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TO THE HONORABLE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning, herewith, without my approval. House
Bill No. 6708 entitled "AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE DUTIES OF
THE BUREAU OF BUILDING CONSTRUCTION."

In 1971 control and supervision of certain categories
of county building construction projects was transferred
(St. 1971, c. 1113) to the Bureau of Building Construction.
House Bill No. 6708 would effectively repeal this reform
legislation -- the need for which was dramatically demon-
strated oy the problems which arose during construction of
the Middlesex County Court House. I have chosen not to
sign this measure because I believe that county officials
should continue to have the benefit of the experience and
expertise which is available at no cost from the Bureau;
and because I believe that the taxpayers should continue
to have the benefit of an independant review of county
construction projects.

After ten years and a cost overrun of more than $5O
million, the Middlesex County Court House is still un-
finished. This should serve as a vivid reminder to us
all of the need for effective control iri this area. Such
waste must not be permitted to occur again. Rapidly rising
construction costs make it imperative that we continue to
provide the people of Massachusetts with a system that
assures the proper expenditure of their tax dollars.
Passage of House Bill No. 6708 would seriously hamper
these efforts.

Two years have not yet elapsed since the reform
contained in Chapter 1113 became effective. Since that
time, the Bureau has been involved in the actual award of
three county contracts. In each instance, the Bureau
became involved after the project had been awarded to the
architect, but before the design was completed. During
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its review of the mechanical-electrical plans and speci-
fications of a $lOB,OOO Hampden County contract, the
Bureau noticed that certain modifications were required
in order to comply with bidding requirements, to provide
adequate safety for property and personnel, and to pre-
vent disputes and claims regarding the installation of
equipment. The projected cost for a Hampden County Court
House was thought to be $l7 million and the plans and
specifications were being developed with twenty-four
alternate bids. The total project cost at the time of
award, after the Bureau had had an opportunity to work
with county officials, was $13,140,000 and the need for
twenty-four alternate bids was eliminated. In another
project, one involving a Hampshire County Court House,
a detailed estimate showed that the project was at least
20% over the available funds and the original budget.
Through the efforts of the county and state officials
and the designer, various details were revised and the
cost was reduced without lowering the standards of con-
struction or the physical arrangements of the building.
In addition, the Bureau, after extensive work necessitated
by site difficulties and enviromental impact considerations
has, in conjunction with the County officials, refined
the project for an addition to the Hingham Court House so
that bids will be advertised for on November 6.

9

G.L. c. 6A s. 22 is, however, not so absolute in its
terms that it is impractical in its impact. It requires
that any project shall be subject to the control and
supervision of the Director of Building Construction if
the estimated cost exceeds $lO,OOO. The statute also
authorizes the granting of exemptions from such control.
It is the practice of the Bureau to grant exemptions, if
requested on all such projects if the cost is under $lOO,OOO.

Eventually, we must confront the central question of
whether we are willing to provide to the county officials,
and through them to the citizens, the benefit of the experience
and technical expertise of the Bureau; or, whether we will
allow construction projects to go forward without state

*

assistance which will assure full-time professional
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supervision, help provide efficient and economical design
and construction, minimize costly change orders, assure
compliance with state statutes on enviromental impact
and bidding and obtain, for example, approval of the
public safety features and plans for access for the
physically handicapped. I believe that our citizens de-
serve this assurance. Significant construction projects

..re now pending in Bristol, Essex and Worcester Counties
*,nd the Bureau is better able to serve these counties now
than before because of the decline recently in state capi-
tal outlay projects.

In Conclusion, I am returning this bill without my
approval because I believe the change brought about by
Chapter 1113 of the Acts of 1971 is a progressive one
which is in the best interests of our citizens, Neither
the taxpayers nor county government can afford another
Middlesex County Court House.

For the above reasons, I cannot in good conscience
approve the measure and I return the bill without my
approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Governor
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

*




