STATE PROPERTIES REVIEW BOARD

Minutes of Meeting Held On March 5, 2019
450 Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut

The State Properties Review Board held a Special Meeting on March 5, 2019 in Suite 2035, 450
Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut.

Members Present:

Edwin S. Greenberg, Chairman
Bruce Josephy, Vice Chairman
Jack Halpert

Members Absent:
John P. Valengavich, Secretary

Staff Present:
Dimple Desai
Thomas Jerram
Guests Present

Chairman Greehberg called the meeting to order.

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

OPEN SESSION

1. ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES: Febtuary 28, 2019,

Mr, Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to accept the minutes of the February 28,
2019 meetings. The motion passed unanimously.

2. COMMUNICATIONS

Director Desai informed the Board of forthcoming visits by OPM and DAS Procurement at its
Thursday, March 7, 2019,

3, REAL ESTATE- UNFINISHED BUSINESS

PRB# 19-048

Transaction/Contract Type: RE — Voucher

Origin/Client: DOT/DOT

Project Number: 135-307-006

Grantor: " PR Partnership, LLC

Property: Darien, Boston Post Rd (2748)

Project Purpose: Replacement of Bridge No. 00315 US Route 1
Over Noroton River :

Item Purpose: Construction Easement {1,376+ sf) Right to

Construct Driveway (138+ sf), Right to
Temporarily Relocate Overhead Wires (7+ If)
DAMAGES: $400,600.00
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UPDATE: February 27,2019

At its February 25, 2019 meeting, the Board voted to suspend this file pending written response
from DOT regarding clarification of issues relative to the proposal.

#1. Is there an Agreement currently in
place for the property owner’s use of
state-owned land for exclusive parking
and access to his property? There is no
agreement in place for the property || State ROW
owner's use of the ROW for parking nor e
access. We do not charge for an owner 1o
access his parcel through our ROW, as
there are many owrers across the state
with driveway curb cuts within the ROW,

Driveways that overlap are inevitable.

The head of the Department’s District 3
Permitting Unit was informed of the
situation during the planning stages of
this project, as they are charged with
enforcing encrodchinent restrictions and
are required to maintain clearance within
the ROW.

In the after, the island will be widened
and a sidewalk will run through it.
Additionally, the owners have already
installed an awning which extends north
from the building structure right up to
their property line, towards the island
The entire front area will be utilized as a
drive-through  and  drop-off  point.
Therefore, there will no longer be any
additional space for parking in the front,
ROW area.

#2. Please clarify if DOT sought
compensation during the negotiations for
the property owner’s use of parking
within the State ROW. No compensation
was sought for the property owner's
unauthorized use of parking within the
state ROW. District 3 (Permitting) deals
with encroachments within the ROW
where there is no lease.
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#3. Please clarify at what point
during the 36-month construction
period, access to the owner’s
property will be restricted to a single
driveway. Owner's access 1o a
single driveway will occur in stages 2
through 3 of  construction;
approximately  from the end of
August 2019 through the end of July
2020.

#4. Please clarify if the acquired
Construction ~ Easement  permits
staging of construction equipment
within the easement area. The
acquired easement permifs daily
staging of equipmeni within the
easement avea during construction.
However, no overnight sforage 1is
permitted.

#5. In light of the significant differences in the value conclusions by both appraisers, please
clarity if a formal review of the owner’s appraisal report (Kerin appraisal) was performed
by DOT. A4 formal review of the owner’s appraisal report was not conducted. Formal
reviews only take place upon notice that an appeal has been filed. However, an informal
review was done fo defermine the figure that an update could perceivably yield and what
the Department would be exposed to if an appeal is filed. The final offer was made on the
basis of an informal review.

MacCormack (DOT Appraiser) Kerin (owner appraiser)

Loss of Site Improvements = $5,000 Loss of Site Improvements = $5,000

Land value = $1,750,000/acre or $3,250,000 | Land wvalue =  $2,100,000/acte or
$3,910,000

Temporary Damages {10%, 3-yr) = §16,584 Temporary Damages (7%, 3-yr) = $13,931

Market Value @ $334.49/sf = $4,805,000 Market Value (@ $358.5/sf = $5,150,000

Severance Damages (20%, 3-yr) = $288,600 | Severance Damages (Rental Loss, 4-yt) =
$450,625

#6. Based on the appraiser’s (Kerin) statements on pages 80-83 of the appraisal report, the
appraiser calculated temporary severance damages by estimating a 35% decline in rental
rate during the 3-yr consfruction period plus a 20% decline in the fourth year, Please clarify
if appraiser’s statements are accurate regarding ingress/egress in both the before and afier
as there are no restrictions acquired in this taking. Construction for this project is
scheduled to run for a maximum of 3 years. The owner's appraiser incorrectly states that
the owner will have only one lane of ingress on the northeast corner of the property after
the taking. Both the easterit and western driveways will allow for ingress and egress in the
final condition.

