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Faster, Cheaper, Better?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing on
How Counties Use Design-Build Contracting

On Wednesday, January 20, 2010, the Senate Local Government Committee held
an oversight hearing on how counties use the design-build method of contracting
for public works. The hearing began promptly at 9:30 a.m. and continued until
11:00 a.m. Held in Room 112 of the State Capitol in Sacramento, the Committee’s
hearing attracted about 40 people.

Four of the five Committee members participated in the oversight hearing:
Senator Dave Cox, Committee Chair
Senator Christine Kehoe, Committee Vice Chair
Senator Curren D. Price, Jr.
Senator Patricia Wiggins

This report contains the staff summary of what happened at the Committee’s hear-
ing [see the white pages], reprints the Committee staff’s briefing paper and an ear-
lier research memo [see the blue pages], and reproduces the written materials pro-
vided by the speakers and others [see the yellow pages].

Senate staff video-recorded the 90-minute hearing and it is possible to purchase a
DVD copy by calling the Senate TV and Video Program at (916) 651-1531.

STAFF FINDINGS

When 19 people with strong opinions and firm points-of-view spend 90 minutes
telling legislators how to rewrite a state law, it’s a daunting task to distill their ad-
vice into a few, cogent findings. Nevertheless, after reviewing their hearing notes
and reading the speakers’ written materials, the Committee’s staff reached these
findings:

e Broad support exists --- especially among counties --- to repeal the sunset
clause and make permanent the state law that allows counties to use the de-
sign-build contracting method. One labor group conditionally supports an
extension of the sunset clause.



e The Legislative Analyst’s recommendation to eliminate the current $2.5 mil-
lion price threshold attracted endorsements from counties and contractors,
although one group affiliated with labor interests disagreed.

e The Legislative Analyst’s recommendation to enact a uniform design-build
contracting statute that applies to all local governments drew similar support
from counties and contractors, although one labor group is opposed.

e Some counties want the Legislature to allow them to use design-build con-
tracting for any capital improvement projects, but labor groups are opposed.

e No consensus exists over how to define the criteria and assign weights for
the best-value selection procedures. Most of the Legislature’s debate over
the future of the counties’ design-build law will need to focus on controver-
sies over these criteria and weights.

o While the Legislative Analyst wants legislators to place more empha-
sis on a project’s cost, contractors disagree and argue that other crite-
ria can be more important.

o While the Legislative Analyst suggested that state law explicitly allow
so-called “two-envelope” bidding, there was disagreement over its
usefulness and over the usefulness of the stipulated sum method.

o Some counties and labor groups disagree about retaining or eliminat-
ing consideration of life cycle costs and contractors’ safety records.

o There is support for a new criterion that asks prospective design-build
entities about past violations of state or federal False Claims Acts.

e Because some counties and labor groups disagree about the counties’ faith-
ful observance of state laws that govern the counties’ use of design-build
contracts, legislators may wish to consider creating a forum to investigate al-
legations. Legislators may wish to consider assigning this function to the
existing California Uniform Construction Cost Accounting Commission
which already investigates allegations regarding misuse of local public
works contracts.

OPENING REMARKS

Senator Cox, the Committee Chair, began the January 20 hearing by sketching
how the design-build contracting method works. “In my mind,” the Senator said,



“Design-build is just an alternative tool in the toolbox for counties to use.” When
design-build contracting isn’t appropriate for a county public works project, county
officials can still use the traditional contracting method called design-bid-build.
“The Legislature should leave the choice with the county,” declared Senator Cox.

THE SPEAKERS

The Committee invited 14 people to speak, organized into four panels, based on
their general points of view: the Legislative Analyst’s Office, county officials, con-
tractors, and labor organizations. Legislators invited the speakers to provide more
written materials to supplement their brief remarks. The witnesses and others
whose names are marked with an asterisk (*) provided written materials. The ap-
pendix reprints the speakers’ materials. [See the yellow pages.]

Legislative Analyst’s Briefing

To help legislators review how counties use their design-build powers, state law
requires the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) to collect 13 types of information
about the counties’ projects and report to the Legislature (Public Contract Code
§21033 [/], [m], and [n]). The hearing’s first presentation came from Mark
Whitaker, the author of the LAO’s January 8, 2010 report.

Mark Whitaker, Fiscal and Policy Analyst *
Legislative Analyst’s Office

Conceding that his report contained “no shocking findings,” Mark Whitaker con-
cluded that the information received from the counties was “generally positive.”
Because of the small sample size --- just five completed projects --- it was hard to
determine savings by comparing design-build with design-bid-build contracts. His
“most notable” finding was the wide variety of projects that counties had built.
Unlike the LAO’s 2005 report which looked at how counties applied the design-
build method to relatively less complex projects, there were complex projects in
this sample. All of the projects that Whitaker reviewed used the “best value
method” for awarding contracts; none used the lowest-bidder method.

Whitaker gave the legislators three main recommendations:
e Remove the $2.5 million statutory price threshold.
e Create a single, uniform design-build statute.
e Place more emphasis on cost.



Assigning cost just “ten percent is too small of a weight” for evaluating projects,
Whitaker told the Committee, recommending that the law increase the weight of
price in the best-value criteria to at least 20%.

Reacting to Whitaker’s reference to the “two-envelope method” of awarding con-
tracts, Senator Kehoe asked for further explanation. Whitaker explained that with
the two-envelope approach, county officials determine which companies meet the
county’s minimum qualifications. Then, from the pool of firms that meet the mini-
mum qualifications, county officials award the design-build contract to the appli-
cant that offers to do the work at the lowest price.

County Governments’ Reactions and Advice

Following the LAQ’s briefing, Senator Cox asked four county officials to give leg-
islators their reactions and advice.

Kanon R. Artiche AIA, County Architect *
County of Solano

Hardy Acree, Airports Director *
County of Sacramento

Massood Eftekhari, Deputy Public Works Director *
County of Los Angeles

Lou Cavagnaro, Assistant Director, General Services *
County of San Diego

Kanon Artiche, Solano County’s architect, told the Committee that the Solano
County Board of Supervisors supports making permanent the statute which allows
counties to use design-build contracting. Artiche also spoke in favor of a uniform
design-build statute for local governments, for repealing the $2.5 million price
threshold for projects, and for allowing counties to use design-build contracts for
all types of capital projects. While Solano County also supports the LAO’s rec-
ommendations, state law should not preclude a county’s ability to set a fixed cost
for a project and award contracts based on best value. Regarding the so-called
two-envelope approach, Artiche told the legislators that adding that method to the
state law would be acceptable, provided that it was not a requirement so that coun-
ties could evaluate its use on a project-by-project basis. He also endorsed Jeremy



March’s recommendation that state law should require counties to ask if design-
build entities about violations of the federal or state False Claims Acts, but within a
specified time frame of perhaps the last 10 years.

As Director of Airports for Sacramento County, Hardee Acree manages the Big
Build, an airport expansion that is the largest capital improvement project in his
County’s history. Calling his experience with design-build contracting “positive,”
Acree said that it has saved time and money compared to the traditional design-
bid-build contracting method. Design-build will save the County 18 months and
about $100 million to $150 million above the airport expansion project’s $1.1 bil-
lion cost, according to Acree. He repeated Senator Cox’s reference to design-build
as another tool in the tool box. Although he “deeply regrets” not being able to use
another alternative contracting method known as “construction manager at risk,”
Acree encouraged legislators to make the counties’ design-build statute permanent.

Los Angeles County’s Department of Public Works trained its staff for over a year
before undertaking design-build contracting, explained Massood Eftekhari, the
County’s deputy public works director. One result is that the County now has 13
design-build projects underway, worth more than $700 million. Eftekhari said that
his County is also master-planning about $3 billion of capital improvement pro-
jects. Los Angeles County supports eliminating the sunset clause for the counties’
design-build statutes and agrees with the LAO’s recommendations to eliminate the
price thresholds and the project definitions. Eftekhari reported that his County also
recommends eliminating the statutory criteria for life-cycle cost analysis and safety
records. In addition, the County recommends eliminating the requirement on
counties to enforce labor compliance programs on behalf of the State Department
of Industrial Relations.

