STATE PROPERTIES REVIEW BOARD

Minutes of Meeting Held On April 8, 2024
— solely by means of electronic equipment - via telephone conference -

Pursuant to CGS 81-225a, the State Properties Review Board conducted a Regular Meeting at 9:30AM
on April 8, 2024. Pursuant to the statute, this Meeting was held solely by means of electronic equipment,
with Participants connecting via telephone conference at (860)-840-2075 and used Conference
ID 917724280#.

The Notice provided designated this Regular Meeting as open to the public. Call in instruction were
provided as: Dial toll free (860)-840-2075 and use Conference 1D 917724280#. If you have any
questions or need assistance to attend these Meetings, or for some reason the Call-In Numbers do not
work, please contact SPRB Director Thomas Jerram, immediately, at thomas.jerram@ct.gov to make
appropriate arrangements.

Members Present — solely by means
of electronic equipment:

Bruce R. Josephy, Chairman
John P. Valengavich, Secretary
Edwin S. Greenberg

Jack Halpert

Members Absent:
Jeffrey Berger, Vice Chairman
William Cianci

Staff Present — solely by means of
electronic equipment:
Thomas Jerram

Guests Present — solely by means of electronic
equipment:

Jenna Padula, DAS-RECS

David Barkin, DAS-RECS

Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Greenberg seconded a motion to enter into Open Session. The motion
passed unanimously.

OPEN SESSION

1. ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Greenberg seconded a motion to approve the minutes of the April 4,
2024 Meeting. The motion passed unanimously.

2. COMMUNICATIONS

Members were updated on DAS Human Resources on-going efforts to refine the job classification
for the vacant staff position.

Members were remined of the May 1, 2024 deadline to file their Statement of Financial Interest with
the Office of State Ethics.
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3. REAL
4. REAL

ESTATE- UNFINISHED BUSINESS

ESTATE — NEW BUSINESS

5. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - UNFINISHED BUSINESS

PRB # 22-016
Origin/Client: DAS/NCC
Transaction/Contract Type AE / Amendment
Project Number BI-CTC-565
Contract BI-CTC-565-CA
Consultant: The Morganti Group, Inc.
Property Norwalk, Richards Ave (188) — Norwalk Community College
Project purpose: CA Services for B-Wing Renovation
Item Purpose Amendment #1 for Extended CA Services for HAZMAT
Removal
APRIL 4, 2024 UPDATE

At its meeting held on March 3, 2022 the State Properties Review Board voted to suspend this

item
1.

ok wn

o N

pending clarification of the following issues:

What is the overall scope of this project and status? Previously the project scope was
renovation and upgrades of 32,000 sf space. Which buildings are supposed to be demolished
and abated?

Provide a map of the entire project that will be overseen by the CA (old and new scope)
What was the time commitment by the DAS staff for this demolition/abatement scope?

Why was this scope not included in the original contract?

Is there any impact on the Architect’s roles and responsibilities as a result of this scope?

The TMG proposal identifies the duration as 3 months for this demo/abatement project. Why
DCS is asking for 5 months?

Why DCS is asking half time commitment for oversight of this new scope?

Provide a copy of the PO for the demo/abatement work.

This additional CA oversight will be at the beginning of the GC work. Is there a schedule
impact on the project or the substantial completion date? Provide the substantial completion
date.

On April 2, 2024, DAS-RECS was provided the following inquiry: In light of DAS-RECS Project
BI-CTC-677 (OC-DCS-ROOF-0039) approved by the SPRB earlier this year (#24-002), is this
Project continuing, suspended, or terminated in light of the absence of Bond Funding?

DAS
is no

-RECS Response: As far as the suspended SPRB memo is concerned we can assume that one

longer active.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommend return of this Proposal in light of the subsequent

proje

From

ct and that this Project failed to obtain Bond Funding and is no longer active.

PRB #22-016

CONSULTANT FEE: $61,625 (NTE)
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At the August 22, 2019 SPRB Meeting, the Board approved, under PRB #19-139, the Consultant’s
Contract (BI-CTC-565-CA) for the completion of the “B-Wing” Renovation Project from schematic
design phase through project close out. The overall compensation rate for this basic service was
$690,315.

Under this proposal (PRB #22-016), DCS is now seeking Board approval of Amendment #1 to the
Consultant Contract to expend an additional $61,625 (NTE) for extended construction administration
services due to required removal of hazardous materials identified in the building envelope (roof and
exterior walls) and all interior building materials, systems and finishes.

