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Reston Community Center
Board of Governors Special Meeting:
Selection of Architectural and Engineering Firm for Terry L. Smith Aquatics Center Renovation

July 24, 2017
7:30 p.m.
Meeting Agenda
7:30 — Call to Order Beverly Cosham, Chair
7:31 — Approval of Agenda Beverly Cosham, Chair

7:35 — Introduction of Visitors
7:45 — Discussion of Architecture and Engineering presentations Leila Gordon, Executive Director
8:00 — Citizen Input

8:15 — Adjournment

Reminders:

Event Date Time
August Monthly Meeting Cancelled

Candidate Filing Aug. 1-15 5:00 p.m.
Candidate Orientation August 15 6:00 p.m.

September Monthly Meeting September 11 8:00 p.m.



County of Fairfax, Virginia

Reston Community Center Board of Governors
Interviews of Architectural and Engineering Firms Selected by
Fairfax County Department of Public Works and Environmental Services
Terry L. Smith Aquatics Center Renovation Project
Monday, July 17, 2017
12:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Board of Governors members attending for Reston Community Center (RCC):
Bill Bouie Michelle Moyer
Bill Keefe Bill Penniman

Staff attending for RCC:
Leila Gordon, Executive Director Joe Leary, Aquatics Director
Thomas Ward, Deputy Director Barbara Wilmer, Executive Assistant
Renata Wojcicki, Finance Director

Staff attending for Department of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES):
Ipek Aktuglu, P.E. Section Manager

Firms attending:
RRMM/Lukmire Architects
Samaha
Grimm + Parker
(List of attending firm representatives follows notes.)

The process for this meeting included advisory scoring by the attendees. Both voting and non-voting
sheets were provided; Board members and the RCC Executive Director to provide voting tabulations,
other staff to offer input on “non-voting” sheets. The score sheets were created from the criteria
supplied to the interviewing firms from RCC. Each A&E team will present their qualifications for 45
minutes and then have 15 minutes for questions from RCC Board members. Attendees’ notes and
score sheets will be retained; the composite scores for each firm will be used in the final full Board of
Governors deliberations to make their selection.

Attendees were requested not to make notes on the firm materials or the scoring sheets themselves.
There will be a time period for discussion after each team’s presentation. Ipek will tabulate the results
from this small group’s scores and provide them to Leila. Assuming there will be a strong consensus
agreement on the right choice, the Board members present will be able to recommend an architecture
and engineering firm to accomplish the renovation of the Terry L. Smith Aquatics Center for the full
Board’s consideration on July 24 in a special meeting at 7:30 p.m. to make that selection. A two-thirds
majority (six of nine members) is desired for the Board to approve the choice consistent with the
required two-thirds vote required for this type of major capital project as described in the Board’s
Memorandum of Understanding.

To protect and enrich the quality of life for the people, neighborhoods and diverse communities of Fairfax County
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RRMM/Lukmire was the first firm to present qualifications.
The proposal used the Hughes Group Architects feasibility and concept study as a point of departure.
Their presentation materials are attached.

Bill K. asked about their assessment of the subsurface issues. The representatives stated that since
Northern Virginia has multiple soil types, their conclusions and actions would depend on further
geotechnical investigation and site attributes analysis. Michelle asked about the word “demolish” used
in their presentation and their view was that they would need to remove the entire current shell given
the repair history related to soil and structure issues. Bill B. asked how much time — if a new feasibility
study were to be done — that additional study would add to the timeline; the answer was two-three
months. Bill P. asked the firm to clarify their opinion that the timeline seems a little long. Their analysis
was that the preparation of the plans and documentation would not take as long as estimated, but that
the completion of the project could be accomplished within the provided time period for the other
activities. Michelle asked about their experience with coming in on time. The response was that their
practice is to implement intense initial planning, including considering issues that could present
setbacks, so that the project as a whole is completed on time. They also indicated that they are
experienced with school projects which have to be completed at the end of August before the schools
start. Leila asked about code issues they think may apply to or impede the project assumptions; in reply
they stated that the firm has not performed any code analysis at this point. They will sit down with
permit reviewers at the beginning so there are no surprises after the review is completed.

Samaha was the second team to present qualifications. The proposal emphasizes the firm’s focus on
collaboration and adjusting to new priorities as the value engineering and cost estimating changes over
time. Their presentation materials are attached.

