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Meeting Minutes 

Project No.: 14-0005 

Project: New Capitan High School 

Date: March 3, 2014 

Place: Capitan Board Room 

Attending: see sign in sheet 

By: D/P/S 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd. 
7601 Jefferson NE, Suite 100 
Albuquerque, NM 87109 

Copies To: all in attendance, design team 

Issue Date: March 11, 2014 

Discussion Items:  

1. The purpose of this meeting was to present options for both a grades 9-12 and 6-12 school, and options for 
procurement of a general contractor for the committee to come to a decision. 

2. The concept of Maximum Allowable Construction Costs (MACC) and Total project budget were discussed. 
The MACC is the cost for the building, bricks and mortar only without New Mexico Gross Receipts Tax 
(NMGRT). The MACC is usually 75% of the total project costs and is normally the number used in association 
with square foot costs. The total project cost includes the MACC, NMGRT, fees for design, surveys, testing 
and an Owner’s contingency for construction changes. This contingency is normally 3-5% of the MACC for 
new construction. 

3. Scope | Option 1: 
a. High school grades 9-12, 22,000-24,000 sf on two stories located between the field and the middle 

school. 
b. The bus loop would be modified to allow more space between it and the new HS building. 
c. The field house and district administration buildings are not shown as part of this work scope as the 

PSFA will not participate in the costs of these improvements. 
d. ES next need, once the HS is occupied, the ES would temporarily move into the old HS building. No 

temporary campus would be needed saving approx. $1M. 
e. The existing ES is 37,000 sf with 65% utilization, the existing HS is 33,900 sf with 70%utilization and 

the existing MS is 15,600 sf with 70% utilization. 
f. Next, demo of the old HS and build a new multipurpose facility 30,000 sf+/- in its place. The 

multipurpose facility in all three schemes is composed of; new HS gym, Cafeteria for the campus, 
kitchen and possibly the location for the field house and district administration. 

g. A combination school didn't meet the standards for three gyms, meaning the PSFA wouldn’t 
participate in building a new ES gym. However, utilization of the existing two gyms does justify the 
need for two instead of one.  Other solutions discussed were to partition one of the gyms to provide 
two separate spaces for PE classes to run simultaneously. Also discussed was the possibility to have 
the cafeteria in the multi-purpose facility function as the ES gym.   

h. Look at claiming water with cisterns for field watering. 
4. Scope | Option 2: 

a. Secondary school in the same site as option 1 with 31,000-33,000sf for grades 6-12. 
b. Many spaces are being shared now between the schools. 
c. Same bus loop modifications as Option 1. 
d. Next demo HS, add on to the MS to accommodate the ES, 18,000 sf of addition totaling 33,000 sf. 
e. Next demo ES now that the school is empty and build the multi-purpose facility in its place. 
f. Pros of this scheme include; proximity of the two gym spaces, keeps all academic space away from 

NM380, larger area at the new campus entry to the northeast, better campus drainage, kids don't 
have to move during construction, one less building to build. This option is less square footage than 
option 1.  

g. Concern over two stories and fire, safety, shooter, etc. 
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h. This option will save the district significant money over the next 30 years by not needing to build a 
new ES or operate and maintain the additional square footage. 

i. This option would also build more space, sooner. Meaning added value to the district as the cost of 
construction is again escalating. 

j. According to industry standards, it costs approximately $6/sf to maintain a facility.  Looking at the 
current district operations and maintenance budget, the district will not be able to properly operate a 
campus much more than 100,000 sf. This option helps bring the total square footage closer to that 
number.    

5. Scope | Option 3: 
a. This option was seen as not feasible as it would require moving the HS students back into the ES to 

construct a new HS on the existing HS site. 
6. The steering committee unanimously voted to present Option 2 as the scope direction at the March 13, 2014 

Board meeting with the following revisions: 
a. Look at the MS addition as two stories extending into the existing parking lot with an adjacent 

playground. This scheme allows for new parking at the northeast corner. 
b. As design continues, we will look for ways to provide covered walkways and waiting areas.  

7. Five procurement methods were reviewed: 
a. Low bid 
b. Prequalification based low bid 
c. Design-build 
d. Request for proposal for construction services 
e. Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) 

8. Since the first three methods are seldom used due to inherent issues, the last two methods were discussed at 
length. 

9. Procurement | Request for proposal for construction services: 
a. Does not necessarily result in the lowest bids, since the bid is only half of the criteria for selection. 
b. The general contractor has more risk in this scenario as he has a relatively basic understanding of 

scope. 
c. The district has no flexibility in working with the general contractor to get the subcontractors they feel 

are best for the district. 
10. Procurement | Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR): 

a. The general contractor is selected upfront and participates in the design process providing cost and 
constructability feedback along the way. 

b. Because the CMAR has involvement, his risk is reduced since he has a very good understanding of 
scope. 

c. The general contractor will bid all parts of the work out and receive a minimum of three bids to ensure 
competition.  

d. The general contractor will work with the district to select the best subcontractors based on 
qualifications, proximity and price. 

e. Because of the CMAR’s involvement and selection of the most qualified subs, the quality of the 
project is normally the best of the five methods. 

11. The steering committee voted 10 to 4 to recommend the CMAR procurement method to the Board at the 
March 13, 2014 meeting. 

12. The next meeting will be at 6:00pm on March 17, 2014 in the Board room. An agenda will be circulated before 
this meeting. 

This report is assumed to be a true and accurate account of this communication unless notice to the contrary is 
received within 10 calendar days of issue. 

End of Minutes 


