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WARREN COUNTY, OHIO
406 Justice Drive, Lebanon, Ohio 45036
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
WARREN COUNTY, OHIO

MINUTES: Regular Session — May 21, 2013

The Board met in regular session pursuant to adjournment of the May 14, 2013, meeting.
Tom Ariss - present David G. Young - present
Pat Arnold South - absent Tina Osborne, Clerk - present
Minutes of the May 14, 2013 meeting were read and approved.

13-0730 A resolution was adopted to accept Resignation due to Retirement, for Carl
Gatton, Operations Superintendent, within the Water and Sewer Department,
effective August 2, 2013. Vote: Unanimous

13-0731 A resolution was adopted to Amend Resolution #13-0638 approving the hiring of
Temporary Employees for the Water and Sewer Department. Vote: Unanimous

13-0732 A resolution was adopted to Rescind Resolution #13-0687 which authorized the
hiring of Mark J. Landers, for the Co-Op Position of Environmental Technician,
within the Warren County Water and Sewer Department. Vote: Unanimous

13-0733 A resolution was adopted to enter into a Resignation Agreement with Casey
Lukemire, Data Technician within the Warren County Telecommunications
Department. Vote: Unanimous

13-0734 A resolution was adopted to declare an Emergency and Waive Competitive
Bidding Process for Emergency repair of Elevator at 406 Justice Drive Lebanon
Ohio. Vote: Unanimous
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13-0735 A resolution was adopted to accept changes to the Section 125 Cafeteria Plan
Document Relative to Changes to Flexible Spending Accounts (FSA’s).
Vote: Unanimous

13-0736 A resolution was adopted to approve the Contract for School Resource Deputy
with the Kings Local School District, on behalf of the Warren County Sheriff’s
Office. Vote: Unanimous

13-0737 A resolution was adopted to approve and enter into an Agreement with Adam
Paine on behalf of the Warren County Juvenile Court for a Summer School
Teacher for Mary Haven Youth Center. Vote: Unanimous

13-0738 A resolution was adopted to approve and enter into an Agreement with Lance
Runion on behalf of the Warren County Juvenile Court for a Summer School
Teacher for Mary Haven Youth Center. Vote: Unanimous

13-0739 A resolution was adopted to approve Maintenance Contract Renewal Agreement
with Motorola on behalf of Warren County Telecommunications.
Vote: Unanimous

13-0740 A resolution was adopted to Advertise for Bids for Communications Cable
Relocation Project. Vote: Unanimous

13-0741 A resolution was adopted to approve various Refunds. Vote: Unanimous

13-0742 A resolution was adopted to affirm “Then and Now™ requests pursuant to Chio
Revised Code 5705.41(D) (1). Vote: Unanimous

13-0743 A resolution was adopted to acknowledge payment of Bills. Vote: Unanimous

13-0744 A resolution was adopted to approve and enter into an Electronic Monitoring-
Equipment Rental and Monitoring Services Agreement with Emerge, Inc. on
behalf of Warren County Common Pleas Court, Community Corrections
Division. Vote: Unanimous

13-0745 A resolution was adopted to approve and authorize the President of the Board to
enter into a Youth Worksite Agreement on behalf of Workforce One of Warren
County. Vote: Unanimous

13-0746 A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Decreases within various
Funds. Vote: Unanimous

13-0747 A resolution was adopted to approve Cash Advance from the General Fund #101
into Domestic Preparedness Grant Fund #260. Vote: Unanimous
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13-0748

13-0749

13-0750

13-0751

13-0752

13-0753

13-0754

13-0755

13-0756

13-0757

13-0758

13-0759

13-0760

13-0761

A resolution was adopted to accept an Amended Certificate and approve a
Supplemental Appropriation within Engineer’s Office Fund #4835,
Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to accept Amended Certificate for Sheriff’s Office Fund
#630 and approve Supplemental Appropriations into Sheriff’s Office Fund #630.
Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Supplemental Appropriation into the
Auditors Real Estate Fund 237 to allow for 2012 New Construction Valuations in
2013, Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Supplemental Appropriation within Fund
#494. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustment from
Commissioners General Fund #101-1110 into Prosecutor’s Fund #101-1150.
Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustments within
Prosecutor’s Office Fund #271. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustment within Sheriff’s
Office Fund #101-2200. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustments within Juvenile
Detention Fund #101-2600 and Felony Delinquent Care & Custody Fund #247.

Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve an Appropriation Adjustment within the
Solid Waste Management District Fund No. 256. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve an Appropriation Adjustment within
Common Pleas Court Fund #289. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustment within Facilities
Management Fund #101-1600. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustment within Health
Insurance Fund #632. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to approve Appropriation Adjustments within County
Court Funds #101-1280 and #274. Vote: Unanimous

A resolution was adopted to authorize payment of Bills. Vote: Unanimous
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13-0762 A resolution was adopted to accept #11,945.65 as payment from Melinda Bain
Betley for First Time Home Buyer Loan. Vote: Unanimous

13-0763 A resolution was adopted to approve the Award of Preliminary Agreement for the
Warren County Justice Drive Office Building Design-Build Project and Authorize
the President of the Board to sign relative documents. Vote: Unanimous

13-0764 A resolution was adopted to hire David A. Shiverdecker to assist the Data
Division within the Telecommunications Department, Full-time, Temporary.
Vote: Unanimous

13-0765 A resolution was adopted to approve hiring Temporary Employee for the Water

and Sewer Department. Vote: Unanimous

DISCUSSIONS

On motion, upon unanimous call of the roll, the Board accepted and approved the consent
agenda.

On motion, bids were closed at 9:05 am. this 21* day of May and the following bids were
received, opened and read aloud for Village of Morrow Highlawn Ave Project CDBG FY 2012
for the Warren County Office of Grants Administration:

Adetla Construction

Cincinnati, Ohio $240,015.75
Ford Development
Cincinnati, Ohio $257,232.25
Brunk Excavating
Monroe, Chio $ 144,504.25

Susanne Mason, Warren County Office of Grants Administration will review bid for a
recommendation at a later date.
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On motion, bids were closed at 9:15 a.m. this 21¥ day of May and the following bids were
received, opened and read aloud for 2013 Chip Seal Project for the Warren County Engineer’s
Office:

Ray Hensley, Inc.
Springfield, Ohio $ 623,547.35

Miller-Mason Paving Co.
Hillsboro, Ohio $ 443,121.87

Neil Tunison, Warren County Engineer will review bid for a recommendation at a later date.

Michael Shadoan, Facilities Management Director, was present along with Patti Solinski,
Evaluation Committee Member, Roger Sorey, Assistant Prosecutor, and a representative from
Ferguson Construction Company to present the Evaluation Committee’s recommendation on
selection of a firm to complete the Warren County Justice Drive Office Building- Design-Build
Project.

Mr. Shadoan stated that this is the first design-build project on the County level in the State of
Ohio. He also gave background information on the project and stated some of the following
reasons Warren County chose to go with the design-build concept:

1. Saves money

2. Eliminates “up front” risk because all costs are known due to a guaranteed maximum
price

3. All construction is under one umbrella and the ultimate responsible party is the selected
firm

Mr. Shadoan then presented the attached evaluation recommendation and upon discussion, the
Board resolved (Resolution #13-0763) adopted to approve the award of preliminary agreement
for the Warren County Justice Drive Office Building Design-Build Project to Ferguson
Construction Company and authorize the President of the Board to sign relative documents.
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Paul Kindell, Telecommunications Director, was present to explain the “request to attend” form
submitted to authorize him and three managers to attend CAD training in Nashville, TN.

Mr. Kindell explained that this is the training that has typically been held in Denver, CO that the
managers attend but because it is being held close this year, he felt there were opportunities that
would benefit him as well as the managers.

The Board stated their concern relative to so many key employees being out of town at the same
time as well as the request for three vehicles being proposed for four people to attend.

Upon further discussion, the Board agreed to allow the three managers to attend the training and
to utilize one vehicle. They then requested Mr. Kindell to resubmit the paperwork to reflect the
same.