DCS provided the following support for the extended services:
The Construction Administrator shall provide the following additional services:

1. Management and supervisory support for implementation of the separate purchase order for a
Hazardous Materials DAS Contract DAS 20PS approved contractor.

2. Norwalk Community College B-Wing is located between three (3) existing connected
buildings fully occupied with students, faculty, and visitors. Providing public safety of a fully
occupied and operational Community College campus during construction is a public safety
priority.

3. DAS/Owner is expanding the Construction Administrator’s part time contract purchased
scheduled to a full time supervisory staffing scheduled capacity on a daily basis. The
Construction Administrator shall provide DAS/Owner with the supervision, monitoring and
oversight of this work. Purchasing this additional supervision, monitoring and oversight support
is necessary due to the lack of previously planned DAS/Hazardous Materials Project
Management expertise staff to support this effort.

4. Services are for extending existing purchased CA Supervisor services to a full time capacity
for a five (5) month duration. The five month services duration is an essential duration to
appropriately address all building and safety issues involved in services covering initiation
mobilization, close-out mobilization for the three (3) active months of demolition hazardous
materials abatement services implementing the purchase order DAS/Owner’s vendor’s services.

5. The supervisor services of the Construction Administrator is for scope of work including
complete building exterior envelope demolition and hazardous material remediation of the
existing buildings exterior and all interior building materials, systems and finishes. The existing
building’s structural frame and roof assembly shall be remaining for the General Contractor to
begin their contract work.

DCS has confirmed for SPRB that funding is available for this contract.

As part of this contract amendment DCS states the overall construction and total project budget have
been increased to $14,720,000 (from $14,320,000) and $23,699,392 respectively.
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TMG Fee for Basic Servicesy COST ($) COST ($) o
(PRB #19-139) (BASIC) (SPECIAL) Total Cost | C. Budget ($) |(%) Budget
Schematic Design Phase $28,980
Design Development Phase $28,980
Contract Document Phase $28,980
Bidding and Review Phase $28,980
Construction Administration| $545,029
Phase
Project Close Out $28,686
TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE 0
(#19-073) (A) $689,635 $14,320,000 4.82%
SPECIAL SERVICES:
Design  Phase  Contingencyj $5.000
(removed) '
PRB #22-016 Special Services|
(B1)
CA Services for HAZMAT $61.625
Removal e
TOTAL SPECIAL|
SERVICES(B) + (B1) $61,625
TOTAL FEE (PRB #22-016) (A) .
+ (B) +(B1) $751,940 | $14,720,000 | 5.11%

Staff had following questions for clarifications:

1. What is the overall scope of this project and status? Previously the project scope was renovation

and upgrades of 32,000 sf space. Which buildings are supposed to be demolished and abated?

Provide a map of the entire project that will be overseen by the CA (old and new scope)

What is the status of the project?

What was the time commitment by the DAS staff for this demolition/abatement scope?

Why was this scope not included in the original contract?

Is there any impact on the Architect’s roles and responsibilities as a result of this scope?

The TMG proposal identifies the duration as 3 months for this demo/abatement project. Why DCS

is asking for 5 months?

Why DCS is asking half time commitment for oversight of this new scope?

9. Provide a copy of the PO for the demo/abatement work.

10. This additional CA oversight will be at the beginning of the GC work. Is there a schedule impact
on the project or the substantial completion date? Provide the substantial completion date.

Nooakkwd

o

DCS Response: Our apologies. Due to a number of impacts, we were not been able to generate
and deliver to you, responses to your inquiries regarding the CA Amendment for Morganti Group
BI-CTC-565-CA.

Please let me know the target date for the next opportunity on the board’s calendar/agenda to
consider the amendment, and we’ll focus and target our time to properly prepare and respond.
Staff Response: The process is that it will be suspended while the Board awaits DCS's responses.
Once responses are received, upon review and completion of the review, the Board will schedule it
for an appropriate meeting date.

In short, it all depends on when the Board receives the responses.
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends SUSPENSION of Amendment #1 in the amount of
$61,625 for extended CA Services related to HAZMAT removal for this Project until the clarification is
provided to the above questions.

FROM PRB #19-139

PROPOSED AMOUNT: $694.635

AUGUST 16, 2019 UPDATE

At its meeting held on July 25, 2019, the State Properties Review Board voted to suspend this item
pending clarification of the following issues:

1. Page 16 of CA’s contract; Section Il. CA’s Scope — says CA will provide pre-design services and
design phase services. Please clarify where in the compensation “pre-design services” is listed in
Exhibit B (Page 31) of the same contract.

