Review Reminders for the Client








Program Plan Review:





1.	Are client needs identified and met?





2.	Is this affordable?





3.	Will the schedule allow the facility to be delivered on a timely basis?





4.	Have others in the department(s) or college reviewed this as needed?





5.	Is the plan convincing for reviewers (up through CCHE)?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Does the layout work?





2.	Are aesthetics OK?





3.	Is it in budget?





4.	Are systems (e.g., heating / cooling) meeting user needs?





5.	Have others in the department(s) or college reviewed this as needed?








Design Development Review:





1.	Are space details acceptable?





2.	Are furniture layouts acceptable?





3.	Is it in budget?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Will the construction schedule work for us?





2.	Is it in budget and are funds available?





3.	Are final details OK?





4.	Are there equipment purchasing decisions that need to be done in conjunction with this project?


�
Review Reminders for Planning





Program Plan Review:





1.	Was the appropriate process followed in developing this Program Plan?





2.	Are the goals of the institution and the client accurately depicted in the Program Plan?





3.	Is the Program Plan (a) correctly formatted (per CCHE), (b) well written (edit for clarity and content), and (c) complete?





4.	Is a realistic budget set, based on a completed cost estimating worksheet?  (Distribute cost estimating worksheet with program plan).





5.	Have review comments been obtained, any unclear or conflicting review comments re�solved, and the program adjusted and writer responded to comments?





6.	Have all required approvals been obtained or scheduled?





Schematic Design Review:





1.	Has the Program Plan been followed (within permitted adjustments)?





2.	Are the plans and project manual (a) complete, and (b) of acceptable quality?





3.	Are accessibility guidelines met, or variances requested of the ADA Coordinator?





4.	Is the project in budget (it must be to proceed) and is the schedule current?





5.	Have review comments been obtained, any unclear or conflicting review comments re�solved, and the architect responded?





6.	Have applicable approvals (BCPC, DRB, others) been sought and obtained?





7.	Has SD been approved in writing?





Design Development Review:





1. 	Are the plans and outline specifications (a) complete, and (b) of acceptable quality?





2.	Are accessibility guidelines met, or variances requested of the ADA Coordinator?





3.	Is the project in budget (It must be to proceed) and is the schedule current?





4.	Has DRB reviewed the final design?





5.	Have review comments been obtained, any unclear or conflicting review comments re�solved, and the architect responded?





6.	Has Design Development been approved in writing, and responsibility transferred to the construction phase manager?





Construction Documents Review:





1.	Within the context of approved design, are details acceptable?





2.	Are accessibility guidelines met, or variances requested of the ADA Coordinator?


�
Review Reminders for Project Managers








Program Plan Review:





1.	Do the scope and budget match?





2.	Have relationships to other construction projects (if applicable) been identified?





3.	How is the “constructability” (construction feasibility)?  Is staging adequately addressed?





4.	Have any necessary parts of the project been left out?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Is the estimate accurate?  Is it within the budget ?  (Be sure the budget is current and cor�rectly formatted.)





2.	Is schematic design complete?





3.	How is the “constructability” (construction feasibility)?





4.	Do the plans comply with major code provisions (especially UBC)?








Design Development Review:





1.	Is the project within budget?





2.	Are the drawings and outline specifications complete to Design Development standard?





3.	Is there good coordination of disciplines?





4.	Is construction of this project reasonable as proposed?





5.	Do the plans comply with applicable code provisions (especially UBC)








Construction Documents Review:





1. 	Have the plans and specifications been distributed for review, and all review comments re�solved?





2.	Are the documents in accord with codes and UCB standards, or specific exceptions ap�proved?





3.	Are documents (plans and specifications, including general conditions) complete?





4.	Have access, construction staging, parking, bicycle parking, and security issues been re�viewed and resolved with Police / Parking?


�
Review Reminders for Electrical Engineering








Program Plan Review:





1.	Is there, or will there be, the infrastructure capacity?





2.	Is electrical scope identified? Are there infrastructure issues that need to be addressed?





3.	Will a new service be required?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are locations and size of spaces needed for electrical adequate?