#7. Please clarify whether the appraiser’s (Kerin) estimate of rental loss for the four years
should be discounted to reflect a Present Value (sum of future values) as the owner
theoretically has no suffered the “rental loss™ in the current year. Construction for this
project is scheduled to run for a maximum of 3 years. The Department’s offer was based
on 3 years of construction; 3 years rental loss. No credit was given for a 4" year.
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#8. Upon completion of the project
please clarify if an Agreement is
required for the owner’s exclusive use of
land within the State ROW for access to
the owner’s driveway and parking area.

We do not charge owners for access lo
their driveway from our ROW. The
owner will not be able to park within the
ROW in the after.

#9. Who paved the State ROW that is
being used by the PR Partnership? PR
Partuership has paved and maintained
the ROW area in front of their parcel for
years.

#10. Please clarify who will bear the
expense to repave the area within the
State’s ROW for the owner’s exclusive
access to his property. It is common
practice to repave areas disturbed by
construction upon complefion of the
project. The driveway area will be
reconsiructed upon completion of the
project, as necessary, according to the
Iimits of construction shown on the map.

In addition to the DOT responses, Staff had a teleconference with DOT Staff regarding this
proposal, the arrival at the Settlement, the DOT negotiations, the estimate of the Temporary

Severance Damages, as well as the location of the Construction Easement and overall project.

RECOMMENDATION: Board appraval is recommended for the following reasons:

1. The acquisition complies with Section 13a-73(c) of the CGS which governs the
acquisition of property by the commissioner of transportation required for highway
purposes.

PROJECT: The Department’s Bridge Safety and Evaluation Unit has identified this bridge as
being in need of replacement. The bridge is not structurally deficient since it is in fair condition,

however; the bridge is scour critical.

The recommended bridge replacement consists of a new 44 foot single-span steel multi-girder
superstructure with a concrete deck, on new cast-in-place concrete abutments supported on piles.
The proposed horizontal alignment of US Route 1 will match the existing and the proposed
vertical profile will be raised approximately 2.5 feet at the bridge to meet the minimum
hydraulic opening requirements. The proposed roadway will result in approximately 550 feet of

construction,

The proposed west approach roadway section is 62 feet wide with four 11 foot travel lanes, one
10 foot feft turn lane and two 4 foot shoulders. A 6 foot sidewalk is proposed along the south

side of the roadway and the north side of the roadway will have a sidewalk varying in width.
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During the construction of the proposed bridge, two lanes of traffic along US Route 1 will be
maintained on a temporary bridge north of the existing structure while an additional lane of
traffic will be maintained on the existing bridge. Brookside Drive will be closed at its
intersection with US Route 1 and traffic will be detoured to Anthony Lane to Hillside Avenue to
US Route 1.

SITE DESCRIPTION: The subject property consists of an irregularly-shaped 1.8552 xAC
(80,812+ sf) parcel improved with a 14,365 square foot two-story commercial building with
partially finished basement utilized as a restaurant/banquet facility (owner-occupied),
constructed in 1976, in overall good condition. The site includes parking to the rear and utilizes
state-owned land for parking of approximately nine vehicles in front of the building,

The Appraiser opined the highest and best use of the property is for continued
restaurant/banquet facility use.

DOT requires acquiring the following:

s A construction easement for the purpose of access, installing bridge abutment footing,
riprap and installing temporary earth retaining system, barriers, utility pole, overhead
wires, guy wires and removal of granite curb during the replacement of Bridge #00315 —
1,376+ st

s Right to construct driveway acquired - 138+ sf

» Right to temporarily relocate overhead utility services wires — 7+ If

Subject Property Description, After the Taking: The subject property will be subject to a
construction easement encompassing the northwest corner of the property. Included within the
construction easement area are temporary barriers and utility relocation, all present during the
three-year construction period. The existing parking in front of the building (9 spaces within
ROW) will be lost and not replaced upon completion of the three-year construction period.

