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REPORT OF THE
JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE
RELATIVE TO THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, BOSTON
AT COLUMBIA POINT

(under the provisions of an order
adopted by the House on March 1, 1971 and
by the Senate on March 29, 1971
[see House, No. 5086 of 1971])

January 10, 1971.
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ORDER CREATING THE COMMITTEE

Ordered, That a special committee consisting of three members
of the senate to be designated by the president thereof and five
members of the house of representatives to be designated by the
speaker thereof is hereby authorized and directed to investigate
and study all aspects of the contract for consultant services executed between the Commonwealth, by its director of building
construction, and any other party, to be performed during the
construction of the branch of the University of Massachusetts,
Columbia Point, Boston, the necessity for such a contract, the
total amount to be received by the consultant and contractor
under the term of said contract, the experience of such firm in
handling this large a project, and such other matters relative thereto which the committee deems relevant and proper.
Said committee shall be provided with quarters in the state
house or elsewhere, may hold hearings, may travel within the
Commonwealth, shall have the power to summon witnesses and to
require the production of books, records and papers as it deems
necessary, and may expend for clerical and other assistance, and
for expenses such sums as may be appropriated therefor. Said
committee shall report to the general court the results of its
investigation and study, and its recommendations, if any, together
with drafts of legislation necessary to carry said recommendations
into effect, by filing the same with the clerk of the house of
representatives on or before the last Wednesday in December,
nineteen hundred and seventy-one.
Adopted by the House on March 1,
and the Senate on March 29, 1971
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COMMITTEE
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Appointed by the President

of the Senate

Senator Joseph J. C. DiCarlo of Revere
Senator George V. Kenneally, Jr., of Dorchester
Senator Robert L. Cawley of Boston
Appointed by the Speaker

of

the House

of Representatives

Rep. Ralph E. Sirianni, Jr., of Winthrop
Rep. Paul C. Menton of Watertown
Rep. J. Laurence Golden of Framingham
Rep. J. Hilary Rockett of Marblehead
Rep. James F. Hart of Dorchester
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November, 1971.
To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

The Special Joint Committee formed to investigate and study all
aspects of the contract for consulting services executed between
the Commonwealth, by the Director of Building Construction and
any other party at the University of Massachusetts, Columbia
Point, Boston, created by an Order (H. 5086) adopted in the
House on March 1 and in the Senate on March 29, 1971, herewith
submits its report and recommendations.
SEN. JOSEPH J. C. DiCARLO

SEN. GEORGE V. KENNEALLY, JR.
SEN. ROBERT L. CAWLEY
REP. RALPH E. SIRIANNI, JR.
REP. PAUL C. MENTON
REP. J. LAURENCE GOLDEN
REP. J. HILARY ROCKETT
REP. JAMES F. HART
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Historical Data
Established by Committee
t#

Chapter 898 of the Acts of 1969 provided funds for the establishment of the University of Massachusetts, at Columbia Point, in
the City of Boston. The $5O million appropriation included the
acquisition of land, the preparation of plans for the development
of campus and the consulting, supervisory and other services
related to the foregoing.
Section 8 of Chapter 898 reads as follows
“Section 8. The executive office for administration and finance
shall establish in the bureau of building construction a special unit
to be assigned exclusively to the planning, development and supervision of construction of the University of Massachusetts campus as
authorized by this act. The director of building construction may,
with the approval of the commissioner of administration, temporarily assign any permanent or temporary employee of said bureau
as may be required for the supervision of the project; provided,
that the salaries and expenses of all such employees during the
period of such assignment shall be paid from funds made available
by this act, as a part of the cost of the development and construction of the project. No increase in the number of permanent
positions in said bureau shall be allowed on account of this act.”
The legislation was signed by Francis W. Sargent, Acting Governor of the Commonwealth, on August 29, 1969.
Chapter 633 of the Acts of 1970 appropriated $BO million for
the construction of phase I of the Columbia Point campus and
included a stipulation that no construction shall proceed until#*
critical analysis of the Methane Gas and other related site problems
have been made by independent, qualified, disinterested technical
consultants.
The Director of the Bureau of Building Construction after consultation with the executive office for Administration and
Finance
and the University of Massachusetts officials determined
that in
order to meet the desired construction timetable,
the services of a
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project management firm was necessary. The Designer Selection
Board was called upon for recommendations following the guidelines established under Chapter 7, Section SOB. By public notice of
September 23, 1969, the Designer Selection Board solicited applications and advertised for a consultant.
The Designer Selection Board minutes of meetings from the
63rd meeting, held on September 24, 1969, through and including
the 74th meeting on December 17, 1969, substantiated the Board’s
activities relative to their selection process.
On December 17, 1969 the Board recommended to the Commissioner of Administration three (3) firms as finalists for project
management services.
On December 22, 1969, Donald R. Dwight, Commissioner of
Administration, selected McKee-Berger-Mansueto Inc., being one of
the three nominees of the Designer Selection Board.
On December 23, 1969, the Bureau of Building Construction
notified McKee-Berger of their appointment and stated that a
“formal contract document will be prepared following conferences
and the definition of a program.”
Following a period of negotiations between the Bureau of
Building Construction and McKee-Berger-Mansueto Inc., the rate of
compensation was approved on April 22, 1970.
Pertinent Correspondence

In the pages to follow the Committee has selected what it
considers to be correspondence pertinent to investigation:
1. Designer Selection Board Public Notice of September 23,
1969.
2. Designer Selection Board Public Record letter of December
17, 1969 to Commissioner Dwight.
3. Commissioner Dwight’s letter of December 22, 1969 to Walter
J. Poitrast, Director of Building Construction.
4. Statement by State Auditor Thaddeus Buzcko dated July 29,
1971, to the Special Committee.
5. Bureau of Building Construction letter of August 2, 1971 to
the Special Committee.
6. McKee-Berger-Mansueto Inc., August 11, 1971 letter to
Director Poitrast with copies to Special Committee members.
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Hearings

■

The following executive sessions and public hearings were held
by the special committee for fact finding purposes:
Attendees:
Date
Place
May 5,

1971

State

Committee members and:

House

*

Charles E. Shepard, Commissioner
of Administration and Finance
Albert H. Zabriskie, Deputy Commissioner
of Administration and Finance
Walter J. Poitrast, Director, Bureau
of Building Construction

Frederick J. Kussman, Administrative
Assistant to the Director, Bureau
of Building Construction, and also
serving as Executive Secretary
to the Designer Selection Board
May 18,
1971

State

Committee members and:

House

Frederick J. Kussman, Administrative
Assistant to the Director, Bureau
of Building Construction, and also
serving as Executive Secretary
to the Designer Selection Board
Albert H. Zabriskie, Deputy Commissioner
of Administration and Finance
Date

Place

June 14,
1971

House

State

Attendees:

Committee Members and
Charles E. Shepard, Commissioner
of Administration and Finance
Albert H. Zabriskie, Deputy
Commissioner of Administration
and Finance
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Frederick J. Kussman, Administrative
Assistant to the Director, Bureau
of Building Construction, and also
serving as Executive Secretary
to the Designer Selection Board
Nicholas Protopapas, Deputy Auditor
#

July 29
1971

State
House

Committee members and
Charles E. Shepard, Commissioner
of Administration and Finance

Albert H. Zabriskie, Deputy Commissioner
of Administration and Finance
Frederick J. Kussman, Administrative
Assistant to the Director, Bureau of
Building construction, and also
serving as Executive Secretary to
the Designer Selection Board

Thaddeus Buzcko, State Auditor
Gerald McKee, McKee-Berger-Mansueto
Inc.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE
BUREAU OF BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
STATE OFFICE BUILDING, GOVERNMENT CENTER
100 CAMBRIDGE STREET, BOSTON 02202

�

PUBLIC NOTICE
SEPTEMBER 23, 1969
DESIGNER SELECTION BOARD LIST NUMBER 70-1 ITEM 20
The Board has not prequalified the category of Designer who may
be considered for this project. The Board will review the qualifi-

cations of each applicant, combination of applicants, collaborations, etc., who agree to forfeit their eligibility to be prime
designers on any of the six building projects in Phase I if they
receive the commission for U67-4 #2. The Board reserves its
statutory right to recommend to the Commissioner that this
a project
contract be sub-divided into separate responsibilities
management firm and an engineering firm with in house or other
architectural support. A separate letter of application must be
submitted to the Board no later than October 7, 1969 from
designers who wish to be considered for appointment (note
designers must be registered in Massachusetts). Pertinent project
data follows:
U67-4 #2
Columbia Point, Boston, Mass.
Chap. 898 of 1969, Account
7490-0102

Appropriation Allocation:

$15,400,000.

Estimated Construction Cost;
Immediate Services Authorized:

$14,290,000.
Coordination and administration
of Phase I of new campus, engineering design and limited architectural design, bid plans and
specifications, and supervision of

construction.

£

Project Number;
Project Location:
Appropriation Source:
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Appropriation Language: for the acquisition of certain land and
interests in land with buildings or trees thereon, in the city of
Boston for a site for a campus of the University of Massachusetts,
and for utilities and other improvements thereon, by eminent
domain under the provisions of chapter 79 of the General Laws or
by purchase or otherwise; provided, that no payment shall be made
for the purchase of said property until an independent appraisal of
the value thereof has been made by one or more qualified, disinterested appraisers, for the preparation of long-range plans for the
development of such site for a campus of the University of Massachusetts, including utilities and other improvements thereon, and
of plans for the construction of buildings, utilities and other
improvements on such site, for the construction of one or more
such buildings, utilities and other improvements, including equipment and furnishings therefor as authorized by the board of
trustees of the University of Massachusetts; for consulting, supervisory and other services related to the foregoing; and for all
purposes authorized by this act, total project cost, including construction escalation costs, not to exceed three-hundred and fiftyfive million dollars.

$50,000,000.
—Forward—

#
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE
BUREAU OF BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
STATE OFFICE BUILDING, GOVERNMENT CENTER
100 CAMBRIDGE STREET, BOSTON 02202.
DESIGNER SELECTION BOARD

December 17, 1969
Re: Mass. State Project U67-4
Project Management Services
University of Massachusetts
Columbia Point-Boston, Mass.
Chap. 898 of 1969, Account 7490-0102
List 70-1, Item 20
Commissioner D. R. Dwight
Executive Office for Administration

&

Finance

State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133
Dear Commissioner:
At a regular meeting on Wednesday, December 17, 1969 the
Designer Selection Board voted to recommend the following
Project Management Firms for your consideration on the above
referenced project. Names appearing below in alphabetical order as
the finalists were selected after interviewing and researching the
qualifications of several firms. It is the considered opinion of the
Board that the chosen firm be totally independent from all other
aspects of this complicated project, thereby assuring the Common
wealth of undivided loyalty throughout the design and con* y
struction phases of this assignment. The firms are:

Jackson & Moreland
McKee Berger &
Mansueto, Inc.
Turner Construction
Co., Inc.

600 Park Square Bldg.

Boston, Mass.

137 Newbury Street

Boston, Mass.

38 Newbury Street

Boston, Mass.
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The services authorized by appropriation include the coordination and administration for Phase I of this new campus. The
fee will be resolved by negotiation following approval by the
master plan and program.
This communication complies with the provisions of Mass. G. L.,
Chapter 7, Section SOB as amended and constitutes the public
record required therein
*

Very truly yours,

Earle F. Littleton
Chairman

FJK/cmd
cc: Public Record File

Project File

#
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Executive Office for
Administration and Finance
State House, Boston 02133.

December 22, 1969

*

Mr. Walter Poitrast, Director
Bureau of Building Construction
100 Cambridge Street

Boston, Massachusetts
Dear Mr. Poitrast:

In accordance with the provisions of Massachusetts General Laws
Chapter 7, Section SOB, you are hereby notified that the following
designer has been appointed:
Title
Project

and Location

U67-4 Project Management
Services, University
of Mass., Columbia
Point, Boston

Service
Per
attached
letter of

Designer
Appointed

McKee Berger
Inc.