Chris Brausch, Sanitary Engineer, was present for a work session and discussed the following
matters:

1. Proposed water quality study—MTr. Brausch requested the Board to approve the hiring of
an engineering consultant to help optimize the treatment process at the Richard A.
Renneker Water Treatment Plant to help reduce brown water complaints with an
approximate cost of $20,000 - $30,000. The Board approved the request.

2. Massie-Wayne Sewer Area Upgrade—Mr. Brausch gave an update on the meeting with
the Village of Waynesville and presented the five proposed options for the future of
wastewater treatment in the area. Upon discussion, the Board determined to issue an
RFQ to begin studying the question of Warren County constructing a treatment plant to
accommodate current and future flows within the area at an approximate cost of $10,000
- $20,000

3. Snook Road Sanitary Sewer—Several Hamilton Township residents are concerned that
sanity sewer service will not be extended to their properties as directed by the courts due
to the filing of bankruptcy of Henderson & Bodwell engineering company.

4, Brisben Development—the reimbursement agreement for construction of the pump
station along Stevens Road in Hamilton Township is expiring. Mr. Brisben would like
the Board to extend the reimbursement period due to the economy that has slowed
development. The spent approximately $300,000 to construct the pump station that
accommodates their Village on the Green development and oversized for future
developments in the area.
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On motion, upon unanimous call of the roll, the Board entered into executive session at 11:06
a.m. to discuss union negotiations pursuant to Ohio Revised Code Section 121.22 (G)(4) and
personnel matters pursuant to Ohio Revised Code Section 121.22 (G) (1) and exited at 11:48
a.m.

Upon motion the meeting was adjourned.

om Ariss, Prestdent Pat Amdld South

' D/

David G. Yogit /

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the minutes of the meeting of the
Board of County Commissioners held on May 21, 2013, in compliance with Section 121.22 O.R.C.

v Cooree

Tina Osborne, Clerk
Board of County Commissioners
Warren County, Ohio




WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Monday, May 20, 2013
WARREM COUNTY IUSTICE DEIVE OFFICE BUHDING —~ DESIGN BUHD PRGIECT

Desipp-Build Coptractor Becommendation for Award of Proliminary Agrseme

The Evaluation Committee, having reviewed the Proposals as submitted from the short-listed
Design-Build Contractors, recommends that the Preliminary Agreement for Design-Build
Services be awarded to:

FERGUSON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
2201 Embury Park Road

Davton, Ohio 45414

937.274.1173

SCORING:

The Evaluation Committee members independently scored each Proposal using the pre-
determined Proposal Evaluation Criteria. The resulting scores were then tallied to determine
each Proposer’s scoring total and ranking. Please see the attached scoring information and
totals. Ferguson Construction Company ranked the highest with a total of 288.5 points out of a
possible 300 points.

INTERVIEWS:
As part of the evaluation and final selection due diligence, phone interviews of Design Build

Contractor references were conducted based on a pre-established questionnaire. Interviews
were randomly selected from the required Proposal references and the Statement of

Cualification (500) proiect references. The interview results of the highest-ranking Pr.
are attached and were considered inthe final selection and recommendation of awar
Board of County Commissionars.

osal

EVALUATION CONMITTEE:
The Evatuation Committes originally convened in November 2012 to rank the received 5005
and establish 2 DB Contractor short-list which subsequently received distribution of the Project
Request for Proposal [REPL. The recommendation of award above is the result of the tanking of
the received shori-listed Proposals. The Evaluation Committes is comprised of the below
County employeas:

Michael Bunner, Director of Emergency Services

Patty Salinski, Business Manager of the Water and Sewer Department

Michael Shadoan, Al4, Director of Facilities Management
The Evaluation Committee was assisted in the above process by Roger Sorey, E5Q of the
Warren County Prosecutor’s Office, Civil Division.




frgr

[ m SRR e e w PR Ry o M:m.;wmm:wmﬁﬁm SR s mm%mmww@awmw

AP s A

UDEBHIOE] 05 PallUONS DUE Jagilaw ee oy yoes Ag Ajspuadoli paudopad sem Bupods Esodnd [enpialpug