The improvemenis are not permanently affected by the State's easement acquisition. The
appraiser states site improvements affected by the easement include loss of landscaping,
rockbeds and a sign base and wiring valued at $5,000 is affected by the easement.

Valuation: A before and after appraisal was done by independent fee appraiser Steven E.
MacCormack, as of 11/13/2017. Based on the sales data comparison approach, the appraiser
concluded that the fair market value of the subject land before the taking is $3,250,000. The fair
market value of the land and improvements (building & site) is $4,810,000. After the taking the
property is appraised at $4,805,000, with damages estimated at $5,000.

The table shows the appraiser’s summary of damages:

Item — Before Estimated Value (Rounded)
Land: 1.8552 acres @ $1,750,000/acre ($40/sf) $3,250,000
Site Improvements $65,000
Building: 14,365 @ $104/sf (depreciated) $1,495.000
Fair Market Value Before $4,810,000
After:

Land: 1.8552 acres @ $1,750,000/acre ($40/sf) $3,250,000
Site Improvements $60,000
Building: 14,365 @ $104/sf (depreciated) $1,495,000
Fair Market Value After $4,805,000
Damages (Value of Acquisition) $5,000
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In addition to the Damages based on the value of the acquisition, Appraiser MacCormack
estimated Temporary Damages.

The State will be acquiring a construction easement for the purpose of replacing Bridge #00315
over the Noroton River. The construction easement will be restored by the removal of all
temporary apputtenances/equipment and by grading and landscaping disturbed areas as well as
adding concrete sidewalks and pavement. The easement will be extinguished upon completion
of the project, unless sooner extinguished by the State.

Appraiser MacCormack calculated Temporary Damages due to the Temporary Construction
Easement as follows:

Temporary Damages 1,376+sf(0.3159 ac) x $1,750,000/ac x 10% x 3 yrs = $16,584

Appraiser MacCormack calculated Temporary Severance Damages to the property as currently
improved. MacCormack estimated the market value of the property at $4,810,000 ($335/sf),
with the damages estimated at 20%, if permanent, or $962,000. Based on the subject property
being a restaurant/banquet facility, a typical holding period for investors of this type of property
would be 10 years, therefore, temporary damages factor could be calculated to arrive at a factor
of 30% (3/10), calculated as follows:

$4.810,000 x 20% x 10% x 3 = $288,600
Total Temporary Damages are then $16,584 + $288,600 = $305,184.

Total Permanent and Temporary Damages are then $5,000 + $305,184 = $310,184, rounded to
$310,000.

An offer of $310,000 was made to the owner. The owner requested and obtained the DOT
appraisal and subsequently obtained an appraisal performed by Christopher Kerin, MAI
(provided to DOT), that valued the property at $5,150,000 ($359/sf).

Appraiser Kerin calculated Temporary Damages due to the Temporary Construction Easement
as follows:

Temporary Damages 1,376+sf(0.3159 ac) x $2,100,000/acre x 7% x 3 yrs = $13,931

Appraiser Kerin then calculated Temporary Severance Damages by estimating a loss in rental
value due to the construction as follows: '

Market Value / 7.0% OAR = $360,500
Rental Loss
Year #1 -35% -$126,175
Year #2 -35% -$126,175
Year #3 -35% -$126,175
Year #4 -20% -$72,100
-$450,625

Appraiser Kerin’s estimate of damages, from all sources, is then as follows:
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Damages Summary

Temporary Easement $13,931
Severance Damages $450,625
Loss of Site Improvements $5,000

Total Damages | $469,556

Subsequent negotiations between the parties arrived at a settlement amount of $400,000, which
is $90,000 greater than DOT’s initial offer.

Staff have requested clarification of the following concerns:

#1. Is there an Agreement currently in
place for the property owner’s use of
state~-owned land for exclusive parking
and access to his property?

State ROW

#2. Please clarify if DOT sought
compensation during the negotiations for
the property owner’s use of parking within
the State ROW.

#3. Please clarify at what point
during the 36-month construction
period, access to the owner’s
property will be restricted to a
single driveway.

#4. Please clarify if the acquired
Construction  Easement  petmits
staging of construction equipment
within the easement area.