&

Mansueto,

12/17/69

Will you please notify and contract with the appointed designer in
accordance with applicable provisions of the law.
Sincerely,

Attach.
DRD:GD
CC: Earle Littleton
Fred Kussman
AI Zabriskie

Donald R. Dwight
Commissioner of Administration

■ft
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July 29, 1971

SUBJECT: Contract Between the Bureau of Building Construction
and McKee-Berger-Mansueto, Inc. in Connection with
the Construction of the Boston Branch of the University of Massachusetts at Columbia Point, South Boston.
At the time of our audit of the Bureau of Building Construction,
dated July 1, 1970, we commented at length on this contract. We
stated on page 18 of that report that this was “an open end
agreement” and we also stated on page 18A, “The Department of
the State Auditor also wishes to point out that the work assigned
to McKee, Berger and Mansueto, Inc. is the type of work that the
Bureau was created to perform. It would appear that the Bureau of
Building Construction should have been increased to perform this
work and to bring their regular work to a more current basis. The
costs of such an expansion would be considerably less than the
cost of the existing contract with this private corporation.”
At the time of our audit, this contract had not been implemented to a point that we could be more specific in our
criticisms, however recently we have surveyed the status of this
contract and we now bring our comments up to the date of July
1, 1971.
In the very beginning let me point out to you that a contract of
this type was undeniably necessary at the time since abilities of the
Bureau of Building Construction had degenerated to a point wherein the Bureau was no longer able to even maintain currency on
their regular work. Added Complications arise also from the site
that was approved for this construction requiring elaborate and
expensive construction practices. Despite this fact, clauses of this
contract are entirely unacceptable to the Department of the State
Auditor and should never have been permitted.
1) Normally on a construction contract the contractor is paid a
percentage of his total fee in relation to the progress of the work
itself. This contract calls for a fee of 1.53% or a total of
$2,295,000.00 and it orders the payment of certain percentages
month by month and provides that payments in total will be made
by December 31, 1972, whether or not the project is complete.
Such a procedure is hardly conducive to fulfillment of construction
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demands and in addition, there are no financial penalties assessed
against this contractor under any clause that we can locate in the
entire contract.
2) The entire amount of $2,295,000.00 is profit for the contractor since under other clauses in the contract he is reimbursed
for all of his expenses plus a 20% profit. To July 1, 1971, the
contractor has received an additional $613,489.77 in the following
*

categories:

Reimbursable Labor
Fringe benefits 20.8%
Overhead and Profit 20%
Servicing BBC contracts 5% of $469,197.20
Design Review as per Section F

$393,365.60

81,321.60
94,647.23

23,459.86
20,695.48
$613,489.77

It must be noted also in this connection that no limit is placed on
the contractor on the amount of liabilities that he can incur for
any of these other items.
3) We also find entirely objectionable Section N of this contract
which reads as follows:

“The BBC may require that MBM engage the services of
or contractors for the performance of
services which are not the responsibility of MBM hereunder. MBM agrees to enter into such contracts or agreements upon the understanding that this procedure is one
of administrative convenience for the BBC and that the
responsibilities and liabilities of MBM hereunder shall not
consultants

be enlarged.”
Until such a time as we conduct our audit of the BBC for the
current fiscal year we cannot state just how this clause has been
used by the contractor and the Bureau of Building Construction. ■f
However, I call your attention to the peculiar wording of this
section which states, “that BBC might require the contractor to
hire consultants or contractors which are not the responsibility
of
MBM hereunder.” It would appear that this section is designed to
permit the BBC to avoid the unusual procedure in entering contracts and since McKee-Berger-Mansueto, Inc. have full
responsibilities on all work in connection with this total project, 1 cannot
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imagine what contracts could be awarded under this section unless
they were contracts for projects that have nothing to do with
construction of this college. We intend, during our next audit to
study all activities and expenditures under this clause.
4) As the result of this contract we have four different authorities who are empowered to supervise this construction. The
University of Massachusetts, the Bureau of Building Construction,
the Engineer who prepared the plans and McKee-Berger-Mansueto,
Inc. It does not appear that any one of these agencies are empowered to make a final decision on any questions relating to
construction which might arise and this can only result in construction delays at an additional cost to the Commonwealth.
5) On page 8 of our last audit report on the Bureau of Building
Construction we commented that the Bureau had more than
400,000,000.00 dollars in construction projects awaiting action by
the Bureau. In actual fact, there was more than a 100,000,000.00
dollars available since 1964 and since construction costs are increasing at the rate of 1% a month it is immediately obvious that
the projects included in this 100,000,000.00 dollar appropriation
will far exceed that cost if construction is attempted this time.
While the appropriation made to the Building Construction has
increased in the last five years, they have not increased at the rate
necessary for that Bureau to cope with every increasing appropriation made by the General Court in their various Capital
Outlay programs. We believe that the Committee should take under
consideration the proposal that when a Capital Outlay program is
adopted by the General Court that a certain percentage of that

money should be transferred to a special construction fund from
which the Legislature would annually appropriate funds needed for
the operation of the BBC.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION AND CONSTRUCTION
BUREAU OF BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
STATE OFFICE BUILDING, GOVERNMENT CENTER
100 CAMBRIDGE STREET, BOSTON 02202.

August 2, 1971
Re: Mass. State Project U67-4, #2A
Project Management Service
University of Massachusetts
Columbia Point
Boston, Massachusetts

Honorable Joseph J. C. DiCarlo
State House
Boston,

Massachusetts

Dear Senator DiCarlo:
At last Thursday’s Hearing concerning the referenced contract, two
questions were raised which require further amplification from this
office. I am pleased to provide you and other members of the
Committee with my understanding of the facts surrounding these
issues.

Concerning the question related to payment made to McKeeBerger-Mansueto, Inc., in the amount of $20,695 for additional
review services performed during October 1970 through February
1971. The implication that these additional review services are a
duplication of services of those provided for under Section F of
the referenced contract is erroneous.

Section F provides for technical design review services which are
covered by the fixed fee portion of the contract. Such services
would include, for example, detailed analysis of the structural
engineering calculations to insure that the buildings are structurally
sound. In addition to such design review services, MBM also performs review of all plans and specifications for proper coordination both within each individual building and with respect to

P
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connection details between the several buildings. This type of
review is performed by the project coordinators which are provided
under Section L of the contract reimbursable expenses.
Prior to the Legislative requirement for special studies related to
the methane gas at the site, the coordination review schedule was
planned so that the workload would be staggered in such a way
that the then existing project coordinators specified in the contract
under the fixed fee could accomplish the necessary work. However,
as a result of the unforeseen delay, the contract packaging schedule
was revised and, as a consequence, all of the bidding documents
for the buildings were received from the Designers for review
within a very short time frame. A decision then had to be made as
to whether or not to conduct the review with the then existing
staff within the basic fee or to order MBM to supplement thenstaff in order to expedite the bidding process.

In an effort to reduce escalation costs and in order to be able to
receive bids at a time which seemed to represent a good bidding
market, it was decided by BBC to expedite the review insofar as
possible. MBM offered to provide technical personnel from their
Regional Office to assist in this effort. Part of their offer was that
they would be reimbursed by only the actual direct salary expense
of the personnel used in this work. The normal 20 percent override
for reimbursable personnel was voluntarily not added to the direct
salary expense.

