MEETING MINUTES
Quality in Construction
May 8, 2013

Preparer’s note: Items highlighted in yellow indicate possible action items.

I. Construction Manager/General Manager (CM/GC) Focus Group
Presentation by Chairman Allan Cox
Presentation attached

A. Preconstruction services prior to SBC approval

Recommend that project management consultant provide preconstruction services to be paid
from current planning funds rather than using a GC to provide the preconstruction services.

1. Ed Baldwin — If preconstruction services needed quickly, GC should be able to compete for
work due to the State’s short timeline.

2. Peter Heimbach — We can hire a contractor prior to full project (construction funding)
approval. If preconstruction services are needed for a specific project, STREAM uses
operating funds until the SBC approves the project and capital funds are available. It can’t
use operating funds for bidding or construction.

3. Michelle Crowder — UT typically uses campus consultants instead of GCs. The consultants
prepare construction cost estimates for preplanning purposes. They often use CM on large
projects.

4. Peter Heimbach — For limited preplanning services, STREAM typically will not hire a GC. On
the Library and Archives project the designer had a cost consultant.

B. Preconstruction services after SBC approval

A spreadsheet of preconstruction services fees, as a percentage of the total project budget, was
reviewed. Alan needs to get feedback from his committee on this preconstruction services fee
before bringing it to QIC as a recommendation, including all options he presented today.
Recommendations:

e The State pays preconstruction fees up front based on a percentage of project cost.

e That RFPs state preconstruction fee paid for project.

1. Peter Heimbach — Little value to Owner if just starts at CDs. If services are not bid but
negotiated, proposers could either turn in their fees in a separate envelope with the
apparent best and responsible proposer’s fee being opened after a review of all the
qualifications package ranking the best proposer, or begin negotiations with the State based
on the preset fee schedule.

2. Peter Heimbach — We could use a fee schedule as a high water mark where the Owner could
negotiate down from there versus a proposed fee in a sealed envelope. We could negotiate
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preconstruction fees but general conditions and costs would need to be submitted in
separate envelopes.

3. Peter Heimbach — The State would like to see the industry recommend as an alternative
proposal that the State negotiate preconstruction fees as opposed to adopting a set fee
schedule.

4. Peter Heimbach — There would be two separate envelopes: construction costs and
professional services, the latter of which would be negotiated after the best proposer
evaluation.

5. Bob Oglesby — If you have a negotiated fee versus a fee schedule, there will have to be
justification presented for the fees charged.

6. Peter Heimbach — The State could start with the fee schedule and negotiate, or it could start
with the successful CM/GC proposer and negotiate.

7. Alan Cox — What the Committee is most interested in is that the State does not bid the
preconstruction services.

8. Peter Heimbach — A negotiated fee is preferable at this point, since, in the industry there is
not as much clarity on the scope of preconstruction services as there is on the scope
definition of, for instance, architect and engineering fees. If that scope definition in the
future becomes more clearly defined in the industry, the State could then move to a fee
schedule.

C. RFP process streamlining

1. Lisa Namie — Currently it is about a three month timeline for selection of a CM/GC. The
designers should consider this within their own scope’s project schedule.

2. Lynelle Jensen — The RFP should go out early so it is ready when needed without delaying
the designer. About ten days after SBC approval the designer contract is signed, and about
three months after that point the best evaluated CM is decided. The next SBC meeting after
this point approves the CM/GC.

3. Don Miller — We need that person identified as soon as possible in the design process.

4. Lynelle Jensen — STREAM’s heavy workload is between Budget approval and July.

5. It would be better to spread it out. The preplanning JLL does put us in better shape than we
would otherwise be.

6. We need SBC approval of: project, designer, and then alternative delivery method (ADM)
and best evaluated proposer.

7. Lynelle Jensen — We need ability to get approval of the alternative delivery method with
project approval so we can do contractor selection with designer selection.
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8. Bob Oglesby — Approval of ADM by OSA and not SBC is not a foregone conclusion. SPAs
should start asking for approval of the project’s use of an alternative delivery method with
the selection of the contractor and the selection of designer.

D. Cost Proposal Evaluation Process

Recommendation — State should consider hiring a third party advisor who reviews

inconsistencies in proposals so the review committee can contact best proposer for needed

clarifications, such as if bond costs are left out.

1. Allan Cox — Suggests State ask for two sealed envelopes: one for preconstruction and one
for construction.

2. Lynelle Jensen — The State can allow cost proposals to be withdrawn, but not modified. If
cost left out, the contractor can provide the item, but not get paid for it, or it can withdraw
cost proposal. STREAM looks to be sure all lines are complete and gives the bidder a chance
to withdraw.

3. Allan Cox — STREAM is unique in that regard.

4. OSA - Check with UT and TBR on what they are doing as far as evaluating completeness and
validity of information submitted.

E. Comments on streamlining the RFP/RFQ process
Recommendation — The mandatory information required in Section A should be requested by
the State once or twice a year and not with every proposal. OSA could have a CM/GC
registration to take mandatory requirements Part A out of submittal but still keep certain items
applicable for any delivery method.

1. Lynelle Jensen — Likes the idea.

2. Peter Heimbach — That is similar to what we do with designers, but we are told in feedback
that contractors’ information can change daily.

