STATE PROPERTIES REVIEW BOARD

Minutes of Meeting Held On May 16, 2019
450 Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut

The State Properties Review Board held a Regular Meeting on May 16, 2019 in Suite 20335, 450
Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut.

Members Present:

Edwin 8. Greenberg, Chairman
Biuce Josephy, Vice Chairman
Jack Halpert

Members Absent:
John P. Valengavich, Secretary

Staff Present:
Dimple Desai

" Thomas Jerram
Guests Present

Chairman Greenberg called the meeting to order.

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

OPEN SESSION
1. ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES: May 13, 2019,

Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to approve the minutes of the May 13, 2019
meeting. The motion passed unanimously.

2. COMMUNICATIONS
3. REAL ESTATE- UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to go out of Open Session and into
Executive Session at 9:46AM. The motion passed unanimously.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
PRB #: 18-053
Transaction/Contract Type: RE/New Lease
Origin/Client: DAS/DSS

Statutory Disclosure Exemptions: 4h-23(e), 1-200(6)(D) & 1-216(h)(24)

Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to go out of Executive Session and into
Open Session at 10:00AM. The motion passed unanimously.
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4. REAL ESTATE — NEW BUSINESS

PRB # 19-096

Transaction/Contract Type:  RE/ Voucher

Origin/Client; DOT/DOT

Project Number: ' 034-347-003

Grantor: Route 6 Plaza, LL.C

Praperty: Danbury, Newtown Rd (56-62)

Project Purpose: Intersection and Safety Improvements on Newtown Rd (RT
306)

Item Purpose: Voucher

PROJECT: The purpose of this Danbury project is to provide intersection improvements on
Newtown Road at Old Newtown Road and to provide safety improvements on Newtown Road
between Old Newtown Road and Plumirees Road and between Eagle Road and Industrial Plaza
Drive. Proposed work consists of widening Newtown Road from the Public Works Complex
driveway to Plumtrees Road. This widening would provide two through lanes in each direction and
exclusive left-turn lanes at the two intersections. The widening would also incorporate a raised
median between Old Newtown Road and Plumfrees Road, wider shoulders, and upgraded
pedestrian facilities. The intersection at Old Newtown Road would be normalized and a new
driveway providing access to the Public Works Complex and future commercial development is
proposed on its south side. The estimated construction cost for this project is approximately $9.8
million. This project is anticipated to be undertaken with 80% Federal funds and 20% State funds.

SITE & TAKING DESCRIPTION: The subject site is located on the northwest side of Newtown
Road (Route 806), at the intersection of Old Newtown Rd. The site consists of two contiguous
parcels containing 2.55 acres with a total of 619 feet of frontage on both roadways. The site is
improved with a one-story masonry construction neighborhood retail plaza containing 22,303
rentable square feet and asphalt and gravel parking for 95 vehicles.

The property is located in the CG-20 commercial zone and conforms to zoning., Average daily
traffic counts (ADT) were 24,500 cars/day in 2013. There is a full traffic coatrol signal at the
intersection of Newtown Road and Old Newtown Road.

The building improvements are not impacted by the easements. Site improvements including sign
base and wiring and seeded lawn within the partial taking area impacted by the project.

The Appraiser opined the highest and best use of the property, either vacant or improved, is for
commercial development.

DOT requires acquiring the foltowing:

¢ A partial take in fee-simple — 6,036+ sf
Right to grade and construct driveways acquired — 5,6 12+ sf
Right to remove chain link fence — 3% If

« Right to install sedimentation control system acquired — 607+ If
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Valuation: An appraisal was done by independent fee appraiser Barbara J. Pape, as of 11/01/2018.
Based on the sales data comparison approach, the appraiser considered four comparable sales
within the Danbury market and concluded that the fair market value of the entire property (land
only) is $21.50/sf of land area. The value of the land, before the taking, is then 111,078 sf x
$21.50/sf = $2,388,177.

Appraiser Pape then valued the property in its entirety via a discounted cash flow analysis.
Appraiser Pape provided market data to support the estimate of rental value, operating expenses,
discount rate and overall capitalization rate, arriving at a $5,480,000 opinion of market value —
before the taking.