If the decision to accelerate the coordination review process had
not been made, it is likely that the bidding dates for some of the
buildings would have had to be extended by several months, and
this could have increased the eventual bids by an amount equal to
many times the questioned payment to MBM. Considering this
and in view of the highly satisfactory progress of the project to
date, we feel that the additional expenditure has been cost
effective and entirely justifiable.
Concerning the question regarding the propriety of MBM receiving
a 5 percent fee for administering a sub-contract which it had
entered into at the direction of the BBC, and which was partially
performed by sub-contractors to the party which has the basic
agreement with MBM let me state that in some instances, MBM’s
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sub-contractor may have added a 2 percent mark-up to that
portion of the work which he has chosen to have performed by
other sub-contractors. The question is then: Should MBM’s 5
percent fee be applied also to the 2 percent mark-up by MBM’s
sub-contractor?
When the BBC requires that MBM engage specialized services for
the project, the total upset cost for these services is established
through competitive bidding or, in the case of professional services,
through a selection and negotiation process. At that time, the 5
percent MBM fee payment is established.
Accordingly, MBM receives no more than the established 5 percent
amount of the budget upset whether the sub-contractor performs
all services with his own organization, or elects to have portions of
the work performed by other parties under contract to him. Copies
of all authorizations and payments in question will be furnished
your committee upon request. They are quite voluminous and if
only an inspection is desired records are on file with the Comptroller at the State House.

I am taking the liberty of recapping comments made at both the
Executive Session and Public Hearing meetings, only for the
purpose of placing before you, in capsule form, my layman’s
thoughts on the consultant contract matter.
The contract fee of 1.53%, or $2,295,000, is compensation for all
known services that the BBC requires of its consultant over a three
(3) year period of time. These knowns are set forth in Sections B,
C, D, E, F and M of the contract. This fee is not profit and time
records are available to so substantiate. The contract aspect of cost
plus 20% was not converted by BBC to a percentage, as the extent
and actual number of personnel required were unknown at the
time the contract was negotiated. In any professional contract
matter which deals with an infinite service, the per diem payroll
method is historically employed. We would not have properly
discharged our duties had we agreed to a flat percentage for the
unknown cost of services set forth under Section L, G, H and K of
the contract. The risk of over-compensation was too great for BBC
to take having no previous experience in a contract of this nature.

*
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We reverted to the accepted ‘safe method’ and find ourselves
subject to criticism for what we insist was the right decision.
Only BBC can authorize an expenditure. MBM does not have the
authority to unilaterally obligate the Commonwealth. Note under
Section L of the contract that the size of the MBM (20%) staff,
including the job classifications, are subject to the prior approval
of BBC. The last paragraph on Page 13 states that the salaries and
qualifications of all personnel must be approved by BBC. With all
these built-in restrictions, we disagree that MBM is without State
control. They can do nothing without our prior approval. BBC has
for 15 years administered the multi-million dollar capital outlay
program for the Commonwealth. We believe we know our business
as well as or better than most public awarding authorities. Construction contracts have provisions for Change Orders and extras.
Design contracts have articles allowing for per diem compensation
for extra or unforeseen services. Are these to be considered openended contracts? Of course not they are open only to the extent
that the Owner wishes them to be.

As testified, the combined total of the fixed fee of $2,295,000,
plus the estimated total cost of salary reimbursements (20%) projected to be $1,200,000, results in an estimated total fee of
$3,495,000, or 2.7% of the $ 130-million project cost, and 3.2% of
the $llO-million construction contract totals. Despite comments
regarding the inefficiency of HEW, we insist on noting that they
recommend a fee of between 2% and 5% for Construction Management services.
Not

to

be forgotten

is the testimony that by utilizing a
Construction Manager, this project has been expedited by at least
6-9 months ahead of any imaginable time schedule BBC could have
met utilizing its own/or temporary employees. At the Building
Cost Index rise of 1% per month, a 6 months savings on construction alone is $6,660,000., a 9 months savings is $9,900,000.

I deliberately make no effort to elaborate here on the 5% paid to
MBM when they, at our direction and as a convenience to BBC,
employ sub-contract surveyors, boring firms, soil engineers,
methane gas experts, watchmen and the like. This subject matter
appears to be either fully understood or absolutely befuddling to
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those who are not familiar with the professional service contract.
Would one expect this administrative service to be rendered free of
charge, and would one expect MBM to be liable for someone elses
findings?
Our construction design and testing contracts are, and always have
been, approved by the Office of the Attorney General, and they
are frequently used as models by other public authorities. All
contracts are continuously updated and, as pitfalls are detected,
they are rectified. There is a complete meeting of the minds
between BBC and MBM as to contract obligations. Except for
method of compensation, stringent verbiage in a contract with one
who is to be your fiduciary agent removes desired flexibility. It
appears to me that critics are applying the rules of a construction
contract to our professional service document.

*

I trust you will find the contract to be legal and proper, leaving
perhaps only human judgment the gray matter.

Respectfully,
Frederick J. Kussman

Administrative Assistant to the Director
cc: Committee Members
Commissioner Shepard

4
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August 11, 1971

Mr. Walter J. Poitrast
Director

Bureau of Building Construction
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts
Subject: MBM Contract
Dear Mr. Poitrast;

Following the Hearing of the Legislative Committee investigating
the Columbia Point Project Management Contract on July 29,
1971, it was suggested by the Chairman that it would be appropriate for us to submit a memorandum summarizing certain
matters covered by the Hearing.
Accordingly, we herewith submit the attached memorandum to
you. We are taking the liberty of forwarding copies of the memorandum to the Chairman and all other members of the Committee.
Sincerely yours,

McKEE-BERGER-MANSUETO, INC.

Jack S. Thomas
Vice President
Enc.
cc: All Members of Special Legislative

Investigating Committee
Commissioner of Administration and Finance
Secretary of Transportation and Construction

24

HOUSE

-

[Jan.

No. 5006

Submission of
M cKee-Berg er-Mansue to, Inc.
to the Bureau of Building Construction
for Use by the Legislative Committee
Studying and Investigating
the Project Management Contract
at Columbia Point
I

A PROJECT MANAGER WAS AND IS ESSENTIAL IN
ORDER TO COMPLETE THE U/MASS PROJECT ON TIME
AND WITHIN THE A 'OUNT APPROPRIATED.

U/Mass

project is not simply a large project; it is an
exceedingly complicated one which must be completed in a
very short time.

A. The

1. The project’s size

$355 million
building project ever

individual

-

makes it the largest
undertaken in New

England.