3. Does OSA want contractor registration?

4. Ed Baldwin — There could be a box on the proposal form that the contractor checks to say
that the information has been submitted and/or updated.

5. Peter Heimbach — Would all mandatory information be taken out of RFP?

6. Ed Baldwin — Would leave in letter of transmittal level of CM/GC experience (percentage
required) and contact person’s name.

7. OSA to budget for this contractor registration form to be developed.
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Recommendation — that the questions in Part B, Qualifications and Experience, be more specific
regarding requirements for the project.

1. Lisa Namie — The pre-proposal conference should be mandatory, and if work is associated
with an existing building, held at the project site.

2. Peter Heimbach — We are trying to not make pre-proposal conferences mandatory on every
project. We are told by the Comptroller’s office that we limit competition by making it
mandatory. It is discretionary with the SPAs but we have to justify it.

3. Trey Wheeler — Very beneficial on renovations.

4. Bob Oglesby — It levels the playing field if it is required on site so all bidders have access to
same information.

5. The designer needs to be more involved in the RFP/RFQ process. A faculty advisor may not
focus on the cost proposal as much as the qualifications, and that is not necessarily a bad
thing.

6. The designer is not privy to the general conditions, but should be.
7. Allan Cox — There should be scoring guidelines for evaluators.

8. Lisa Namie — | would question an administrative evaluator looking at bids but not reviewing
qualifications.

9. Peter Heimbach — They do not do that. STREAM has one individual with selection process
oversight in addition to the project evaluators. The project coordinator reviews it and then
the whole recommendation is subsequently signed off by their boss.

10. Lynelle Jensen — Scoring is subjective, and different evaluators bring different experiences to
the table. We try to have multiple evaluators, from three to five, to even everything out.

11. Peter Heimbach — State can negotiate costs down but not up, so cost items not filled in are
confirmed to either be included or if not, the proposer usually withdraws.

12. Dick Tracy — The problem is not just each evaluator’s scoring value but also where does the
evaluator start their scoring at - a C level or an A level. The evaluator scoring is less of a
problem as long as each evaluator scores each proposer on the same scale. There is also
an issue about where do you start coaching evaluators on how to score, such as should they
start at level C or at A? TBR often uses seven or more evaluators to even everything out.
We allow evaluators to adjust their scores to get into the range of other evaluators, but not
to change their scores against each other internally. Evaluators are also given a chance to
adjust their scores so their scores aren’t thrown out if too high or too low compared to the
others and they all fall within a similar range.

13. Peter Heimbach — Maybe they could score on a curve to equalize scoring discrepancies.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Don Miller — How to select good evaluators is very important.

Dick Tracy — We won’t use an evaluator who repeatedly doesn’t do a good job. They also
ask each evaluator before they start if they don’t think they can perform well then TBR will
replace them. If we perceive that an evaluator did not do their job right, perhaps because of
some grudge against the contractor, we throw out the evaluation and then you have a
wasted effort. We look at the evaluators to see if they are doing their job, and can tell if
they have the same scoring across the line, while other evaluators have a range of scores.

Chris Remke — The question is how to balance an evaluator team so the whole team works
well together and not one sided by having all similar evaluators. It is good to have a
facilities person to balance central office people. Good balance on the committee rather
than simply expertise is good.

Peter Heimbach — STREAM typically has three evaluators. One is from STREAM, one is staff
from the User Agency, and one typically has more specific understanding of selection needs.

Michelle Crowder — UT tries to balance the evaluators also.

Dick Tracy — TBR tries to have someone from our office with construction knowledge, a
project manager, campus facilities person, campus planning person, a campus department
entity, and then others up to maybe seven.

Page Inman — An outside, non-voting advisor is critical since for instance, a faculty member
has a specific viewpoint, but maybe a difficult time on the specifics of the proposal. An
advisor helps with this.

Dick Tracy — The administrative evaluator is just one person, but they are usually pretty fair.
They focus on how well they answered the question, based on content presented only and
not previous experience. Ninety percent of the proposers are the same, and they may be
proposing on multiple projects, so mistakes are made.

Bob Oglesby — My office has now provided a list of outside advisors on the OSA website
which can be used at the SPA’s discretion.

OSA still needs help getting contact information on this list.

F. RFP Subcategories

Alan Cox — It is preferred that a large number of smaller categories be grouped together for
collective point scoring.

Lisa Namie — Why is the category for personnel proposed on the project only worth two
points, but other work experience is six points? Should listing more state projects by the

firm hurt or help in the evaluation?

Peter Heimbach — STREAM is moving away from detailed scoring.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Designers need to see the proposed time and the team proposed to spend in the
preconstruction phase.

Designers need to see how each proposer will address the major design disciplines. This
needs to be clarified, since designers get a lot of calls on this question.

Current list of projects — does contractor list all of them and look too busy to do the job, or
not list them all and hope that is a good sign to the evaluators? What do the SPAs want?

Alan Robertson — What is the basis for asking for volume of work?

Trey Wheeler — Can the question ask if the proposer has adequate manpower to do the job
only?

Bob Oglesby — All proposers will say that they do.
Dick Tracy — It doesn’t matter. What matters is do you have similar work and/or do you
have capacity to do the project. What TBR really wants is similar work and how recent it

was, and who will be on their project.

