ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

Meeting Data:

November 11, 2002

Action Agenda

Item No.
SUBJECT: Censtruction Managemeant o
DEPARTMENT: Purchasing and Cantral Services PUBLIC HEARING: {Y/N)
ATTACHMENT{S): INFORMATION CONTACT:

Memaorandum from June 17, 2002
Work session on the same topic

Pam Jones (819) 245-2652

TELEPHONE NUMBERS:
Hilisborough 732-B181
Chapel Hill 968-4501
Durham 688-7331
Mebane 336-227-2031

PURPOSE: To conslder construction management and how it may fit into projects constructad by

QOrange County.

BACKGROUND: The Board has previously discussed the merits of retaining a construction
manager for County projects. The attached material explores how this might be accomplished.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Financial impact would be evaluated at such time that a preferred approach

is cited.

RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board receive the information and
provide direction to staif regarding how it desires to pursug project management.
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Memorandum

To.  County Commissioners

From: Parm Jones, Director of Purchasing and Central Services
RE: Construction Management for County-Funded Projects
Date: June 4, 2002

The Beard has previously requested that information regarding construction management
options for County-funded projects be provided. The attached information is provided so
that it may be considered in the context of projects being considered as part of the 2002-
2012 Capital lnvestment Plan.

The attached packet of infarmation includes the following information for consideration
curing the budget work session on June 11, 2002:

1. The list of potential tasks for a construction manager
2. A potential salaction process for a construction manager

3. June 30, 1988 meeting documents: (Proposed a contract with PES, a consulting
fim, to VE 2 schoals, Smith Middie and Pathways Elementary)
a. The abstract, which includes a Scope of Waork statement from PES, the
recommended value engineering firm: and
b. Minutes
1. Note: BOCC action was to nat endorse the PES contract that would
have provided value engineering to Smith Middle School and
Pathways Elementary Schools. The cost was $39,295 per school.:
and
ii. To pursue “phase two” of value engingering {the result was CEFD)

4. Decemnber 7, 1888 meeting documents: (Cost Efficient Facilities initiatives (CEF|)
report was given at this mesting.
a. The abstract, which included the CEFI report
h. Minutes
.. Note: The BOCC approved the CEFI concept and instrucied the that
this discussion should be held with the School Boards at the Joint
masting on December 13, 1999.

5. December 13, 1999 Joint BOCC/School Board meeting (CEF| discussed)
a. Minutes
i. Note: No reference to decisions by the Board



Potential tasks of a construction manager (CM}:

The construction manager (CM}) would:

1.
2.

3.

6.
7.

B= retained prior to the design consultant being selected.
Participate in the selection of the design consuliani tearn.

a. Coordinate with Purchasing Directer to negetiate design firm contract.
Conduet all meetings among the stakehalders and the design firm during the
design formulation process.

Raview drawings prapared by the designers and suggest modifications/
alternatives that might be more sconomicallyffunctionally advantagecus to the
Gounty. Design modifications would be based on a life cycle cost analysis to the
extent practicable.

Prepare and/or coordinate with designer to prepare infermation needed for
regulatory approvals.

3. Aitend meetings as may be required in the regulatory approval process.
Review construction bids and coordinates with Purchasing Director to prepare
award materials for Board approval.

Prepare construction contracts for contractors.

During construction the CM will:

8.

Provide intensive on-site daily observation for the amount of time appropriate for
the stage of construction. Far example, the CW would need to be on sita at all
times during periods when concrete is being poured, structural steal i being set
efc., but may not need to be on site 8 hours per day during a period whers they
are painting walls or laying carpet. As a rule of thumb, they should be on site
anytime the work being accomplished will not be directly observable by the next
workday.

CM would chserve methods and means of construction and coordinate with the
designer to comect any deficiencies. Noie: It will be important to ensure a well-
definad reporting protocol for these instances to minimize conflict among the
vanous parties.

Ll

10.CM represents the county at all construction related meetings between designer

and contractors.

11.CM maintains all project related records; e.g. cost, schedule, stc.

12.Handles requests for change orders.

13.Reviews and approves all shop drawings.

14.Provides "clerk of the works” function, i.e. is the know all person on the projact,

familiar with all aspects.

12. Provides monthly reports to the County, identifying all criticsl project

components and their status (2.g. cost/schedule, predicting “bumps in the road™,
et}
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There are a lot of detail tasks for which the CM would also be responsible, but we
can develop those when the decision is made to move forward.

A potential selection process for retalning the CM could be as follows:

1. A scope of work for the CM is developed, including thase tasks listed above, as
well as others that will be obtained through various comments from the Board
and othars.

2. An RFP is prepared and interested firms are solicited. {As | understand it, there
are many firms now interested in this type of work, particularly in view of the
recent legislative changes in Purchasing Laws, effective January 1, 2002.)

3. A selection team representing at least the following interests is formed:

a. County Commissioner

b. Purchasing Diractor

C. An architect™

d. A contractor™

“These representativas wouid be able to ask questions and pose situations
that the CM would be expected to deal with on site.  They would be able to
raise issues with which the County staff and Commissioners have limited
experience. Their expartize would aiso be valuabis in assessing the answars
given by the potential CM candidatss.

