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Pegula Ice Arena

Building Information Construction Information Project Team Members
Location: Pennsylvania State University | University Park Schedule: First Puck Drop — PSU vs. Army | October 11, 2013
Start | February, 2012
Function: Division 1 Hockey | Community Rink End | September, 2013
Size: 227,500 SF Delivery Method: CM at Risk
Three Stories
Height = 65 ft. above grade Cost: Project | $102 M
Construction | $89 M
LEED: Gold Potential
Contract: Guaranteed Maximum Price
Structure: Moment & Braced Frame
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CarbonCast Insulated
Architectural Cladding
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