Lou Cavagnaro, San Diego County’s assistant director, general services, relied on
his 15 years of experience with design-build projects. His County has two design-
build projects underway; both are county libraries. A third project is in the selec-
tion process and a fourth project is contemplated. Cavagnaro told legislators that
the design-build method is compatible with another 14 projects that total $4.6 mil-
lion. He expects to save 20% compared to using the design-bid-build method. His
County concurs that the statute should be permanent and counties should be able to
use design-build contracts on projects that cost less than $2.5 million. Cavagnaro
concluded by supporting the use of best value source selection methods, as well as
low bidding.



As the county panel concluded, Sacramento County’s Hardee Acree spoke up and
encouraged legislators to keep the statutory criterion for life-cycle cost analysis,
directly disagreeing with Los Angeles County’s Massood Eftekhari.

Contractors’ Reactions and Advice

Having heard from the county representatives, the Committee then turned to a
panel of contractors for their reactions and advice.

Seth Boles, Operations Manager *
Hensel Phelps Construction Company

Robert J. Close, Vice President *
Parsons Brinckerhoff

Barbara Wagner, Senior Vice President *
Clark Construction Group

Kevin Dayton, State Government Affairs Director *
Associated Builders and Contractors of California

Seth Boles is the operations manager for Hensel Phelps Construction Company
and he also spoke on behalf of the Associated General Contractors. After 21 years
with Hensel Phelps, “the most important common denominator” for design-build
projects is that they are “considered successful” by the owners as well as the con-
struction companies. “The best proof is the results,” Boles declared. The San Joa-
quin County administration building is a recent example and “was completed
ahead of schedule and under budget.” Boles recommended that the Legislature
should specifically recognize the stipulated sum approach as an accepted best value
selection process option. Disagreeing with the LAO’s recommendation to give
more weight to the cost component, Boles caused against using the Jowest bid as
the primary factor in a best value selection process. He said that many other im-
portant elements need to be weighed when determining best value.

As a vice president of Parsons Brinckerhoff, Robert Close is familiar with a wide
range of public works projects both nationally and internationally. Although de-
sign-build contracting “does not automatically make a project successful,” it can be
an important tool for public agencies. Close called criticism of design-build pro-
jects “fabricated mis-information, based on selfish political agendas and not the



facts.” He agreed with many of the previous speakers’ recommendations to retain
the statutory ability to use design-build methods.

Speaking for the Design/Build Institute of America, Barbara Wagner relied on
her 25 years of design-build experience with the Clark Construction Group where
she is a senior vice president. Wagner told the Senators that there are “no fatal
flaws” in the use of design-build projects. Referring to her extensive handouts, she
told the Committee that research shows that, on average, design-build is 33% faster
in overall delivery, 12% faster in construction, and 5% cheaper in price. There
were over 100 bills passed granting or expanding design-build authority in state
legislatures during 2009. Her organization agrees with the LAO’s recommenda-
tions to make the county design-build statute permanent, to remove price limits, to
remove project restrictions, and to enact a single statute. The two-envelope
method is OK, Wagner said, as long as the design and technical solutions are prop-
erly weighted. Responding to questions from Senator Kehoe, Wagner disagreed
with the LAO’s recommendation for a two-envelope system because it doesn’t al-
lows for best value procurement. Her association had no view regarding reporting
requirements.

Senator Price asked the panelists about the participation by small businesses and
women-owned businesses in design-build projects. Barbara Wagner said that
there were no differences in participation between design-bid-build and design-
build. Seth Boles said that design-build contracting allows firms to reach higher
rates of participation because the stipulated-sum approach gives the contractor
more flexibility. Robert Close said that from the engineering firms’ perspective,
under each approach, participation was about the same.

Kevin Dayton represented the Associated Builders and Contractors of California
on this panel. Dayton told the Committee that his group does not oppose the de-
sign-build concept, but it has opposed design-build bills in the past because of
three standard provisions that ABC considers unnecessary and disadvantageous to
non-union contractors. Nevertheless, he was “optimistic” that objectionable statu-
tory provisions will go away. First, the current labor compliance program will be
phased out because of SB 9xx (Padilla, 2009). Second, the LAO has recom-
mended changes to the best value criteria that include the possible elimination of
provisions regarding safety records and skilled labor force availability. Dayton
criticized the project labor agreement signed as part of the design-build process for
the San Joaquin County administration building. His group had difficulty in ob-
taining public records such as the subcontractors’ bid lists and payroll records.
Dayton recommended that future design-build laws ensure public access to those



documents, and submitted specific draft language. After the hearing, Dayton pro-
vided the Committee with six other proposed amendments to the design-build stat-
utes.

In response to a question from Senator Kehoe, Kevin Dayton said that his group
has no position on eliminating the statutory sunset or the price threshold. Senator
Cox asked Scott Boles, if price isn’t the key to design-build what is? Boles replied
that the best value criteria succeed when the design-build team works together to
come up with the best project which may not have the lowest price.

Labor Organizations’ Reactions and Advice

Because the legislative discussions about the design-build contracting method in-
volve the county governments, the construction companies, and labor groups, the
Committee wanted to hear from labor representatives.

Danny Curtin, Director
California Conference of Carpenters

Cesar Diaz, Deputy Legislative Director *
State Building & Construction Trades Council of California

Ted Toppin, Legislative Director *
Professional Engineers in California Government

Murtaza H. Baxamusa, Director of Research & Policy *
Center on Policy Initiatives

Willie L. Pelote, Sr., Policy & Legislative Director

American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employees (AFSME), AFL-CIO

Representing union carpenters, Danny Curtin said that he supported the LAO’s
recommendations. He also liked hearing about the stipulated sum approach and
the two-envelope approach. Legislators should keep the statute’s “flexibility” be-
cause picking a design-build team is “a subjective thing.” Oversight avoids cor-
ruption and graft. Curtin asked legislators to “move the bill now” because working
people need the jobs that come from public works projects. Responding to a ques-
tion from Senator Cox, he added that participation in a state-certified apprentice-
ship program is sufficient to signify a qualified workforce.



Cesar Diaz represents the State Building and Trades Council which supports de-
sign-building contracting. Diaz referred to the “carefully negotiated language” in
the current law which should “ensure the integrity” of the design-build process.
He pointed to Sacramento County’s airport expansion as a prime example of the
law’s benefits. Diaz told the Committee that his group opposes reducing the re-
quirements for apprenticeship programs, contractors’ safety records, and labor
compliance programs because they result in a highly skilled workforce which re-
duces delays and promotes efficiency.

Taking a self-described “contrary view,” Ted Toppin told legislators that the Pro-
fessional Engineers in California Government doesn’t support design-build con-
tracting for four reasons: (1) design-build laws favor contractors over taxpayers,
(2) design-build contracts avoid competitive bids in favor of best-value lump sum
bids, (3) the design-build selection process is highly subjective, and (4) design-
build methods eliminate public inspection of the public works projects. His group
is neutral on extending the sunset clause for the counties’ design-build statute, pro-
vided that the Legislature requires expanded objective reporting. Toppin then spe-
cifically alleged that Sonoma County’s report to the LAO incorrectly reported the
cost of its design-build contract. Toppin also claimed that Stanislaus County offi-
cials ignored state law when awarding their design-build contract for a swimming
pool, failing to consider cost, life-cycle costs, and safety records, as required by
law. Further, Toppin said that Solano County incorrectly reported contract costs
and didn’t consider the cost criterion when awarding the contract. He told legisla-
tors that PECG opposes the expansion of design-build contracting to other projects
and opposes a standard statute. [Written reactions from Stanislaus County and So-
lano County appear in the yellow pages.] Senator Price asked Toppin if design-
build contracting has “any redeeming social value at all,” to which Toppin replied
that state law should follow the approach for state highways that relies on early in-
volvement and inspection.

Murtaza Baxamusa is the Center on Policy Initiative’s research and policy direc-
tor. Acknowledging that design-build contracting can be faster than design-bid-
build, Baxamusa noted that it removes public agencies’ control over projects.
“You get what you pay for” with design-build contracts, he said, so that repair and
maintenance with lots of change orders can be problems. Public officials need to
estimate and fund a project’s full costs early. Further, public agencies should not
out-source oversight and monitoring, including labor compliance, because inspec-
tion is inherently a public responsibility. Because of the higher cost of monitoring
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and enforcement, Baxamusa told the legislators that the $2.5 million price thresh-
old makes sense.