#5. In light of the significant differences in the value conclusions by both appraisers,
please clarify if a formal review of the owner’s appraisal report (Kerin appraisal) was

performed by DOT.

MacCormack (DOT Appraiser) Kerin {owner appraiser)

Loss of Site Improvements = $5,000 Loss of Site Improvements = $5,000

Land wvalue = $1,750,000/acre or} Land wvalue = $2,100,000/acre or
$3,250,000 $3,910,000

Temporary Damages (10%, 3-yr) = $16,584 | Temporary Damages (7%, 3-y1) = $13,931
Market Value @) $334.49/sf = $4,805,000 Market Value @ $358,5/sf = $5,150,000

Severance Damages (20%, 3-yr) =} Severance Damages (Rental Loss, 4-yr) =
$288,600 $450,625

#6. Based on the appraiser’s (Kerin) statements on pages 80-83 of the appraisal report, the
appraiser calculated temporary severance damages by estimating a 35% decline in rental
rate during the 3-yr construction period plus a 20% decline in the fourth year. Please
clarify if appraiser’s stalements are aceurate regarding ingress/egress in both the before
and after as there are no restrictions acquired in this taking
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#7. Please clarify whether the appraiser’s (Kerin) estimate of rental loss for the four years
should be discoumted to reflect a Present Value (sum of future values) as the owner
theoretically has no suffered the “rental loss™ in the current year.

#8. Upon completion of the project
please clarify if an Agreement is
required for the owner’s exclusive use
of land within the State ROW for
access to the owner’s driveway and
parking area.

#9. Who paved the State ROW that is
being used by the PR Partnership?

#10. Please clarify who will bear the
expense to repave the area within the
State’s ROW for the owner’s exclusive
access to his property.

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the Board SUSPEND this item pending
written responses to Board inquiries are received and reviewed,
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4. REAL ESTATE — NEW BUSINESS

PRB # 19-038

Transaction/Contract Type:  RE — Sale by Public Bid

Origin/Client: DOT/DOT

Project Number: 320-001-051B

Grantee: Seaboard Investments, LLC

Property: Guilford, Boston Post Rd (Assessor’s Parcel 1D 049026)
Project Purpose: Sale by Public Bid

Item Purpose: Quit Claim Deed

Description — This DOT sale consists of a 14,841 sq.ft. (0.341 acre) commercially zoned lot,
determined to be excess property, with 74 feet of frontage on the northerly side of Baston Post
Road (US Route 1). The property is bounded to the north by I-95 northbound ramp at
interchange 59, and commercial uses to the east and west. It is the remnant of an original, 3.6

acre lot, acquired in 1955 for $3,400, for the construction of Interstate 95.

The site is wooded and gently slopes upward to the rear of the site. [t is located in the TS
Transition Services zone, with a 20,000 sf minimum lot size, with 100 linear feet of frontage
not available,
requiring instaliation of a sanitary septic system. The land is pre-existing non-conforming
regarding zoning requirements and was confirmed with local zoning officials to be a

required. Public utilities include electric, natural gas and water. Public sewer is

developable lot.
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Valuation — The appraisal was completed by DOT Staff Appraiser Elizabeth R. Mainello as of
January 8, 2018. Her analysis concluded the highest and best use was development with a
retail/office building, estimating the site can accommodate a 3,500 sq. ft. building with parking.

The table below shows the analysis of three comparable sales. Given the limited data in the local

area, the search for comparable sales was extended up to 15 miles, in West Haven.
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The unadjusted sale price per/sf was $7.08, $8.83 and $14.82. After adjusting for use, frontage
and utilities, the sales indicated a value range of $5.66, $7.95 and $8.90. She concluded $7.50/sf
indicating a value of $110,000.

Two previous appraisals were prepared during the process of disposing of this DOT property.
The first was a 2011 appraisal indicating a value of $195,000 and the second was a 2016
appraisal indicating a value of $135,000. The two subsequent Sale by Public Bid d1d not yield
offers acceptable to DOT.

Pubiic Bid & Negotiations — The public bid was held 4/25/2018 with an asking price of
$125,000. Two bids were received: #1. $50,000 from East River Energy, Inc; and #2. $25,000
from Casey Hoban. Neither offer was accepted. DOT returned to East River Energy and
provided them the opportunity to provide their highest and best offer, which was increased to
$75,000. The Grantee later requested the parcel be conveyed to Seaboard Investments, LLC, an
entity controlled by East River Energy. Seaboard Investments is the ownership entity abutting
the subject lot to the east.