SISGUIAL S1NLLIOT UDIIBRISAT BYL AQ POVIHLGNS S8 s1aays Buuoos BIF3ILT UGHENEA] (2500014 1enpiamili payoene aas aseaid (310N

sy & 0T siutod groey spuprd g ey syod g0t SIVIOL

SUMOPREDIG

s3u0d 05 =30d 02 syod g3 zn0d 06 PUE BL2ILD) Buzug

Alie(y pue

sjupod 7 Siuiod pg siuod o sihod pg et resodoid peiaag

BHOULY ENUYDID L pue

siod g6y SHHod oG spujoding sphon 0% Fnpueisianun palold

yoeoaddy

st 71 oo RLG syuled oi7g wiodog pue Juawadeuey paloug

_ : BOUBHLIOLIOS

syurod 0 siod g7 suaod ny sunod pg 10 piooey 1584

Xijepl ey

[BuoneIiuedin

syt g7 suHod N spHod a7 sphod o wesl palold

BTG Sl BIOIG SunyBam BLELT UOJIBNRATY

ORETROUDOESROD AR TR TSN RN HISNG

Laddvis LAY A TIIRENL SieaarE

133f08d dlind

§[EY0 3 BUROIE GONENiEAY [Bsadiig

1540 - BNIATING 4040 AAIA 3010500 ALNAOD NIYHYM

FTOT D7 AEN ‘Aepuoly




WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Monday, April 29, 2013 Freguson-97.5
Warren County Justice Drive Office Building — Design Build Project

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Combination of Performance and Pricing Criteria should be evaluated. Please refer to the Technical
Proposal Criteria for further information on scoring.

L Project Team - Dreanizational Crart/Matriy
g Tearn Cualifications;
b Key project personnel qualifications:
¢ Expenience in Desien Build projects of similar scope.
d.  Commitment and availability of DB team o project.

€. Drherrelevant, specialized technical experience. i
% Past Record of Performance - 10 points.
a.  Design and Constructionexperience on similar projects, e

b Cuality of praviows works
¢ Suseesstul projest completions onschedule and budget
d. o Response fromreferencesIphone interviews),
3. Prpject Management and Approach -
g Management spproach amd plan 23
b Technical approach, 2.3
£ Projectcost and schedule fracking systems. 3.3
diCostoontrol, 33
£ Quality sssurance sndgquaiity control program,. 33

£ Value analysis Dverv Biiegose on paper hut sad some ideas! —
4, Project Understanding and Tochnical Criveria - 20 soints,
a. Overall understandi ng of pmject pmgram and is&ues s

Farmilanty with site.

Familiarity with requireraents of schematic design and project intent,
Features provided whichexceed the minimum design criteria,
Bullding Svstems detsi], explanation, or narrative.

Preliminary Project Description or Specification.

PR I

. Other Technical Proposal Criterls as reguestod in RER, s
5. Overal Proposal.
. Package completed in actordance with BFF requirements and instractions. e
b. Proposal lavout and clanty
£ Proposal detail
d. Fast-Track preliminary sthedule of services, construction, and fingl oocupancy.
&, Pricing Criterla and Braakdowns.

. Demonsteated shilby 1o meet budgst regquirements,
bl Prelimingry Services Frice Froposal [Proposal Form 4] evalustion.

30 points.
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Manday, April 29, 2013 Farzuson - 94 pnints

Warren County Justice Drive Office Building — Design Build Project

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Combination of Performance and Pricing Criteria should be evaluated. Please refer to the Technical
Proposal Criteria for further Information on scoring.