Peter Heimbach — STREAM doesn’t ask for listing of other projects on designer evaluations
anymore.

Dick Tracy — Neither does TBR. We still have to ask this question per SBC policy. OSA needs
to ask for a revision of policy in this area.

Peter Heimbach — Maybe we could ask average workload and current workload so we can
compare the two.

Dick Tracy — TBR doesn’t care about that.

Lynelle Jensen — When reviewing for DB, STREAM cares if this is your first DB project, or the
percentage of your current projects that are DB.

Ask SPAs to address selection process questions, etc. in their requirements.

Evaluators don’t need to focus on the extraneous material, but get to the important
information.

Chris Remke — Need to get “busy work” questions out of the process.
Bob Oglesby — Yes, that is our mutual goal.
Lynelle Jensen — More interested in asking if this is your first DB or CM project.

Bob Oglesby — The State has an opportunity to revise the questions being asked in selection
process and needs a recommendation from the CM/GC focus group.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Page Inman — Section B.4e no scoring on relevant projects in geographic area of project
work, not a heavy weighted item but is of value, such as knowledge of subs, code officials,
etc. There is no scoring of geographically relevant projects and there should be. That tells if
the contractor has local knowledge of subs, code officials, etc. If a project is within a twenty
mile radius of the project, that is relevant.

Dick Tracy — TBR might want to see a two hundred fifty mile radius but not twenty.

Lisa Namie — A local CM will know and get better performance out of local subs than one
from out of town.

Dick Tracy — That is not necessarily true. Some contractors do national work and have a
network in various markets. This hasn’t been an issue.

We need page limitations on the responses.

Allan Cox — C.1 and B.1 should have page limitation. B.2d — Why are we asking for total
monthly personnel expense for all key personnel?

Stan Hardaway — Don’t think this contractor information should be made public.

Dick Tracy — When you start analyzing costs, find out how many people and what
percentages they are involved and who contributes. You can see how much a
superintendent is involved or senior level. It is helpful when looking at preconstruction
services what they propose versus their fee. Not sure it is of tremendous value, but it can
validate if all the numbers line up.

Il. State Fire Marshal’s Office Presentation
Chris Bainbridge, Al Hancock and Danny Peck
Presentation Attached

A. Submitting Plans for Multiple Building Projects

Our current system is set up for one building project. We are discussing system changes to
allow multiple building plan submissions versus breaking projects into separate plans for each
building. These changes take time and money.

Proposed Interim Solution

1.

2.

Call the SFM and give details of the project.

If separate Certificates of Occupancy are needed by building or floor, then submit contract
documents separately. The (estimated) construction cost for the building is not critical as
long as the total is correct. T3 was submitted by floors with plans submitted separately
within one whole package. This was coordinated with FMO ahead of time.
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3. The submittal for each building will give us certain required information such as the building
location. Each form takes about five to ten minutes to complete. Plan submittal forms are
available on the FMO website.

4. One set of plans for the entire project is uploaded with the first submittal.

5. Each building will have its own fee, and will get a specific project and TFM number, with
examiner review comments.

6. We will review and approve construction documents collectively.
7. The OSA will post on its website the interim information for this process.

8. One plan can be submitted for multiple buildings across the state but this will be further
broken down to a submittal per each building.

B. We have worked to reduce our turn-around time and are down to about seven to eight days for
the first response. Average time for response from January 2012 was twelve to fifteen days.

C. Our portal has been helpful. Submittal is more streamlined than mail submittal, and most plans
are now submitted through the portal rather than mail. Ninety two percent are submitted

through the portal now.

D. Department of Health electronic review — looking back on FMO process had Governor’s support
and funding. Department of Health doesn’t have funding support at this time.

1. Don Miller — I understand they are trying to add a funding request in next budget cycle.
E. Bob Oglesby inquired about early design review process.

1. Chris Remke — Give it a name like schematic design review to discuss critical elements.

2. Chris Bainbridge said that a Schematic Design meeting can be held which allows SFM to
catch things early on rather than in the back end of the process when they take more money
to address. The SFM will conduct a schematic design review meeting if needed.

F. Chris Bainbridge asked that designers access the SFM website for “occupancy requirements”.

1. Thisis what the examiners use to review the plans.

2. It helps save time if they are visibly shown on the drawings.

3. Ask designers to review SFM checklist for occupancy as part of designer manual process.

G. Lisa Namie — Is there a way to shorten the turnaround by the SFMO once the designer submits
their response to the evaluation comments?
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Chris Bainbridge - SFM sometimes reviews projects out of order. Call the person who
started the review and say you would really like to get started on the project. If there is not
a tremendous amount of things to correct, they can maybe take it out of line and review it.
Call the SFM at (615) 532-5842.

H. SFM is open to present to the PMs of SPAs upon request.

lll. Design/Bid/Build (D/B/B) Focus Group
Presentation by Chairman Stan Hardaway
Handout Attached

A. D/B/Bis an established and vetted delivery method, so not much to report as needing to be
changed.

Two policy change recommendations (handout attached)

10.

e Asking for changes to be provided not less than three days in advance of the bidding
date, provided the questions for interpretation of the documents are made not less than
five days prior to the bid date not two and four days.

e Have all bidders be informed of such substitution and relevant information pertaining to
such.