Recommendation — Staff recommends Board REJECTION of the sale of the 14,841 sq.ft.
(0.341" acre), commercially-zoned vacant lot for $75,000, or $5.05/sf of land area. It is
recommended that DOT renegotiate the sale price.

5. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - UNFINISHED BUSINESS

6. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - NEW BUSINESS

PRB # 19-039

Origin/Client: DCS/MIL

Transaction/Contract Type: AE /[ Task Letter 1A

Profect Number: BI-Q-692

Contract: OC-DCS-MEP-0043

Consultant; A/Z Corporation

Property: Niantic, Smith St Buildings 802 and 803

Project purpose: Camp Niantic Boiler Replacement Project — UST Removal
Item Purpose: Task Letter 1A to compensate the consultant for additional

design services

PROPOSED AMOUNT: $§23,172

PROJECT BRIEF — The original project, approved under PRB #18-066, involved design,
bidding and construction administration services for the following construction work:
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The complete project for Building 802 and 803 is to provide all Design, Labor,
Materials and Equipment for the replacement of the existing boiler/hot water systems,
installation of new heating ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, and a new
Building Management Systems (BMS) at Camp Niantic located in Niantic, Connecticut,
including the following:

1. Remove existing oil-fired boiler, replace with propane-fired direct vented, high
efficiency condensing boiler

2. Provide air conditioning with split unit variable refrigerant systems

3. Remove existing oil-fired domestic hot water heaters, replace with indirect-fired water
heater/storage

TASK LETTER #1A is a new task letter and is subject to SPRB approval because the
cumulative project fee for this project is over $100,000.

The Construction Budget and Total Project Budget for both buildings 802 and 803 have
been established at $1,545,706 and $1,758,796, respectively. As detailed in the scope
letters from AZC to DCS dated November 13, 2018 for Bldg. 803 and March 20, 2018
for Bldg. 802 the project fee of $23,172 is intended to compensate the consultant for the
following additional project scope:

The scope for the project has now been expanded to include design services for the
following:

1. Removal of two, 4,000 gallon, fiberglass, double-wall construction, underground
storage tanks (USTSs). |

2. Tnstallation of buried propane tanks (# and capacity unknown) including site grading,
anti-buoyancy, and cathodic protection.

3. Perform an electrical power survey to ensure newly installed 1,200 ampere electrical
service is sufficient to supply Buildings 802 and 803.

4. Installation of new acoustical ceiling tile including design for relocation of HVAC
diffusers, lighting and sprinkler heads.

DCS has confirmed funding is in place for this Task Letter #1A.

Fask Letter #1- AZC Basle Seivices P 18- | A 1 spear | oyt | COMHUE o o

8a66) tect Buse Serviees Fee tion Budget Budget
: Fees (3) (%

Schematic Design Phise $23.238

Design Development Phase s31.012

Cantraet Documents Phase S46,518

Bidding Phase 53.877

Construétion Administration $23.25%

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (#18-066) {A) $127,924 531,548,766 §.3%

‘Task Lettey #2- AZC Basle Services Fee (#18-

0u8)

Bidding (Tracing and Mastes) ) ssad

Constrietion Adainistration 525,546

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (#18-088) ¢A) $30,867 $158,791 | SL,545006 | 10,27%
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Task Letter #1A- AZC Basiv Sevvices Fee

{(#19-03M)

Contraet Docunents Phase 518,706

Construction Administration ' $4.466

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (#19-83%) (A) S23,172

TOTAL FROJECT FEE ( PRB #12-039) $181,963 | $1,545706 | 11.77%

Staff have the following questions regarding this proposal:

& SPRE Memo: _ _

o Thecaleulation for A/T fees ynust be based on Total Consttction Cost (may include contin-
gency) and not based on Tota! Project Cost — per General Guidelines for Capital budget sub-
mittals. Memo should be revised 1o reflect this. Is the {nerease of about 15% A/E foé con-
sistent with the increase in the construction cost for the sdditional work?

o In the budget provided along with the meme, there is no inereased in the total construction
itted budger is confusing,