AFSCME’s Willie Pelote said that he agreed with Ted Toppin and Murtaza Bax-
amusa because he’s interested in protection for public employees. Pelote told leg-
islators that he didn’t like what happened with last year’s State Budget agreements.
He wants to preserve the amount of work that civil service workers traditionally
conduct.

Others’ Reactions and Advice

Following the organized panels, Senator Cox called for public comments and five
other speakers shared their views with the Committee members.

Richard Markuson, Legislative Advocate
Western Electrical Contractors’ Association

Carlos Mejia, Political Organizer
AFSCME Council 36

Mark Smith, Legislative Advocate
American Council of Engineering Companies - California

Joseph Cruz, Director of Government Affairs *
California Alliance for Jobs

Thomas Vu, Legislative Advocate
California Chamber of Commerce

On behalf of the Western Electrical Contractors Association, Richard Markuson
agreed with both Kevin Dayton and Danny Curtin. Attention should move to the
pre-selection period, he said. Markuson agreed with the recommendation for a
standardized statute.

Carlos Mejia, AFSCME Council 36’s political organizer, encouraged legislators
to keep the $2.5 million price threshold in order to protect traditional public sector
jobs, especially maintenance workers.

The American Council of Engineering Companies has been a consistent supporter
and sponsor of the earlier design-bid bills, according to Mark Smith. Smith said
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that the contracting method may not be the appropriate tool for every public works
project, but the technique belongs in local officials’ “arsenal.”

Joseph Cruz spoke on behalf of the California Alliance for Jobs and told the
Committee members that design-build contracts are supposed to create jobs and fill
public works needs.

The California Chamber of Commerce is a strong supporter of design-build con-
tracting, said legislative advocate Thomas Vu, because of the need to stimulate the
economy.

LEGISLATORS’ CONCLUDING REMARKS

When the 19 speakers had finished giving the legislators their advice, Senator
Kehoe called the Committee’s oversight hearing “informative.” Senator Price
said that he would “consider very seriously” what he had heard during the hearing.
In concluding the Committee’s hearing promptly at 11 o’clock, Senator Cox said
that his focus would be jobs, declaring that “we need to stabilize this economy.”

ADDITIONAL ADVICE

In addition to those who spoke at the Committee’s January 20 oversight hearing,
written advice to legislators came from four others.

Jeremy G. March, Author *
California Public Contract Law: Basic Principles and Special Requirements

Philip M. Vermeulen, Legislative Advocate *
Several contractors’ groups

Patricia Hill Thomas, Chief Operations Officer/Assistant Executive Officer*
County of Stanislaus

Kanon R. Artiche AIA, County Architect *
County of Solano

Jeremy March, author of California Public Contract Law: Basic Principles and
Special Requirements, wrote to the Committee to recommend that the Legislature
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should require counties to ask design-build bidders about any violations of the fed-
eral or state False Claims Acts. March provided specific language for Public Con-
tract Code §21033 (d)(3)(A)(xii). :

The Committee received written advice from Philip Vermeulen on behalf of his
clients the Engineering Contractors’ Association, the California Fence Contractors’
Association, the Marin Builders’ Association, the Flasher/Barricade Association,
and the California Chapter of the American Fence Contractors’ Association. Ver-
meulen recommended that inserting “objective” into the statutory definition of
“best value” in Public Contract Code §21033 (d)(2)(A)(i1).

Stanislaus County official Patricia Hill Thomas wrote in response to the com-
ments at the hearing by PECG’s Ted Toppin regarding the Stanislaus County’s
use of design-build contracting for a community swimming pool in the unincorpo-
rated town of Empire. In her six-page letter and the three-page appendix which re-
plies to Toppin’s points, Hill Thomas acknowledges that one of the County’s an-
swers to the LAO’s survey was incorrect. She wrote, “Our response erroneously
reported the evaluation factors used for the selection of the County’s architec-
tural/engineering services for the project, not the evaluation criteria required or
used for the design-build construction proposals.”

After speaking to legislators at their hearing, Solano County Architect Kanon R.
Artiche also provided a written response to the comments by PECG’s Ted Toppin
regarding Solano County’s use of design-build contracting. Contradicting Toppin,
Artiche wrote that the “County complied with the current requirements of the law”
for the Vallejo Health and Social Services Building, including weighted values,
stipulated sum pricing, life cycle costs, and the statutorily required weighting.
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Faster, Cheaper, Better?
A Legislative Oversight Hearing on
How Counties Use Design-Build Contracting

This briefing paper prepares the members of the Senate Local Government Com-
mittee for their January 20, 2010 oversight hearing on how counties use the design-
build method of contracting for public works projects.

The Legislature first allowed county governments to use design-build contracting
15 years ago (AB 1717, Cortese, 1995). Today, all counties can use the design-
build method to construct buildings and related improvements and county sanita-
tion wastewater treatment facilities that cost more than $2.5 million (Public Con-
tract Code §20133). However, that statutory authority will automatically terminate
on January 1, 2011 (Public Contract Code § 21033 [p]). The Appendix reprints the
statutory language.

One of the central duties of any legislative body is to review how their statutes
work and to determine if legislators should amend those laws. Oversight hearings
allow legislators to identify public policy problems and explore statutory solutions.
The Committee’s January 20 hearing lets legislators review how counties have
used their design-build powers, identify any problems, and prepare for new bills
that may extend that authority.

LAQ’s Oversight Report

To help legislators review what counties have done with their design-build powers,
on January 8, 2010, the Legislative Analyst’s Office released Counties and Design-
Build: www.lao.ca.gov/laoapp/PubDetails.aspx?1d=2161

The LAO learned that five counties have used the design-build contracting method
to complete five projects:

Estimated Actual
County Project Costs Costs
Napa Parking facility $15,200,000 $15,970,000
San Joaquin Administration building $92,860,000 $92,727,765
Solano Health & social services $27,799,741 $27,760,705
Sonoma Children’s home $9,152,011 $7,654,810

Stanislaus Community swimming pool $2,641,125 $2,500,000



In addition, four counties told the LAO that they have 10 design-build projects un-
derway, but not yet complete:

County Project Estimated Costs
Los Angeles Fire station $8,967,000
Los Angeles Fire station $9,464,000
Los Angeles Medical office building $10,800,000
Los Angeles Park, gym, community center ~ $11,500,000
Los Angeles Historic refurbishment $47,794,000
Los Angeles Hospital $322,600,000
Placer Adult correctional facility $79,988,000
Sacramento Airport terminal $770,000,000
San Bernardino Medical center $20,549,817
San Bernardino Juvenile facility $55,600,106

Counties’ Public Works Contracts

The Local Agency Public Construction Act spells out the procedures that local of-
ficials must follow when awarding public works contracts (Public Contract Code
§20100, et seq.). The Act has historically required public agencies to use the de-
sign-bid-build method. However, state law allows specified state departments and
local agencies to use the alternative design-build method.

The design-bid-build method is the most widely-used and well-established project
delivery method. This approach splits construction projects into two distinct
phases: design and construction. During the design phase, the local agency pre-
pares detailed project plans and specifications using its own employees or by hir-
ing outside architects and engineers. The design phase generally accounts for 5 to
10% of the project’s total cost. Once project designs are complete, local officials
invite bids from the construction community and award the contract to the lowest
responsible bidder. The construction phase makes up the remaining 90 to 95% of
the project’s total cost.

Design-bid-build was a reaction to the favoritism, corruption, and waste associated
with public works projects in the 19th century. Ever since contracting reforms for-
mally separated the design and construction phases at the turn of the century, de-
sign-bid-build became the traditional procurement method for public agencies.
However, some public officials are concerned about the inefficiency of the design-



bid-build method in terms of project cost, schedule, and productivity. They wanted
to experiment with alternative project delivery methods.