Peter Heimbach — Item 2 expresses the intent of the current policy.

Peter Heimbach — Concerning Item 1 — Current statute provides for two and four days but
the current policy says three and six days.

Dick Tracy — TBR will postpone the bid date if the change is substantive.

Larry Hart — All substitutions need to be in an addendum, so there might not be enough
time to re-issue.

SPAs and Bob Oglesby — Yes, these must be issued through addenda.
Ed Baldwin — Are these considered calendar days or business days?
Bill Young — Calendar days is in the statute.

Recommendation was made for the days in the policy be business days and not calendar
days.

General consensus was that calendar days are required by statute.

Stan Hardaway — They are requesting business days because most bids are Tuesday thru
Thursday.
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11. Peter Heimbach and Dick Tracy — most State projects are bid in the Tuesday through

Thursday window, so this should not be a problem. As long as the policy is more restrictive

then we can change it without statute revision.

12. State — This needs to be kept at calendar days.

13. Andy Sneed — Subs are guilty of not looking at addenda so more time is needed.

IV. Design/Build (D/B) Focus Group
Presentation by Chairman Chris Remke

A. Chris Remke — It was anticipated that the State could use a bridging consultant for either D/B-1
or D/B-2.

B. Chris Remke — Lynelle Jensen’s proposed D/B-1 list resulted in one project being removed from
the list.

1.

Lynelle Jensen — Feels the list has been established with three projects removed from the
D/B list.

Lynelle Jensen — The historic Clover Bottom Mansion project did not include any historic
scope. The scope includes landscaping and swapping out finishes at Clover Bottom
Mansion.

Lynelle Jensen — We anticipate using consultants to prepare bridging docs, etc.

Lynelle Jensen — STREAM typically outsource bridging services.

It was noted that the D/B-1 list of projects will be updated and republished.

C. The focus group committee has not accomplished any work in reviewing the T3 D/B-1 contract.

4.

Bob Oglesby — Yes, we would like input on the T3 edited contract.

Candy Toler — ACEC needs more time on receiving contract feedback. She will coordinate
with Bob Oglesby when comments are received.

Trey Wheeler — AlA will get their comments back to OSA this week.

Chris Remke — Our focus group will respond back soon.

D. Overview of presentation by Design Build Institute of America (DBIA).

1.

Chris Remke — DBIA presented to our focus group. Their membership is comprised of about
50% architects and the rest industry reps.

Chris has DBIA PowerPoint — will get to OSA for distribution to QIC members and inclusion
on the OSA website.
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3. The input received by the focus group on D/B covered both extremes on its use as a project
delivery method and its possible use by the State beyond D/B-1.

4. The focus group understands that alternative delivery methods are on the rise in the
marketplace and are being endorsed by governments and industry. We really desired to
understand what is going on in the marketplace and tried to understand the benefits.

5. The focus group desired to further its education on the subject by asking DBIA to make a
presentation. DBIA brought individuals who were local, from Alabama, and from the
national office, and they presented a PowerPoint presentation which is available.

a. Forty five states have approved D/B for State projects.

b. DBIA listed the five states with D/B best practices, including Arizona, Colorado, Virginia,
Florida, and Minnesota.

c. The selection process in Arizona appears similar to Tennessee.

d. We want to gather information from all five of those states and disseminate it for the
entire task force’s review.

e. The focus group wants to research how the five states do the selection process.
f.  Need to review TN licensure laws regarding organization of D/B team.
g. Seems like maybe more of a team process, but will validate this with these five states.

h. Seventy percent of federal projects and forty percent of all projects in the industry are
D/B. Other states have done white papers also.

i. DBIA definitely promoting a more integrated approach than what TN now allows. DBIA
likes to talk about an integrated team concept, rather than one team member holding
the contracts and having a sub relationship with the other team members.

j.  If D/B in Tennessee is going to be more widely accepted and used by the State,
professionalism of all involved is going to be required. This will take a lot of energy to
address this. In Tennessee, we do not have good previous and relevant D/B experience.

6. Trey Wheeler — There will need to be a cultural change, and changes in statutes and SBC
policy for it to be more widely used by the State.

7. Ed Baldwin — | was part of Colorado moving to use D/B fifteen years ago and can help.
Based on experience in Colorado, we would need to start with the standard form D/B
contracts, such as AlA, DBIA, AGC, etc. and then change them some. The documents are
more widely accepted if they are stripped of the organizational information.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

OSA’s Angela Scott — to verify with Chris when he will get the D/B comments back so OSA’s
Ted Hayden can adjust the D/B contact revision calendar if needed.

Trey Wheeler — Yes, cultural change — most likely policy, statute and licensure law changes
to really allow this kind of D/B entity we are now describing to exist in TN.

Ted Hayden — If there is to be success in further implementing D/B, everyone is going to
have to move past the colloquialisms to the true substance, and truly try to see all
perspectives, and address all concerns, in the process of trying to determine what is in the

State’s and the industry’s best interest.

Ed Baldwin — If we can come to an agreement on an AGC/AIA/DBIA agreement we would be
a long way down the road. Taking away associations names on that document will help.