+ There are lot of inconsistencies in the DCS scope for A/Z (consultant) compared to A/Z and Pare’s
{their sub-consultant) proposal.

o For example, Pare has indieated on page 3 of their proposal that MEP engineering required for
the iew propane tank will be provided by “others™. This include design of cathuxdic protection,
+e-.. Thiis is contrary to what the DCS contiact says,

o Constnction cost estimate service is specilically excluded from Pare’s proposal, however, the
DCS contacts says that Pare will provide this service

»  Buried propame tanks - Page 2 of A/Z Proposal says that it 15 mot requiired 1o bury the tanks. The org-
inal consultant contract reguired the tanks to be stored above ground and as such the schematic designs
were done nccordingly (per SPRB Memo). Why sudden change iit the requirement and mmeur addi-
tioual expenses o redo the work? What are the benefits o having these tanks tnderground and why
was if not considered during initid! phase of the'scope developinent? P1 ¢larify how many tanks and its
size,

s Flectrieal power survey - On page 2 of A/Z proposal, the consultant has reviewed meter data and de-
termined that 1200 amps is sufficient for the historical, existing loads plus any additional loads intro-
duced in the HVAC praject. HVAC System study was done in 2017 which deternined that electrical
service upgrades from 800 to 1200 wnps for exch building is required, Given that this siudy was done
i the past, why is this task required to double-check the power requirements? Also, need back up -
formation to support $4,663. This seems redundant and excessive as majority of the imformation is
available from the previous study.

»  A/7 Direct cost and sub-consultant markap - Direct costs shouid be fimited only to actual work to
be done by the consultant (i.e. vévisions to the deawings based on the revised scope, efe). The 10%
markup is allowed to provide complete coordination with the sub-consuliant. P| address the following:

o Based on review of the €D Phase work — 13 Removal of 2 USTs — sub-consultant is doing ma-
Jority of the work. Consultant charges appear to be excessive (44%) compared to the work
sub-consubtant s providing. Also. there is inconsistency hetween item ¢ and e of tis sec-
tion. Who is responsible to providing closure veports with DEEP if there is contanination
found?

< Based on review of the CD) Phase work - 2) Buried propane tanks - again, sub-consnltant is
doing majority of the work. Consultant charges appear to be excessive (49%) compared t the
work sub-consulant is providing. Also, there seems to be inconsistency betsween the sub-von-
sultant’s proposal and the DCS confract.

»  New Acoustic Celling Tife System - provide backup for this charge

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the Board SUSPEND this Task Letter 1A
until further responses are received from DCS. As summarized in the table above, the
engineer’s base fee as a percentage of Construction Budget is 11.77%, which is within
acceptable range of the maximum guideline rate for this Group A renovation project.
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19-058
DCS/DCS
AE / AE / On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts

OC-DCS-ROOF-0034

Martin A, Benassi - Architect, LLC

New On-Call Series

To provide DAS/DCS with consulting services for the entire
spectrum of general roof design and special conditions and
shall encompass existing roofs on structures, buildings or
additions.

19-059
DCS/DCS
AE / AE / On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts

OC-DCS-ROOF-0035

Gale Associates, Inc

New On-Call Series

To provide DAS/DCS with consulting services for the entire
spectrum of general roof design and special conditions and
shall encompass existing roofs on structures, buildings or
additions.

19-060
DCS/DCS
AE / AE / On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts

OC-DCS-ROQF-0036

Quisenberry Arcari Malik, LLC

New On-Call Series

To provide DAS/DCS with consulting services for the entire
spectrum of general roof design and special conditions and
shall encompass existing roofs on structures, buildings or
additions.

19-061
DCS/DCS
AE [ AE / On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts

OC-DCS-ROOF-0037

Wiss Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc

New On-Call Series

To provide DAS/DCS with consulting services for the entire
spectrum of general roof design and special conditions and
shall encompass existing roofs on structures, buildings or
additions.
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PRB # 19-062

Origin/Client: DCS/DCS

Transaction/Contract AE / AE / On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts

Type '

Contract: OC-DCS-RGOF-0038

Consultant: Capital Studio Architects, LLC

Project purpose: New On-Call Series

Ttem Purpose: To provide DAS/DCS with consulting services for the entire

spectrum of general roof design and special conditions and
shall encompass existing roofs on structures, buildings or
additions.