DAS PM - Response: Any type of CA “pre-design services” the CA may need to support
will be done during the Schematic Design Phase.
CA contract correction should be noted as; Page 16 of CA’s contract; Section 1. CA’s Scope
— CA will provide pre-desigh-services-and design phase services.
SPRB Director Response: Please provide documentation defining “pre-design services”. If
these services are to be provided during the Schematic Design (SD) phase, why are these
services not included in the SD phase? Also, on page 17, Item A — Project Management and
Reporting; Master Project Milestone Schedule references “major pre-design”. The staffing
matrix/schedule provided by TMG as part of their proposal, shows these “pre-design
services” to start early in the phase (even before the Schematic Phase) — 7/1/2019 for 30
days. Based on all these documents, the “pre-design” services are not required if the
Architect is already in the Schematic Design phase.
DAS PM - Response: The Architect has completed their ‘pre-design’ services. TMG shall be
sent a request — accepting the removal of the cost for the ‘pre-design’ phase services from
their proposal for acceptance. DAS shall revise the CA’s contract pages 16, 30 of 31) noting
the fee reduction. In addition DAS shall revise the SPRB memo with this reduction. The
revised documents shall be sent to DAS Legal — paralegal support staff for SPRB.

SPRB Director Response: OK (savings of $4,320)

2. What is the status of the Architect contract (what phase)? Is CA providing any services?
DAS PM - Response: SPRB on 3/21/2019 approved the Architect’s contract. The
Architect’s services are in the Schematic Design Phase. DAS intended the CA provide
design phase services supporting all project phases. The CA is not under contract and have
not been authorized to provide any services.
SPRB Director Response: OK

3. Page 16 — under Section Il, Scope — the sentence “The Construction Administration shall not
commence any ......... from the DAS Project Manager” is duplicate.
DAS PM - Response: SPRB is correct, there appears to be a sentence typo duplication.
SPRB Director Response: OK

4. Page 24, Section Il (I) — Construction Phase Services — it lists 424 calendar days (construction
phase) plus 90 calendar days. However, the proposal from TMG dated June 6, 2019 states 1,188
calendar days plus another 90 days for closeout. Does this mean that the design phase services has
no time limits in terms of calendar days and that the fees for those services are not to exceed?
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DAS PM - Response: The TMG proposal of 1,188 calendar days reflects the staffing efforts
and anticipated duration of services required and being purchased by DAS for each project
phase.
SPRB Director Response: Form 1140 identifies 300 days from pre-design to bidding/contract
award; 385 days for construction; 45 days for project closeout, totaling 730 days from
Predesign to project closeout. TMG’s proposal states 1,278 total days as project duration.
Why is there a huge discrepancy in the number of project duration days between CA’s and
Architect’s estimate? Please provide Architect’s contract project schedule. Does this mean
that Architect’s contract might need revision?
DAS PM - Response: DAS The Architect’s contract schedule reflects solely the time
duration for their team to produce each design phase documents which correlates to their
‘notice to proceed authorization’. TMG’s proposal includes each of the design phase
documents durations for the Architect to complete their documents plus additional
weeks/months to review the Architect’s documents and cost estimate working with the
DAS/PM and other related meetings. The Architects contract does not need revision.

SPRB Director Response: OK

In the TMG proposal dated June 6, 2019, CA has excluded MEP coordinator during
Preconstruction and Construction Phase. Who is providing these services during these phases?
DAS PM - Response: Both the attached DAS RFQ 3-10-2018 Legal Notice and TMG RFQ
submission did not require/include MEP coordinator CA services. DAS plans on hiring a
Consultant to do a coordination documents review prior to acceptance of documents for
bidding using a “RediCheck” review.

SPRB Director Response: OK

Please clarify the difference between the Consultants construction phase services (424 days plus
90-day close out) in Exhibit A(l), page 24 of the CA Contract with the Architect’s estimate of 385
days and a 45-day close out, Form 1140, Item 3, Scope of Work; Schedule.

DAS PM - Response: Construction Duration is 385 days PLUS 10% is 39 days — total equals
424 days.

The CA Contract duration, per “boiler plate language” DAS Contract Form “(214)
Construction Administration 3.5.15.doc.”contract (IV. Contract Duration) is set and specific.
See below portion copied from the contract template document.