4. The resulting recommendation would be presented ta the full BOCC for
consideratian.

5. The CM would be hired on a project-by-projact basis to ensure that the County
had access to the besl skiill set needed for a specific job,



ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSICNERS

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

Meeting Date:  June 3{, 1999
Action Agenda
ltem No. B-d

SUBJECT: Value Engineering Consultant Selection

DPEPARTMENT; Furchasing & Central Services PUBLIC HEARING: (Y/N) B
ATTACHMENTI(S): INFORMATION CONTACT:
John Link, extension 2300
Scopa of work statement frorm PES Paul Thameas, axiension 2300
Cost proposal Pam Jones, extension 2652

TELEPHONE NUMBERS:
Hillsborough 732-3181
Chapel Hill 983-4501
Durham 683-7331
Mebane 338-227-20M1

PURFPOSE: To consider authorizing County staff to complete negoiiations an an agresment with
Pacific Environmental Sarvices (PES) to conduct canstructibility reviews for two schools; and o
endorse a second phase of the selection process for a value engineering firm.

BACKGROUND: The dasire of the County Commissioners o gain better control of resources -
associated with construction of County and school fagilities 1s well documented. Value
engineering was ideniified as a potential answer to this issue. As clarification, valus engineering is
a process wheraby each and every aspect of a project is reviewsd by an unbiased third party, in
collaboration with the other key players, such as the desigrer and schoel andfor Gounty parsonnel.

In order to ensure that value-engineering resources were avallabie for the school projects during
the summer, the selection panel went thraugh an intensive process with strident time constraints to
bring forward a recommendation for Board consideration.  The seleclion process was enlightening
and brought new perspective about what & whole value-engineering program should ba and what
could be expected of a proparly carried out program.  The interviewing consultants supported what
we have heard before, value engingening is most effective with it is begun early in projact
development.

Since bidding for the middle school project in Chapel Hill and the elementary schoot in Qrange
County is imminent, these projects could not experience the full benefit of value angineering.

If the Commissioners desirs to pursue any functional elements of value engineering for
these two projects, it is recommended that the Board consider retaining Pacific
Envirenmental Services (PES) o conduct constructibility reviews for the projects. Though
not a total value engineering process, constructibility reviews in these two projects can
yield significant benefits, according to PES. The scope of work for the constructibility
review is attached for your information. It would involvs intensive review work for one
week and would focus an items that would reguire minimum design changa, but where
significant cost savings could be expected. Additionally, the consultant indicates that this



process fine-tunas the specifications, thereby avoiding conflicts with contractors when
congtruction begins. This in turn prevents many change orders during the project. As you
are well aware, change orders are usually costly and can add significant time to a project.
The constructibility review wouid therefore minimize the entity’s exposure to law suits and
claims for additional money after the project is completed.

The cost quoted cited by PES for this work is $39,295 per school.  Although the cost is significant,
FPES indicates that each project will easily surpass the fee in tha amount saved on the project and
it will provide a good benchmark for us o more fully understand ihe benefils of the value
enginsering process. A complete report detailing the substance of the savings will be provided by
FES at the and of the raview process.

We beligve that there are other firms who we may want to consider in terms of ths long tarm value
engineering program establishad for County and schoal prejects. Because of the ambitious
schadula in which the selection process was camied oui, it is possible that there are cther valus-
engineering fimns who might respond to our request if the timaframea were to be extended. It seems
prudent therefore that a second assessment panel be convened in late summer-early fall to
consider the results of a second solicitation.

Assuming that the Boand approves this plan 1o acquire value-engineering services, it is further
recommended that the Manager communicate to the Supariniendsnts the Beard's desire io see
value enginesnng incorporsied inio the earliest stages of development for any school. This would
be particularly important as it respects the design developmeant of the new high schaol for the
Orange County system.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Itis recommended that funds lo cover costs for this work be appropriated
from School Capital Project Fund Balance. Potential projact savings will offset the cost of this
appropriation.

RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board authorize Caunty staff to
complete negotiations on an agreement with Pacific Environmental Services io conduct
consgtructibility reviews for two schools, whose total cost shall not exceed $78,590; authoriza the
Manager to sign the resulting agreement; to endorse a second phasa of the selection process for a
value enginaaring firm; and ta dirsct the Manager to communicate to the School Superintendants,
the Board’s intentions for value engineering on future school projects.



SCOPE. OF WORK
ORANGE COUNTY, NC

CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEW/VALUE REVIEW

A Constructability Review (CR)Value Review {VR) will be conducted by Pacific
Environmental Services {PES) on the final design and shall cansist of ane team study by a
multi-disciplined team of professionals meeting on consecutive work days. The team
(hereinaiier referred to as the CRT) will conduct a censtructability review, concentrating on
the appropriateness of the design documents, based on the proposed maierials, project
locaticn, and current standard construction practices, as well as an abbreviated value
review where alternatives will be presented for consideration by the design team that
enhance overall value on g life cycle basis (LCC).

The CRT will provide specific recommendations for changes to contract documents
to improve constructability, reduce cost without deteriorating quality or function and meet
or exceed special scheduling requirements. The CRT shall accomplish the following.