Lo Bepkect Tepms - Oresnirational Chartd/Motrbo. # poink
2. Team Qualifications.
b Key project personnsl gualitications.
Experence in Design Buld projects of similar scope.
d. o Commitment and avallabilty of DB team o project.
&, Other velevant, specialized technical experience.
&, Past Record of Performance - Wpols
3 Designand Constructionsgperience on similar grojects,
b Cdatity of praviouws work.
¢ Buccessiul project compietions on schedule and budget
d. o Response from references iphone interviews] EXCELLENT.
3. Prolect Management and Approach - 18 poinis.
Mansgement approsch sndplan = 5.2
Technical spproach— 30
Project cost and scheduletracking systems =240
Costcontral- 2.0
Cuality assurande and quslity control program = 3.0
£ value analysis — 28
4.7 Project Understanding and Technital Crlteria - EEOELLENT lpnbms
3. Owerall understanding of groject program and issues,
faneisl drakoBoh HE it tonal moliiple dEckEn elemidnty Biibriatid With Brajéde
Familiarity with site,
Familiarity withrequiremants of schematic design and projectintent.
Features provided whicheexoeed the mindmuom design criteria,
Bullding Systerns detail, explanation, or narrative.
Breliminary Project Descrintion or Specification.
Oiher Technical Froposal Criteria as requested in RER,
L. Overall Proposal — EACELLENT lpids
2. Package completed In accordance with REP requirements and instructions.
b, Proposal lavourand clanty:
€. Proposal detsil
d. Fast-Track: preliminagry schedule of services, construction, and final occupancy.
& Pricing Criteria and Breakdowns, 2E poirts
& Demonstrated sbility to faeet budget reguirements = 2 hgher tormt cost Braakgown)
b, Preliminary Services Price Proposal [Proposal Form 4) evaluation — 2 Hewss sverall tee
stracturel
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Maonday, April 29, 2013 Turnbull- 478

Warren County Justice Drive Office Buiiding — Design Build Project

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Combination of Performance and Pricing Criteria should be evaluated. Please refer to the Technical
Frooosal Criteria for further information on scoring.

1o Project Taam -+ Dragenizptional Chart/Matrin -
a0 Team Gualiflcations. B8
b Key prolect personngt quslifications,
¢, Edperience in Design Bulld projects of simlar scope.
d. o Commitment and availability of DB team to project.
5o Other relevant, specialized technical experisnce.
2. Past Record of Performance -
3 Design and Constructionexperience on similar projects,
B Cuality of previous work,
¢ Successful project completions on schedule and budget.
d. Response from references [phone interviewsh
3. Project Management and Approach -
3. Management spproach andplan: 2.3
b Techmicaiapproach, 52
£ Project costand scheduleitracking systems, &3 Deumed Do hinee swihsd e conoerng]
do Costoontrol. 200 kes s dhers Hleas and coulg got s ostiy)
g, Guality sssurance and guality controlb grogeam. 2.3
fEoovalueanalysis. 33
& Project Understanding and Techaieal Criteria -
Overall understanding of project program and issues,
General approach to integration of multiple desipn slements ssspciated with project
Fariilisning with st
Famlliarity with mmmmméma of séhemati desion pad prpiect intent
Features provided whichexcesd the minimum design criteria.
Building Systems detail, explanation, or narrative,
Preliminary Froject Description or Specification.
Other Techrical Proposal Uriteria 5 requasted n RFF
. Overall Proposal.
a.  Packape completed In actordance with BFP requbements and structions,
b, Proposaliavout andclanty,

10 points,
£ Proposal detail

d.  Fast-Track) preliminary schedules of services, construction, and final oocoupancy.

& Pricing Criteriz and Breakdowns.

a: - Demonstrated ability tomest budget requirements:
b Prefiminary Services Price Proposat {Proposal Form 4) evaluation:
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Maonday, April 29, 2013 STAFECO-mi 5

Warren County Justice Drive Office Building — Design Build Project

Proposal Evaluation Criteria

Combination of Performance and Pricing Criteria should be evaluated. Please refer to the Technical
Broposal Criteria for further information on scoring,

L0 Project Team » Drgenieations! Chart/Matrix = £ 30 polis,
2. Team Qualifications. ’
b Key groject personnel gualifications,
£, Experience in Design Build projects of similar scope.
doo Commitment and avallability of DB team 1o project.
&, Otherrelevant, specialized technical experience,

2. Past Record of Performance -
& Desigyy and Construction experience on similar projects.

b Quality of previous work,
£ Successful project completions onoschedule and budget.

g Response from references [phone interviews)
3. Project Mansgement and Approach - w2 poin @

Manogement spproach and plan. 2

Technical approsch. 3

Project cost and schedule tracking systemss L ing real plan just couniod 355 davs)
Cost comrpl Giad sl

Craglity sssurance and guality control program: 1 (did natgetshatdelsiled fog 819

