would then be reduced to a final score of 0.8 through the following 
calculation:  4 * 0.2 = 0.8.  The results of these adjustments should be rounded to one 
decimal place. 
 
Objective 3 – Cost effective solutions 
This objective measures the cost effectiveness of the request.  It is expected that most 
projects will receive a score of “3”.  Windows of opportunity will be evaluated to assure 
their validity. 
 
Objective 4 – Improve program effectiveness and/or capacity 
This objective addresses the degree to which a project improves the effectiveness or 
capacity of a program.  Capacity increases will be evaluated based on quantity of service 
that can be provided in a given amount of space.  Capacity increases that are only the result 
of an increase in space will not be considered. 
 
Objective 5 – Provide facilities necessary to support critical programs and initiatives 
This objective seeks to measure the degree to which a request supports critical programs or 
initiatives.  It is not addressing the level of support for a specific project.  The scoring 
anchors address the criticality of the program or initiative and the degree to which the 
project is required in order for that program or initiative to operate. 
 
Objective 6 – Take advantage of alternative funding opportunities for needed facilities 
This objective addresses the degree to which alternative funding reduces the funding 
impact on the state.  A bonus point may be awarded for alternative funding (other than 
donations) that has a timing constraint requiring that state funds be provided in the current 
budget cycle. 
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Capital Development Project 
State Funded Request 

FY2007 
 
 
(Note: In order to facilitate brevity, instructions in italics should be deleted in the submitted document.) 
 
Agency/Institution:  _____________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:   _____________________________________________________ 
 
Agency/Institution Priority:   __________ 
 
Preliminary Cost Estimate:   $_________________ 
(Your DFCM project director will work with you to develop the final budget request.) 
 
Total Project Space (Gross Square Feet) __________________ 
 
        New Space (Gross Square Feet)  ____________________ 
 Remodeled Space (GSF)  ____________________ 
 Space to be Demolished (GSF)  ____________________ 
 
Increase in State Funded O&M  $_________________   
(Estimate the amount of state funds, if any, that will be requested in the current or future budget cycles 
that is beyond the current budget levels for state funded O&M.  Explain how this amount was determined 
below.  If O&M funding is to come from another source, please explain the funding source below.  For 
institutions of higher education, this amount will be based on the O&M funding formula that was 
approved by the Building Board and the Board of Regents.  Institutions should estimate the O&M amount 
which will then be updated by DFCM to reflect the final capital development budget request.) 
 
 
New Program Costs    $_________________ 
(Estimate the cost of new or expanded programs and services that will result if the project is funded and 
provide a brief description of the additional program costs and anticipated funding sources below.  This 
should include any operating budget increase that will be required, other than O&M, in order to operate 
the programs that will be housed in the requested facility.  If this request will make existing state space 
available for alternative uses, the above estimate should also include the estimated cost of new or 
expanded programs and services that will be housed in this vacated space.) 
 
 
New FTEs Required for O&M  __________________ 
New FTEs Required for Programs  __________________ 
(Provide a separate estimate of the number of new employees that will be required for O&M and for 
program purposes if the project is funded.  Provide a brief description below; i.e., staff for new or 
expanded programs or to maintain the facility.  This includes any FTE that will be paid for from Increased 
O&M Funding or New Program Costs noted above.) 
 



 

 - 2 -

Other Sources of Funding   $_________________ 
(Identify other sources of funding such as donations, federal grants, and debt and indicate whether that 
funding is in hand.  If debt is proposed for the project, identify the funding source for its repayment.) 
 
Previous State Funding   $_________________ 
(Identify state funding previously provided for this project; i.e., planning, land purchase, etc.) 
 
 
Existing Facility: 
(How is the existing program housed?  Why is the existing facility not able to meet your needs?  What is the 
proposed use or disposition of the existing facility if your request is funded?)  
 
 
Project Description: 
(Describe the project.  Identify areas of new construction versus remodeling as well as any existing facilities to 
be demolished.  Document the programs and services to be offered in the proposed facility.  Estimate any 
increase in program capacity that will result if this request is funded, i.e. number of FTE students taught, 
prisoners housed, court cases handled, etc.  Discuss unique design requirements and program requirements.   
If the project involves the acquisition of an existing facility, indicate whether an independent appraisal has 
been obtained and the results of that appraisal.) 
 
 
Planning/Programming: 
(Describe the level of planning and programming that has been completed for the project.) 
 
Site and Infrastructure: 
(Estimate the size of site required for the project.  If a site has been identified, document its location, size, 
ownership, and unique characteristics.  If the site is not owned by the state, address the availability and cost of 
purchasing the site and the results of any appraisals that have been performed.  Agencies should work with 
DFCM’s real estate staff in addressing potential purchases.  Identify any requirements to provide access to the 
site or to provide for parking.  If the site is on an existing campus, address the capacity of the existing campus 
infrastructure to service the utility needs of the facility.  If the site is not on an existing campus, address the 
degree to which utilities are available to the site.) 
 