When observed, the team will:

a. identify conflicts and ambiguities between drawings, plans, and specifications;
b. identify redundant or excessive technical or administrative reguiraments;

c. identify specifications or details that require further clarification;

d. suggest substitution of simplified construction details, more commen
construction materials or products;

8. propose value suggestions substituting eguipment, matarials, or design
modifications for consideration by the design team; and

f. identify special concerns and potential probiem aress.

The services shall be performed by an independent team of professionals, separate
and completely independent from the original design team. The CRT shall be composed
of persons having professional engineering/architectural registration, and all shall have a
minimum of & yaars post registration experience in design, construction administration, or
astimating. The typical team maksup will include:

Team Leader/CVS-Profesgional Engineer
Architect

Structural Engineer

Mechanical Engineer

Electrical Enginesr

Construction Estimator

Construction Administrator/Caontractor

OO0 oD



h.

Participaticn of Construction Manager supplied by the County of Orangs

Once a final scheduls is cstablished, a list of team members and Lheir respective Tesumes
representing the various disciplines Lo be covered shall be submitted for approval,

Prior o commencing ¢ study, Orange County will forward the following mnlormation to the

tcam:

d.

C.

{One sel of hall-sicc drawings for cach team member, and two full-zize sets for the ieam;
{Ine =&l ol speeifications for each team member;

Detailed cost estimaie (one copy) with one cost summary for cach team member;
Design Culeulations (mechanical, electrical, etc.) (ene sat), and

Boring Lags and Soil Reports (two sets).

The CRT shall meet and work in an environmenl away [rom their normal workplace m order

to avoid lntexruptions. The mecting room will be provided by Orange County. The ollow room
requirements are requested:

lightinge and ventilation suitable for prolonged reading, writing, and sludying
large luble with cushioned chairs for cach tcam member

telephone in the meeting room

provisions for FAX and photocopying services on the premises

A CRT report will he prepared documenting the process and all recommcndations developed
by the CRT. In addition, one set of plans and specifications will be “red-lined” with any gualily
review comments/improvements noted by the CRT, and subiniticd as part of our deliverables.

All reports will be assembled in an orderly fashion and will be shart and concise, yet
informative enough for decizion makang. Reports shall be prepared and submitted on 837 x 117
bond puper and bound vnder cover appropriately identilied. Sketches may be 8% x 117 or fold-
out. Pages shall be sequentially numbered in the lowar right hand comer, In addition, we could be
avaitable for an optonal post study miplamentation inesting with the design AYE and the
County/Chapel Hill to discuss which ideas should be implemented inre the project design.



ORANGE COUNTY, NC
COST BREAKDOWN

CONSTRUCTABILITY/VALUE REVIEW
Cost for Each Project Study

I}IIR.ECT LABOR

Project Manager/Cv3*
Structural Engineer
Mechanical Engineer
Electrical Engineer
Architect
Civil/Cost Engineer
Senior Contractor/Construction Specialist
Typist
TOTAL DIRECT LAROR

*CVS Hours Breakdown
Prestudy arrangements/coor. with
subs
Project studyfreview
Report writing/proofing — CVS#1
Report editing — CVS#2
Post report responseffoliow-up
Total CvS Hours

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

Meeting room rental — provided by County
Communication at study — provided by
County

Ship study materials t0 CRT — number of
COpiss

Copy/bind CRT report — total number of
reports, 10 to client, including shipping
Communication — allow

In-hause repraduction — number of copies

Travel

Round-trip — Washington, DC-Raleigh —

Airfara
Local Rental - days
Mileage: Norfolk to Chapel Hill
5 team members @ 500 miies each

Hours Rate
96 $95
44 %80
44  $85
44 85
44 %95
44  $80
44 590

483 8§45
408
8
44
25
12
4
96
Costs
Unit Uni
8 t
-0-
M-
7 $50
11 $50
1 5100
1,00 $0.0
0 8
1 $200
5 $BD
2,500 $0.3

1

$350
$560

$100
$80

$200
$300

8775



Par Diem
B team members x 5 days

Total Other Direct Costs

PROJECT COST SUMMARY
DIRECT LABOR
COTHER DIRECT COSTS
TOTAL PROJECT COS1S

30 %100

$3.000

$5,355

$33,940

$5.355
$39,295



Minutes: BOCC Juna 30, 1393

d. Value Engineering Consultant Section
The Board censlderad authorizing County staff to complete negotiations on an agreement

with Pacific Environmental Services (PES) to conduct canstructibility reviaws far twa [2) schools, and to
endorse a sepond phase of the selection process for 4 value engineering firm. Purchasing Diractor Pam
Jones mada the presentation. She indicsted that the staff has moved rather expaditicusly on the selection of
a value engineering consultant since both schoal systems have projects that are imminent and could benefit
from the expert advice of g valug enginaar.

The desire of the Board to gain better control of resaurces associated with congtruction of
County and schodl facilities e well documented. Value enginesaring was identifized as a potentlat answer to
this issue. As clarification, vaelue englineering 1s a process wheraby each and every aspect of a projectis
reviewed by an unbiased third party, in collaboration with the ather key sleyers, auch as tha desionar and
school andfor County parsonnael.