The design-build project delivery method is a popular alternative to design-bid-
build. Under design-build, the owner contracts with a single entity to both design
and construct a project. Before inviting bids, the owner prepares documents that
describe the basic concept of the project, as opposed to a complete set of drawings
and specifications of the final product. In the bidding phase, the owner evaluates
bids on a best-value basis, incorporating technical factors, such as qualifications
and design quality, in addition to price. The winning “design-build entity,” which
can be a single firm, a consortium, or a joint venture, is responsible for completing
the design and all construction at the contract’s fixed price.

County officials must follow a four-step design-build method:
e Prepare documents describing the project and its specifications.
e Prepare a detailed request for proposals, inviting competitive bids.
e Establish a detailed procedure to pre-qualify design-build entities.
e Establish the procedures to select the design-build entity.

When pre-qualifying design-build entities, officials must collect at least 11 types of
information. The design-build entity must list its proposed mechanical subcontrac-
tors and licenses. The entity must also report past worker safety violations, con-
tracting problems, contract defaults, license violations, payroll violations, and
bankruptcies. The entity must verify this information under oath.

When awarding contracts, county officials must select the design-build entity by
using either a competitive bidding process in which the award goes to the lowest
responsible bidder, or a “best value competition” in which the officials set the cri-
teria. If officials choose to evaluate bids based on best-value, they must include
the following five factors among their criteria and assign a minimum 10% weight
to each:

Price.

Technical design and construction expertise.

Life cycle costs over 15 years or more.

Skilled labor force availability.

Safety record.

The design-build statute defines “skilled labor force availability” to mean the bid-
der has an agreement with a registered apprenticeship program, approved by the



California Apprenticeship Council, which has graduated apprentices in each of the
preceding five years.

The county must rank the top three responsive bidders and award the contract to

the bidder whose proposal was ranked “most advantageous.” When officials an-
nounce the award, they must also identify the second and third ranked bidders.

What the LAO Said Five Years Ago

In 2005, the LAO published a review of state and local design-build practices, De-
sign-Build: An Alternative Construction System. The Legislative Analyst com-
pared the advantages and disadvantages of the design-build and design-bid-build
methods. The report found that the design-build method can be a useful option for
some public construction projects. The report also recommended:

e The Legislature should adopt an inclusive, uniform design-build statute that
applies to all public entities.
Design-build should be optional and not replace design-bid-build.
Contracts for most project costs should be based on competitive bidding.
State law should ensure access for the greatest number of contractors.
There should be no cost limitations.
Design-build contracting should be limited to buildings and related infra-
structure.

What the LAO Says Now

In the 2010 review, Counties and Design-Build, the LAO offered four observations
and recommendations. According to the LAQO, the Legislature should:
e Adopt “a single statute ... that applies to all public agencies providing the
same authority and limitations.”
e Limit its reporting requirements to new types of infrastructure projects,
“such as ... a limited number of highway projects.”
e Eliminate maximum or minimum cost thresholds for design-build projects.
e Make project cost “a larger factor in awarding the [design-build] contract.”

Elaborating on that fourth recommendation, the LAO encouraged the Legislature
to explicitly authorize the so-called “two-envelope system” of awarding contracts
in which prequalified contractors:



develop a technical proposal, which is submitted in one envelope, with their
price in a second envelope ... For those finalists whose technical proposals
are satisfactory, the agency opens the second envelopes and the contract is
awarded to the proposal having the lowest cost.

Legislators’ Choices

With the January 1, 2011 sunset clause in mind, legislators have already introduced
bills. Senate Bill 879 (Cox) makes the counties’ design-build authority permanent
and repeals future reporting requirements. To prepare for acting on the Cox bill
and perhaps other measures in the coming months, legislators have several policy
choices to consider.

Timing. State law has allowed county officials to experiment with the design-
build contracting method, repeatedly extending the statute’s sunset clause from
2000 to 2006 to 2011.

& Should the Legislature allow the current law to sunset on January 1, 20117

& Should the Legislature extend the sunset clause to January I, 20167

& Should the Legislature make the current law permanent?

Project Limits. After considering the LAO’s 2005 and 2010 recommendations:
& Should the Legislature retain or repeal the $2.5 million minimum price
threshold for county design-build projects?
& Should the Legislature retain or repeal the language that limits county de-
sign-build contracts to buildings and related improvements and wastewater
treatment facilities?

Contract Procedures. The counties’ design-build statute is slightly different from
the laws that allow cities and redevelopment agencies to use design-build con-
tracts.

& Should the Legislature repeal the separate statutes in favor of a single law
that applies to counties, cities, special districts, and redevelopment agen-
cies?

& Should the Legislature explicitly allow the “‘two-envelope” system?

e Should the Legislature repeal the current requirements for the LAO to re-
port on cities and redevelopment agencies’ design-build contracts?




Qualifications. In addition to the LAO’s recommendations, the Committee also
received specific advice from Jeremy G. March, an attorney and the author of Cali-
fornia Public Contract Law, regarding the information that county officials should
collect as part of their request for proposals. To increase public confidence in
counties’ design-build contracts, March believes that counties should specifically
ask a design-build entity whether it has ever been convicted of --- or admitted to ---
violating the federal False Claims Act or the California False Claims Act.
& Should the Legislature require counties to ask design-build entities if they
have violated the federal False Claims Act or the California False Claims
Act?

R BRI



Appendix: Public Contact Code §20133

20133. (a) A county, with approval of the board of supervisors, may utilize an alterna-
tive procedure for bidding on construction projects in the county in excess of two million five
hundred thousand dollars ($2,500,000) and may award the project using either the lowest respon-
sible bidder or by best value.

(b) (1) It is the intent of the Legislature to enable counties to utilize design-build for
buildings and county sanitation wastewater treatment facilities. It is not the intent of the Legisla-
ture to authorize this procedure for other infrastructure, including, but not limited to, streets and
highways, public rail transit, or water resources facilities and infrastructures.

(2) The Legislature also finds and declares that utilizing a design-build contract requires a
clear understanding of the roles and responsibilities of each participant in the design-build proc-
ess.

(3) (A) For contracts awarded prior to either the effective date of regulations adopted by
the Department of Industrial Relations pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 1771.55 of the La-
bor Code or the fees established by the department pursuant to subparagraph (B), if the board of
supervisors elects to proceed under this section, the board of supervisors shall establish and en-
force for design-build projects a labor compliance program containing the requirements outlined
in Section 1771.5 of the Labor Code, or it shall contract with a third party to operate a labor
compliance program containing the requirements outlined in Section 1771.5 of the Labor Code.
This requirement shall not apply to any project where the county or the design-build entity has
entered into any collective bargaining agreement or agreements that bind all of the contractors
performing work on the projects.

(B) For contracts awarded on or after both the effective date of regulations adopted by the
Department of Industrial Relations pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 1771.55 of the Labor
Code and the fees established by the department pursuant to this subparagraph, the board of su-
pervisors shall pay a fee to the department, in an amount that the department shall establish, and
as it may from time to time amend, sufficient to support the department's costs in ensuring com-
pliance with and enforcing prevailing wage requirements on the project, and labor compliance
enforcement as set forth in subdivision (b) of Section 1771.55. All fees collected pursuant to this
paragraph shall be deposited in the State Public Works Enforcement Fund created by Section
1771.3 of the Labor Code, and shall be used only for enforcement of prevailing wages require-
ments on those projects.

(C) The Department of Industrial Relations may waive the fee set forth in subparagraph
(B) if the board of supervisors has previously been granted approval by the director to initiate
and operate a labor compliance program on its projects and requests to continue to operate that
labor compliance program on its projects in lieu of labor compliance by the department pursuant
to subdivision (b) of Section 1771.55. The fee shall not be waived for the board of supervisors if
it contracts with a third party to initiate and enforce labor compliance programs on its projects.

(¢) As used in this section:

(1) "Best value" means a value determined by objective criteria related to price, features,
functions, and life-cycle costs.

(2) "Design-build" means a procurement process in which both the design and construc-
tion of a project are procured from a single entity.



(3) "Design-build entity" means a partnership, corporation, or other legal entity that is
able to provide appropriately licensed contracting, architectural, and engineering services as
needed pursuant to a design-build contract.