2. There are six major structures included in Phase I, each
being designed by a different firm.
3. Including all consultants for Phase I, there are more
than 60 firms contributing to the ultimate success (and
to the complexity) of the project.
4. Because of the project’s size and the tight time
schedule, there are, in effect, more than 20 major
construction contractors.

5. The project site (a former garbage dump next to a large
public housing project) is difficult pilings and special
foundation work have been required.
6. The project demands an extraordinary management and
:

supervisory
B.

effort.

MBM is performing critical and wide-ranging services as
project manager.

MBM has streamlined the design review process. Instead
of limiting design review to a few detailed submiswhich cause delay and merely point out shortsions
comings in design submissions without offering solutions MBM’s project management staff
-

-
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works with the architects and engineers before submissions to identify problems while there is still
time to correct them;

advises on the construction feasibility of design solutions;

reviews all formal design submissions to see that
they are feasible and conform to program and
*

public agency requirements; and

coordinates public agency reviews and approvals.

2. MBM

providing full-time management and coordination of all construction activity, including inspection; guidance of prime contractors; administration,
accounting, and record-keeping; scheduling and controlling project progress; and processing and evaluating
change orders.
is

3. MBM is providing a program and rendering assistance
for the implementation of effective Community
Relations and

Affirmative

Action Programs including

the

establishment and maintenance of communications rapport with Community leaders;
the retention of Community residents on MBM’s
staff as Community Relations Coordinators and the
maintenance of a permanent CRC Office;
the preparation of a comprehensive Construction
Training Program for minorities at the request of
the Governor’s Assistant for Urban Affairs and
advice, in connection therewith, in negotiating a
Minority Hiring Plan;

in recruiting Community people for
training in construction trades under the Boston

assistance
*

Plan;
-

hiring and training minority people from the Community to work on the MBM staff;
major participation in the formulation of teaching
courses for minority contractors and their staffs.
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These courses, sponsored by the University of Massachusetts, Harvard University, Tufts Medical Center
and Wentworth Institute, concentrated on construction cost estimating and were intended to assist
the minority contractors in preparation of competitive bids. Several of MBM’s staff members participated as volunteer instructors.

4. MBM is providing comprehensive control of
costs, together
cluding

with

project

project architect/engineers, in-

analysis and adjustment of budgets for each of the
project’s major parts;
detailed market studies

detailed reviews of all estimates supplied by architect/engineers;

detailed evaluations of all bids and change orders
and

monthly reports on estimated contract completion
vs. budgeted cost for each project element.

5. MBM has prepared and continuously updated a detailed
master construction schedule as part of the total design/construction process. Proper scheduling has
compressed the design phase; shortened formal agency
review periods; and permitted construction to be overlapped with design.
6. As part of its management information system
(CAPCON), MBM is providing computer-assisted
printouts of detailed project schedules;
monthly progress reports;
a detailed current working estimate of probable construction cost;
a specially designed accounting system; and
an automated purchase order and shop drawing control system.
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7. MEM is also providing general construction consulting
and research, and an administrative staff for the project

office.

C. The BBC wisely chose to retain a project manager to
complete the U/Mass project within existing time and
budget limits.
The BBC must meet escalating needs for new construction. The State Auditor’s Report notes “the
increasing spread between accumulated totals of funds
authorized and the accumulating totals of disbursements
represented by pyramiding end-of-year balances.”

2. The following schedule shows the enormous expansion
of BBC responsibilities from fiscal year 1966 through
fiscal year 1971 as reported by the Comptroller. While
construction awards increased almost five (5) times
dollar value, personnel was increased only one-third
0/3).
#OF
CONSTRUCTION

FISCAL

YEAR
1966
1967
1968

C APITAL OUTLAY
TOTAL
$

1969
1970
1971

65,361,975.00
70,404,630.00
134,073,958.00
109,595,498.00
*110,702,659.00
**213,579,000.00

#

OF BBC

PERSONNEL

95
95
95
98
101
115

CONTRACTS

AWARDED
65
61
53
65
62
93

CONSTRUCTIO.
AWARD TOTA L
$

32,069,898.59
34,196,478.55
41,685,853.10
59,928,186.36
86,254,6
146,485,132.06

*Does not include $50,000,000 for University of Mass. Columbia Point CB9B of 1969.
**Does not include $80,000,000 for University of Mass. Columbia Point part of C 633
of 1970.

3

A large number of public agencies, facing similar new
construction burdens, have employed or sponsored employment of professional project managers in recent
months. These include the General Services Administration and the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, among Federal agencies, and the Dormitory
Authority and the Department of Health and Mental
Hygiene of the State of New York, among state authorities.
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The General Court has specifically prohibited the BBC
adding personnel to supervise the U/Mass project.

1.

from

Chapter 898 of 1969, the legislation providing funds for
the U/Mass project, requires the Executive Office for
Administration and Finance to establish within the BBC
a special unit assigned exclusively to the planning,
development and supervision of the project. But the
legislation specifically states: “No increase in th&t
number of permanent positions in (the BBC) shall be
allowed on account of this act.
”

2. Thus, as the State Auditor said; “A contract of this
type

(project

management)

was

undeniably

nec-

essary.

E. Additional

staff within the BBC

is in any event not a

solution.

I.

Even if the BBC could itself hire additional staff just
for the U/Mass project, this would not solve its
problems: such an addition would be inefficient, far
more costly overall than the present contract, and
contrary to the BBC’s expressed wishes.

2. The Commissioner of Administration confirmed this at
the Hearings. Speaking of the U/Mass project, he said:
“It is not wise to appoint a permanent staff for a
project of this scope.”
II

THE

U/MASS PROJECT IS BEING BUILT WITHIN THE

BUDGET AND ON SCHEDULE.

A. The value
estimate.

1.

of

contract

awards is right on the budget

Under its contract with MBM, the Commonwealth is
receiving value for money. The results speak for them-^y
selves. For work estimated to cost $lO2 million (including 2% change order contingencies), contracts
amounting to $100.5 million have been awarded. The
table below* gives the details;
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Central service

How the bidding shaped up on the Boston project
Project
element

Prime contractor

Library, Utility
Science

Service
Administration

College
College

$

Raymond

Piles
Foundation-

21,891,000
19,040,000

Estimate
$

19,600,000
20,487,000

2,651,300
4,438,000
16,387,000

2,778,885
5,133,000
16,700,000

16,567,827
4,195,415

16,639,055
3,932,000

Underpinning and
Foundation
Foundation

Library

*

Bid award

Blount-Fontaine
Blount-Fontaine
Blount-Fontaine
Poorvu Const. Co.
Franchi Construction
S. Volpe & Co.
Dimeo Const. Co.