In order to assure that value engingering rascurcas wera available for the school projecls
during the summer, the selection panel undertock an intensive process to bring farward a recommendation
at this time for Beard consldaration. The selection progess was enlightening, and brought a new perspective
about what a whele value enginzering pragram should bs, and what could be expected of & propery
executed program, The interviewing consultants supported what has baeh heard before, whigh is that valus
enginearing is most effective when it is started early in the process of project develapment. Singa bidding for
tha middle school project in Chapel Hill and the elementary sehool in Oranpe County is imminent, these
projects would not expearienca tha full benefit of value enginearing.

If the Commissioners desire to pursue any functional elements of valua engineering for
these two (2) prolacts, it is recommended thal the Board consider retaining PES ta conduct constructibility
reviews for the projects.

The zasts quated by PES for this work iz $39,295.00 per schodl. Although the costs are significant, PES
indicated ihat 2ach project will gasily surpass the fee in the amount saved on the project and it will provide &
good benchmatk for the County to more fully understand the banefits of the value engineeting process, A
complete repart detailing the substance of the savings will be provided by PES at tha end of the review
prOCAES.

Agsurming that the Board approves this plan to acquire valus engineering services, it is
further recommended that the Manager communicate to the Superintendents the Board's desire to gee value
engineering incorporated Ino the earliest steges of davelopmant of any school. This weuld be particularly
impartanl as te the design development of the new high school for the Cranga County aystern.

As to financlal Impact, it iz recommendad that funds 10 cover the cosis for this work ba
appropriated from the School Gapital Project Fund Belance, Patential project savings should offset the cost
of this appropriation.

The Manager recommends thet the Board authorize County staff to complete negotiations
on an agreament with Pacific Environmentel Services to conduct constructibllity raviews for two (2) schoals,
whose lotal costs shall not excead $78,500.00; autharize the Manager to sign the resulting agreement; to
endarse a second phase of the selection process for a value engingering firrm; and te direct the Manager to
communicate to the Schoal Superimendents, the Board's intention for value engineering on future schonl
prajects.

Commissioner Halkiotis said that he believas thal tha County is very iate in the pracess for both systems.
The Smith facility will be going out for bids i September or October 1998, and the elementary school in
Crange County is a prototype bullding, which has been previously built three (3) times. Commissioner
Halkiotis also expressed his disappointment with the cost of hiring PES as consultants on these projecis,
particularly since the consultants had indicated that they would be able ta train County staff in this process.
He believes use of the consultants is toa axpensive and tea late 1o be of benefit o the school projects, and
he weuld rather support hiring a full-time County employee to serve in a valus anginsering overseer capacity.

Commissioner Carey stated that this type of consuliant would work best if brought Into any
project from its inceplion. Ha guastioned whether this action would delay the school projects from going out
for bid. Furchasing Director Jones explainad the process that the consultants followed. if July 8, 1998 is the
submission date for bids, there may be some limited opportunities for savings with the Chapel HIll middle
school project.

Chair Gordon questionsd why the consultants fee was as large as quoted. Furchasing
Directar Jones rafarred the Board to the cost breakdown shast included in the agenda abstract.
Commissioner Brown stated that she was very surprised at the proposad cosi of the consultants’ services on
these two (2} projects. Purchasing Director Jones explained that the team of consullamts would meet for one
{1} entira wask to complete their evaluation. During this time, they would meet with the relevant school



3ystem to determing what does and does not functionally work on that project. Commisgioner Brown staied
that this was net exactly how she bellaved the consultants would funchn i, rather, she believed there would
be someone assignad to work full-time to work with the twe {2} schoot systems. Commissioner Brown
further stated that she belizves the County needs to pursue mara information with regard to this issua.

Commiesioner Jacobs stated that if the Orange County schoals are going to bid within the
following week, then it is already too late to pursue this course of action. Howaver, ha doss not agree that it
is too late to utitize this pracess with the Smith Middle Schoal project and he would be comfartabla
attempting this process on that project. He agrees that any value engineering conzultant should be invalved
in the process from its inception. Commissioner Jacobs belisves the County needs to send g letter to the
two (2) school boards involved stating hat our decision was based on time canstraints,

Commissioner Carey stated that the County needs to procesd with establishing a valus
gnginecring process, even if it is only for one (1) project.
Chair Gordon stated that the Gounty shouid fallow through with ohiaining a value engineerng firm, but that
she ia not comfortable singling out ane (1) echool eysiem at this time. She helieves that the aptimal usage of
the County's funds would be to hire a fimn that would be capables of performing all necesgary functions to
ensLira value engineering goals are met,

Commissioner Halkiotis said that he believes that the Gounty neads to better define and

Jusiity the costs for these schaols and that this iniliative is long everdue, with the need having existed for
several years. :

Commissioner Carey made reference to the policy whereby the Board of County
Commissioners will be making decislons at each slep in the process, and these decisions will be mards
based on the County Commissioners' judgment only. Commiseioner Caray stated that he would be
uncomfortable following this policy unless a value engineering process exists 5o the Board can learn
whatever information it needs to make an infarmad dacision.

A metion was made by Cormmissioner Carey, saconded by Commissiongr Jacobs o
apprave a maximum expendilure of $33,000.00 for the Smilb Middie Schoal project.
VOTE: AFFIRMED:  Commissieners Carey and Jacabs

OPPOSED:  Commiszionars Gordon, Brown, and Halkiotis

Commissioner Brown stated that one well-exparisnced person could work very effectively with the schools
and she is still interested in pursuing value engineering. She believes the committes that has been formed
could address this issue.

