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BOARD OF MANAGEMENT

Minutes of Meeting

held on

Tuesday 20 November 2007
at 2.00pm

in Board Room 2

Present:
Dr R MacLeod


(Chair)


Mr M Devenney


(Principal)

Mr Campbell

Mr J Manson


Mrs M Gilchrist


Ms G Lapington


(Student Representative)


Prof. Hill


Mr A Major


Mr B Hope


Mrs Palmer-Abbs

In attendance:
Mr W Duncan

-
Clerk to the Board

Ms F McDade

-
Currie & Brown


Mr P McIlhenny 

-
LDN Architects


Mr MacKay

-
McLeod & Aitken
Dr MacLeod introduced and welcomed the Consultants to the Board, thanking them for their attendance.

	
	
	ACTION
	DATE

	A.07.5.1
	Resignations  
	
	

	1.1
	There were no resignations.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Appointments
	
	

	
	There were no appointments.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	A.07.5.2
	Apologies for Absence
	
	

	2.1
	Apologies for absence were received from Dr Brown, Ms Castle, Mr Dick, Dr Hutt, Mr Taylor, Mr Tucker and Mrs Perry.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	A.07.5.3
	Additional Declarations of Interest including specific items on this meeting’s Agenda
	
	

	3.1
	Mr Hope declared an interest for any discussions regards the Technology Centre
	
	


	
	
	ACTION
	DATE

	A.07.5.4
	Feasibility Study
	
	

	4.1
	Dr MacLeod explained to the members the Consultants had developed 5 options which had been presented to the Building Committee on 6 November 2007.  From these the Consultants were asked to further develop Options (iii) – Reconfiguration of Existing Buildings and (iv) – New Build on Existing Site, presenting these to the Board today.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4.2
	Fiona McDade explained that Currie & Brown had been appointed to prepare an Outline Business Case (OBC) in time for the SFC Committee Meeting in April 2008.  To achieve this the OBC must be submitted to the SFC by 22 February 2008.  Although good progress was being made, she was keen for the Board to give a clear indication of the preferred option.  She also stressed the need to place an advert in the European Journal for the appointment of a Project Manager.  The timescales are such that this needs to be done timeously although no appointment would be made until a positive response was received from the SFC.  In response to a question about possible “Greenfield Sites” she intimated that steps were being taken for a “land search” to be carried out within the Elgin boundary.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4.3
	Peter McIlhenny gave a presentation on the 2 preferred options.
Option (iii) – Reconfiguration of Existing Buildings – Peter took the members through the process in arriving at the decision highlighting areas to be retained and upgraded while others of poor fit would be replaced.  His final slide was in 3D showing how this could work.  This option would however, result in a significant amount of disruption to the operation of the College.  Peter stressed the considerable strengths the option brings to outweigh any weakness.

Option (iv) – New Build on Existing Site

His presentation indicated how this could be achieved by building on the existing car park before removing the existing buildings, less the “Listed Buildings”.  The option shown was to make use of the existing LRC building and extend it down to the bottom of the carpark.  Again Peter highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of this option.  The weaknesses identified related to Sustainability; Planning Procedures & Policies and Higher Capital Costs.

In response to questions it was made clear that both options would leave the College with space similar to what exists, although it would result in more flexible space.  
	
	


	
	
	ACTION
	DATE

	
	Prof Hill enquired about the possibility of developing a single site campus.   This could possibly be achieved under Option (iv) but unlikely under Option (iii).  Under both options the end result would ensure the College buildings were fit for at least a 25 – 30 year life cycle.  Under Option (iii) any building left would be upgraded to the same standard as the new.

In response to a question about going underground rather than building up, it was explained it became a very expensive option.  Peter also explained he would make contact with the Planning Department as soon as a clear option was agreed.  He stressed the diagrams shown were to provide the Board with the general concept and that other plans/layouts could be developed for the preferred option.  Mr Campbell enquired about bringing the Technology Centre onto the Main Campus and if there was an educational advantage to integrate everything?  Mr Devenney stated such a move would be a positive step in terms of equality and integration.  It was stressed there would be significant efficiencies in having a single integrated site. 

Dr MacLeod indicated the Board would wish this to be investigated since it was their only chance to do so, and we must aspire to get the buildings required for the next 30 years.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4.4
	John MacKay provided his indicative costs for Options (iii) and (iv).

Option (iii) – This option allows for 7000m² of new build and an upgrading of the remaining buildings.  The cost at present is c £30m excluding Professional Fees and VAT.  Fees and VAT would bring the costs to c £39.7m.
Option (iv) – This option at present allows for 10100m² of new build at a cost of c £38m excluding Professional Fees and VAT.  Fees and VAT would bring the costs to c £49.6m.

John agreed to look into the areas required to bring the Technology Centre onto the Main Campus.  W Duncan agreed to look into the space currently in use at the Technology Centre. It was again stressed that a single Campus had many advantages and that it should be examined.
	
	


	
	
	ACTION
	DATE

	4.5
	The Board agreed the Consultants should investigate the possibility of bringing the Technology Centre onto the Main Campus under Option (iv).  The Consultants accepted the challenge and would provide their findings at a Special Board Meeting to be held on Tuesday 11 December 2007 at 12.30.
	Consultants
	11 Dec 07

	
	
	
	

	
	(The meeting closed at 3.45pm)
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