Site-Work

Gil-Bern

General Utilities
Excavation

Flaherty-Sand
DeMatteo Const.
DeMatteo
Cor

Structural Steel
Two Colleges

Bethlehem Steel

Equipment in estimates but
being bid separately

8.170.000

4,674,000

5.152.000

484,264

700,000

1,493,290

1,440,000

98,446,238

102,061,940

2,000,000

TOTAL

includes 2 per cent change order

1.330.000

1,139,800
5,484,342

100,446,238

102,061,940*

contingency

It is respectfully submitted that not another major
public project in the Boston area can show similar
results.

Taken from

Engineering

News Record,

August 5,

1971, pg. 51. See Annex 2 attached,
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project is on time.

1. The project is on time and scheduled for completion by
September 1973. The only delay has been that required
to permit investigation of the methane gas problem at
the direction of the General Court. The BBC representative at the Hearings confirmed this. He said; “We are
quite satisfied with MBM. Except for a delay resulting
from the Legislature’s wise decision to require special'
studies related to possible methane gas emissions, and
the proper control thereof, the project is on time.
”

C

By using MBM as project manager, the BBC has saved not
only time but money.
1. The State Auditor’s report concludes: “The current rate
of escalation in construction costs is estimated to be
between 3/4% and 1% per month. It follows, then, that
savings of millions of dollars in added construction
costs would result if projects in the design stage could
be moved more quickly to the construction stage.
”

BBC’s representative confirmed this at the
Hearings. He said: “If the BBC had to perform this
contract under present conditions, I doubt if we would
have been ready to award the first contract until six
months from now (that is, six months from July 29,
1971). If you recognize that inflation increases your
costs at the rate of 1% a month, the MBM fee has been
more than paid for.

2. The

”

3. The Dodge Report of July 15, 1971 states that the
current rate of escalation in construction costs in the
Boston area is 13.6% a year. Use of MBM as a professional project manager will save by the most con#y
servative estimate at least 6-9 months in the design/
construction process, and probably much more. Given
the Boston area Cost Index of 1.13% per month, this
represents an economic saving to the Commonwealth of
between $7-10 million. This saving alone is far in excess
of MBM’s total fee!
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4. Use of a professional project manager to coordinate the
activities of several prime contractors permits bid
packages to be assembled and advertised in such a way
as to maximize contractor competition. The alternative
of advertising only two or three large contract packages
would, on the experience of recent large contract bids
in the Boston area, have cost an additional premium in
excess of $lO million. This represents a major additional saving to the Commonwealth.

*

COMMONWEALTH’S CONTRACT WITH MBM
NEITHER OPEN-ENDED NOR LIBERAL: IT IS FAIR.

11l THE

IS

A. Several charges made with respect to the contract are
simply NOT supported by the facts.
1. The fixed fee of $2,295,000 is most assuredly not all
profit for MBM. Time records are available to prove
this. Part 11(A) of the contract clearly states that the
fixed fee is for the services set forth in Sections B, C,
D, E, F and M of the contract.
Under Section B of the contract, MBM is providing
for the full three-year term of the contract the full-time services of a Project Manager,
three Assistant Project Managers, and, during the
construction phase of the project, three senior engineers. Section B also provides that all MBM’s corporate
facilities, including all its established
programs, procedures and systems, will be available
to and utilized by the management team.
Section C requires MBM to put into effect itemized
management systems and procedures,
including an
automated information system (CAPCON).
Section D requires MBM to furnish detailed cost
management and control services.
Section E requires MBM to implement a detailed
project scheduling and control system.
Section F requires MBM to perform complete technical design review.
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Section M requires MBM to perform important miscellaneous services, including implementing safety
and community relations programs. These services,
extending to many members of MBM’s staff in
addition to the design team, are provided by MBM
at very substantial cost to it. It must pay salaries,
overhead expense and all related costs all of
which are chargeable against the fee and are not m
reimbursable. In fact, the time records show that,
through April 30, 1971, the technical hours used
under this
section of the contract represent 60%
of MBM’s total technical hours on the project.
During the same period, 68% of MBM’s dollar expenditure for technical salaries has been for personnel performing services under the fee provisions of
the contract.
-

not open-ended. The fixed fee covers all
known services that the BBC requires of MBM during
the term of the contract. But the extent of other
services, equally necessary to the contract, was unknown when the contract was negotiated. These services
are described in Sections G, H, and K of the contract
and include, respectively, project management and coordination; construction inspection; and administration
of the project office. To perform these services, MBM is
required under Section L of the contract to furnish a
project office and field staff. The anticipated size and
nature of the staff is clearly described in the contract
under Section 11(A). The costs of this staff are reimbursable at direct salary expense plus 20%.

2. The contract is

-

Under Section L of the contract, the BBC must
approve the size and job classification of the staff,
as well as salaries and qualifications. MBM can do
nothing
without the Commonwealth’s prior
approval. Reimbursable costs can only be enlarged
to the extent permitted by the BBC.

3. The 20% override is not profit to MBM but represents
MBM’s cost of obtaining the staff for the work of the
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project office and the cost of personnel administration
for this staff. Such costs include:

Agency fees paid in connection with hiring reimbursable staff, usually 15% of the first year’s salary,
or costs associated with recruitment where no
agency is used.
*

The cost of relocating permanent staff from other
MBM offices.
Overtime-related expenses which are not reimbursable such as meals, compensatory time off for
salaried staff, and weekend travel allowances.
The cost of non-chargeable time related to termination or reassignment (usually two to four weeks).
The cost of personnel administration related directly
to reimbursable staff.

4. If the BBC had agreed to a fixed fee to include the
services covered by Sections G, H and K of the contract
at the time it was negotiated, that fixed fee would have
been far in excess of the amount of the present fixed
fee and reimbursable costs. The BBC’s representative
specifically confirmed this at the Hearings.