A motion was made by Commission Brown, seconded by Commissioner Halkictis to spprove
the secand phase of the value engineering process.
YWOTE: UNANIMOUS

| =
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ORAMNGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date:  December 7,1989

Actlon Agenda
tern Na.

SUBJEGT: Cost Efficient Facilitios Initiatives (CEFI) for Buildings Constructed with County funds

DEPARTMENT: Purchasing & Central Services PUBLIC HEARING: (Y/N)

ATTACHMENT(S): INFORMATION GONTACT:
Pam Jones extension 2632
Report

TELEPHONE NUMBERS:
Hillshorough 732-8181
Ghapsl Hill 868-4501
Durham 688-7331
Mebans 33g-227-201

PURPOSE: To consider a concept for maximizing the cost effectivenass of facilities consiructed
using Caunty funds.

BACKGROUND: The attached report outlines a process for pursuing cost efficient facillties for
buildings built using County funds. Essentially, the program would craats a performance standard
overlay to the existing school construction siandards. These performance standards would be
used as a benchrmark in the design of any county or school facility.

FINANCGIAL IMPACT: MNone defined.

RECOMMENDATION({S): The Manager recommends that the Board endorse the Cost Efficient
Facilitias Initiatives {CEFI); and request that the Manager include the ttem for discussion at the
School/Commisslonar work session on December 13, 1989
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Proposed Gost Efficient Facllitles Initiatives {CEFI)
for County
and
School Capital Projects

Dacember 7, 1988

A work group invalving twa County Commissioners, the County Manager and several
County staff members met sevaral times over the past month in an effort te identify cost
efiiciency inltiatives in the development of County and School facilities.  The ensuing
report in meanl to reflect the essence of these discussions as well as to provide a point
of departure for dialogue among the Board of Commissioners and School Beard
mambrers.

Why Initiate Cost Efficient Facdities Initiatives ( GEF]) Now?

According to the Orange County Planning Director, projections of schod! censtruction needs
indicate that approximately 19 schools will be reguired to meet the student population neads over
the next 30 yoars. Eased on construction estirates from the school construction standards , the
present value doliars nesded 1o support construction for these educational faciiies is esiimated to
be $339,463,685.

The following table reflacting the projection of school nesds is hased on the azsumption that
growih will continue at a constant enroliment increase each year {i.¢. Orange County School
District at 150 new siudents per year and Chapal Hill/Cartbore at 300 new students per yesr. As
further development of the Schaol Adequate Public Faciliies Grdinance {SAPFO) continues, a
further analysis of existing capacity as well &3 proposed capacity will be conducted. )

Orange County System Chapel/Hill Carrbore Systemn
. Eleméntar}f: « Elamentary
4 x $12,785,485=$51,141,940 7 x $12,785,485=4589,498,395
v Middie: =  Middle:
2 x 18,504,670=$37,009,240 3 x 18,504,670= $55,514,01¢
« High School » High School.
s 1000 student capacity.
« 1500 student capacity: 1 x $24,700,000 = $24,700,000
1 x $40,800,000= $40,800,000
s {1500 ztudent capacity:
1 x §40,800,000= $40,800,000
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« Total estimated construction costs over 30 years for Crange County School District is
therefore $128,851,280,

» Total estimated construction costs over 30 years for Chapel Hil¥Carrbaoro School District is
therefore $ $210,512,405.

= Total estimated construction cosls over 30 years to meet educational facility needs is
thatefore 338,463,685,

Further, the County is facing significant construction needs of its own through its atatutorily
required support of court system facilities. Preliminary estimates eguate the cost of the judicial
facilities {without jail construction} with those of a new elementary schoaol.

This brings the total potential 30-year consiruction cutlay for education and judicial facilitles to
approximately $ 352,249 ,170.

Profected costs of this magnitude create a considerable challenge to ensure that construction and
major rencvation projects funded by the County are properly designed to meet both County and
School needs within available resources.

In addition, with the advent of the School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFQ), now in
development, the fiscal issues will demand greater attention.  As you may know, the SAPFO will,
among other things:
. Define a level of service capacity, which each new school will be expacted ta meet. For
example, if “X" number of units are approved for development within the County, then
“¥" type of school (slementary, middle, high school) with “Z” capacity must be Built
within the next “N" numbar of years; and

- The SAPFQC will allow schools to operate marginally over-capacity for only a limited
pericdd of time, thereby creating the necessity for school construction to be considerad in
a timely manner.

A potential solufion;

This Iook to the harizon tells us 1hat the limited packaga of funding resources available to support
construction initiatives will not be sufficient to meeat demand without very carsful planning. Rather
than to immediately raise the funding bar, and potentlially the tax rate, it is prudent to consider cost
sfficisncy measures that will provide functionally excellent faciliies at 8 manageable cost.

In the Spring/Summer 199% the Board considered a value enginearing option for County and
school prajects, in which each facility would be subject to a value engineering process in tandem
with its design. This approach provad to be unsuitable, particularly for upcoming school
construction projects, fram a cost and timing point of view.