 
 
Scoring Analysis for Building Board Request Evaluation Guide: 
Please provide the following self-scoring and justification to aid the Building Board and DFCM 
in applying the attached Capital Development Request Evaluation Guide.  Provide a base score 
on a scale of 0 to 5, identifying proposed bonus points but without applying the weights or 
adjustments provided for in the guide.  The proposed score for each objective should be justified 
per the description provided for that objective. 
 
1. Existing Building Deficiencies and Life Safety Concerns. Suggested Score ___ 
 (If the request involves the renovation or replacement of an existing state owned facility, 

provide a summary (one page maximum) of critical life safety and other deficiencies in the 
existing facility.  Address the potential impact and probability of occurrence of life safety 
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deficiencies.  Coordinate with assigned DFCM staff to identify the extent to which the project 
addresses documented deficiencies in the existing facility.) 

 
 
2. Essential Program Growth Requirements.   Suggested Score ___ 
 (Summarize demographic data which justifies the scope of the project including any 

increased space requested.  Document the extent of any existing shortages of space.  Attach 
the source date unless it is generally available, in which case a reference to the source data 
may be provided.  Examples of demographic data that may be used include workload, 
enrollment, and population changes.) 

 
 
3. Cost Effectiveness.      Suggested Score ___ 
 (Address the expected level of quality and extent of aesthetic/monumental features in light of 

the purpose and nature of the requested project.  If an alternative approach is being 
suggested that is less costly than a standard approach, demonstrate the immediate and long 
term savings of the alternative approach.  Demonstrate any time constraints associated with 
the alternative approach.) 

 
 
4. Improved Program Effectiveness and/or Capacity.  Suggested Score ___ 
 (Demonstrate how the requested project will improve the effectiveness and/or capacity of the 

associated program(s) and thereby improve the delivery of services.) 
 
 
5. Support to Critical State Programs and Initiatives.  Suggested Score ___ 
 (Justify your suggested score by demonstrating the criticality of the program or initiative that 

will be supported by the requested project.  Demonstrate how the requested project is 
required to support the program or initiative.) 

 
 
6. Alternative Funding Sources.     Suggested Score ___ 
 (Document, by category, the amount of alternative funding that is in hand, the amount for 

which enforceable commitments have been obtained, and any additional amount for which 
alternative funding is being sought.  With the exception of donations, identify any timing 
constraints associated with the alternative funding.) 

 
 
Photographs and Maps: 
(Photographs and other graphics justifying the project and/or maps showing where the facility will be located 
are requested to be submitted in electronic format if possible.  These should help explain the project and 
justify why it should be funded.) 
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Capital Development Project 
Other Funds Request 

FY2007 
 
 
(Note: In order to facilitate brevity, instructions in italics should be deleted in the submitted document.) 
 
Agency/Institution:  _____________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name:   _____________________________________________________ 
 
Preliminary Cost Estimate:   $_________________ 
(Your DFCM project director will work with you to develop the final budget request.) 
 
Total Project Space (Gross Square Feet) __________________ 
 
        New Space (Gross Square Feet)  ____________________ 
 Remodeled Space (GSF)  ____________________ 
 Space to be Demolished (GSF)  ____________________ 
 
Increase in State Funded O&M  $_________________   
(Estimate the amount of state funds, if any, that will be requested in the current or future budget cycles 
that is beyond the current budget levels for state funded O&M.  Explain how this amount was determined 
below.  If O&M funding is to come from another source, please explain the funding source below.  For 
institutions of higher education, this amount will be based on the O&M funding formula that was 
approved by the Building Board and the Board of Regents.  Institutions should estimate the O&M amount 
which will then be updated by DFCM to reflect the final capital development budget request.) 
 
 
New Program Costs    $_________________ 
(Estimate the cost of new or expanded programs and services that will result if the project is funded and 
provide a brief description of the additional program costs and anticipated funding sources below.  This 
should include any operating budget increase that will be required, other than O&M, in order to operate 
the programs that will be housed in the requested facility.  If this request will make existing state space 
available for alternative uses, the above estimate should also include the estimated cost of new or 
expanded programs and services that will be housed in this vacated space.) 
 
 
New FTEs Required for O&M  __________________ 
New FTEs Required for Programs  __________________ 
(Provide a separate estimate of the number of new employees that will be required for O&M and for 
program purposes if the project is funded.  Provide a brief description below; i.e., staff for new or 
expanded programs or to maintain the facility.  This includes any FTE that will be paid for from Increased 
O&M Funding or New Program Costs noted above.) 
 