5. Section N of the contract provides that the BBC may
require MBM to engage consultants for the BBC’s convenience without enlarging MBM’s responsibilities under
the contract. MBM is to be reimbursed at cost plus 5%
with respect to subcontracts with such consultants.
The 5% fee applies only to such subcontracts. It
does not apply to reimbursable salary expense or
the 20% override thereon.
*

The 5% fee does not apply to construction contracts or major consultant contracts, which are all
prime contracts with the Commonwealth.
The subcontracts entered into pursuant to Section
N amounted to approximately $470,000 as of July
1, 1971, a fraction of the overall project cost.
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The subcontracts have all concerned specialized
services such as surveying, boring, soil engineering,
methane gas investigation and the like
subon
contracts which
smaller projects would have
been assigned to the design architects who would
have (in accordance with general practice) charged a
fee for their administration. The subcontracts
naturally, are all directly related to the
They have all been entered into at the BBC’s
request and under its direction. They do not represent a subcontracting of any of the work called for
under MBM’s contract.
-

Necessarily, the contract provides that MBM does
not take responsibility for subcontracts which the
BBC requires it to enter into for the BBC’s convenience.

B

MBM’s compensation is fair.
1. The combination of fixed fee ($2,295,000) and reimbursable costs (plus 20%), estimated at present to be
$1,400,000, yields a probably total payment under the
contract of $3,695,000, equal to 2.8% of the $l3O
million Phase I project cost. MBM’s fixed fee is less
than 1.8% of that amount.

2. The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
in its recent circular* states: “The fees paid for construction management services can be expected to range
from two to five percent and will vary inversely with
the size, and proportionately to the complexity, of the
project.” MBM’s services on the U/Mass project are
substantially more complex than those described as
**
typical in the circular.
C

There is no overlappying of authority on the project.
1. MBM has only one client on this project: the Commonwealth of Massachusetts acting through the BBC. The

Construction Management/Phased
Circular No. 4 (1971), pg. 8.

Design and

Construction,” Building Information

I
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BBC is fully employed by specific legislative act of the
General Court to plan, develop and supervise construction of the project.

IV. NO MODIFICATION OF THE CONTRACT IS NECESSARY
OR DESIRABLE.
The contract clearly benefits the Commonwealth. It has
proven entirely workable. Under it, the BBC and hence the
Commonwealth retain full power and control. The project is on
time and within the budget. MBM’s compensation is fair. The
contract is a model for other similar contracts now in effect in
other states and with the Federal Government. The Commonwealth has reason to be proud of its leadership, and MBM and
the BBC should now be permitted to complete thiir work.
Research and Findings

*

The Committee has applied all of the tests required to ascertain
the validity of the contract between the Bureau of Building Construction and McKee-Berger-Mansueto Inc. We can find nothing
illegal with the instrument. The question of the rate of compensation being “open ended” resolves itself down to a matter of
judgement and interpretation. Exploring the possibility of the consultant receiving compensation in the neighborhood of millions and
millions of dollars, we find that by contract terms the consultant
cannot obligate the Commonwealth to any expenditure of funds,
nor can the consultant be paid for any services whatsoever without
the prior approval of the Bureau of Building Construction. The
contract then is open ended only to the extent that the Bureau of
Building Construction authorizes the expenditure of funds. The
Committee can foresee no situation wherein the consultant can
unilaterally reward itself.
The Committee finds that it is not unusual in a professional
services contract for an owner to have a contract provision wherein
the consultant may hire and be reimbursed for the cost of services
which he does not customarily perform with his own employees.
In this contract, the Commonwealth requested and the consultant
at the direction of the owner has entered into various subcontract
agreements with testing firms, surveyors and methane gas experts.
It was testifed that the project management firm is in fact an
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extension of the Bureau of Building Construction. The Bureau
maintains that in the course of carrying out directives of the
Bureau of Building Construction to subcontract, one would expect
to pay the project management firm for their coordinating services.
It is in this regard only that the consultant receives a markup of
five per cent. By national average this is not a high percentage.
We can find no previous history of an agency of the Commonwealth entering into a project management service contract for
project of the size of Columbia Point. That the Bureau made an
apparent sound decision to employ experts to meet the construction timetable does not and should not be considered as a
precedent for their continued use on any project except in large
and complex projects where a major team management effort is
required and where such a team cannot be assembled from within
the Bureau staff. The personnel growth of the Bureau has obviously
not kept pace with the expanding capital outlay program of the
Commonwealth. The expertise appears to be available at the
Bureau of Building Construction to handle all save the most ambitious crash construction programs, which are the exception and not
the rule. The Columbia Point project would appear to be such an
exception.
The employment of project management firms has been recommended by the Health Education and Welfare Department of the
federal government. The federal General Services Administration
has recently awarded its first project management contract and
intends to employ the system widely. A number of state agencies,
in New York, California, Ohio and elsewhere, employ project
managers extensively. In general, the advisability of such employment depends on the mission and available in-house staff of those
agencies. It is clear that the mission of the Bureau of Building
Construction, as well as its employment of extensive qualified
technical staff, dictates that within Massachusetts, employees of
the Bureau should be utilized as project managers on the
majority of state projects. When services are of a limited nature the
Bureau should seek to augment its staff by hiring individual 03
consultants without the necessity of employing large project
management firms whose costs must necessarily be greater than

that of expert individuals.
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The Committee cannot refute the position of the Bureau and is

satisfied that the contract aspect providing for reimbursement at
direct salary expense plus 20 per cent computes to a factor
considerably less than 2-1/2 times the payroll cost method of
compensation recommended by Massachusetts architectural and
engineering societies. The national average appears to range from
2.0 to 3.0 times salary cost whereas the Bureau of Building
consultant contract computes to a factor of 1.275,
an
is
indication that this facet of the contract is not an
unreasonable one.
With regard to the validity of the contract, a letter (attached)
had been submitted to the Attorney General on September 22,
1971 requesting an official position by the Attorney General with

*hich

reference to the State Auditor’s comment, and also the legal aspect
of the contract.
Responses from the Attorney General’s office regarding both
requests are also attached below.

*
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®f)c Commontoealtt) of iHaSSacbuSettS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133
•

October 6, 1971

Walter J. Poitrast, Director
Bureau of Building Construction
State Office Building
100 Cambridge Street
Poston, Massachusetts 02202

*

Dear Sir:

The Attorney General directed to me for attention a letter from
Senator Joseph J. D. DiCarlo dated September 22, 1971 in which
Senator DiCarlo refers to the State Auditors Report No. 71-S-2
entitled, “Report On The Examination Of The Accounts of the
Bureau of Building Construction from July 1, 1969 to July 1,
1970.

