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EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE

DESIGNER SELECTION BOARD
ONE ASHBURTON PLACE, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108

TO: The Honorable Michael Joseph Connolly, Secretary of the
Commonwealth
Room 2A, McCormack State Office Building, Boston, Massa-
chusetts 02108

DA; October 10, 1989
RE: Recommendations for Refiling of House Bills 92, 93, and 94 of

1989.

I. H94 of 1989, “An Act to Provide Certain Revisions to the
Designer Selection Board Laws” includes the 3 recommendations
requested in H92 of 1989 and also contains 26 additional sections
which include a series of technical changes clarifying the relationship
between the terms “designer” and “design services” The DSB is
primarily interested in the three recommendations originally
requested in H92 of 1989, and attached is the necessary draft.

The members have duly considered the relative merits of the
recommendations of the House Ways and Means, the Senate Ways
and Means, and the Inspector General’s Office and defer to their
opinions that H94 of 1989, is a superior version.

I 2. Section 1 of the bill is designed to clarify potential misinterpre-
tation of the law as it relates to the requirements of registration within
the Commonwealth. Section 2 of the bill increases the minimum
threshold for projects subject to the jurisdiction of the Designer
Selection Board to a more realistic amount in light of current design
and construction costs. The current exemption is limited to projects
with estimated construction costs of less than ten thousand dollars
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or, when there are no estimated construction costs, projects with
design fees of less than two thousand five hundred dollars. The
proposed legislation would increase these threshold amounts for
projects exempt from the Designer Selection Board to include those
with an estimated construction cost of less than fifty thousaand dollars
or five thousand dollars design fee, so as to reflect changes in design
and construction costs over the last six years, and to allow for a more
efficient designer selection procedure in connection with such small
projects. Section 3 is an amendment that clarifies that contract
documents shall be “stamped” by qualified professionals in their
respective disciplines to insure that structural, mechanical, electrical
systems, etc., are designed by qualified professionals in conformance
with public safety.

3. Attached please find H.B. 93 of 1989. The bill is designed to
reconcile needs of present and potential members of the DSB with
the legitimate protections envisaged by the state conflict of interest
laws. The bill, as drafted, would accomplish the following;

(1) DSB members could contract with “exempted” agencies
provided: (a) there is a disclousure to the Commission; (b) the member
does not vote or participate in the exemption request if the member
has a contract with the agency; and (c) the member cannot submit
an application for services with the agency when he/she votes or
participates in the agency’s exemption request.

(2) DSB members would not be required to terminate or dispose
of their interests in public contracts, except on DCPO projects if: (a)
the member entered into the contract prior to his/her appointment
to the DSB, and (b) the member submits a disclosure statement to
the Commission.

The bill, as drafted, would relieve restrictions inhibiting the ability
to attract qualified participation in the DSB without serving any
apparent public good. This bill has been previously reviewed and
approved by the Inspector General and the Ethics Commission.

Respectfully,

GEORGE R. BEATON
Executive Director,

Designer Selection Board.

This Document Has Been Printed On 100% Recycled Paper