This is the 7' series of On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts awarded by the Department of
Construction Services (“DCS”) since 2002. The five (5) On-Call Contracts that are the subject
of this memorandum have a maximum total cumulative fee of $750,000 per contract and a
common expiration date of 05/14/2021. The prior series of On-Call Roof Consulting Contracts
expired on 02/15/2019.

DAS/DCS has made some minor revisions to the boilerplate contract for this series to include:

s Removal of references to Division of Construction Services (DCS);

* Removal of language within Executive Orders and addition of Executive Order #49;
s Expanded Indemnification language;

s Expanded Suspension of the Work language;

» Expanded Termination of Contract language;

s Addition of Notices clause; and

o Addition of SBRB Signature Block.

The 6" series of On-Call ROOF Consulting Contracts was approved by the Board in December
2016 under PRB Files #16-281 through #16-285. This was the 6" series of ROOF Consulting
Contracts awarded by the Department of Construction Services (“DCS”) since 2002. In
November 2017, the Board approved a contract amendment under PRB File #17-321 through
#17-325 to increase the maximum contract amount from $500,000 to $1,000,000 while
maintaining the common contract expiration date of February 15, 2019.

In this 7™ series, only three of the five firms being submitted to the Board have been previously
approved for Roof Consulting On-Call Contracts, Martin A, Benassi - Architect, LLC, Gale
Associates, Inc, and Wiss Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc. were awarded contracts under the last
series. Quisenberry Arcari Malik, LLC and Capital Studio Architects, LL.C have not been
awarded a roof consulting contract under the last seties.

A Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for the consultant services was released on November 26,
2018 and elicited fourteen (14) responses. All respondents were considered “responsive” to the
submittal requirements and as such interviewed. The State Selection Panel consisted of three
members and rated each firm based upon a weighted ranking system,

At the completion of the State Selection Panel process; DCS Management Team reviewed the
results and recommended the approval of five firms under this series. This submittal is for
SPRB review and approval of the following five firms under this series.

PRB 19-058 - Martin A. Benassi- Architect, LLC (MBL) established in 1987, has a staff of 6
employees including 4 professional architects and a construction project manager. The company
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has been awarded the following Task Letters under the 6™ series of On-call Roof Consultant
Contracts:

e Task Letter #1 MCC — Skylight Replacement $39,900 (Informal)
o  Task Letter #2 CSCU — Copernicus Hall Roof $63,540 {Informal)
o Task Letter #3 Carl Robinson CI Roof $95,000 {Not assigned)
o Task Letter #4 NVCC — Kinney Halt Roof $86,445 {(Informal)
s Task Letter NVCC - Roof Installation $9,000 (Informal)
#4A (Observation .
s  Task Letter #5 SCSU — Davis Hall Roof $82,080 (Informal)
Total Fee to Date: $375,965

MBE’s Architect License for Mr. Benassi (ARI[.0003312) with the CT State DCP is active.
Smith Brothers Insurance, LLC reported that MBL has not had any professional policy losses or
claims during the past 5 years. MBL scored a total of 314 out of a possible 400 points and was
identified as one of the six most qualified firms.

PRB 19-059 — Gale Associates, Inc., {GAT) originally established in 1964 and is locally located
in Glastonbury, CT. GAI has a local staff of 111+ employees including 5+ professional
architects and 24+ professional engineers. The company has been awarded the following Task
Letters under the 6™ series of On-call Roof Consultant Contracts:

s Task Letter #1 WCSU Westside Classroom Roof  $161,544 (PRB 17-210)
o Task Letter #1A WCSU Westside Classroom Roof  $8,560 (PRB 18-227)
o Task Letter #2 CCSU Energy Center Roof $99,585 (Informal)
»Task Letter #2A CCSU Energy Center Roof $12,960 (FRB 18-019)
o Task Letter #3 460/470  Cap  Ave  Roof $1i4,600 (18-001)
Replacement
o Task Letter #4 NWCC Bldg Envelope Renovation  $77,650 (Informal)
" s Task Leiter #5 MCC Bldg Envelope Investigation ~ $6,500 (Informal)
o Task Letter #6 NI. Superior CT GA-10 Roof $95,000 (Informal)
Repait/Replacement
Total Fee to Date: $576,399

GAT’s Engineering Corporation License (PEC.0001131) with the CT State DCP is active. AIG
Insurance reported that GAI has experienced twenty general liability or professional policy
losses or claims during the past 5 years. None of these claims are related to work with the State
of Connecticut. GAI scored a total of 306 out of a possible 400 points and was identified as one
of the six most qualified firms

PRB 19-060 — Quisenberry Arcari Malik, LLC (QAM) was originally established in 1999,
QAM, located in Farmington, has a local staff of thirty-four (34) employees, including 13
architects. The company has not been awarded an on-caft contract or formal contract in the past
two years.