£ Value analysis, 1haey Bittedone CF did HONE)
4. Project Understanding and Technical Criterda - Fo-pe e
Owerali understanding ol project program and issues, LI not read REE el

Gavters aporpack o tegration of multpie design eisments sssocie with orojert 05
Fariliarity withisite '
Familiarity with requirements of schematic design and project Intent 10 was ol preparsd:
Features provided which exteed the minimum design oriteria. 1 VAL had options!
Building Syitems detall, sxplanation, or ngrrative. T lseemed bndler e
Brefiminary Prolect Description or Specification. 2.5
. Other Techoical Proposal Criteria asrequested in RFP. 2.0 loontsciors preparsd;
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Wednesday, May 15, 2013

Contractor Reference Interview Questions

Contractor: Ferguson Construction Raspondent: OSU Woody Haves Athlethe Centar

Prevings SO0 Prolect releienoe,

interview guestions answared by: Don Patko, O5U Froject Manager, 614.292.6330

1. What type of project did the Contractor perform for you and what method of
construction delivery? Multi-Fame.

2. What was the initial budget for the project vs. final cost? 520 million.

3. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s ability to keep the
project on budget? 10. Came in under budgst.

4. Did the Contractor provide value engineering on the Project to maintain budget
and/or enhance the Project? YES.

§. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the contractor's ability to keep the
construction on schedule? For instance, were the sub-contractors scheduled
logically and kept on schedule? Were long lead-time items ordered sufficiently in
advance? 10. Project came in @ months early.

6. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s supervision on the

coorcdination? 10 Exvellenk

7. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor's overall management
and approach to the Project? 10. Excellent. They truly controlled the project and
kept i moving., Most imoortantly, they kept the subs strainht which 1s diffieoit on

a multiple prime job.

8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s ability to adhere to the
contract documents? If problems, please elaborate. 10.

9. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s willingness/ability to
work with your organization in carrying out the intent of the project? 0.
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Wednesday, May 15, 2013

Contractor Reference Interview Questions

Contractor: Fergleon Constructicn Respondent: Koernly Adminisirative Offices, Bay Kaanag,
937.483.5010,

1. What type of pro;ect did the Cmntractor perfﬂrm fur ynu and what methoé of

2. What was the initial budget for the project vs. final cost? Varies,

3. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s ability to keep the
project on budget? 10. Only cverrun was generated by Owner for LEED
certification.

4. Did the Contractor provide value engineering on the Project o maintain budget
and/or enhance the Project? Yes. LEED and energy efficiency.

5. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the contractor’s ability to keep the
construction on schedule? For instance, were the sub-contractors scheduled
logically and kept on schedule? Were long lead-time items ordered sufficiently in
advance? 10. Unly problems were due to Owner's preferred subs, Ownerwood
not use their preferrad subs irgthe future, Better project if Ferguson handles all
aspects. Excellent scheduling #nd coordination.

6.0na sca!e of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s supervision on the
nd gutficiont onesite supervision ang

cocrdmatmn‘? 140,

7. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s overall management
and approach to the Project? 10, Weekly progress meetings.

8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Confractor's ability to adhere to the
coniract documenis? If problems, please slaborate. 10

9. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’'s willingness/ability to
work with your organization in carrying out the intent of the project? 10,

10. On a scale of 1-10, did the Contractor respond in a timely manner to your

questions and concerns on the job? Did the Contractor resolve any issues or
concerns quickly and accommodate your organization? 10,

WA Daunte EDepuetitent o T Fadii g Sanapsdrent PR s D D ipiandny R Rss aal agt aas




11 Approximately how many i?i’s& did the Contractor sub

12. Aporoximately how many
Bmall amount dus toLEED re

13, Did the Projec
gere-thormal HIVA

@a Vhen change

wroor due to O

15, W
the Project? NO.

6. Ungsoale of

17 I the future, would you i

gcrilingie foo uike

18, Additional comments: Ciudr

all aspects ol consiructinm.