Furiher discussion has prompted us to suggest an altemnative approach that functions as a stkand-
alone process for County projects but creates a design standard overlay to the existing 2chool
consiruction standards.  The process is outlingd as follows:

« A group similar to the school construction standards committee would be convensd to
review infrastructure items commaon to all buildings (HYAC, plumbing, finishes, window
glass, etc.). This group weuld also include a third party consultani to add a value-
engineering component 10 the development of the standards (accurate cost projections,
life cycle cost analysis, elc.)

« Functional standards would be developead for each of these components. Examples of
the functional standards might be:
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- The roofing standard [or buildings will be metal {unless prohibited as may be the
case in historlc districts); or

. A specific erergy efficiency level {Btu consumption per square foot) must be
achieved by the HVAC system propased; or

« To avoid future maintenance complications, systems, such as water/gas service or
wiring raceways, shall not be embedded in the concrete floor slab unless code
rasirictions prohibit overhead installations.

. Upon completion, the resutiing standards would be taken by the commitiee members to
thair raspective governing boards for comment.

.« Ultimately, the Board of Commissioners would adopt the standard by which they woid
fund capital projects.

. Standards would be provided to any firm retained by ihe County or tha Schools to
dasign a facility. The firm would be expected to design in compliance with the design
guidelines.

» Upon completion of a facility design, the designer would provide certification to the
School and the County that the design guidelines had been met or cite areas where
deviations were mandated by a regulatory body. The County Engineering staff would
review the bid/construction documents and the certifications and render an opinion on
the sufficiency of cormplianca documentation.

- Inregard to school projects, if a School Board determines that exceeding a standard is
critical to the viability of a given program, then the School Board may submit & propoesal
to pay for additional costs from other pay-as-you-go funds available to the School, 8.g.
recurring capital.

Funding:

Recommendations for tunding of capilal projocts remain as endorsed by the Board in June 13539.
The concept is as follows:
¢  While the Board will continue to approve [he projecis in the County’s ten-year CIP,
appraval of specific project components will aceur after costs have heen firmly
cstablished by bid, a confrack, or other highly reliable cost determining means for each
componcni of project development.  Essenlially, the appropriation would be equivalent
iy the amount of moncy ready te be spent for a particular project component fanetion
{planning, siie developruent, construction, ete.)

o (Capital Policy revisions to reflect this ars immancnt.

As noied in the June action, this proccss will invelve additional steps as the Beard is called upon
tn take action at various milestones in the project, rather than allocating a lump sam for each
project when the CIP is approved. [Towsver, (his meuns ol appropriating for capital projects
appears to provide the County considerably more flexibility in resoures management. Since
approprictions would be madc by project component and would be based on more acourate cost
data, any surplus from the total project would romain available for appropriation o future CIP
prajects,

Benefits:
« We believe this approach promotes greater consistency in systems and does a
better job of analyzing syslems before they are specified for use in a building.
«  Major time and cogt commitmants accur one time. As future refinements of the
standards hecome necessary, they should be manageable and could possibly be
accomplished through collaboration of Sehool and County staff.



This approach provides consistent guidelines for designers retained by the County
and Schools for facility design. Clearly articulated expectations on the front end of a
project are likely to yield a more acceptable result.

Possibly the greatest berefit Lo implementing cost efiicient facilities initiatives is our
ehhancad ability to projact accurate consiruction costs. As previously indicated, our
accurate projection of costs for the CIP will become essential with the adoption of
SAPFQ. This becomas apparant when ane understands that SAPFQ is driven by &
complex inter-relationship invelving growth-generated demand for achool capacity,
cepacity of existing school facilities, projected school constructionfcapacity,
construction costs lor school facilities and CIP funded budgets for school
construction . Under this scenario, any deviation from original data regarding
capacity and subsequent construction costs could cause gignificant negative impact
on CIP appropriations.



Minutes for December 7, 1999
e. -afficlent Facilitj itiatives (CEFI) for Bul

County Funds

The Board approved a concept for maximizing the cost effectiveness of County
building projecis.

A motion was made by Commissioner Brawn, seconded by Commissionesr
Jacobs to endorse the Cost Efficient Facilities Initiatives and request that the Manager
include the item for discussion at the SchoollCommissiener work session on December 13,
1999,
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
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Proposed Cost Efficient Fuacilities Iniliatives (CEFI)
for County and
schuol Capital Projects

Decamber 7, 1999

A work group involving two County Commissioners, the County Manager
and several County staff members met ceveral times over the past month
in an effort to identify cost efficiency initiatives in the development of
County and School facilities. The ensuing report in meant to reflect the
essence of these discussions as well as to provide a point of departure for
dialogue among the Board of Commissionars and Schecl Beard members.

Why Initiate Cost Efficient Facilities Initiatives (CEFI) Now?

Agcording fo the Orange County Planning Direclar, projections of achoedl construction
needs indicate that approximatsly 19 schools will be required to meet the student
population needs over the next 30 years. Based on construction estimates from the school
construction standards |, the present value dallars needed to support consiruction for these
educational facilities is estimated to be $339,463,685,

The foliowing table reflecting the projection of school needs is based on the assumpticn
that growth will continue at a constant enrollment increass sach year {i.e. Orange County
School District at 150 new students per year and Chapel HillkCarrboro at 300 new students
per vear. As further development of the School Adequate Public Facilties Ordinance
(SAPFO) confinues, a further analysis of existing capacity as well as proposed capaciy
will be conducted.)