Dhan James — AGC is interested in achieving consensus among this team effort and will offer
its support for education.

Chris Remke — Compare and find what is unique to D/B over CM etc.

Peter Heimbach — Yes, D/B and CM are very similar, except for contract, and separation of
fiduciary responsibilities.

Ted Hayden — Two versus one is a very critical point.

V. OSA Contract Revision Project
Bob Oglesby — Small Projects

A. Bob Oglesby addressed the generalities and the specifics of the State’s project being
spearheaded by the OSA to revise all construction program contracts and documents. Included
was a discussion of the allocation of responsibility for the various documents and the projected
order and the scheduling of the various components of the project.

Peter Heimbach — Bundling multiple projects with similar scope will help in alleviating some
burden on the designer fee.

Information should flow down to the focus groups and back from focus groups to the State.
OSA - Send out email with small projects charge.

It was noted that Jay Hosay has offered to be chairman for the Best Value focus group. Heis
in need of members and would like you to contact him if you are interested.

BV needs members.
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Outstanding Items

Construction Manager/General Contractor (CM/GC) Focus Group




Preconstruction services prior to SBC
funding approval:

Consider using project management services
consultant to provide pre-planning, programming
and budgeting - no perceived conflict of interest

Select from a pool of prequalified General
Contractors — this could be perceived as giving this
firm an edge if project becomes a reality and GC is
allowed to pursue

Recommendation — Use project management
services consultant paid from current planning funds




Preconstruction services after SBC
funding approval:

Preconstruction fees are very small percentage of
total project cost

Preconstruction services sets the tone for the
success of the project

Preconstruction fees currently being proposed do
not correspond to the level of preconstruction
services the project requires/deserves and that the
clients are willing to pay




* Bob Oglesby asked Allan Cox to get feedback on the
numbers presented:

Project Value |  $10,000,000 | $20,000,000| $50,000,000| $100,000,000
$40,000 $70,000 $125,000 $200,000
Percent of Project Cost 0.40% 0.35% 0.25% 0.20%

Full Precon Services $40,000 $70,000 $125,000 $200,000
Precon starting at DD $26,667 S46,667 $83,333 $133,333
Precon starting at CD $13,333 $23,333 S41,667 S66,667

 Recommendation: Establish the preconstruction fee
based upon percentage of the project’s cost and design
phase at which the CM will become involved

 Recommendation: State in the RFP the preconstruction
fee amount that will be paid for the specific project and
include it on the Cost Proposal form




Cost Proposal Evaluation Process

Evaluators only look at the bottom line of cost proposal
form

This is done with no regard to:

e Checking if all costs items requested are included — multiple
instances of not including bond costs

* Checking if staffing levels match the percentage of staff
involvement as presented in the qualifications section — half time
Project Manager in the cost proposal and full time in the
qualifications

Recommendation: Have independent third party advisor

from the construction community familiar with the state
procurement process assist the review committee to
identify these inconsistencies. This would allow the
review committee the opportunity to contact the
responding company for clarification.




Comments on Streamlining the
RFP/RFQ Process

Initial comments and thoughts:

Section A — Mandatory Requirements

e Typical SPA RFQ’s ask the same generic questions in
Section A:
e Letter from Insurance company
* Form of Business
* Mergers & acquisitions
e Quick Ratio
e Annual volume in last 5 years, what percentage CM/GC
* Pending litigation
e Bankruptcy in last 10 years
e Conflict of interest
e Convicted of felony




Comments on Streamlining the
RFP/RFQ Process

Section A — Mandatory Requirements (cont.)

Recommendation: State requests this information from
potential CM/GC’s once or twice a year and electronically
file it in a location accessible to all SPA’s for review as
necessary during their evaluation process. CM/GC'’s
would be responsible to provide updates if they occur
between State requested updates.

ltems to keep in Section A
e Letter of Transmittal

* Provide a statement of the firms experience in
providing CM/GC services. Proposer must have
minimum five years’ experience.

* Contact Person




Comments on Streamlining the
RFP/RFQ Process

Section B — Qualifications & Experience

Be more specific to the project in the questions being
asked such as:

* List relevant experience with concrete frame
construction

* List relevant experience with specialized acoustic
construction

* List relevant experience with deep foundations in close
proximity to existing structures that remain in
operation

e Ask questions directly related to the specific project




Comments on Streamlining the
RFP/RFQ Process

Section C — Technical Approach

* See Discussion in CM’s comments




Comments from Designer

General

Pre-proposal conferences should be mandatory for all
potential bidders.

Pre-proposal conferences should be at user site, not in
Nashville.

The entire RFP submittal should be condensed/streamlined
as | think most of them are reviewed in one sitting which
would take hours if given proper review.

Designer should be more involved in the process.

Why is the designer not privy to the General Conditions cost
submitted by CM/GC? We only see A, B, and C technical
sections.

There needs to be scoring guidelines for evaluators. | have
seen final scores all over the page, so evaluators should be
prepped. Selection of evaluators is another topic.




Comments from Designer
Specific

Section A — Mandatory Requirements:

* Should be formatted so that everyone’s response is
shortened and looks about the same.

e Some of these are Yes/No questions which could
require a box to be checked.