 
Sources of Funding   $_________________ 
(Identify the sources of funding such as donations, federal grants, and debt and indicate whether that 
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funding is in hand.  If debt is proposed for the project, identify the funding source for its repayment.) 
 
 
Existing Facility: 
(How is the existing program housed?  Why is the existing facility not able to meet your needs?  What is the 
proposed use or disposition of the existing facility if your request is funded?)  
 
 
Project Description: 
(Describe the project.  Identify areas of new construction versus remodeling as well as any existing facilities to 
be demolished.  Document the programs and services to be offered in the proposed facility.  Estimate any 
increase in program capacity that will result if this request is funded, i.e. number of FTE students taught, 
prisoners housed, court cases handled, etc.  Discuss unique design requirements and program requirements.   
If the project involves the acquisition of an existing facility, indicate whether an independent appraisal has 
been obtained and the results of that appraisal.) 
 
 
 
Planning/Programming: 
(Describe the level of planning and programming that has been completed for the project.) 
 
 
Site and Infrastructure: 
(Estimate the size of site required for the project.  If a site has been identified, document its location, size, 
ownership, and unique characteristics.  If the site is not owned by the state, address the availability and cost of 
purchasing the site and the results of any appraisals that have been performed.  Agencies should work with 
DFCM’s real estate staff in addressing potential purchases.  Identify any requirements to provide access to the 
site or to provide for parking.  If the site is on an existing campus, address the capacity of the existing campus 
infrastructure to service the utility needs of the facility.  If the site is not on an existing campus, address the 
degree to which utilities are available to the site.) 
 
 
 
Justification: 
(Document the need for and economic viability of the project.  The following should be addressed in your 
analysis where applicable: 
• How does the project help you fulfill your mission and the objectives of the programs and services to be 

included in the project. 
• Document current demand for these programs and services. 
• Estimate growth in these programs and services and the space needed for that growth. 
• Document how the new facility relates to other facilities and fits into your facility master plan. 
• Document the problems the project will solve. 
• Describe in detail why the project is needed---why is the proposed project the correct solution)  
 
 
Photographs and Maps: 
(Photographs and other graphics justifying the project and/or maps showing where the facility will be located 
are requested to be submitted in electronic format if possible.  These should help explain the project and 
justify why it should be funded.) 
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Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    

                        Governor 4110 State Office Building 
 Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
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 Fax  (801) 538-3267 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Subcontractor Insurance Requirements in the General Conditions 
 
At the last meeting, when the Board approved the revisions that had been proposed to DFCM’s 
General Conditions, a concern was raised regarding how the insurance requirements applied to 
subcontractors.  DFCM was asked to clarify the wording and report back to the Board at the next 
meeting.  In response to this concern, the following provision was added to the insurance section 
of the General Conditions. 
 

“(5) Unless otherwise provided by the procurement documents, the insurance 
requirements in 10.1.1(1) through (4) above do not apply to subcontractors or 
suppliers at any tier under the Contractor and any insurance requirements of 
subcontractors and suppliers at any tier is a matter between the General 
Contractors and such subcontractor or supplier.” 

 
While reviewing the General Conditions for the above issue, DFCM noted that the wording of 
another section required the general contractor to incorporate all terms of the contract documents 
into its contracts with subcontractors.  Since a number of provisions do not apply to 
subcontractors, the following clarification was added.  The language added after the Board 
meeting is underlined. 
 

“5.2.1 Comply with Contract Documents.  By appropriate enforceable agreement 
and to the extent it can be practically applied, the Contractor shall require each 
Subcontractor to be bound to the Contractor by the terms of the Contract 
Documents, and to assume toward the Contractor all the obligations and 
responsibilities which the Contractor, by these Documents, assumes towards the 
DFCM and A/E.” 

 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
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Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Administrative Reports for University of Utah and Utah State University 
 
Attached for your review and approval are the administrative reports for the University of Utah 
and Utah State University. 
 
FKS:sll 
 
Attachment 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Delegation of Agricultural Facilities Relocation Project to USU 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board authorize the delegation of the Agricultural Facilities 
Relocation Project to Utah State University as requested in the attached letter from Kevin 
Womack. 
 
Background: 
A number of years ago, the Board authorized an “across the board” delegation to USU for 
projects costing less than $2 million.  In doing so, it was recognized that larger projects could be 
considered for delegation on a case-by-case basis. 
 
As noted in the attached letter from Kevin Womack, the Legislature appropriated $5 million to 
USU for this project.  This project is different from a typical classroom/lab building for higher 
education in that it includes the construction of replacement animal pens and classroom/labs for 
agricultural purposes.  This unique scope and the close internal coordination required with the 
College of Agriculture are the primary reasons for delegating the administration of the project. 
 