2.	Are electrical codes, UCB standards, and good engineering practice met?





3.	Has coordination with architectural, mechanical, and site utilities occurred?





4.	Is the cost estimate for electrical accurate and sufficient?  (Design team is responsible for this.)








Design Development Review:





1.	Is the layout of systems OK?





2.	Have luminaire fixture suggestions been provided?





3.	Is it maintainable (e.g., access)?





4.	Are electrical codes, UCB standards, and good engineering practice met?





5.	Has coordination with architectural, mechanical, and site utilities occurred?





6.	Is the cost estimate for electrical accurate and sufficient?  (Design team is responsible for this.)





7.	Are locations and size of spaces needed for electrical adequate?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are electrical plans and specifications complete?





2.	Are electrical codes, UCB standards and good engineering practice met?





3.	Have operations concerns been addressed?





4.	Have provisions been made for warranties and O&M manuals?





5.	Has coordination with architectural, mechanical, and site utilities occurred?





�
Review Reminders for Mechanical Engineering








Program Plan Review:





1.	Are potential systems identified?





2.	Is mechanical scope identified?





3.	Is commissioning addressed?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are appropriate systems included?





2.	Is there sufficient mechanical space?





3.	Are UPC fixture count requirements met?  Consultant needs to provide analysis.





4.	Has coordination with architectural, electrical, and site utilities occurred?





5.	Is the cost estimate for mechanical accurate and sufficient?  (Design team is responsible for this.)








Design Development Review:





1.	Are locations and size of spaces needed for mechanical adequate?





2.	Are mechanical codes, UCB standards and good engineering practice met?





3.	Has coordination with architectural, electrical, and site utilities occurred?





4.	Is the cost estimate for mechanical accurate and sufficient?  (Design team is responsible for this.)





5.	Has maintainability been adequately considered?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are mechanical plans and specifications complete?





2.	Are mechanical codes, UCB standards and good engineering practice met?





3.	Have operations concerns been addressed?





4.	Have provisions been made for warranties and O&M manuals?





5.	Have provisions been made for commissioning?


�
Review Reminders for Utilities








Program Plan Review:





1.	Is there, or will there be, the infrastructure capacity?





2.	Are Plant Investment Fees (PIFs) and similar charges identified and included in the budget?





3.	Are infrastructure changes, if needed, addressed?





4.	Has enough been budgeted for utilities?





5.	Is the utilities scope (new utilities, relocations) adequately identified?





6.	Does the plan comply with the utility master planning?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are all utilities located?





2.	Are systems (utility, mechanical) appropriate?





3.	Has relationship to future projects been considered?





4.	Are utility costs estimates reasonable?





5.	Is there coordination between mechanical, electrical, and civil utilities?





6.	Is the grading appropriate?








Design Development Review:





1.	Is the grading (still) appropriate?





2.	Are UCB Standards met?





3.	Are the outline specifications acceptable?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are UCB Standards met?





2.	Are plans and specifications complete and coordinated?





3.	Is everything necessary in the project budget or otherwise funded?





4.	Have operational and maintainability concerns been covered?





5.	Will the schedule work with other projects and CU staffing?


�
Review Reminders for


Fire Protection and Life Safety








Program Plan Review:





1.	Are applicable codes listed?





2.	For renovations, has there been sufficient code analysis to assure that the facility plan could be done?





3.	Is the scope inclusive enough to allow for adequate fire protection and life safety?  For renovations, will sprinklering need to extend beyond the area to be constructed?





4.	Have construction options been looked at for least cost / greatest safety ratio?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Is the codes review acceptable?





2.	Are UCB standards and good engineering practice being adhered to?





3.	Is there adequate access for fire fighting and emergency rescue, and has any needed coor�dination occurred between the university fire marshal and the provider of services (e.g., the City of Boulder Fire Department)?





4.	Have fire flows been tested, and addressed accordingly?





5.	Has the fire protection system been identified?  Is all new space, or major renovation, sprinklered?





6.	Is there adequate mechanical, electrical, architectural, and utilities coordination with fire protection and life safety?








Design Development Review:





1.	Is the codes review acceptable, with all issues previously identified resolved?





2.	Are UCB standards and good engineering practice being adhered to?





3.	Are fire protection systems adequate?





4.	Has all needed testing been done?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Is the codes review complete?





2.	Are UCB standards and good engineering practice being adhered to?





3.	Are plans and specifications (in terms of fire protection and codes) complete, and been signed-off?


�
Review Reminders for


Trades, Shops and Grounds








Program Plan Review:





1. 	Asbestos:  Has an asbestos report been prepared and included in the Program Plan (including the budget)?





2.	Have site and building location issues, if any, been identified?





3.	What infrastructure needs must be addressed by this project?





4.	Have equipment and storage needs been identified and addressed?





5.	Has the source of irrigation water been identified?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are proposed plumbing and steam systems OK?