The value of the land, after the taking, is then 105,042 sf x $21.50/sF = $2,258,403.

The impact on the taking is then 6,036 sf (partial take) x $21.50/sf = $129,774, rounded to
$130,000.

The impact on the taking, as reflected in the discounted cash flow, is a reduction of $0.25/st for the
in-line and end-cap rental units, as well as a slightly reduced renewal potential for existing tenants,
and the additional cost of snow removal (off site) as the pariial taking area was utilized for snow
storage, estimated at $11,650/year. All other assumptions were identical to the before valuation. In
the after valuation, Appraiser Pape opined the value indication was $5,310,000, or a reduction in
value of $170,000.

Total damages are calculated as follows:

Item Estimated Value
6,036 sf @ $21.50/sf= $130,000
Severance (inc expense and reduced rent) $170,000
Base & wiring for two lights and sign $8,000
Fair Market Value Before $308,000

Staff inquired with DOT regarding the severance damages as follows:

In the review of the DOT proposal for the partial take and severance damages, the Appraisal
prepared by Pape was reviewed relative to supporting DOT’s estimate of damages.

The Appraiser provided comparable land sales in arriving at the conclusion of $21.50/sf in the
Before and $21.50/sf in the After.

The Appraiser went to great length to provide market data in arriving at:
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#1 Market Land Sales (pg 50-61);

#2 Market Rent (pg 66-71);

#3 Market Expenses (pg 78-79); and
#4 Market Cap/Disc Rates (pg 81-82).

And, the Appraiser reconciled market information with information provided by the owner’s P&L
Statement, Municipal filings and Federat filings for 2014-2017.

However, in the After valuation, the Appraiser concludes that there is severance to the property -
concluding $170,000 of severance damages - for the following three reasons: :

I. Loss of six parking spaces to accommodate the refocation of sign and wiring;
2. Slope issue proximate to the driveway enfry; and
3. Increased snow removal costs.

The impact is a slightly reduced rental rate ($0.25/sf) due to loss of parking and impact of slope
easement. The larger impact is that the Appraiser stated the property owner will incur increased
expense to move snow off-site due to the taking along the frontage. The result is the Appraiser
increased the maintenance and repair line (OE) in the After by $11,650 — an increase of 31% over
parking lot maintenance expenses - for those costs due to the loss of snow storage area. The
Appraiser stated this estimate was based on market data, but unlike providing market support for
Items #1-4 above, the Appraiser failed to provide market support other than to equate the expense at
four storms at an average rate of $2,912.50.

In light of the significant impact this one increase in opetating expenses has on the severance
damages, the Board believes that more market data is required to support the Appraiser’s increase
in expense. '

¥ In response to your request for comment on the snow removal cost increase in the After
vatuation of 60 Newtown Road/Rt. 6 Plaza [ can provide the following:

Snew Rutmvai/l{:smnc Costs
'fm ‘Clost: #8paces
k: }e!dCuuxitvél’f;’ﬁ;fﬁﬁs 1{36{...-.'-‘ '

l«au field County CT  $148,123 320

(Cost/Space 7 Size
$123
SS1A8

‘ } $463
“Fairfield C{quii‘v O 139500 320 5 SR 76
Subject $11.650 90 5129

Market costs for shopping centers vary by contract; they are fypically by flat seasonal fees or per
hour. Per hour can range from $125/hour to $450/hour depending on the range of services. The
costs above represent annual costs incurred by shopping centers where removal is required. An
economy of scale is abserved. The subject’s expense estimate falls to the lower end of an indicated
range as it is isolated for a specific factor — snow removal over the snow maintenance historically
incurred where a snow shelf is in place.

The estimated additional cost of $11,650 represents an estimate of $2,910 per storm for a four
storm season. Should a major blizzard occur costs would be higher, should more than four snow
events occur the costs would be higher, The Cost estimated represented 6.85% of total damages.
Given weather patterns in recent years this may be an under estimate of potential cosis going
forward. '

The damage is in perpetuity, not just for the ten years of the Discounted Cash Flow.,
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Each property tens to negotiate for plowing, shoveling, prep for ice and removal (the trucking of the
snow off the property) as an annual contract. These costs are not always available as separate line
items.
* The DOT independent Appraiser supported the cost of snow removal at the lower end of the
range due to the loss of a ‘snow shelf” and further reasons that the ‘damage is in perpetuity,
not just for the ten years of the Discounted Cash Flow.?