(4) "Project" means the construction of a building and improvements directly related to
the construction of a building, and county sanitation wastewater treatment facilities, but does not
include the construction of other infrastructure, including, but not limited to, streets and high-
ways, public rail transit, or water resources facilities and infrastructure.

(d) Design-build projects shall progress in a four-step process, as follows:

(1) (A) The county shall prepare a set of documents setting forth the scope of the project.
The documents may include, but are not limited to, the size, type, and desired design character of
the public improvement, performance specifications covering the quality of materials, equip-
ment, and workmanship, preliminary plans or building layouts, or any other information deemed
necessary to describe adequately the county's needs. The performance specifications and any
plans shall be prepared by a design professional who is duly licensed and registered in Califor-
nia.

(B) Any architect or engineer retained by the county to assist in the development of the
project specific documents shall not be eligible to participate in the preparation of a bid with any
design-build entity for that project.

(2) (A) Based on the documents prepared in paragraph (1), the county shall prepare a re-
quest for proposals that invites interested parties to submit competitive sealed proposals in the
manner prescribed by the county. The request for proposals shall include, but is not limited to,
the following elements:

(i) Identification of the basic scope and needs of the project or contract, the expected cost
range, and other information deemed necessary by the county to inform interested parties of the
contracting opportunity, to include the methodology that will be used by the county to evaluate
proposals and specifically if the contract will be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder.

(i) Significant factors that the county reasonably expects to consider in evaluating pro-
posals, including cost or price and all nonprice related factors.

(iii) The relative importance of weight assigned to each of the factors identified in the re-
quest for proposals.

(B) With respect to clause (iii) of subparagraph (A), if a nonweighted system is used, the
agency shall specifically disclose whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price when
combined are:

(i) Significantly more important than cost or price.

(ii) Approximately equal in importance to cost or price.

(iii) Significantly less important than cost or price.

(C) If the county chooses to reserve the right to hold discussions or negotiations with re-
sponsive bidders, it shall so specify in the request for proposal and shall publish separately or
incorporate into the request for proposal applicable rules and procedures to be observed by the
county to ensure that any discussions or negotiations are conducted in good faith.

(3) (A) The county shall establish a procedure to prequalify design-build entities using a
standard questionnaire developed by the county. In preparing the questionnaire, the county shall
consult with the construction industry, including representatives of the building trades and surety
industry. This questionnaire shall require information including, but not limited to, all of the fol-
lowing:



(1) If the design-build entity is a partnership, limited partnership, or other association, a
listing of all of the partners, general partners, or association members known at the time of bid
submission who will participate in the design-build contract, including, but not limited to, me-
chanical subcontractors.

(i1) Evidence that the members of the design-build entity have completed, or demon-
strated the experience, competency, capability, and capacity to complete, projects of similar size,
scope, or complexity, and that proposed key personnel have sufficient experience and training to
competently manage and complete the design and construction of the project, as well as a finan-
cial statement that assures the county that the design-build entity has the capacity to complete the
project.

(i1i) The licenses, registration, and credentials required to design and construct the pro-
ject, including information on the revocation or suspension of any license, credential, or registra-
tion.

(iv) Evidence that establishes that the design-build entity has the capacity to obtain all re-
quired payment and performance bonding, liability insurance, and errors and omissions insur-
ance.

(v) Any prior serious or willful violation of the California Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1973, contained in Part 1 (commencing with Section 6300) of Division 5 of the
Labor Code, or the federal Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-596), settled
against any member of the design-build entity, and information concerning workers' compensa-
tion experience history and worker safety program.

(vi) Information concerning any debarment, disqualification, or removal from a federal,
state, or local government public works project. Any instance in which an entity, its owners, of-
ficers, or managing employees submitted a bid on a public works project and were found to be
nonresponsive, or were found by an awarding body not to be a responsible bidder.

(vii) Any instance in which the entity, or its owners, officers, or managing employees, de-
faulted on a construction contract.

(viii) Any violations of the Contractors' State License Law (Chapter 9 (commencing with
Section 7000) of Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code), excluding alleged violations
of federal or state law including the payment of wages, benefits, apprenticeship requirements, or
personal income tax withholding, or of Federal Insurance Contributions Act (FICA; 26 U.S.C.
Sec. 3101 et seq.) withholding requirements settled against any member of the design-build en-
tity.

(ix) Information concerning the bankruptcy or receivership of any member of the design-
build entity, including information concerning any work completed by a surety.

(x) Information concerning all settled adverse claims, disputes, or lawsuits between the
owner of a public works project and any member of the design-build entity during the five years
preceding submission of a bid pursuant to this section, in which the claim, settlement, or judg-
ment exceeds fifty thousand dollars ($50,000). Information shall also be provided concerning
any work completed by a surety during this period.

(xi) In the case of a partnership or other association, that is not a legal entity, a copy of
the agreement creating the partnership or association and specifying that all partners or associa-
tion members agree to be fully liable for the performance under the design-build contract.

(B) The information required pursuant to this subdivision shall be verified under oath by
the entity and its members in the manner in which civil pleadings in civil actions are verified.
Information that is not a public record pursuant to the California Public Records Act (Chapter 3.5
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(commencing with Section 6250) of Division 7 of Title 1 of the Government Code) shall not be
open to public inspection. (4) The county shall establish a procedure for final selection of the
design-build entity. Selection shall be based on either of the following criteria:

(A) A competitive bidding process resulting in lump-sum bids by the prequalified design-
build entities. Awards shall be made to the lowest responsible bidder.

(B) A county may use a design-build competition based upon best value and other criteria
set forth in paragraph (2). The design-build competition shall include the following elements:

(i) Competitive proposals shall be evaluated by using only the criteria and selection pro-
cedures specifically identified in the request for proposal. However, the following minimum fac-
tors shall each represent at least 10 percent of the total weight of consideration given to all crite-
ria factors: price, technical design, and construction expertise, life cycle costs over 15 years or
more, skilled labor force availability, and acceptable safety record.

(ii) Once the evaluation is complete, the top three responsive bidders shall be ranked se-
quentially from the most advantageous to the least.

(iii) The award of the contract shall be made to the responsible bidder whose proposal is
determined, in writing, to be the most advantageous.

(iv) Notwithstanding any provision of this code, upon issuance of a contract award, the
county shall publicly announce its award, identifying the contractor to whom the award is made,
along with a written decision supporting its contract award and stating the basis of the award.
The notice of award shall also include the county's second and third ranked design-build entities.

(v) For purposes of this paragraph, "skilled labor force availability" shall be determined
by the existence of an agreement with a registered apprenticeship program, approved by the Cali-
fornia Apprenticeship Council, which has graduated apprentices in each of the preceding five
years. This graduation requirement shall not apply to programs providing apprenticeship training
for any craft that has been deemed by the Department of Labor and the Department of Industrial
Relations to be an apprenticeable craft in the five years prior to enactment of this act.

(vi) For purposes of this paragraph, a bidder's "safety record” shall be deemed "accept-
able" if their experience modification rate for the most recent three-year period is an average of
1.00 or less, and their average total recordable injury/illness rate and average lost work rate for
the most recent three-year period does not exceed the applicable statistical standards for its busi-
ness category or if the bidder is a party to an alternative dispute resolution system as provided for
in Section 3201.5 of the Labor Code.

(e) (1) Any design-build entity that is selected to design and build a project pursuant to
this section shall possess or obtain sufficient bonding to cover the contract amount for nondesign
services, and errors and omission insurance coverage sufficient to cover all design and architec-
tural services provided in the contract. This section does not prohibit a general or engineering
contractor from being designated the lead entity on a design-build entity for the purposes of pur-
chasing necessary bonding to cover the activities of the design-build entity.

(2) Any payment or performance bond written for the purposes of this section shall be
written using a bond form developed by the county.

(f) All subcontractors that were not listed by the design-build entity in accordance with
clause (i) of subparagraph (A) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (d) shall be awarded by the de-
sign-build entity in accordance with the design-build process set forth by the county in the de-
sign-build package. All subcontractors bidding on contracts pursuant to this section shall be af-
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forded the protections contained in Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 4100) of Part 1. The
design-build entity shall do both of the following:
(1) Provide public notice of the availability of work to be subcontracted in accordance
with the publication requirements applicable to the competitive bidding process of the county.
(2) Provide a fixed date and time on which the subcontracted work will be awarded in ac-
cordance with the procedure established pursuant to this section.