2.	Grounds: Has snow removal been taken into consideration (e.g., width of sidewalks)?





3.	Is service access adequately addressed?





4.	Is the construction staging area shown and acceptable?








Design Development Review:





1.	Is maintainability adequately addressed (especially access)?





2.	Are UCB standards met, or exceptions adequately considered?





3.	Grounds:  Is proposed landscaping OK?  Are Irrigation systems OK?





4.	Are security issues addressed?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Asbestos:  Has asbestos abatement been arranged (including separate documents if needed)?





2.	Access Services:  Are hardware / door schedules OK?





3.	Grounds:  Are proposed irrigation systems OK?  Are plant material specifications accept�able?





4.	Is maintainability adequately addressed (especially equipment and finishes)?





5.	Has construction staging and phasing been resolved?


�
Review Reminders for


Custodial / Recycling / Solid Waste








Program Plan Review:





1.	Has sufficient custodial space been identified?  (It may be in non-assigned, but should still be de�scribed.)





2.	Are service access needs identified and addressed?





3.	Has recycling station space provision been identified?





4.	Has solid waste space been identified at or near loading docks?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are locations and space size (e.g., custodial closets and recycling stations) OK?





2.	Is service access location OK?





3.	Are access and space at loading docks adequate?








Design Development Review:





1.	Are space details (e.g., services in custodial closets) OK?





2.	Are materials / finishes acceptable?





3.	Has maintainability been addressed?





4.	Are toilet room standards and equipment what the campus uses?





5.	Are those B standards which are important to custodial met?





6.	Are recycling cabinet / station standards met?





7.	Are solid waste station standards met?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are specifications OK?





2.	Are fixtures / finishes OK?





3.	Are electrical outlets located OK (e.g., in corridors for vacuuming)?


�
Review Reminders for the


Facilities Management Director








Program Plan Review:





1.	What steps need to be taken to prepare the Boulder Campus Planning Commission, SCAG, and Central Administration for the upcoming program plan?





2.	Have relationships to other projects been identified?





3.	Have master plan and infrastructure plans been met?





4.	Have all Facilities Management units had an input into the program planning process?





5.	Have utility and transportation concerns received adequate attention?





6.	Has maintainability been adequately considered?





7.	What are staffing consequences (work loads) during this project?





8.	Have operational issues been addressed, future ongoing costs been identified, and future operational funds reasonably assured?








NOTE:	The Facilities Management Director does not routinely review plans and specifica�tions, but may address specific issues with the planning or construction phase managers.


�
Review Reminders for Telecommunications








Program Plan Review:





1.	Is the telecommunications scope identified?





2.	Is space required for telecommunications identified?





3.	Are infrastructure issues identified, and plan to address such issues adequate?





4.	Is the telecommunications budget adequate?  Is it clear if there will be user costs (e.g., phone sets) outside the project budget?





5.	Are exterior antenna needs identified?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are occupant needs for telecommunications addressed adequately?





2.	Are UCB telecommunications standards met?





3.	Is telecommunications space (e.g., closets) located and (roughly) sized adequately?





5.	Is the cost estimate accurate and include all project telecommunications costs (e.g., LANS) and is there enough funding?





6.	Is there adequate coordination with electrical?








Design Development Review:





1.	Are space dimensions adequate?





2.	Are systems layouts OK?





3.	Is there adequate coordination with electrical?





4.	Are UCB telecommunications standards met?





5.	Have costs been verified?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Do specifications meet UCB telecommunications standards and good engineering practice (e.g., sufficient space)?





2.	Have specific equipment and jack locations been approved by the users, and coordinated with facilities?


�
Review Reminders for


Environmental Health and Safety








Program Plan Review:





1.	Are applicable safety codes and regulations listed?





2.	Are any necessary hazardous materials concerns identified, a plan proposed as to how they will be addressed, and budgeted?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are fume hoods (if any) properly located?





2.	If hazardous material servicing is required, is the loading dock or alternative location ac�ceptable?





3.	Have all chemicals, gases, etc., to be used in the space been identified (in the required for�mat), and how they are to be addressed coordinated with Fire Protection and Life Safety (in FM Engineering)?