* Some can be answered in 1 -2 sentences. The less

paragraph type text for evaluators, the easier it will be
to read and evaluate.

e Attachments can always be referenced, if needed.




Comments from Designer
Specific

Section B — Qualifications and Experience:

e Subcategories — don’t like them - too many for scoring.
More should be grouped together.

e B.2.cl and 2 - Amount of time team to spend in
preconstruction and construction:

* This is a really important criteria for the designer. We want to see
some continuity carried from precon to construction.

e | don’t recall this getting a high value in terms of scoring. (Current
APSU RFP gives this 2 points).

e | don’t think evaluators know how to score this. What are they
looking for?
* B.3 - Provide a statement of how the Proposer intends to
address all major design disciplines:

* | have seen a variety of responses to this question from listing
architects and engineers to MPE subs.

* This needs to be clarified. | always get questions on this one.




Comments from Designer

Specific
Section B (cont.) — Qualifications and Experience:

e B.4.b - A list of current projects on which your firm is
committed:

e Contractors have a dilemma here — should they put down all of
their work and not get the job because they are too busy or act
like they aren’t busy and hope the state interprets that positively.

* | get calls on this too. Keep in mind, | can’t answer any of them —
they have to go thru TBR.
* B.4.c— A list of all current contracts with the State of
Tennessee and all those completed within the previous five
(5) year period: (Current APSU RFP does not ask this)

* |s a contractor penalized for not having ever done work with the
state?

* How does one get that first job is this is scored high?




Comments from Designer

Specific
Section C — Technical Approach

e C.2 - Provide a brief descriptive summary as to the
Proposer’s approach to the following items:

* A lot of categories: Value Analysis, Constructability, Cost
Estimating, Scheduling, Reporting including three type
reports, RFl’s and four other reports, Quality Control

e Current APSU RFP has put less questions under one number
to allow better evaluation of the responses.




Comments from CM/GC

General Comments

Owner needs to establish better selection of the
evaluators. They must have knowledge of commercial
construction and the common sense to know “window
dressing” from relevant information.

Pre-proposal meetings should be mandatory and held
at the using institution’s site.




Comments from CM/GC

Specific Comments

Proposed Section B.4 (e) — New Section (worth 2-3 points,
which would be allocated from eliminating section B.2 (d) —
above: “List of relevant projects (with contact amounts) built
in this geographic area (within 20 mile radius) within the last
seven years.” Language similar to this would address the
discussion from our call last week concerning local experience.

C.1 - Provide a brief, descriptive statement indicating the
Proposer’s approach to delivering the services sought under
the RFP for pre-construction phase and construction phase
services for this Project.

* Needs page limitation on the responses

* Something between 3-4 pages maximum seems reasonable

Comments regarding too many points in specific sections of C,
this has been resolved in later TBR RFP’s




Comments from CM/GC

Specific Comments

Section B.1 — Provide a brief, descriptive statement
indicating the Proposer’s credentials to deliver the
services sought under this RFP:

* Need page limitations on the responses.

e Something between 3-4 pages maximum seems
reasonable.

Section B.2 (d) — Provide the total (100% - do not pro-
rate) monthly direct personnel expense (raw salary x
labor burden multiplier) for all key personnel proposed.
 Why is this information requested? Section B.2 (C) and the

general conditions section quantifies the dollar value of the
key personnel for the particular RFP project.




State Fire Marshal’s'C

Submitting Plans for Multiple Bui (i s — ;

Online Plan Submissions

Chris Bainbridge Al Hancoc
Director of Codes Enforcement  Assistant Dire

christopher.bainbridge@tn.gov  al.hancock@tn.



Multiple Building Projects

1.

Our system was set up to receive plans, forms and
fees forindividual buildings.

. We realize that some projects have a single set of

plans for multiple buildings and that it creates a
burden on our customers to split into plans for each
building.

We are discussing options to alter our system to
accept multiple building plans, but this is a major
undertaking.



Interim Solution

1. Call Danny Peck (615.532.5842) and let him know-. -

about your project. I —
2. A submittal must be made for each build
3.0nly one set of plans for the e

uploaded with the first submittal.



Interim Solution

1. A fee for each building must be paid at the end of each
submittal. The fee can be the cost of construction for
the entire project divided by the number of buildings.
SBC projects don’t require a fee.

2. Each building will receive separate Project and TFM
numbers

3. We will review and approve the construction
documents collectively instead of individually.



Plan Submission Portal

Previous Process Current Process

e Plans Printed, Mailed by )
Architect e Plans Uploaded to Website

1 ° 1W€€k, $250 (avg_) = Minutes, $15 fee + 3rd Party
Processing Fee

Plans Received by Mailroom e Plans Received Directly by

1 Week Processing Codes Enforcement
* 1 Day Processing (avg.)

Plans Processed by Codes
Enforcement

3 1 Week Processing (min.)




Plan Submissions by Month
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Performance Improvement




Portal Submission = Faster Revi

Link to Architect and Engineer Portal:
https://apps.tn.gov/tnsfmo/

Link to Portal Application Guide
http://www.tn.gov/fire/documents/portalapp
cationguide.pdf



DESIGN / BID / BUILD FOCUS GROUP (D/B/B)
May 8, 2013

We would suggest the following policy changes to the current
procurement policies regarding projects that are procured through the
D/B/B method:

1.  Under Section C Titled “instructions to Bidders” on page 4 in
paragraph 2, revise to “Changes shall be provided ... not less than
three (3) days in advance of the bidding date, provided the
request for interpretation of Bidding Documents shall have been
made in writing to the Designer not tess than five (5} days prior
to the bid opening date.”