B R R G ) e

re there any stop notice,

Ei

i

order requests dig
by Chrineriee

ie to change orders?
by Chwner,

erail rating would vou giv

him contractar for a fut

Lhetlay prolect I Cont

R D R T T L e T




WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Wednesday, May 15, 2013

Contractor Reference Interview Questions

Contractor: Ferguson Construction Respondent: iamestown Madical Center,
Premier Heslth Partners.

Uir. Bewin Sharrety S37.603, 6042, Oreene County Coraner,

1. What type of project did the Contractor perform for you and what method of
construction delivery? Cesign-Build.

2. What was the initial budget for the project vs. final cost? $2.4 million,

3. On a scale of 1410, how would you rate the Contractor's ability to keep the
project on budget? 10. Came in $80k below budget,

4. Did the Contractor provide value engineering on the Project to maintain budget
and/or enhance the Project? YES. Facility was to be expanded in the future and
Ferguson determined no-cost ways (o allow for future growth.

5. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the contractor’s ability to keep the
construction on schedule? For instance, were the sub-contractors scheduled
loglcally and kept on schedule? Were long lead-time items ordered sufficiently in
advance? 10. Excelient coordination. Met all milestones. Delivered on-time.

6. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s supervision on the
nroject? Was there consistent and sufficient on-site supervision and
coordination? 10, Excellent on-site supervision & project management. Open
lines of communication. Weekly, extonsive project meetings with Ferguson.

7. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s overall management
and approach to the Project? 10, Excellent. Project Manager was on site at least
once a wesk, Doug Fortkamgp identified issuses quickly, controlled subs, and kept
project moving forward.

8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s ability to adhere to the
contract documents? f problems, please elaborate. 10,

9. On a scale of 1-10, how would vou rate the Contractor’s willingness/ability to
work with your organization in carrying out the intent of the project? 10,




10. On a scale of 1-10, did the Contractor respond in a timely manner to your
questions and concerns on the job? Did the Contractor resolve any issues or
concerns guickly and accommodate your organization? 10.

11. Approximately how many RFl's did the Contractor submit? NA

12. Approximately how many change order requests did the Contractor submit?
Very few but all due to upgrades requested by Owner.

13. Did the Project run over budget due to change orders? NOU.

14. When change orders were necessary, were these due to requests from the
Cwner or due to Contractor issues? Cwner

15. Were there any stop notice, lawsuits, liens or other legal notices involved with
the Project? NO.

16. On a scale of 1-10, what overall rating would you give the Contractor? 19
17. In the future, would you use this contractor for a future project? YES.

18. Additional comments: This was a very difficult project. They were converting
an ofd 44 000 sf factory into Medical Cffice, Clinic, and ambuliatory care facility.
The entire bullding was strigped including the exterior and re-created. These
were a lot of unknowns geing into the project which Ferguson handied perfectly
and staved within budgel. In the words of Dr. Sharrett "They far suceeded oy
expeciation and | would use thém again in a minute, Ferguson went abaove and
beyond.”
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WARREN CO

PARTMENT OF FACILITIES MAN

Wednesoay, May 15,2018

Contradtori feibiah %:amtm&%@ém Respondent: Grag Ecwards %
: 99T 268 AEDE.

1. What type of project oo %%&mf@mm?mmtm parform for vou and what m&%&*&@% o
construction delivery? Design-Build

2. What was the initlal budgst f@r the project vs. final cost?

2. On a scale of 1410, how wm{ﬁ@é you rate the Contractors
praject on budget? 10 - came in S00K under budget et

4. Did the Contractor provide value engineering on the Proj
andior enhance the Project? Yos, specifically for unlorn
Sprinoinonl discovered while excavabing. Value entdinber
withaut Increase 1o project cost,

5 Onascale of 110, how would you rate the contractor's abill
construction on schedule? For instance, were the sub<con
iogically and Kept on schedule? Were long lead-time ltems
advance? 1 Ondime.

Fa

8. Onascale of 1.10 how wm{%ﬁ% you rate the Contractor's supervisios
project? Was there consistent and sufficient onvesite supervision and
coordination? 10. Weekly progress meetings and reports.

7. On a scale of 110, how would vou rats the Contractor's overall managerent
and approach to the Project? 10. Very Involved and consiste atl
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8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor's ability
contract documents ? if problems, please elaborate. 10
8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor's willingness/ability to
work with your organization incarrying out the intent of the project?

