
Executive Summary

Long Range Planning – City Market Development Decisions

1. Committee is meeting bi-weekly and contains the following individuals:

LEPFA Board LEPFA Staff Parks Board
City/EDC

Charley Jansen – A Eric Hart - P Dusty Fancher – P Brian 
Anderson - A
Tim Haggart  - P Scott Keith - P Brian Smith – P Bob Jonson 
- A
Charles Mickens - A John Hooper - A Paul Carrier - A
John Decker - A Rick Kibbey - A

NOTE:  A - denotes not present, P - denotes present

2. January 14th Meeting
a. Studio Intrigue presented information from the Fire Marshall.

i. Phil Saban (Fire Marshall) indicated that we would not be 
required to do a fire apparatus turn-around.  Based on 
proximity to Museum drive it appears they would have 
sufficient fire coverage.  David will meet with him again to 
finalize designs.

b. Studio Intrigue has reviewed the easement information in the 
development agreement and has asked for clarification. 
Information has been requested from the City Attorney on the 
easement dimensions.  Additionally, we need to address the 
entrance to the Gillespie property off of Museum Drive within our 
designs.

c. The NW corner of the building will need to be “clipped” to address 
MDEQ requests.  The building will be designed with a column in 
this area and the area will remain open.  The building will be 
angled in this corner and the column will extend into the 
floodway.  This should allow us to avoid the LOMR request that 
could take up to 12 months to get approval on.   David met with 
Scott K and John H on this issue and discussed options and worked 
to redesign areas of the building and equipment to gain back the 
square footage that was lost with the change in design in the NW 
corner of the building. 

d. Studio Intrigue is working with the engineers on this design and 
the MDEQ to ensure this will be permitted.  SI’s wetland 
consultant and civil engineers believe that the inclusion of this 
column in the floodway will not be a significant issue.  Mario at 
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the MDEQ also felt this but wanted to see the hydraulic 
calculations prior to making the final decisions.

e. There is poor soil for building in the NW area of the structure. 
There are several options The could use foundations at the 
bottom of footing at the bearable soils, they could excavate at 
the foundations and use engineered fill and place bottom of 
footings at a shallower depth or they could remove all the soild 
below the pad and do engineered fill under the entire footprint.

f. LEPFA was asked to make a decision on which option to use and 
there are some risks of cracking and settling with options #1 and 
#2.  If we do not remove all of the soil, there is a risk of some 
incremental settlement in the slab.  Based on budget constraints, 
removing and replacing all the soil with engineered soil is not 
financially feasible and the risks associated with the settling of 
the slab are minimal.  Option #1 or #2 are options we are 
reviewing for final approval.

g. There are some environmental “Hits” in the soil borings that were 
done.  The good news is that we do not have to remove all the soil 
and replace.  We will be permitted to move the soil and place 
clean fill on the top layer of the development.  This will save 
dollars and does not harm the environment in any way.

h. Electrical and data was discussed.
i. LEPFA requested power to be distributed throughout the 

floor and wall areas.  Data connections should also be 
included.  Flexibility in dropping in new power needed in 
many areas and a request was made to research the use of 
cable trays to reduce costs and provide greater flexibility.

ii. CMI project is researching dropping in bollards along river 
trail that will have power, water and brown water sewer 
connections.  This will make the area more usable for major 
events and will reduce event costs.

iii. Utilities will be sub-metered for heavy utility users and we 
will still need to prorate other users.

i. LEPFA asked SI to research the use of glass panel walls vs. the 
Kelwal system to reduce potential costs.  Changing the system 
would not dramatically affect the energy savings on the building 
or asthetics.   SI would research for cost savings.

j. Geothermal was discussed again.  LEPFA wants this system but 
budget constrains continue to make this a challenge.  With the 
number of wells needed for this site, costs are estimated to at 
least $200,000 higher if a geothermal system is installed and the 
payback is over 20 years making this option less attractive.  We 
will continue to research options.
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k. LEPFA has requested assistance from Honeywell on researching 
this system and determining if it is feasible with a payback of 10 
years or less.

l. HVAC design will be the last item done to allow us time to do more 
research.

3. Events Impacted by the Development
i. No further discussions occurred on this topic.

4. Design Process 
a. No further discussions occurred on this topic.

 
5. Bidding Process/PLA – No Update

6. Business Plan Status – No Update

7. Process – No Update
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