This type of delegation is allowed in the statute governing delegation.  The Board’s 
administrative rule governing delegation calls for DFCM to administer the programming step for 
state-funded projects that are delegated.  However, as allowed by the rule, DFCM recommends 
that the Board waive this requirement and allow USU to administer the programming phase due 
to the unique nature of the project. 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
 
Attachment 
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Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Master Plan for the Ogden/Weber ATC Campus of UCAT 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board consider the master plan for the Ogden/Weber ATC campus 
and, if satisfied, approve the plan. 
 
Background: 
The Board’s administrative rule governing planning calls for master plans to be presented to the 
Board when initially created or substantially modified.   
 
Campus President Brent Wallis will present the master plan for the Ogden/Weber ATC campus 
of the Utah College of Applied Technology.  DFCM is not aware of this master plan being 
presented to the Board in many years. 
 
Ogden/Weber is one of the campuses that UCAT will be considering for its higher priority 
capital development requests.  In the last two years, the Board has seen master plan presentations 
or conducted tours of other UCAT campuses that might be prioritized high by the UCAT board.  
As a result, DFCM thought this meeting would be an opportune time for the Board to become 
more familiar with the Ogden/Weber campus. 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
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Jon M. Huntsman, Jr.    

                        Governor 4110 State Office Building 
 Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Master Plan for the College of Eastern Utah 
 
Recommendation: 
DFCM recommends that the Board consider the master plan for the College of Eastern Utah and, 
if satisfied, approve the plan. 
 
Background: 
The Board’s administrative rule governing planning calls for master plans to be presented to the 
Board when initially created or substantially modified.  As the CEU master plan has gone 
through a significant update, it will be presented to the Board for its approval. 
 
 
 
FKS:KEN:sll 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Utah State Building Board 
From: F. Keith Stepan 
Date: July 6, 2005 
Subject: Administrative Reports for DFCM 
 
The following is a summary of the administrative reports for DFCM. 
 
Lease Report (Pages 1 - 2) 
No significant Items 
 
Architect/Engineering Agreements Awarded, 35 Agreements Issued (Pages 3 - 5) 
No significant Items. 
 
Construction Contracts Awarded, 36 Contracts Issued (Pages 6 - 8) 
Item 1, SLCC Jordan Campus Health Science Building 
This is a CM/GC agreement, with the initial agreement only including preconstruction services.  The 
balance of the construction costs will be added by change orders.   
 
Item 25, WSU Utility Tunnel Lid Replacement for Buildings #2 - #4 
Additional funds of $50,773 transferred from Project Reserve to award construction contract which bid 
over budget.   
 
Report of Contingency Reserve Fund (Page 9) 
Increases 
The funding increases are decrease change orders on these particular projects.  
 
Decreases, New Construction 
New Archives Building/Rio Grande Bldg. Remodeling 
This transfer covers the contingency reserve fund share of change order #9 for remodel work in the Rio 
Grande Depot.  This change order covers numerous unknowns and omissions, such as; sump pump and 
fire sprinkler head revisions, asbestos related work on the 2nd floor, landscaping and flatwork revisions, 
and casework changes.  The balance of the change order cost came from the remaining construction 
budget funds in the project. 
 
USU Heat Plant Water Treatment Repairs 
This transfer is DFCM’s share on a settlement with all parties, for repairs to this system.  The majority of 
the costs are being paid for by the contractors and insurance company that performed on the original 
project.   
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WSU Plaza Chilled Water Line Replacement 
This covers change order #3 for unknown conditions on the project.  These include; excavation being 
deeper that the plans indicated, the piping being covered with concrete instead of lightweight concrete 
slurry, new piping connection couplings, extra piping, and the time associated with the additional work.   
 
Fairpark Rodeo Arena Drainage Improvements 
The large percentage is due to the small size of this project.  The construction budget is $16,648, so any 
draws look large percentage wise.  The current change order is an omission for an expansion joint 
between the sidewalk and drain.  Previous draws have been for inspection costs over budget.   
 
Report of Project Reserve Fund Activity (Page 10) 
Increases 
These items reflect savings on projects that were transferred to Project Reserve per statute.      
 
Decreases 
WSU Utility Tunnel Lid Replacement for Buildings #2 - #4 
To award the construction contract that exceeded the construction budget by this amount, as noted above 
in construction contract award section.   
 
Statewide Planning Fund (Page 11) 
FY’06 Capital Development Project funding has been reflected this month, leaving only one transfer to be 
covered in future Legislative sessions.  
 
Emergency Fund Report (Page 12) 
FY’06 funding is reflected in this report.  Decreases are for a paint failure analysis at the CUCF shower 
facility, and the replacement of a 50 ton compressor at the DHS Administration Building.   
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