(g) The minimum performance criteria and design standards established pursuant to para-
graph (1) of subdivision (d) shall be adhered to by the design-build entity. Any deviations from
those standards may only be allowed by written consent of the county.

(h) The county may retain the services of a design professional or construction project
manager, or both, throughout the course of the project in order to ensure compliance with this
section.

(i) Contracts awarded pursuant to this section shall be valid until the project is completed.

(j) Nothing in this section is intended to affect, expand, alter, or limit any rights or reme-
dies otherwise available at law.

(k) (1) If the county elects to award a project pursuant to this section, retention proceeds
withheld by the county from the design-build entity shall not exceed 5 percent if a performance
and payment bond, issued by an admitted surety insurer, is required in the solicitation of bids.

(2) In a contract between the design-build entity and the subcontractor, and in a contract
between a subcontractor and any subcontractor thereunder, the percentage of the retention pro-
ceeds withheld may not exceed the percentage specified in the contract between the county and
the design-build entity. If the design-build entity provides written notice to any subcontractor
who is not a member of the design-build entity, prior to or at the time the bid is requested, that a
bond may be required and the subcontractor subsequently is unable or refuses to furnish a bond
to the design-build entity, then the design-build entity may withhold retention proceeds in excess
of the percentage specified in the contract between the county and the design-build entity from
any payment made by the design-build entity to the subcontractor.

(1) Each county that elects to proceed under this section and uses the design-build method
on a public works project shall submit to the Legislative Analyst's Office before December 1,
2009, a report containing a description of each public works project procured through the design-
build process and completed after November 1, 2004, and before November 1, 2009. The report
shall include, but shall not be limited to, all of the following information:

(1) The type of project.

(2) The gross square footage of the project.

(3) The design-build entity that was awarded the project.

(4) The estimated and actual length of time to complete the project.

(5) The estimated and actual project costs.

(6) A description of any written protests concerning any aspect of the solicitation, bid,
proposal, or award of the design-build project, including the resolution of the protests.

(7) An assessment of the prequalification process and criteria.
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(8) An assessment of the effect of retaining S-percent retention on the project.

(9) A description of the Labor Force Compliance Program and an assessment of the pro-
ject impact, where required.

(10) A description of the method used to award the contract. If best value was the
method, the report shall describe the factors used to evaluate the bid, including the weighting of
each factor and an assessment of the effectiveness of the methodology.

(11) An assessment of the project impact of "skilled labor force availability."

(12) An assessment of the design-build dollar limits on county projects. This assessment
shall include projects where the county wanted to use design-build and was precluded by the dol-
lar limitation. This assessment shall also include projects where the best value method was not
used due to dollar limitations.

(13) An assessment of the most appropriate uses for the design-build approach.

(m) Any county that elects to not use the authority granted by this section may submit a
report to the Legislative Analyst's Office explaining why the county elected to not use the de-
sign-build method.

(n) On or before January 1, 2010, the Legislative Analyst shall report to the Legislature
on the use of the design-build method by counties pursuant to this section, including the informa-
tion listed in subdivision (1). The report may include recommendations for modifying or extend-
ing this section.

(0) Except as provided in this section, nothing in this act shall be construed to affect the
application of any other law.

(p) This section shall remain in effect only until January 1, 2011, and as of that date is re-
pealed, unless a later enacted statute, that is enacted before January 1, 2011, deletes or extends
that date.
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Local Agencies and Design-Build Contracting:
A Briefing Paper for Legislators and Their Staffs

Each year, a handful of design-build bills move through the Legislature. You or your boss may
be asked by a lobbyist to carry a bill that grants design-build authority to a local entity. You or
your boss may be preparing to hear a design-build bill in a committee or on the Floor. If this is
the first time you’ve heard of design-build, then you’re in luck because this paper was written
just for you.

Before you is a brief introduction to design-build contracting and the legislative history of rele-
vant statutes. This paper focuses on local governments’ design-build authorizations and only
quickly mentions school districts and transit operators. The use of design-build by state agen-
cies, including the State Department of General Services, is beyond this scope of this paper.

Contracting by local agencies

In the contracting world, “project delivery method” refers to the contracting agency’s method of
procuring design and construction services. Design-build is just one of several different project
delivery methods.

The Local Agency Public Construction Act spells out the requirements and procedures that local
officials must follow when awarding public works contracts (Public Contract Code §20100, et
seq.). The Act has historically required public agencies to use the design-bid-build method.
However, over the past 10 years, the Legislature has allowed specified state departments and lo-
cal agencies to use the alternative design-build method.

What is design-bid-build?

The design-bid-build method is the most widely-used and well-established project delivery
method. This approach splits construction projects into two distinct phases: design and construc-
tion. During the design phase, the local agency prepares detailed project plans and specifications
using its own employees or by hiring outside architects and engineers. The design phase gener-
ally accounts for 5 to 10% of the project’s total cost. Once project designs are complete, local
officials invite bids from the construction community and award the contract to the lowest re-
sponsible bidder. The construction phase makes up the remaining 90 to 95% of the project’s to-
tal cost.



Design-bid-build was a reaction to the favoritism, corruption, and waste associated with major
infrastructure projects in the 19th century. Ever since contracting reforms formally separated the
design and construction phases at the turn of the century, design-bid-build became the traditional
procurement method for public agencies. However, some public officials are concerned about
the efficiency of the design-bid-build method in terms of project cost, schedule, and productivity.
For this reason, there is growing interest among local and state agencies to experiment with al-
ternative project delivery methods.

What is design-build?

The design-build project delivery method is one of the most popular alternatives to design-bid-
build. Under design-build, the owner contracts with a single entity to both design and construct a
project. Before inviting bids, the owner prepares documents that describe the basic concept of
the project, as opposed to a complete set of drawings and specifications of the final product. In
the bidding phase, the owner typically evaluates bids on a best-value basis, incorporating techni-
cal factors, such as qualifications and design quality, in addition to price. The winning “design-
build entity,” which can be a single firm, a consortium, or a joint venture, is responsible for
completing the design and all construction at the contract’s fixed price.

Proponents say the design-build method can expedite project completion (and, therefore, reduce
construction costs) when compared to the design-bid-build method. This advantage occurs in
part because design-build allows construction to begin during the design phase. Also, because
the designer and contractor are members of the same entity, the contracting agency does not get
pulled into time-consuming and costly disputes and lawsuits that often occur between the two
parties. Proponents also say that design-build promotes innovative design and construction ap-
proaches by giving contractors more flexibility over design, materials, and construction methods.

Design-build is not without its disadvantages. Because the owner does not fully define the pro-
ject upon entering into a contract, the owner gives up control over design and construction qual-
ity. Furthermore, because the designer and builder are on the same team, they share a financial

incentive to reduce quality to increase their profits. Critics also say design-build results in more
expensive change orders and opens the door to favoritism in the selection process.

Which method is better?

Each project delivery method offers certain advantages and disadvantages and no single method
is appropriate for all projects. Experts say the appropriate use of a particular method depends on
many factors, including the project budget, schedule, risk allocation, the contracting agency's
level of expertise, and the ability of the owner to define the scope of work clearly. On one hand,
projects that are relatively simple, like office buildings, and require a quick turn around are ideal
design-build candidates. On the other hand, projects with major unknowns in scope, complex
environmental or permitting issues, or unresolved third party concerns are not suitable design-
build candidates.



Legislative history

Beginning in the 1990s, the Legislature passed several bills authorizing specified local agencies
to enter into design-build contracts to construct public works. The Counties of Alameda, Sacra-
mento, Santa Clara, Solano, and Tulare and the Cities of West Sacramento and Davis were the
first local governments permitted to experiment with the design-build method. For several years,
the Legislature continued to take a piecemeal approach, adding counties and cities one at a time
to the list of those eligible to use the design-build method.