4.	Are EH&S concerns raised and satisfactorily addressed on the codes analysis?








Design Development Review:





1.	Do fume hoods and any other specialized equipment accommodating hazards meet CU standards?  (Include any required monitoring.)








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are all EH&S issues previously identified resolved?





2.	Has any needed hazardous materials abatement been arranged?


�
Review Reminders for


Academic Media Services / CNS








Program Plan Review:





1.	Are classroom standards referenced?





2.	Is the media equipment budget accurate?





3.	Is space needed for media identified?





4.	Does the plan address related program initiatives?





5.	Are antenna needs identified?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Are classroom sizes adequate?





2.	Is space designated as needed for academic media?





3.	Are antenna locations identified?





4.	Are service access located and designed for adequate media and related service access?





5.	Is the media equipment budget accurate?








Design Development Review:





1.	Are classroom details acceptable?  Is conduit provided for future needs?





2.	Are other media space details acceptable?





3.	Are cabling locations OK?








Construction Documents Review:





1.	Are all classroom specifications met?





2.	Are space specifications OK?





3.	Are equipment / cabling specifications OK?





4.	Are classrooms maintainable?





5.	Is it clear who is providing media equipment, at what time, with any cost issues resolved?


�
Review Reminders for Police / Parking








Program Plan Review:





1.	What is the effect on existing lots?





2.	Are parking needs identified and a reasonable plan proposed?





3.	What are alternate modes effects?





4.	Is there adequate street access?





5.	Are bicycle use and parking identified, and budgeted for as needed?





6.	Are security issues addressed?





7.	Is construction staging addressed?





8.	Does the budget include parking buyout (if applicable)?








Schematic Design Review:





1.	Is there a construction staging plan?





2.	Is the site design functional for police and parking?





3.	Has “defensible space” been considered?





4.	Is there adequate provision for service access?





5.	Have remaining access, construction staging, parking, bicycle parking, and security issues been listed so that the planner and project manager can resolve these with Police / Parking during the remaining design phases?








NOTE:	Design Development and Construction documents are not always reviewed by Police / Parking.  However, the planner and project manager need to arrange ac�cess, construction staging, parking, bicycle parking, and security with Police / Parking.


�
Review Reminders for the ADA Coordinator








Program Plan Review:





1.	Is ADA compliance addressed?





2.	Is ADA scope of work addressed?





3.	Is program compliance for all titles likely?








NOTE:	The ADA Coordinator does not review plans and specifications.  However, any variances or unusual interpretations must be sent to the ADA Coordinator by the Planner.


�
Review Reminders for


Financial Services








Program Plan Review:





1.	Is the source of funds identified, is it appropriate, and are the funds available?





2.	Have the appropriate Dean, Director, and Vice Chancellor approved the fiscal plan?





3.	Does the project involve debt and, if so, is it within the campus and university debt capacity?  Can the debt be repaid within a reasonable time (five years, if internal)?





4.	What is the cash flow impact?  Will debt be needed to manage any negative cash flow that may occur during any period of the project?





5.	Is the project’s financial plan acceptable?





6.	Has the Treasurer’s Office been notified if debt is anticipated?





7.	 Who will be responsible for the on-going financial oversight of the project?








NOTE:	Financial Services does not review plans and specifications.


�
 Review Reminders for the


 Budget Office / Institutional Planning








NOTE:	The Budget Office / Institutional Planning is currently being reorganized and this list will be revised accordingly in the future.








Program Plan Review:








•	By Institutional Planning:





1.	Does the program plan conform to institutional and state plans?





2.	Does the plan conform to strategic plans?





3.	Is the data compatible with institutional planning?





4.	Are enrollment data and projections correct?








•	By Budget Office (in conjunction with Financial and Business Services):





1.	Is the source of funds identified, is it appropriate, and are the funds available?





2.	Have the appropriate Dean, Director, and Vice Chancellor approved the fiscal plan?





3.	Does the project involve debt and, if so, is it within the campus and university debt capacity?  Can the debt be repaid within a reasonable time (five years, if internal)?





4.	What is the cash flow impact?  Will debt be needed to manage any negative cash flow that may occur during any period of the project?





5.	Is the project’s financial plan acceptable?





6.	Has the Treasurer’s Office been notified if debt is anticipated?





7.	 Who will be responsible for the on-going financial oversight of the project?








NOTE:	Budget Office / Institutional Planning does not review plans and specifications.


_________________
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