Orange County System Chapel/Hill Carrboro Systcm
»  Elomentary: = Elementary :
4 % $12,785,485=551,141,940 7 x $12,785,485=489,498,395
« Middie: « - Midale:
2 x 18,504,670=%37,009,340 3 x 18,504,670=$55,514,010
«  High School. = High Schooi:
+ 1000 student capacity:
+« 1300 student capacity: 1 x $24,700,000 = $24,700,000
1 x $40.800,000= $40,900,000
« 1500 student capacity.
1 x $40,5800,000= %40,800,000
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+ Total estimated construction costs over 30 years for Orange County School District
is thersfore $128,851,280.

« Total estimated canstruction costs over 30 years for Chapel HilllCarrbore School
District is therefore § $210.512,405.

+ Total estimated construction costs over 30 years to meet educational facility needs
s therefore $339,463,685.

Further, the County is facing significant construction needs of its own through its
statuterily required support of court system facilities.  Preliminary estimates squate the
cost of the judicial facilities (without jail construction) with those of a new elementary
school,

This brings the total patential 30-year construction ocutlay for education and judicial
facilities to approximately § 352,249,170.

Projected costs of this magnitude create a considerable challenge io sensure that
construction and major renovation projects funded by the County are properly designed 1o
meet both County and Schoeol neads within available rescurces.

ln addition, with the advent of the Schocl Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFQ),
now in development, the fiscal issues will damand greater attention. As you may know,
the SAPFO will, among other things:
+ [Define a tevel of service capacity, which each new school will be expected to
meet. For example, if “X” number of units are approved for development within
tha Caunty, then “Y” type of school {(glementary, middlse, high school) with “Z”
capacity must be built within the next “N” number of years; and

« The SAPFQ will allow schools to operate marginally over-capacity for only a
limited period of time, thereby creating the necessity for school construction to
be considerad in a timely manner.

A potential solution:

This look to the horizon tells us that the limited package of funding resources available to
support construction initiatives will not be sufficient to meet demand without very carefut
planning. Rather than to immadiataly raise the funding bar, and potentially the tax rate, it
is prudent to considar cost efficiency measures that will provide functionally excellent
facilities at a manageable cost.

In the Spring/Summear 1999 the Board considered a value enginsering option for County
and school projects, in which each facility would be subject to a value engineering process
in tandem with its design. This approach proved to be unsuitable, particularly for upcoming
school construction projects, from a cost and timing point of view.
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Further discussion has prompted us to suggest an altemative approach that functions as a
stand-alane process for County projects but creatas a design standard overlay ic the
axisting school construgtion standards.  The process is outlined as foliows:

» A group similar te the school construction standards committee would be
convened to review infrastructure items common to all buildings (HVAC,
plumbing, finishes, window glass, etc.). This group would also include a thind
party consultant to add a value-engineering component to the development of
the standards (accurate cost projections, life cycle cost analysis, ete.)

+ Functional standards would be developed for each of these companents.

. Examples of the functional standards might be:

» The roofing standard for buildings will be metal (unless prohibited as may be
the case in histone districts); or

- A specific energy efficiency level (Btu consumption per square foot) must be
achieved by the HVAC system proposed; or

» To avoid futura maintenance complications, systems, such as water/gas
service Or wiring raceways, shall not be embedded in the concrete floor slab
unless code restrictions prohibit overhead installations.

+  Upon completion, the resulting standards would be taken by the committee
members to their respective goveming boards far comment,

«  Ultimately, the Board of Commissioners wauld adopt the standard by which they
would fund capital projecis.

+ Standards would be provided to any firm retained by the County or the Schools
to design a facility. The firm woutd be expected to design in compliance with the
design guidslines.

»  Upon completion of a facility design, the designer waouid provide certification ta
the School and the County that the design guidelines had been met or cite areas
where deviations were mandated by a regulatory body. The County Engineering
staff would review the bid/construction documenis and the certifications and
rendsr an opinion on the sufficiency of compliance documentation.

- Inragard to school projects, if a School Board determines that exceeding a
standard is critical to the viability of a given program, then the School Board may
submit a proposal to pay far additional costs from other pay-as-you-go funds
available to the School, 8.9. recurring capital.

Funding:

Recommendations for funding of capital projects remain as endorsed by the Baard in June
1999. The concept is as follaws:
= While the Board will continue to approve the projects in the County's fen-year

CIP, approval of specific project components will occur after costs have been
fimnly established by bid, a contract, or other highly reliable cost determining
means for each component of project development. Essentially, the
appropriation would be equivalent to the amount of money ready te be spent for
a particular project component function {planning, site development,
construction, etc.)

» Capital Policy revisions to reflect this are imminent.
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As noted in the June action, this process will involve additional steps as the Board is
called upon to take action at vancus milestones in the project, rather than allocating a
lump sum for each project when the CIP is approved. However, this means of
appropriating for capital projects appears io provide the County considerably more
flexibility in resource management. Since appropriations would be made by project
component and would be based on more accurate cost data, any surplus from the total
project would remain available for appropriation ta future CIP projacts.