“Nothing contained herein shall limit the State’s rights pursuant to Articles VIII, IX, and X of the
contract.

IV. CONTRACT DURATION

The Construction Administrator’s construction phase services shall be for a time period of

(use construction contract time plus 10%) ( ) calendar days (the
Construction Phase Time), plus an additional ninety (90) calendar days for project closeout,
commencing with the date set forth in the written notice to proceed sent to the Construction
Administrator by the DAS Project Manager. Said number of calendar days may be extended
in writing by the Commissioner of the DAS, hereinafter referred to as the Commissioner. A
reasonable fee shall be determined by the Commissioner for an appropriate level of services
for the extended time. The parties recognize that during the extended time the level of
staffing and/or services may be decreased, which shall be considered by the Commissioner in
the determination of a reasonable fee.”

SPRB Director Response: OK

Please clarify the status of the Commissioning Consultant (Cx) that was included in the June 2018
RFQ. Who is providing these services?

DAS PM - Response: DAS plans to hire a Commissioning Consultant when this project has
obtained Construction Phase funding from a DAS On-Call Consultant contract provider. The
fee proposal pricing CA received from Cx Consultant’s (holding to a fee when a project’s
construction date is years away) DAS has found was expensive adding considerable project
cost. It is in DAS best interest in obtaining a fee for a Cx Consultant closer to the time of
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construction. Using DAS On-Call Consultant’s will have controlled current acceptable fees
schedule.
SPRB Director Response: As per Item 15 of the RFQ Web Advertisement, it states that the
Selected CA shall provide the additional services of a Commissioning Agent. Why is
commissioning agent not involved during the design phase of the project? Will there be any
coordination between CxA and CA and/or Architect? If yes, where is this covered in the
CA’s scope? Is DCS planning to hire CxA at a later date and manage CxA?
DAS PM - Response: DAS plans to hire a Commissioning Consultant when this project has
obtained Construction Phase funding from a DAS On-Call Consultant contract provider. The
CxA will be hired at the appropriate time to be involved during the design development
phase. The Architect’s contract (on page 7 of 17) and the CA’s contract (on pages 17, 18 of
31) DAS has purchased both Consultant’s services for their coordination with the CxA.

SPRB Director Response: OK

8. Please provide a copy of the applicable licenses for this CA contract.
DAS PM - Response: The attached DAS RFQ 3-10-2018 Legal Notice does not require
licenses for this CA contract.
SPRB Director Response - OK

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends APPROVAL of this consultant contract in the amount
of $690,315. The CA fee of 4.85% of construction cost is within the DCS CA Services guideline
of 5.0%. There is a savings of $4,320.

PROPOSED AMOUNT: $694.635

The "B Wing" of Norwalk Community College's West Campus building built in 1966 is in need
of renovations. This existing structure consists of two (2) building floors of approximately
32,000 gross square feet supported on slab on grade foundation with perimeter utility tunnel
confined spaces. The building requires comprehensive renovations and upgrades to
classrooms, and laboratories, research laboratories, student support services and faculty services
spaces. The existing heating, ventilation and air-conditioning systems (HVAC), mechanical,
electrical, plumbing systems (MEP) are failing and in need of complete replacement. The
existing Community College facility spaces need to be retrofitted to accommodate new
technologies and programming. Common building areas such as corridors, toilet rooms,
elevators, stairs and lobbies need to be modernized and code upgraded. All exterior doors,
interior doors and windows need replacing to improve energy efficiency, access, safety and
overall appearance. The "D Wing" of Norwalk Community College’s West Campus building
abuts the "B Wing" with an entrance area containing a two-story space enclosed with a glass
exterior curtain wall system. The existing elevator serving the B Wing and D Wing is located
adjacent to this space. The Architect’s design services shall include a schematic design with
separate cost estimate order of magnitude for consideration to the Owner to decide if this area
should be additional project scope for inclusion in the project. If the “D Wing” entrance area is
added to the project scope for the construction phase, there shall be no additional fee for the
construction phase if the “D Wing” work can be accomplished within the Construction Phase Time
and project close out period.

The overall construction and total project budget have been established at $14,320,000 and
$23,699,392 respectively.