2. On.page 5, in Section . C titled. “Instructions to Bidders” in
paragraph 4, please add at the end of the paragraph.. “and
inform all of the bidders of such substitution and relevant
information pertaining to such.”




Revolutionizing Project
Delivery

“Integration is Our Founda
Copyright ©

1



1 : O About DBIA




About DBIA & Design-Build




About DBIA & Design-Build

Architects

Engineers

Public and private owners

General and specialty contractors
Manufacturers and suppliers

College and university faculty and students
Legal and financial professionals




The DBIA Philosophy

>




What is

2 _ O Design-Build




What is Design - Build

Design-Build is a method of project delivery In
which one entity (design-builder) forges a
single contract with the Owner to provide for

architectural engineering design services and
construction services

....... we’'re talking about “integration of
design/engineering/construction” and
NOT simply “assigning tasks”!




The “Traditional” Way — Design-BID-Build

Design-Bid-Build
Two contracts are used to

accomplish design and
construction.

N
+ +1C

CONTRACT
THIS IS WHERE WITH
CONTRACT WITH ARCHITECT THE COST
CONSTRUCTOR
COMPETITION
TAKES PLACE

Emphasis on Compliance: YOU are buying a Product



The “Better” Way — Design-Build

Design-Build...

a single contract is used to accomplish
design and construction.

I THIS IS WHERE THE ENTIRE COMPETITION TAKES PLACE I
l l l CONTRACT WITH DESIGN-BUILD TEAM

Emphasis on Behavior: YOU are buylng a Service



Advantages of

3 _ O Design-Build




Design-Build Meets Your Requirements




Study led by David R. Riley, Ph.D., an associate

professor at Pennsylvania State University

90% fewer field-generated
change orders
cost growth” savings of 98%,

practically eliminate




Familiar Project Delivery Methods




Design-Bid-Build
Contractual Relationship

Characteristics Three linear phases:
Design, bid and build

Three prime players:
Owner, designer,
constructor

Two separate contracts:
« Owner to designer

* Owner to constructor

Responsibilities
Owner | Program, finance, management

Designer | Prepares plans & specs, normal
services

Constructor | Prime & sub construction




Design-Build Contractual Relationship

Characteristics Integrated process-overlapped
design & construction

Often fast tracked
Two prime players:
Owner & design-build entity
Entity can take on many forms
One contract -

« Owner to Design-Builder

Responsibilities
Owner | Program, performance
requirements, & finance*

Design-Builder | Design & construction. Can

include programming & post
construction services

* D-B can expand services to include
programming, finance, operate, etc




PREVIOUS STUDIES OF DESIGN-BUILD COST/SCHEDULE REDUCTIONS-

VERTICAL INFRASTRUCTURE (Buildings)




Design-Build Performance

(Comparison of Design-Build vs. CM-at-Risk vs. Design-Bid-Build)

6%
12%
33%
Higher quality
SOURCE: Construction Industry Institute (CI1)/Penn State Research

comparing 351 projects ranging from 5K to 2.5M square feet. Projects
were of various types and from various industries.




Design-Build Performance (Transportation)

(Comparison of Design-Build vs. CM-at-Risk vs. Design-Bid-Build)

11%

36%

Higher quality




Design-Build Performance

(Project Schedule Water/Wastewater)

43%

50%

Higher Quality

Study by Susan B.
Source: Haller University of New Mexico, Jennifer Shane, lowa State
University and Keith Molenaar, University of Colorado




Examined influence of 19 factors on:

eSeveral types of delivery systems
«Cost control
*Schedule control
eConstruction speed
Delivery speed

20



Comparison of Project Delivery Methods (Cll/Penn State Study)

€SS

Re: “Comparison of U.S. Project Delivery Systems,” Mark Konchar & Victor Sanvido, Journal of Construc
Engineering and Management, Vol. 124, No. 6 (1998), pp. 435-444.

21



Research Study

Parameter

Cll Penn State (US)

DB vs. DBB

Reading DB Forum (UK)

DB vs. DBB

Unit Cost

6% Less

13% Less

Construction Speed

12% Faster

12% Faster

Delivery Speed

33% Faster

30% Faster

22



Comparison for Quality

D-B delivers

*D-B out performed traditional D-B-B in every category on a
10 point scale
eStartup

«Call Backs

*O&M

*Exterior & Structure

Interior

*Environmental

*Equipment

23



*Best performing projects:
*Excellent Owner decision making
*Excellent scope definition
*Excellent team communication
*Qualified contractor pool

*High abillity to restrain Contractor pool

24



*\Worst performing projects:
Engaged Contractor late in design
sLimited or no prior team experience
«Several onerous contract clauses
*Poor ability to make decisions

*Unable to pre-qualify Contractor pool

25



Where is the

4 : O Industry Heaﬁ



Return to Integration

DBIA founded in 1993 to help standardize
and advocate for an already emerging
design-build industry










Project Delivery Process Framework

Proiect Project
role_c_ . Performance
Feasibility Criteria It all starts
with the
Owner
Facility Critical
owner’s Owner :
. - Project
Profile Decisions Delivery Procurement Contract

System Method Format
Selection Selection Selection

Programming

Team

& Scope Definition

Confirm Project
Scope & Program

v

Selection

Design &

Project
Financing

Chart shows logic flow, not timing or sequence of steps which vary
depending on methods used.