RECOMMENDATION: Board approval 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.

2. The damages award is supported by the independent fee appraiser’s opinion of market value.

The damages are consistent with other takings related to the Newtown/Plumtrees Road

project.

(83

5. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - UNFINISHED BUSINESS

PRB # 19-039

Origin/Client: - DCS/MIL

Transaction/Contract Type: AE / Task Letter 1A

Project Number: Bi-Q-692

Contract: OC-DCS-MEP-0043

Consultant: A/lZ 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

UDPATE: MAY 16,2019

DCS provided a revised Task Letter 1A based on staff comments. The comments have been
addressed,

. SPRB Memo:
a. The calculation for A/E fees must be based on Total Construction Cost {may include
contmgency) and not based on Total Project Cost — per Gener, al Guidelines for Capltal budget
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herein reflects an increase in construction costs; If I understand it correctly, this entire Task
Letter is for “additional services” which will increase the construction cost Is DCS saymg that
theve will not be an increase i
based on?

b. In the budget provided along with the memo, there is no increased in the total construction cost.
There is a decrease in the A/E fees, Pl provide a copy of the revised B1105 as the submltted
budget is confusing : .

of what éppems anyol Op This is to avo1d DCS commg back to the Board to amend the
contract after it is approved by the Board.

a. For example, Pare has indicated on page 3 of their proposal that MEP engineering required for
the new propane tank will be provided by “others”. This include d_esign of cathodic protection_

sible:for the design _i’d
. die Exactly, accmdmfr to DCS Contract,
Page 2 Ttem 2. (c) “The sub consuttant (Pdle) shall prepare, amencl and modify Technical
......... but not limited to, required cathodic protections ® Therefore, the
DCS Contract fanguage must be amended to reflect this

d1simct component:of the:project: fruction:cost _ ded.
If this is the case, the Board will assume that there will not be any further modifications to the
DCS contract and/or additional charges from Pare for the services related to this task (cost

3. Buried propane tanks - Page 2 of A/Z Proposal says that it is not required to bury the tanks. The
original consultant contract required the tanks to be stored above ground and as such the schematic
designs were done accordingly {per SPRB Memo). Why sudden change in the requirement and
incur additional expenses to redo the work? What are the benefits of having these tanks
undelgzound and why was it not con51dered during initial phase of the scope development? Pl

4. Tlectrical power survey On page 2 of A/Z ploposal the consultant has reviewed meter data and
determined that 1200 amps is sufficient for the historical, existing loads plus any additional loads
introduced in the HVAC project. HVAC System study was done in 2017 which determined that
electrical service upgrades from 800 to 1200 amps for each building is required. Given that this
study was done in the past, why is this task required to double-check the power requirements? Also,
need back up mformatlon to support $4 663. This seems redundant and excessive as megonty of the
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5. AJ/Z Direct cost - and sub-consultant markup Direct costs should be limited only to actual work
to be done by the consultant (1 e. revisions to the d1 awmgs based on the revised scope, efc.). The

othe 1] onable by the ommmswner, he
it correctty, 0% ovethead and profit is related to if a prime consu]tant is cooadmatmg activities of

the sub consultant. Pl address the following:

a. Based on review of the CD Phase work — 1) Removal of 2 USTs — sub-consultant is doing
majorlty of the work Consulta_n_t_‘ chal 'ges appear to be excessive (44%) compared to the work

Contract) on Pave 1 Item 1.A — it is minor diawmg revisions ancl coordination of sub-
consultant’s work who is charging $2,500 to do perform the work whlle the consuitdnt is
charging $1,113 t 45% of the sub -

be renegotiated
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: -agen
pmfessgonal contxacts DCS should 1equ1:e homly fee matrix to support {heir fees. And again,
“client agency’s willingness to * should not be the criteria used to compensate consultants for

majority of the tasks are performed by the sub-consultant other than coordination by the
consultant. The sub-consultant is charging $3,040 vs. the consultant is charging $1,488 (almost
50% of the sub-consultant fee). Therefore, this is excessive and must be renegotiated.

| Also, there seems to be inconsistency between the sub-consultant’s proposal and the
DCS contract. You1 ldentlﬁed mconsxstency un DCS contract, Page 2, liem 2 (d) is not
included in sub-consultant’s proposal. - tant is bound by the language
of the task Jetter, regardless of what appears in anyone’s proposal. If this is the case, the Board
will assume that there will not be any firther modlﬁcatlons {0 the DCS contract and/or
additional charges from Pare for the servi

. For all the

Discussed with DCS that Board is looking for breakdown of cost not just hourly rates
of the consultant.