In June 2018 the Department of Construction Services (“DCS”) issued a Request for
Qualifications for Construction Administrator (CA) Consultant Services and Commissioning (Cx)
Consultant Services related to the “B-Wing” Renovation project. DCS elicited 11 responses to the
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advertisement of which all submittals were considered “responsive”. DCS then proceeded to
review the submittals and after the completion of the internal review process, five firms were
selected for short-listed interviews. These firms were as follows, Newfield Construction Group,
STV Construction, Inc., KBE Building Corporation, The Whiting-Turner Contracting Company
and The Morganti Group, Inc. The State Selection Panel consisted of 5 members and interviewed
each firm for evaluation purposes based upon an established weighted ranking system. At the
conclusion of the process DCS identified The Morganti Group, Inc., (“TMG”) as the most
qualified firm.

This contract is for Construction Administrator (CA) Consultant Services for the completion of the
“B-Wing” Renovation project from schematic design phase through project close out. The overall
compensation rate for this basic service is $694,635, that includes $5,000 for design phase
contingency.

The Construction Administrator’s construction phase services shall be for a time period of Four
Hundred Twenty Four (424) calendar days, plus an additional ninety (90) calendar days for project
closeout.

CSCU confirmed funding is in place for preconstruction services totaling $197,020 via CHEFA
Bond Funding for pre-construction services.

ITMG Fee for Basic Servicesy COST ($ COST ($)

0,

(PRB #19-139) (BASIC) (SPECIAL) Total Cost | C. Budget ($) |(%) Budget
Schematic Design Phase $28,980
Design Development Phase $28,980
Contract Document Phase $28,980
Bidding and Review Phase $28,980
Construction Administration| $545,029
Phase
Project Close Out $28,686
2—#?;'3;_3)8(??'(: SERVICE FE $689,635 $14,320,000 4.82%
SPECIAL SERVICES:
Design Phase Contingency $5,000

$0
ITOTAL SPECIAL]
SERVICES(®) $5,000
(L‘))I?é‘) FEE ((PRB #19-13) $604,635 | $14,320,000 |  4.85%

o The June 2018 RFQ elicited 1 responses. The Selection Panel interviewed five firms and
ultimately recommended the appointment of The Morganti Group, Inc., (“TMG”). The
selection was approved by the DAS Commissioner Currey on 9/12/18.

o TMG is located in Danbury. This firm was established in 1916 and has 93 employees
of which 40 employees are located in Danbury. License information was not provided.

o Aon Risk Solutions reported that over the past 5 years TMG has no general liability or
professional liability claims.

o The submittal is accompanied by a Consulting Agreement Affidavit notarized on
3/14/2019.

Staff asked DCS to clarify the following:
1. Page 16 of CA’s contract; Section Il. CA’s Scope — says CA will provide pre-design services and

design phase services. Please clarify where in the compensation “pre-design services” is listed in
Exhibit B (Page 31) of the same contract.
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o Response: Any type of CA “pre-design services” the CA may need to support will be done
during the Schematic Design Phase. CA contract correction should be noted as; Page 16 of CA’s
contract; Section 1. CA’s Scope — CA will provide pre-design-sepvices-and design phase services.

«  Please provide documentation defining “pre-design services”. If these services are to be
provided during the Schematic Design (SD) phase, why are these services not included in the SD
phase? Also, on page 17, Iltem A — Project Management and Reporting; Master Project Milestone
Schedule references “major pre-design”. The staffing matrix/schedule provided by TMG as part of
their proposal, shows these “pre-design services” to start early in the phase (even before the
Schematic Phase) — 7/1/2019 for 30 days. Based on all these documents, the “pre-design” services
are not required if the Architect is already in the Schematic Design phase.

2.What is the status of the Architect contract (what phase)? Is CA providing any services?

o Response: SPRB on 3/21/2019 approved the Architect’s contract. The Architect’s services

are in the Schematic Design Phase. DAS intended the CA provide design phase services supporting

all project phases. The CA is not under contract and have not been authorized to provide any services.
% OK

3.Page 16 — under Section Il, Scope — the sentence “The Construction Administration shall not
commence any ......... from the DAS Project Manager” is duplicate.

o Response: SPRB is correct, there appears to be a sentence typo duplication.
% OK

4.Page 24, Section Il (I) — Construction Phase Services — it lists 424 calendar days (construction phase)
plus 90 calendar days. However, the proposal from TMG dated June 6, 2019 states 1,188 calendar days
plus another 90 days for closeout. Does this mean that the design phase services has no time limits in
terms of calendar days and that the fees for those services are not to exceed?

o Response: The TMG proposal of 1,188 calendar days reflects the staffing efforts and
anticipated duration of services required and being purchased by DAS for each project phase.