Maloney & Company, LLC reported that QAM has experienced seven general liability or
professional policy losses or claims during the past 5 years, None of these claims are related to
work with the State of Connecticut. QAM scored a total of 306 out of a possible 400 points and
was the third most qualified firm.

19-061 — Wiss, Janney & Elstner, Associates Inc. (WJE) established in 1956 and has aver 15

offices with 700+ employees nationwide. The firm is locally located in Shelton ago has five
national offices and a staff of 104 employees including 3 Professional Architects, 3 Professional
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Engineers and 2 Construction relates professionals. The company has been awarded the
following Task Letters under the 6" series of On-call Roof Consultant Contracts:

e Task Letter #1 CCC—Bldg Env, Study $46,034 (Informal)

o Task Letter #2 HCC Lafayette Hall Roof Project  $63,340 {(Informal)

s Task Letter #3 NWCC Building Envelope Project  $29,953 (Informal)

o Task Letier #4 WCSU Noble Hall Masonry  $92,700 {(Informal)
Project

s Task Letter #5 Norwalk DMV Roof & HVAC $65,000 {Informal)

s Task Letter #6 DESPP HQ — Roof & afrium $177,000 {(PRB-18-040)

o Task Letter #7 18-20 & 30 Trinity Street, Pre- $142,055 (PRB-18-142)
Design
Total Fee to Date: $616,082

WIE’s Engineering Corporation License (PEC.0000721) with the CT State DCP is active. USI
Insurance Services reported that WIE has reported twenty-four (24) general liability or
professional policy loss or claims during the past 5 years. All of these claims are closed except
for two and none of these claims are related to a state funded project. WIE scored a total of 300
out of a possible 400 points and was identified as one of the most qualified firms.

19-062 — Capital Studio Architects, LI.C (CSA) was established in 1999, CSA, located in East
Hartford, has a staff of seven {7) employees, including three architects. The company has not
been awarded an On-Call Contract or a formal contract with DCS over the past two years.

CSA’s Architect Licefise for Mssrs Holmes (ARI.0003942) and Mancuso (ARI1.0004731) with
the CT State DCP are active. Maloney & Company, LLC reported that CSA has not had any
professional policy losses or claims during the past 5 years. CSA scored a total of 276 out of a
possible 400 points and was the sixth most qualified firm. This firm was selected as the fifth
most qualified firm was conditionally selected for a significant formal contract.

SPRB Staff had asked following questions regarding this new On-Call Consultant Contract.

. Please clarify if ‘Minimum Coverage’ requirements in Section 4 of the On-Call Contract is
correct at $1,000, or should it be $1,000,000.
a. DCS provided corrected copies

RECOMMENDATION — Staff recommends APPROVAL of the Five On-Call Contracts that has a
maximum total cumulative fee of $750,000 per contract and a common expiration date of
05/14/2021.

7. OTHER BUSINESS

8. VOTES ON PRB FILES: The Board took the following votes in Open Session:

PRB FILE #19-048 — Mr. Halpert and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to approve PRB FILE #
19-048. The motion passed unanimously.

PRB FILE #19-038 — Mr. Josephy moved and Mr. Halpert seconded a motion to reject PRB FILE
# 19-038. The motion passed unanimousty.

PRB FILE #19-639 — Mr. Halpert and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to suspend PRB FILE #
19-039. The motion passed unanimously.
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PRB FILES #19-058, #19-059, #19-060, #19-061 and #19-062 — Mr. Josephy moved and Mr.
Halpert seconded a motion to approve PRB FILES #19-058, #19-059, #19-060, #19-061 and #19-
062. The motion passed unanimously.,

9. NEXT MEETING — Thursday, March 7, 2019

The meeting adjourned. //

APPROVED: W / ﬂ/é/iM Date: ;g/ 22/ J

}6hn Valengavich, Secrefglly