RECOMMENDATION: DCS has addressed all the comments. However, this morning SPRB

received an email from Kevin Kopetz to return this file at the request of the Connecticut State
Military Department. '

PROJECT BRIEF — The original project, approved under PRB #18-066, involved design, bidding
and construction administration services for the following construction work:

The complete project for Building 802 and 803 is to provide all Design, Labor, Maferials 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.

2.
3.

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

Provide air conditioning with split unit variable reftrigerant systems

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

2. Installation 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, Instaflation 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.

Task Letter #1- AZC Basic Services Fee (#18- A‘;':stc“‘ Special | Total | Construction | % of
B66) Fees (5) Services Fee Budget (5) | Budget
Schematic Design Phase $23,258

Design Development Phase $35,012

Contract Documents Phase $46,518

Bidding Phase $3,877

Construction Administration $23.259

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (#18-066) {(A) $127,924 $1,545,706 8.3%
Task Letter #2— AZC Basic Services Fee (#18-

088)

Bidding (Tracing and Masters) $5,28t%

Construction Administration $25586

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (#15-088) (A) $30,867 $158,791 $1,545,706 10.27%
Task Leiter #1A— AZC Basic Services Fee

{#19-639)

Contract Documents Phase $18,706

Construction Administration $4.466

TOTAL BASIC SERVICE FEE (§19-039) (A) 523,172

TOTAL PROJECT FEE ( PRB #19-039) $181,963 | $1,545,706 | 11.77%

Staff have the following questions regarding this proposal:

Based on our meeting yesterday, as requested, following are some comments and questions that
needs clarification on the above referenced project:

* SPRB Memo:

o The calculation for A/E fees must be based on Total Construction Cost (may include
contingency) and not based on Total Project Cost — per General Guidelines for Capital budget
submittals. Memo should be revised to reflect this. Is the increase of about 15% A/E fee
consistent with the increase in the construction cost for the additional work?

o Inthe budget provided along with the memo, there is no increased in the total construction cost.
There is a decrease in the A/E fees. Pl provide a copy of the revised B1105 as the submitted
budget 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 Forexample, Pare has indicated on page 3 of their proposal that MEP engineering required for

the new propane tank will be provided by “others”. This include design of cathodic protection,
.. This is contrary to what the DCS contract says.
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o Construction cost estimate service is specifically excluded from Pare’s proposal, however, the
DCS contracts says that Pare will provide this service

s Buried propane tanks - Page 2 of A/Z Proposal says that it is not required to bury the tanks. The
original consultant contract required the tanks to be stored above ground and as such the schematic
designs were done accordingly (per SPRB Memo). Why sudden change in the requirement and
incur additional expenses fo redo the work? What are the benefits of having these tanks
underground and why was it not considered during initial phase of the scope development? Pl
clarify how many tanks and its size.

*  Electrical power survey — On page 2 of A/Z proposal the consultant has reviewed meter data and
determined that 1200 amps is sufficient for the historical, existing loads plus any additional loads
introduced in the HVAC project. HVAC System study was done in 2017 which determined that
electrical service upgrades from 800 to 1200 amps for each building is required. Given that this
study was done in the past, why is this task required to double-check the power requirements? Also,
need back up information to support $4,663. This seems redundant and excessive as majority of the
information is available from the previous study.