% Form 1140 identifies 300 days from pre-design to bidding/contract award; 385 days for
construction; 45 days for project closeout, totaling 730 days from Predesign to project closeout.
TMG’s proposal states 1,278 total days as project duration. Why is there a huge discrepancy in the
number of project duration days between CA’s and Architect’s estimate? Please provide Architect’s
contract project schedule. Does this mean that Architect’s contract might need revision?

5.1n the TMG proposal dated June 6, 2019, CA has excluded MEP coordinator during Preconstruction
and Construction Phase. Who is providing these services during these phases?

o Response: Both the attached DAS RFQ 3-10-2018 Legal Notice and TMG RFQ
submission did not require/include MEP coordinator CA services. DAS plans on hiring a
Consultant to do a coordination documents review prior to acceptance of documents for
bidding using a “RediCheck” review.

%  OK

6.Please clarify the difference between the Consultants construction phase services (424 days plus 90-
day close out) in Exhibit A(l), page 24 of the CA Contract with the Architect’s estimate of 385 days and
a 45-day close out, Form 1140, Item 3, Scope of Work; Schedule.
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o Response: Construction Duration is 385 days PLUS 10% is 39 days — total equals
424 days. The CA Contract duration, per “boiler plate language” DAS Contract Form “(214)
Construction Administration 3.5.15.doc.”contract (IV. Contract Duration) is set and specific.
See below portion copied from the contract template document.
“Nothing contained herein shall limit the State’s rights pursuant to Articles VIII, IX, and X of the
contract.
IV. CONTRACT DURATION
The Construction Administrator’s construction phase services shall be for a time period of
(use_construction contract time plus 10%) ( ) calendar days (the
Construction Phase Time), plus an additional ninety (90) calendar days for project closeout,
commencing with the date set forth in the written notice to proceed sent to the Construction
Administrator by the DAS Project Manager. Said number of calendar days may be extended in
writing by the Commissioner of the DAS, hereinafter referred to as the Commissioner. A
reasonable fee shall be determined by the Commissioner for an appropriate level of services for
the extended time. The parties recognize that during the extended time the level of staffing
and/or services may be decreased, which shall be considered by the Commissioner in the
determination of a reasonable fee.”
% OK

7.Please clarify the status of the Commissioning Consultant (Cx) that was included in the June 2018
RFQ. Who is providing these services?
o Response: DAS plans to hire a Commissioning Consultant when this project has
obtained Construction Phase funding from a DAS On-Call Consultant contract provider. The
fee proposal pricing CA received from Cx Consultant’s (holding to a fee when a project’s
construction date is years away) DAS has found was expensive adding considerable project
cost. It is in DAS best interest in obtaining a fee for a Cx Consultant closer to the time of
construction. Using DAS On-Call Consultant’s will have controlled current acceptable fees
schedule.
As per Item 15 of the RFQ Web Advertisement, it states that the Selected CA shall provide the
additional services of a Commissioning Agent. Why is commissioning agent not involved during the
design phase of the project? Will there be any coordination between CxA and CA and/or Architect? If
yes, where is this covered in the CA’s scope? Is DCS planning to hire CxA at a later date and manage
CxA?

8.Please provide a copy of the applicable licenses for this CA contract.

° Response: The attached DAS RFQ 3-10-2018 Legal Notice does not require
licenses for this CA contract.
% OK
SD DD Ccb Revisions Bid

Start Date 8/1/2019 | 12/1/2019 | 5/1/2020 11/1/2020 3/1/2021

End Date 10/1/2019 | 3/1/2020 | 9/1/2020 1/1/2021 5/1/2021 Total

CA Days 61 91 123 61 61 397
ARC
Days 45 60 90 30 45 270

PE Fees $5,120 $6,400 $7,680 $7,680 $3,840 $30,720

PM Fees $6,080 | $11,400 $7,600 $9,120 $6,080 $40,280

Sup Fees $0 $2,320 $4,640 $6,960 $4,640 $18,560

Sch Fees $3,800 $7,600 $7,600 $0 $1,520 $20,520
Total Fee | $110,080

Avg
Fee/Day $277.28

x127
excess days $35,214.51

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends SUSPENSION of this consultant contract in the
amount of $694,635. The CA fee of 4.85% of construction cost is within the DCS CA Services
guideline of 5.0%. DCS staff is out and will need additional time to respond.
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Norwalk GIS Map

6. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - NEW BUSINESS

PRB # 24-046

Origin/Client: DAS/DEEP

Transaction/Contract Type AE / ARC Services Contract

Project Number BI-T-624

Contract BI-T-624-ARC-B

Consultant: Arup US, Inc.