Today, all counties can use the design-build method to construct buildings and related improve-
ments and wastewater treatment facilities that cost more than $2.5 million (Public Contract Code
§20133; SB 416, Ashburn, 2007). Similarly, all cities can use the design-build method to con-
struct buildings and related improvements worth more than $1 million (Public Contract Code
§20175.2; AB 642, Wolk, 2008). A pilot program also permits cities, counties, and special dis-
tricts to use the design-build method to construct 20 local wastewater treatment facilities, local
solid waste facilities, or local water recycling facilities (Public Contract Code §20193, et seq.;
AB 642, Wolk 2008).

Cities and counties have used their design-build authority to construct a variety of buildings, in-
cluding a juvenile justice center, a children’s shelter, a library, county recorder’s office build-
ings, police stations, and a pump station.

The California Constitution gives charter cities broad control over their “municipal affairs.”
The courts have ruled that a city’s contracting procedures are a municipal rather than a statewide
concern (Piledrivers’ Local Union v. City of Santa Monica (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 509; Smith v.
City of Riverside (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 529). Therefore, charter cities have the authority to es-
tablish their own public contracting rules.

Redevelopment officials can use the design-build method for 10 public improvement projects
worth more than $1 million (Public Contract Code §20688.6; SB 4xx, Cogdill, 2009). Redevel-
opment agencies must submit their projects to the State Public Works Board for approval. The
Board maintains a list of approved and denied projects at
www.spwb.ca.gov/redevelopment_agency/.

An attempt in 2006 to authorize all special districts to use the design-build method (SB 1431,
Cox, 2006) died in the Senate Appropriations Committee. The Legislature continues to take an
incremental approach towards granting design-build authority to special districts. Table 1 sum-
marizes the legislation authorizing various special districts to use the design-build method.

Bills introduced in the 2009-10 legislative session reflect special districts’ growing interest in the
design-build method:
e The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California wants to use the design-build
method to construct and install solar energy projects (AB 958, Eng, 2009; Status: Gover-
nor’s Desk).



e Health care districts, which are under pressure to comply with the state’s seismic safety
standards, want to use the design-build method (AB 405, Caballero, 2009; Status: As-
sembly Appropriations Committee, two-year bill).

e Transit operators want an extension of their design-build authority sunset date from Janu-
ary 1, 2011 to January 1, 2015 (AB 729, Evans, 2009; Status: Governor’s Desk).

Table 1. Special districts’ design-build authority.

Special district Authorization Types of projects

Orange County Sanitation District SB 645, Correa, 2007 Projects exceeding $6 million

Santa Clara Valley Trans. Authority AB 904, Alquist, 1999 Transit stations, park-and-ride lots. mainte-
nance facilities, and office buildings

Santa Clara Valley Water District AB 674, Dutra, 2001 Projects exceeding $2.5 million

Hospital or health facility buildings and

Sonoma Valley Health Care District SB 1699, Wiggins, 2008 improvements exceeding $2.5 million

Capital maintenance or capacity-enhancing
Transit operators AB 958. Scott. 2000 rail projects exceeding $25 million and non-
rail transit projects exceeding $2.5 million

For a summary of the bills and code sections authorizing local agencies to use the design-build
method, see Appendix A.

Nuts and bolts

State law spells out the criteria and procedures that local officials must follow when using the
design-build method. Here are the major provisions for counties, cities, redevelopment agencies,
and some special districts: ’

Authorized projects. State law limits the types and cost of projects that are eligible for local
agency design-build contracting. Cities and counties, for example, can use the design-build
method for buildings and related improvements, but not for the construction of streets and high-
ways, public rail transit, and water resources facilities. A handful of special districts can use the
design-build method for more complex projects. See Appendix A for a summary of the types
and cost requirements of projects eligible for design-build contracting.

Prevailing wage enforcement. Labor compliance programs (LCPs) enforce prevailing wage for
public agencies that award public work contracts. As a condition of using the design-build
method, local agencies must establish LCPs or contract with a third party to operate their LCPs.
The State Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) is responsible for the approval and review of
LCPs. This requirement doesn’t apply if the local agency or the design-build entity has a collec-
tive bargaining agreement that binds all of the contractors performing work on the project. In the
contracting world, this form of an agreement is called a “project labor agreement.”




Recently, the Legislature shifted the enforcement of prevailing wage requirements to the DIR
(SB 9xx, Padilla, 2009). Local agencies that use the design-build method will not establish
LCPs, but instead, they will pay the DIR a fee. The DIR will use the fees to fund its prevailing
wage enforcement activities. There is no exemption for local agencies or design-build entities
that have entered into project labor agreements. These requirements take effect once the DIR
sets up the new fee-supported system. For more information, visit the DIR’s LCP webpage:
www.dir.ca.gov/lcp.asp.

Method. Local officials must follow a four-step design-build method:

e Prepare documents describing the project and its specifications.
Prepare a detailed request for proposals, inviting competitive bids.
Establish a detailed procedure to pre-qualify design-build entities.
Establish the procedures to select the design-build entity.

When pre-qualifying design-build entities, local officials must collect at least 11 types of infor-
mation. The design-build entity must list its proposed mechanical subcontractors and licenses.
The entity must also report past worker safety violations, contracting problems, contract defaults,
license violations, payroll violations, and bankruptcies. The entity must verify this information
under oath.

When awarding contracts, local officials must select the design-build entity by using either a
competitive bidding process in which the award goes to the lowest responsible bidder, or a “best
value competition” in which the local officials set the criteria. If local officials choose to evalu-
ate bids based on best-value, they must include the following five factors among their criteria
and assign a minimum 10% weight to each:

e Price;
Technical design and construction expertise;
e Life cycle costs over 15 years or more;
Skilled labor force availability; and

e Safety record.
Cities must weigh these five best value factors equally. Local agencies’ design-build statutes
define “skilled labor force availability” to mean the bidder has an agreement with a registered
apprenticeship program, approved by the California Apprenticeship Council, which has gradu-
ated apprentices in each of the preceding five years.

The local agency must rank the top three responsive bidders and award the contract to the bidder
whose proposal was ranked “most advantageous.” When local officials announce the award,
they must also identify the second and third ranked bidders.

Performance. The winning design-build entity:
e Must be bonded and carry errors-and-omissions insurance that covers its design and ar-
chitectural services.
e Must adhere to local performance criteria and design standards. Deviations require local
officials’ written consent.



e May use subcontractors who were not listed in its original bid. The entity must award
subcontracts by following a process set by the county or city, including publishing no-
tices and setting deadlines.

If the local agency’s bid request required the design-build entity to carry a performance and
payment bond, local officials can retain only 5% of the contract.

Evaluation. Because design-build contracting is a relatively new practice in the public sector,
legislators want local agencies to report to the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) regarding
their design-build experiences. The Legislative Analyst, in turn, must report on these design-
build experiences to the Legislature by certain deadlines.

In 2005, the Legislative Analyst’s Office published a review of state and local design-build prac-
tices, Design-Build: An Alternative Construction System. The Legislative Analyst compared the
advantages and disadvantages of the design-build and design-bid-build methods. The report
found that the design-build method can be a useful option for some public construction projects.
The report also recommended:

e The Legislature should adopt an inclusive, uniform design-build statute that applies to
all public entities.
Design-build should be optional and not replace design-bid-build.
Contracts for most project costs should be based on competitive bidding.
State law should ensure access for the greatest number of contractors.
There should be no cost limitations.
Design-build contracting should be limited to buildings and related infrastructure.

This report is available on the Legislative Analyst Office’s website:
www.lao.ca.gov/laoapp/PubDetails.aspx?id=1218.

The design-build statutes for local agencies also include sunset dates (Table 2). As these statutes
expire, local agencies will likely ask the Legislature to extend their design-build authority. At
that time, the Legislature may extend the authority, make the authority permanent, or allow the
authority to expire by not taking any action.

Table 2. Design-build legislation sunset dates

Sunset Date Agency

None Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Counties

Santa Clara Vatley Water District
Sonoma Valley Health Care District
Transit operators

January 1, 2011

January 1, 2013 Orange County Sanitation District

Cities

January 1, 2016 Redevelopment agencies

Counties, cities, and special districts (solid waste, water

January 1, 2020 treatment, and water recycling facilities ONLY)




2000 Compromise

The counties’ design-build language in current law is the product of a compromise struck in
2000 among local officials, labor groups, and contractors (AB 2296, Dutra, 2000). Local offi-
cials wanted the flexibility and potential cost savings offered by design-build contracts. Labor
unions wanted to ensure that contractors protected workers” interests. Contractors wanted to be
sure that they had fair access to contracts. Since 2000, Legislators have used the counties’ de-
sign-build language as a template for new design-build authorizations, including cities, redevel-
opment agencies, and individual special districts’ authorizations.