10, On a scale of 110, did the ﬁmﬁmatm respond in s timely
questions and concerns on the job? Did the Contractor rese
concerng auickly and accommndate your organization? 10
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WARREN COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Wednesday, May 15, 2013

Contractor Reference Interview Questions

Contractor: Ferpuson Construction Respondent: Avetec, Jeff Johnson, 337 3225000,

Previous 500 Project referente,

Retired County Administrator of Clarke County before jolning Avetec.

1. What type of project did th :'?m@mﬁmﬁztw perform for vou and what method of
construction delivery? BB

2. What was the initial budgst for the project va final cost? 070 milllion,

3. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s ability to keep the
project on budget? 0.

4. Did the Contractor provide value engineering on the Project to maintain budget
and/or enhance the Project? YES. Sitework issues regarding civil enginesring
provided by others.

5. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the contractor’s ability to keep the
construction on schedule? For instance, were the sub-contractors scheduled
logically and kept on schedule? Were long lead-time items ordered sufficiently in
advance? Excelient workflow. Project on-time and scheduied maintained.

6. On a scale of 1-10, how would vou rate the Contractor's auwmsmu on the
project? Was thare mmwiw&? and sufficient on-site supervision and
coordination? Excellent, i mriﬁwgﬁ maintalned workflow and communica

L. Onascale ol 110, how w@su!tﬁ voii rate the Contracior's overall management
and approach to the Project? Weekly prolect mestings which included Froiect
Manager and Superintendent. Paperwork moved very quickly.

8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor's ability to adhere to the
contract documents? if problems, please elaborate. 10,

8. On a scale of 1-10, how would you rate the Contractor’s willingness/ability to
work with your organization in carrying out the intent of the project? 10

10. On a scale of 1-10, did the Contractor respond in a timely manner o your
guestions and concerns on the job? Did the Contractor resolve any issues or
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1. Approximately how many RFl's did the Contractor submit?
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12. Approximately how many émmg@ order requests did the
Vary few and were @ammm&%mﬁ Wé%?ﬁ wither Architent aor Civil
gomananta:

14. Did the Project run over bmﬁg@t due to change orders?
ineRriric. .

14. When change orders were nacessary, wers these due to requests from the
Chwner or due o Contractor émmm? Civil Enginesring lssues

18, Were there any stop mtam, lawsuits, Hens or other legal notices invo wﬁf&aﬁ with
the Project® N
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16. On a scale of 110, what m@?«wmé rating would vou give the Conlracie
ainge noone desares g 10

17 i the future, would yvou uw this contractor for a future project?

18, Additional comments: %ﬁ@agﬁ@%im‘@% vhnerd kpaping and B i
project conetravted with'a Pederal Grant and Davis Bacon

paperaork. High marks g;éwm@é%w apcirate acoounting and dis &
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PROPOSAL FORM 4

PRELIMINARY SERVICES PRICE PROPOSAL

Provide the fump sum price for providing all labor, materials, equipment, and services necessary
to complete the work contained in the Modified Standard Form of Preliminzry Apreement

between Ownerand Design-Builder, DBIA Document No. 5

20

Pricing Critéria

Proposed Price

Preliminary Services Fee, %ﬁﬁf{l&iii‘%g Uesign Development
Services. as specified in the DBIA Document No, 520

§ 20,000

Provide the percentase of the Guaranteed Maximum Price a

srributable o cachielthe Wordki Trems

Listed below. The percentage provided below shall not be modified without the wristen approval

af the Chyper

Work Hems Percentage
Deston Services Fee (for all design services necessary to
cotnplete the Project not included as part of the 3.0 9
Preliminary Services Fee)

Preconstruction Fee G.85 o
Desian-Build Services Fee 3.5 o

Gereral Conditions s
Cost of the Work (excluding continzency) 8.0 %
Contingeney 1.5 uy

Tl L% af the Gl

Provide the percentags thar the Design-Buibder shall appiy ¢

&
.<

goaddions and deleions wihe Cost

af the Work to gecount for the Design-Builder’s Fee and for the {ees. overhead and profit for all
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