Property Statewide Executive Branch Buildings

Project purpose: EO#21-3 Part 3D HVAC Decarbonization Study
Item Purpose New Consultant Contract

PROPOSED AMOUNT: $105,235

Project Background:

From Form 1105

Develop a plan to retrofit existing fossil fuel-based heating, ventilating, and cooling (HVAC) systems at all
Executive Branch State buildings to be capable of being operated without carbon emitting fuels, as mandated
by Executive Order (EO) #21-2 Part 3-D.

Final deliverable expected to be a tool to assist future capital expenditures and a programmatic approach to
State Executive Branch facility HVAC decarbonization, incorporating a plan satisfying the requirements of
EO#21-3 Part 3-D, backed by a comprehensive, living database of pertinent building and systems information.

A phased approach will be pursued as outlined below. See attached scope of work for additional detail.

1. Discovery: Assess the current state of energy management across all Executive Branch State
Agencies.

2. Baseline Development: Collect all necessary data, build-out, and complete the database tool.

3. Identification and Screening: Identify decarbonization opportunities within the portfolio of buildings,
on an Agency specific basis. Efficiently screen and assess the identified opportunities based on their
potential impact and feasibility.

4. Assessment and Completion: Develop discrete business cases for implementing the selected
decarbonization opportunities. Formally complete the study effort.

*Phase 1is being pursued under this 1105. Revised 1105’s will be submitted to initiate future phases.

Note: Governor Lamont’s EO #21-3, Section 3.D states:
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D. By 2023, DEEP and DAS shall develop a plan to retrofit existing fossil fuel-based
heating and cooling systems at state buildings to systems capable of being operated
without carbon emitting fuels.

Information provided by DAS-RECS indicate that this study will examine all Executive Branch
buildings (3,700+) and other structures (600%) such as bus shelters, containers, salt sheds, cell
towers, etc. within the scope that don’t have energy using HVAC and/or water heating systems,
however these must still be captured by the study.

Under this proposal (PRB #24-046), DAS is now seeking Board approval of a new Consultant
Contract — BI-T-624-ARC-B to expend $105,235 for the Consultant — Arup US, Inc. (AUS) - to
provide the following:

Goal

To complete Phase I of a multi-phase Engineering Study to develop a tool to assist future capital expenditures and a
programmatic approach to State Executive Branch facility HVAC decarbonization, incorporating a plan satisfying the
requirements of EQ#21-3 Part 3-D, backed by a comprehensive, living database of pertinent building and systems
information.

Phase I — Discovery: Deliverable and Scope of Work
Deliverable

The Architect shall provide State Agency-specific work plans that define the approach and expected scope of work
for the implementation and completion of Phase II - Baseline Development, as well as an estimates for the level of
effort, timeline, and proposed fee to complete all future Phases II-IV of the Engineering Study.

Scope of Work

+  Architect-led kickoff meeting(s) to confirm basic study parameters including but not limited to:
o A mutually agreed upon definition of success for Phase [ - Discovery.
o Project management, communication, and engagement processes.
o  Workshop objectives and format.
o Building portfolio quantity and size for each State Agency included in the scope of the work.

*  Architect preparation for discovery workshops, including but not limited to:
o Secondary/desk research of State Agency inventory, energy, and fuel usage data.
o Identification of data gaps, organization of data, and grouping of agencies for efficacy and
efficiency of workshop performance as well as further study development.
o Sharing of Architect-developed workshop agenda, template, and/or script with the DAS Project
Manager for review.