Berefits:

= Woe believe this approach promotes greater consistency in systems and does
a hetter job of analyzing systems befare they are specified foruse in a
building.

» Maijor time and cost commitments ocour one time. As future refinements of
the standards become necessary, they should be manageable and could
poszibly be accomplished thraugh callaboration of School and County staff,

= This approach provides consistent guidelines for designers retained by the
County and Schools for facility design. Cleanly articulated expectations on
the front end of a project are likely to yield a more acceptable result.

= Possibly the greatest benefit to implementing cest efficient facilities initiatives
I3 our enhanced ability to project accurate consiruction cosis. As previously
indicated, our accurate projection of costs for tha CIP will become essential
with the adoption of SAPFO. This becomes apparant when one undarstands
that SAPFO is driven by a complex inter-relationship involving growth-
generated demand for school capacity, capacity of existing schoal facilities,
projected school construction/capacity, construction costs for achool facilities
and CIP funded budgets far school consiruction ..Under this scenario, any
deviaticn from ariginal data regarding capacity and subsequent construction
costs could cause significant negative impact on CIP appropriations.



Minutes: December 13, 1999 Joint BOCCISchool Board Worksassion

a. Cost Efficient Facilities Initiative

John Link said that he participated on a task force that included Director of Ceniral Stores
and Purchasing Pam Jones, and Commigsioners Jacobs and Halkiotls In which they discussed the
concepts of value engingering. He said thai according to growth projections, there would be a
need for 19 new schools over the next 30 years at an estimated cost of $340,000,000. The County
is also talking about an adequate public faciliies ordinance which directly affects how growth is
addressed. The focus on the capital improvement budget will be more accentuated.

Pam Jones said that by [ogking at the projections, the gonstruction costs over the next three
decades is going to be signilicant. She said that what is being proposed tonight is a procass that
will be collaborative among the schaols and the County. Page two of attachment 1b outlines the
process. She said thal performance standards would be developed for new congtruction. The
emphasis is on using the available resources that will last the longest amount of time. She
gxpisined ithe procadure that would be followed. She ssid that the funding of the new construction
wolld follow along similarly with the concepts of value engineering. The Commissiongns would
approve the profact up front, but It would be funded in accardance with the various components.
The major amount of time would be spent up front. This process alsc provides some consistent
guidelinas for the architect.  She said that this process is a good start with getting together and
sallaborating on what the acceptable standards are for bulldings that the County might bulid.

_ Commissianer Halkiotis said that the driving force behind this is the fact that ihe Shaping
Orange County's Future Task Force presented some frightening figures with respect to how many
schools would be needed by the year 2030. He said that when Flanning Director Craig Benedict
first came to Orange County, he started doing some studies and conservatively predicted that 12
schoals would be needed by the year 20230, Commissionar Halkiotis said that the amount of
money that would be needed to fund these schools i3 really scary. He feels that the County has
been very frugal in building necessary structures that it needs for its cwn programs and that i ail of
the sxpenditures for buildings that have been built for County functions over the 1ast ten years wers
added together, the total would not add up to the cost of one elementary schoal. He mentianed
that it is projectad that the Gounty will nesd a new, vary large jail soon. He fasls that it is foolish for
the County not fo plan for the $340,000,000 that it is going to cost to build 19 new schools.

Chair Caray clarlfied that the prajected 19 schacis doas not include replacemants.

Nick Didew shared some thoughts. He invited the County Commissioners to include
participation by the school board members in initiatives llke this. He said that tha standards that
Fam Jonhes mentionad ware not something new in terms of construction. | these standards ara a
way to gain some additional officioncias and to do an oven bettar job of the stewardship of the
funds then he feels it is 2 good idea. He thinks that the school boards have considerable
experience in this type of analysis and would be happy to share it.

Susan Halkiotis made refarence to the statement that the standards would be reviewed
paricdically. She feels that with the changes in technology and innovations a review is necessary.
She feels i is something that is already being done and that sharing information would be useful.

Chair Carey said that he fasls it would ba beneficial for all parties to sit down to discuss the
standards and look at them periodically to see if they need io be revised.

Glorig Faley matie reference to the next itern, Parks Task Foree Resolution on Joint Access
to Recreation Fadilities, and said ihat when considering these facilities the effect of open facilities
on the taaching atmosphers nesds 10 be studied.

Chair Carey said that this recommendslien includes a groug from the school boards and
the County petting together over the next faw months to amive at a plan.

Pam Jones said that the standards she spoke of creaie an overlay to the existing
standards.

Jobhn Link said that the present standards are quantitative in terms of the amount of square
footage per function in the schoals.

Keith Cook said that tha schools afready have guidelines that have been incorporated over
ihe years and it seems that the two school boards are not given the credit they are due for already
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doing a good job. He said that the guidelines should be flexible as things change over the years.
He requested that the County invite the school boards to discuss these things early in the process.

Chair Carey said ihat he wished this meeting could have been earlier. He said that the
County Commissioners have to initiate things that are in the best interest of the public in Qrange
County and sometimes the school beards cannol be includad in the process early on. He said that
it was unraasonable to think that tha scheool boards would be Brought in to discuss matters before
ihe County Commiszsioners discuss them among themsealves.