Senator DiCarlo refers particularly to the comment on page 18
of the Report relating to a contract between the Bureau of
Building Construction and McKee, Berger and Marsueto, The comment is as follows:
“The Department of the State Auditor is concerned that
the agreement between the Bureau of Building Construction and McKee, Berger and Marsueto, Inc. is an
open end agreement that in addition to the fixed fee of
1.53% the Bureau will be billed for all salary expense
plus 20% and reimbursement at actual cost plus 5% for
such subcontracts as McKee, Berger and Marsueto, Inc.
may be required to enter into under Section N with no
apparent financial limit on these additional costs. It is
also not clear whether the required consultants and/or
subcontractors under Section N would be hired without
the prior approval of the Bureau of Building Construction.”
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Will you kindly arrange to have a member of your staff familiar
with the questioned contract contact me as soon as possible to
discuss this matter in order that I may properly advise Senator
DiCarlo.

Senator DiCarlo also states in his letter to the Attorney General
that “it had been noted by officials of Administration and Finance
* i and Bureau of Building Construction that the contract in question,
when originally initiated, had been sanctioned by your office.”
It would be unfair to Senator DiCarlo to have him misinformed
as to the delineation of the various Departments and their respective responsibilities in entering into, executing, approving as to
form and payment for services rendered. The function of the
Attorney General’s Department in approving contracts as to form
certainly does not include sanctioning the contract. It is the responsibility of the spending agency to present the executed contract to the office of the Attorney General for approval as to
form, not substance. Approval as to form should never be confused
with approval as to substance or the sanctioning of the contract.
Another safeguard provided for in the various steps between
execution of the contract and payment for services rendered is the
pre-audit responsibility of the Comptroller’s Division. Prior to an
item being placed on a warrant by the Comptroller, it is his
responsibility through his staff to audit each voucher submitted for
payment. The pre-audit procedure includes review of the contract
to be certain that payment is proper. The Comptroller is most
fortunate in having on his staff two excellent attorneys available
for legal advise of this type.
Very truly yours,
*

Frederick J. Sheehan

Assistant A ttorney General
Acting Chief, Contracts Division

FJS/vmn
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iHatfsfatbutfcttS

QHje Commontocaltf) of

DEPARTMENT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133
•

October 8

1971

Honorable Joseph J. C. DiCarlo
Massachusetts Senate
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

*

Re: Contract No. 601 between the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
and
McKee-Berger-Mansueto, Inc.
University of Massachusetts,
Columbia Point, Boston, Mass.
Senator DiCarlo:

Pursuant to your letter to the Attorney General dated September 22, 1971 and to your specific oral request conveyed to me
yesterday by Assistant Attorney General James P. McAllister,
please be advised that the following steps were taken by Assistant
Attorney General Roger L. Aube in approving the above-captioned
contract as to form:

1. The

contracting party being a corporation, the contract was
reviewed to be certain that the individual signing the contract
on behalf of the corporation had authority from its Board of
Directors to do so. Such vote and certification were in proper
order.

2. Determination was made that the person signing the
on behalf of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts was sc>
authorized. Walter J. Poitrast had such authority at the time
he signed on behalf of the Commonwealth.

3. The type of contract was determined to be a consultant
contract requiring compliance with Mass. G.L., Chapter 7,
Section 14A. The requirements were met.
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The contract in question met all the legal requirements of form
and was properly approved by Mr. Aube.
All contracts presented to the Contracts Division are carefully
reviewed to be certain they meet the formal requirements of a
binding contract. Obviously, contracts vary as to requirements as
to form depending upon the type of contract, legislation applicable
thereto, etc. The responsibilities of the Contracts Division do not
approving contracts as to substance, as I recently
pointed out in a letter to Walter J. Poitrast, Director of the Bureau
of Building Construction, a copy of which is attached hereto.

Should you have any more questions relative to the questioned
contract please do not hesitate to contact me.
Very truly yours,

FREDERICK J. SHEEHAN
Assistant Attorney General
FJS:bI
Enel. (1)

*
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Recommendations
The Committee must rely on the office of the state auditor to
thoroughly ascertain if the Commonwealth’s interests are being
adequately protected not only by the consultant’s abilities but also
his performances to date and in the period following this report.
The auditor’s opinion that the contract is open ended should not,
and we are confident will not, deter him from an unbiased aud"
report. The issue should not either now or in the future F.
clouded by a difference in judgement between state officials. The
question must continue to be one of safeguarding the taxpayer’s

funds.
The Bureau of Building Construction has testified that they have
in the past petitioned for expanded staffing and modernization of
their activities utilizing such remedies as data processing to
monitor their workload. If the Bureau cannot achieve the necessary
manpower and equipment through regular department budget procedures, it is incumbent upon them to so notify the legislature
directly.

If Section 8 of Chapter 898 of the Acts of 1969 is determined
to be so restrictive as to prohibit the hiring of temporary employees from the ranks of our vast unemployed, this Committee
recommends the establishment of excess quota 03 positions so as
to prepare now to remedy this condition. Alternatively, Section 8
of the aforementioned Chapter 898 should be amended to allow
the Director of Building Construction to temporarily hire qualified
unemployed citizens for current projects and if necessary the
position should be free from the provisions of Chapter 31.
It is clear to this Committee that the establishment of a standing
legislative committee on post audit and oversight is highly desirable
to assure that any repeat of similar accusations and/or innuendos
concering the function of any state agency will in the future
receive prompt attention by the legislative members, either
dispelling the insinuations or within the framework of the standing
committee’s authority otherwise disposing of its investigations.
It is the unanimous opinion of this special committee that
although not in complete agreement with the judgement exercised
by the Bureau of Building Construction, we nonetheless discovered
no wrongdoing, either on the part of the Bureau or the consultants, in the matters investigated by this Committee.
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Conclusions

The project management firm was selected in December 1969,
and the design and management services commenced in January
1970. The first major construction contract was awarded in July
1970. The six (6) major buildings are all presently under contract.
The aggregate value of construction contracts awarded to date is
million, a sum which is within the funds budgeted for these
contracts. Contracts still to be bid and awarded will amount to
$5.5 million. The work is essentially on schedule, allowing for a
delay imposed by the legislature while abnormal site conditions
were investigated. The present phase of the project is anticipated
to be completed in the fall of 1973.
The design work for the Columbia Point project was accomplished by a team of six architectural firms and one site
engineering firm. Fifteen (15) prime construction contractors and
1,500 construction trades workers will be employed at the peak of
the construction activity.
Progress on the Columbia Point project to date can be considered satisfactory. By employing multiple, phased construction
contracts, an ambitious timetable has been met. In addition, it
appears that the project will be constructed within the budgeted
funds. It is important to note that to date there have been no
work stoppages and that a generally good climate of cooperation
has been established with residents of the Columbia Point community.
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