« Architect-led discovery workshops with each State Agency to determine the history of energy management and
capital expenditures across the State’s portfolio and to gain an understanding of the level of effort needed to
gather the remaining data needed to complete all future phases II-IV of the Engineering Study, including but
not limited to:

o Developing and understanding of the amount and quality of existing data, assessments, and reports
already available that support the decarbonization effort.
o Determining the availability of the baseline data to be ascertained in future phases of the Engineering
Study, including but not be limited to:
=  General building information; square footage, number of stories, ete.
= High-level building and envelope condition evaluation.
= Building energy use data and extrapolated GHG emissions.
= Calculate existing energy use intensities (EUT's) and compare with averages for similar
facilities.
=  Major HVAC, commercial kitchen equipment, and domestic water heating equipment.
= Include contacts for entity that manages system and O&M procedure.
=  HVAC and water heating and cooling distribution system type(s).
=  Ensure campuses and properties served by central plants are analyzed holistically.
= Building/energy management system general characteristics including manufacturer, type,
and condition.
=  Fuel(s) and energy sources used.
= Property suitable for energy generation.
=  Property suitable for ground source heat transfer system(s).
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=  Electrical capacity both at the facility- and utility-level.
= Active and planned decarbonization projects.
= Other pertinent information as determined by the Architect.

¢ Architect-scheduled and -led regular check-in meetings with the DAS on a biweekly or similar mutually agreed
upon frequency and time throughout the Contract period.

e Architect presentation of the final deliverable, including overview of Agency workplans, discussion of potential
scope of future Phases II-IV of the Engineering Study, and the associated timeline, level of effort and fee.

In August 2023 DAS issued a Request for Qualifications for Architect/Engineer (A/E) Consultant
Services related to the Engineering Study.

The Department of Administrative services (DAS) Construction Services (DAS/CS) is seeking the services of a
highly talented and experienced large portfolio decarbonization Engineering Study Team. The team will develop a plan
to retrofit existing fossil fuel-based heating, ventilating, and cooling (HVAC) systems at all Executive Branch State
buildings to be capable of being operated without carbon emitting fuels to the DAS/CS as mandated by Executive Order
(EQ) #21-3". Part 3-D.

DAS elicited seven (7) responses to the advertisement of which all submittals were considered
“responsive”. The State Selection Panel consisted of 5 members and interviewed each firm for
evaluation purposes based upon an established weighted ranking system. DAS then proceeded to
review the submittals and after the completion of the internal review process five (5) firms were
selected for short-listed interviews. These firms were as follows, Arup US, Inc., WSP USA
Buildings, Inc., CMTA, Inc., Veolia North America and DNV Energy Insights USA, Inc.

At the conclusion of the process DAS-RECS concluded Arup US, Inc. (“*AUS”) was the most
qualified firm.

No construction budget or total project budget have been established for this Study.
DAS has confirmed funding is available for this Study.
Staff followed up with DAS-RECS and asked following to clarify:

1. Please provide 1264 Consultant Services Fee Proposal Spreadsheet and QBS Submittal
Booklet from the other two most highly qualified Consultants — WSP USA Buildings &
CMTA.

DAS Response: The documents have been uploaded to the SPRB SharePoint site.
Staff Response: Both were reviewed and both had lengthy Proposals highlighting prior
experience. OK

2. Please provide Letter of Recommendation referenced in Form 1267, Item #5, from the
Negotiation Committee (also referenced in Item 3.5 of RFQ) wherein it was concluded Maier
Design Group provided the best value for the State.

DAS Response: The documents have been uploaded to the SPRB SharePoint site.

Staff Response: DAS-RECS reconciled the Cost Proposals from the three most highly
qualified Consultants with respect to the scored interviews by the five Panel Members. The
Cost Proposal from Arup US was deemed the best value to the state. OK

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommend approval of this Proposal for AUS to prepare the
HVAC Decarbonization Study pursuant to Governor Lamont’s EO#21-3 Part 3D.

e The August 2023 RFQ elicited seven responses. The Selection Panel interviewed five firms
and ultimately recommended the retention of Arup US, Inc. The selection was approved by
Deputy Commissioner Petra on 2/06/2024.



Minutes of Meeting, April 8, 2024
Page 14

e AUS is an international firm with offices nearby in New York and Boston has an Professional
Engineering Firm License with the CT State DCP as PEC.0002007 that is currently active.
e The submittal is accompanied by a Campaign Contribution Affidavit notarized on 2/14/24.

7. OTHER BUSINESS:
8. VOTES ON PRB FILE:

PRB FILE #22-016 — Mr. Valengavich moved and Mr. Halpert seconded a motion to return PRB
FILE #22-016. The motion passed unanimously.

PRB FILE #24-046 — Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Valengavich seconded a motion to approve PRB
FILE #24-046. The motion passed unanimously.

9. NEXT MEETING - Thursday, April 11, 2024 — will be held solely by means of electronic
equipment.

The meeting adjourned.

APPROVED: Date:
John Valengavich, Secretary
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