¢ A/Z Direct cost and sub-consultant markup — Direct costs should be limited only to actual work
to be done by the consuliant (i.e. revisions fo the drawings based on the revised scope, etc.). The
10% markup is allowed to provide complete coordination with the sub-consultant. Pl address the
following:

o Based on review of the CD Phase wark — 1) Removal of 2 USTs — sub-consultant is doing
majority of the work. Consultant charges appear to be excessive (44%) compared to the work
sub-consultant is providing. Also, there is inconsistency between item ¢ and e of this section.
Who is responsible to providing closure reports with DEEP if there is contamination found?

o Based on review of the CD Phase work — 2) Buried propane tanks — again, sub-consultant is
doing majority of the work, Consultant charges appear to be excessive (49%) compared to the
work sub-consultant is providing. Also, there seems to be inconsistency between the sub-
consultant’s proposal and the DCS contract.

¢ New Acoustic Ceiling Tile System — provide backup for this charge

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the Board SUSPEND this Task Letter 1A untii
further responses are received from DCS. As summarized in the table above, the engineer’s base
fee as a percentage of Construetion Budget is 11.77%, which is within acceptable range of the
maximum guideline rate for this Group A renovation project.

FroMm PRB # 18-066 approved by the Board on May 10, 2018,

PROJECT BRIEF — This project involves design, bidding and construction administration services
for the following construetion work:;

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:

l. 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

4. Provide new BMS to provide remote control of building HVAC systems.

This task [etter takes into account the availabitity of Federal Funding
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Building 802 — Design, Bid, and Construction Administration - FY 2018
Building 803 — Design up to and including Construction Documents ~ FY 2618

In Qctober 2017, SPRB approved A/Z Corporation (“AZC™) (PRB #17-289) as one of the five
firms under the latest On-Call Mechanical — Electrical — Plumbing ("MEP "} Series of consultant
contracts. This is the first task letter that AZC has received under this series.

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

The Construction Budget and Total Project Budget for both buildings 802 and 803 have been
established at $1,545,706 and $1,741,806 respectively. As detailed in the scope letters from AZC
to DCS dated March 15, 2018 for Bldg. 803 and March 20, 2018 for Bldg. 802 the project fee of
$126,924 is intended to compensate the consultant for the following projects scope:

The project includes the replacement of boilers, the addition of A/C, and the connection of both
systems to BMS for buildings 802 and 803 at Camp Niantic in Niantic, CT. This proposal includes
the MEP design services, bid phase support, and construction administration services for these
buildings.

It is expected that the Task Letter 2 (for bidding and construction administration for Bldg. 803 will
be submitted for $30,867 once the next federal FY begins. Therefore, the total project fee for both
TL#1 and TL#2 is $158,791.

Engineer | Special | Total Fee | Construction Y of
Base Services Budget (3) | Budget
Fees (3)
PRB #18-006 Bldg 802 & 803
(TLAI)
Schematic Design $23,258
Design Development $31,012
Contract Documents $46,518
Bidding (Tracing and Masters) $9,158
Construction Administration 348843
Engineer’s Fotal Base Fee (PRB $158,791 $1,545,706 10.3%
#18-066) )
TOTAL PROJECT FEE (TL #1} $158,791 $1,545,706 | 10.3%

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that SPRB approve Task Letter #1. As
summarized in the table above, the engineer’s base fee as a percentage of Construction Budget is

10.3% whereas the maximum guideline rate for this Group A renovation construction project is
11%.

NOTE: DCS should use appropriate line items in determining construction costs. In the submission
from DCS, DCS included Overall project budget that includes A/E fees/Other/DCS Fee in
determining the maximum percentage fees afforded to the consultant. It is also recommended that
DCS upload Form 1105 on SharePoint for SPRB staff review.

6. ARCHITECT-ENGINEER - NEW BUSINESS

7. OTHER BUSINESS

8. VOTES ON PRB FILES: The Board took the foliowing vote in Open Session:
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PRB FILE #18-053 — Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to return PRB FILE
#18-053. The motion passed unanimously.

PRB FILE #19-096 — Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to approve PRB FILE
#19-095. The motion passed unanimously.

PRB FILE #19-039 — Mr. Halpert moved and Mr. Josephy seconded a motion to return PRB FILE
#19-039. The motion passed unanimously.

9. NEXT MEETING — Monday, May 20, 2019

The meeting adjourned. M
APPROVED: Date: é%fz’;/}’

n Valengawch Se tary