\ 4

Construction

Operation &
Maintenance

N 30



Wwhy Owners Might Choose D-B

N1 31



RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS CONSIDERED IN DECIDING

WHETHER TO USE DESIGN-BUILD




Design-Build Utilization

Navy Facilities Engineering Command
Army Corps of Engineers

State Department

Bureau of Prisons




Other Federal Agencies Using Design-Build

General Services Administration
Veterans Administration
Department of Agriculture
Department of Interior




What are Federal Officials Saying about Design-Build?

Joseph Gott, Chief Engineer and Director of Capital
Improvements, NAVFAC

Paul Parsoneault, Construction Management Team
Leader, Military Programs Branch, USACE




What are Federal Officials Saying about Design-Build

Jag R. Bhargava, Deputy Director, GSA

Pete Swift, Deputy Chief, Design and
Construction Branch




Usually Best Value or
Qualifications

Based

(QBS)

-10% to 5%

Qualifications- Best Value (BVS)

Direct Design-Build

with Technical & Price
Emphasis

Y

Design Criteria

Design-Build
5% to 20% Preliminary
= >0 Engineering
Design-Build

20% to 35%

Y

<
-

A

TYPICALLY LOW-BID
PROCUREMENT

Best Value (BVS) with Low Bid
Emphasis

Design/Draw-Build
35% Design or Greater

| |
-10% -5%

Pre-Design

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65%

Design

o N |

— Y

70%
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Which Project Delivery Method is Best?

nQ 38



Typical Collaboration

m

Parties Go Off & Do Their ThingIi

Segregated
Solutions

20 39



Old Game

Budget Schedule
Requirements Requirements

Your Part

Our Part

A0 40



Performance &
Quality

Budget
Requirements

Schedule
Requirements

Huge Challenge...Cannot Accomplish
This Doing Business as Usual

41
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Owner Must Do Homework in Preparation for

RFQ/RFP Development

42



Shifted Responsibilities

Design-Builder’s
Responsibility

Performance Technical
Requirement Features-
Design Spec

Owner’s Responsibility

Essential Performance Technical
Function Requirement Features-
Design Spec

4 ~N Performance Technical
Let’s Come Up Requirement Features-
With an Design Spec
Example
\. y,

43
11 43



Testing and Verification

44
AA



Design-Build Resources

Design-Build Best Practices

Education Opportunities

Networking Opportunities




Design-Build Utilization

Navy Facilities Engineering Command
Army Corps of Engineers

State Department

Bureau of Prisons




DBIA Mission




DB Professional™ Certification Program Requirements

EDUCATION  Baccalaureate degree in an approved  Baccalaureate degree in an approved field from an accredited college or university

field of study (construction management,in architecture, engineering, construction management, or Certification Board
engineering, architecture) from an approved field of study.
accredited college or university. OR A No degree? Non-approved area of study? You can still qualify. See the additional
Baccalaureate degree in a non-approved Experience Requirement below.
field of study (business, communications,
etc.) AND an additional three (3) years of
design and/or construction experience
demonstrated through a functional
resume.
No degree? Non-approved area of
study? You can still qualify. See the
additional Experience Requirement
below.

EXPERIENCE No design-build experience required. Three (3) years total of substantial, documented experience
For candidates not holding a degree, six in a responsible position in the design-build method of project delivery; OR Masters
(6) years of design and/or construction  degree in a concentrated design-build university level program approved by the
experience demonstrated through a Certification Board, and two years of documented experience. Candidates who do
functional resume. not possess a degree in an approved field of study need an additional three years

documented direct experience(totaling six (6) years of design-build experience) in a
responsible position on design-build projects.

REFERENCES N/A Three (3) professional references attesting to your design-build experience and
knowledge. One must be an owner/client reference.
Your references can enter the information online, quickly and easily.



http://docs.google.com/viewer?url=http://www.dbia.org/NR/rdonlyres/FFC6316E-2C43-4FCA-9147-478778B9E126/0/APPROVEDNONAPPROVEDfieldofstudy.pdf
http://docs.google.com/viewer?url=http://www.dbia.org/NR/rdonlyres/FFC6316E-2C43-4FCA-9147-478778B9E126/0/APPROVEDNONAPPROVEDfieldofstudy.pdf
http://docs.google.com/viewer?url=http://www.dbia.org/NR/rdonlyres/FFC6316E-2C43-4FCA-9147-478778B9E126/0/APPROVEDNONAPPROVEDfieldofstudy.pdf
http://www.dbia.org/Certification/references/default.htm

ashington,
(202) 454-7516
www.dbia.org

Richard Thomas
Director, State/Local Legislative Affairs
rthomas@dbia.org

“Integration is Our Founda

Copyright ©
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