Michelle asked about the firm’s community engagement experience. The answer was that the firm is
committed to responding to community concerns and engaging all stakeholders so all feel ownership of
the design from the outset. Michelle also asked about their experience with adhering to schedules and
their sense of our timetable. The response was that they are used to hard deadlines (such as for new or
renovated school openings) and that the RCC timeline is not too aggressive. Bill K. asked about their
experience with LEED design. The reply was that the firm is always on the lookout for environmental
opportunities but that LEED design is not applicable for this project. The opportunities they see are for
energy conservation and improved air and acoustic quality. Bill P. asked if our cost estimate seemed
realistic and the representatives said they are reasonably confident it can take care of all the
requirements and may request that contractor bids estimate alternate additions as an approach in the
bidding to attain outcomes that may not seem to fit the budget initially. Bill P. asked if they had any
ideas outside of the scope of the Hughes Group feasibility study and the answer was they thought the
pool area could use more natural daylight over more space and that the acoustic requirements could go
up a notch.

G+P Grimm and Parker was the final company presenting qualifications. The proposal emphasized the
firm’s extensive public/community building experience. Their presentation materials are attached.

Bill K. asked about their experience working with communities at the outset of project exploration. The
representative responded that they consider themselves experts in community engagement and in
facilitating stakeholder groups. Bill B. asked if they were comfortable with the budget. The reply
described concerns regarding the unknowns and suggested that RCC will likely need to choose
priorities but that they concentrate on providing engineering and design judgments early to eliminate
late-stage surprises. Bill P. asked whether or not the firm thought the timetable was viable. They
responded that given no snags with County follow-up in terms of permitting, it is viable; mentioning that
unknown factors could have impacts. Michelle inquired as to their track record with meeting cost and
time milestones to which they replied that their work has consistently been on time and on budget. Leila
asked what appealed to them about the project and the principal said his experts are excited about the
challenges the project entails — structurally and from the perspective of the renovation issues — as well
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as the unique attributes of the RCC and its mission. Bill P. asked about how big the construction
opening in the back wall would have to be; the answer was maybe eight feet by eight feet; it would need
to be big enough to get equipment/materials in and debris out.

Following the presentations, Board members and staff discussed the materials/information and RCC
goals for the project. The unanimous view of the Board members was that the presentation and
experience represented by RRMM/Lukmire offered the best combination of skills and track record for
our project. Score sheets were provided to Ipek for compilation. Board and staff present agreed that the
firms all gave strong rationales for their selection but were in agreement that RRMM/Lukmire was the
best of these compelling options.

The Board members who attended the interviews and Leila will present the recommendation to select
RRMM/Lukmire to the Board of Governors in a special meeting on July 24, 2017 at 7:30 p.m.; Leila will
then convey that decision to our colleagues at DPWES. DPWES will begin refinement of the RCC
project’s scope to inform their negotiations on our behalf with the selected firm. Our current timeline
anticipates the selection and negotiation process will conclude in July or early August at the latest.

Firm representatives attending:
RRMM Lukmire Architects

Gregory Lukmire, Principal

David Hallett

Jeff Nodorft (Counsilman — Hunsaker)
Kent Hoffman (Century Engineering)

Samaha

Tom Lee, Principal

Candace Litchford

Randy Beard

Amy McCarty

Donald Daigle (Downey & Scott)

Jeff Nordorft (Counsilman — Hunsaker)

M. James Leeuwrik (Ehlert Bryan)

Boyd Headley (Ascent Engineering Group)

G+P Grimm and Parker

Anthony Lucarelli, Partner

Agnes Panganiban

Richard Morrison

John Hancock (Lynch Mykins)

Jeff Nodorft (Counsilman — Hunsaker)
Sam Bohsali (Vanderweil Engineers)

Reston Community Center COMy

2310 Colts Neck Road &
Reston, Virginia 20191
703-476-4500 phone * 711 TTY » 703-476-8617 fax “3 € »
EEIR

www.restoncommunitycenter.com

z
-~
=
-<



RRMM

L UKMTIRE
ARCHITECTS




Understanding of the Scope

Design Team

Project Manager Qualifications

Key Personnel Qualifications and Experience
Ability to Execute the Concept into a Design
Ability to Design to the $5.5 mil Project Budget
Ability to Meet the Schedule.

Ability to Incorporate Public Art

Thoughts on the Concept

Why this Team

ARCHITECTS

Agenda RRMM
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