Concerns still exist
Not all parties are fond of the statutes born out of the 2000 compromise.

Non-union contractors believe the statutes give an unfair advantage to union contractors. As a
condition of using the design-build method, a local agency must establish a labor compliance
program (LCP). However, if the local agency or the design-build entity has entered into a pro-
ject labor agreement with its contractors and subcontractors, the local agency is exempt from the
LCP requirement. Non-union contractors oppose this exemption, arguing that local agencies are
more likely to favor union contractors because PLAs are much cheaper to form than LCPs.

The statutes require local agencies to include “skilled labor force availability” as one of their best
value factors. Non-union contractors oppose the statutes’ definition of “skilled labor force avail-
ability,” which requires contractors to obtain apprentices exclusively from apprenticeship pro-
grams that have graduated apprentices in the preceding five years. Because labor unions mostly
control existing apprenticeship programs, non-union contractors believe this language puts them
at a disadvantage.

Public agencies’ employees typically oppose design-build authorizations because they worry
about losing their jobs to private firms. Legislators face opposition from public agencies’ em-
ployees when they try to authorize design-build contracting for non-building projects. For ex-
ample, SB 233 (Cox, 2007) unsuccessfully attempted to expand the definition of “project” to in-
clude all public improvements, except for streets, roads, and bridges. In the end, the author
could only expand the definition to include wastewater treatment facilities.
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APPENDIX A:

An Inventory of Local Agencies’ Design-Build Statutes

Local agency

Code section

Related legislation

Sunset date

Types of projects

Cities

PCC §20175.2

AB 642 (Wolk, 2008)

SB 645 (Correa. 2007)
SB 535 (Runner, 2006)
AB 1329 (Wolk, 2005)

January 1, 2016

Buildings and related improvements
exceeding $1 million

Cities. counties, and
special districts

PCC §20193, et seq.

AB 642 (Wolk, 2008)

January 1, 2020

Regional and local wastewater treat-

ment facilities, solid waste facilities,

and water recycling facilities exceed-
ing $2.5 million; limit 20

Community college
districts

EDC §81700, et seq.

SB 614 (Simitian, 2007)
AB 1000 (Simitian, 2002)

January 1, 2014

Community college facilities exceed-
ing $2.5 million

Counties

PCC §20133

SB 416 (Ashburn, 2007)
SB 233 (Cox. 2007)

SB 287 (Cox. 2005)

AB 1511 (Evans, 2005)
AB 2296 (Dutra, 2000)

January 1, 2011

Buildings and related improvements
and county sanitation wastewater
treatment facilities exceeding $2.5
million

Orange County
Sanitation District

PCC §20785

SB 645 (Correa, 2007)

January 1, 2013

Projects, including public wastewater
facilities, exceeding $6 million

Redevelopment
agencies

PCC §20688.6

SB 4xx (Cogdill, 2009)

January 1. 2016

Public improvement projects exceed-
ing $1 million; limit 10

Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Au-
thority

PCC §20301.5

AB 2909 (Asm Trans, 2000)
AB 904 (Alquist, 1999)

None

Transit center or station, transit park-
and-ride lot, bus and light rail mainte-
nance facility, office building, and the
Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail
Project

Santa Clara Valley
Water District

PCC §21162

AB 674 (Dutra, 2001)

January 1, 2011

Projects exceeding $2.5 million

School districts

EDC §17250.10, et seq.

SB 614 (Simitian, 2007)
AB 1402 (Simitian, 2001)

January 1, 2014

School facilities exceeding $2.5 mil-
lion

Sonoma Valley
Health Care District

H&SC §32132.5

SB 1699 (Wiggins, 2008)

January 1, 2011

Buildings and improvements directly
related to a Sonoma Valley Health
Care District hospital or health facility
building exceeding $2.5 million

Transit operators

PCC §20209.5, et seq.

AB 378 (Duvall, 2008)
AB 372 (Nation, 2006)
SB 1130 (Scott, 2004)
AB 958 (Scott, 2000)

January 1, 2011

Capital maintenance or capacity-
enhancing rail projects exceeding $25
million and non-rail transit projects
exceeding $2.5 million
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APPENDIX B:

An Inventory of Local Agency Design-Build Bills

2009
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 263 Miller Introduced Authorizes the Riverside County Transportation Commission to use D/B
(Asm Trans) for transportation improvements on SR 91
AB 405 Caballero Asm Appr Authorizes health care districts to use D/B
AB 729 Evans Governor’s Desk Extends the sunset date for transit operators’ D/B authorization
AB 958 Eng Governor’s Desk Authorizes metropolitan water districts to use D/B for solar energy sys-
tems
AB 1062 Garrick Introduced Revises the definition of “skilled labor force availability” in public enti-
(Asm B&P) ties” design-build statutes
AB 1063 Garrick Introduced Revises the definition of “acceptable safety record™ in public entities™ de-
(Asm B&P) sign-build statutes
AB 1064 Garrick Introduced Deletes a labor compliance program exemption in public entities’ design-
(Asm B&P) build statutes
SB 4xx Cogdill Signed Authorizes various public agencies. including redevelopment agencies, to
use D/B for specific projects
SB 9xx Padilla Signed Amends the labor compliance program law and makes conforming
changes to public agencies’ design-build statutes
SB 43 Alquist Governor's Desk Authorizes a JPA, that includes the City of Santa Clara and the City’s re-
development agency, to award a no-bid D/B contract for the construction
of a football stadium
2008
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 387 Duvall Signed Exempts transit operators from a $2.5 mitlion threshold requirement when
using D/B to acquire and install security technology
AB 642 Wolk Signed Authorizes all cities to use D/B; authorizes cities, counties, and special
districts to use D/B for 20 wastewater, solid waste, or water recycling fa-
cilities
AB 704 Eng Failed in SLG Authorizes metropolitan water districts to use D/B for solar energy sys-
tems
AB 2993 Plescia Introduced Authorizes metropolitan water districts to use D/B for renewable energy
projects
SB 1350 Cedillo Died in Senate Appr Authorizes the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Commis-
sion to use D/B for a tunnel! closing the gap between 1-710 and 1-210 in LA
County
SB 1486 Ducheny Signed As a part of enacting the Otay Mesa East Toll Facility Act, authorizes the
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to use D/B for speci-
fied state highway projects and facilities
SB 1699 Wiggins Signed Authorizes the Sonoma Valley Health Care District to use D/B
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2007
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 1036 Keene Introduced Authorizes sanitation districts and levee districts to use D/B
AB 1240 Benoit Introduced Extends transit operators” D/B authorization to the Riverside County
Transportation Commission
AB 1373 Emmerson Introduced Authorizes the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) to
use D/B for improvements to highways that provide access to emergency
service health facilities in San Bernardino County
AB 1499 Garrick Introduced Authorizes the Department of Transportation to use D/B for highway con-
struction
SB 56 Runner Died in Asm Appr Authorizes state and local transportation entities to use D/B for 10 trans-
portation projects
SB 233 Cox Signed Authorizes counties to use D/B for county wastewater treatment facilities
SB 416 Ashburn Signed Authorizes all counties to use D/B
SB 442 Ackerman Failed in Sen Trans Authorizes the Orange County Transit District to use D/B for a HOV lane
SB 614 Simitian Signed Amends school districts and community college districts” design-build
statutes: (1) reduces the minimum project cost threshold from $10 million
to $2.5 million; (2) extends the sunset dates; and (3) authorizes all com-
munity college districts to use D/B
SB 645 Correa Signed Extends cities’ D/B authority to the City of Stanton; authorizes the Orange
County Sanitation District to use D/B
SB 683 Runner Introduced Authorizes the City of Santa Paula to use D/B for a wastewater treatment
plant
2006
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 372 Nation Signed Extends the sunset date for transportation operators’ D/B authority from
January 1, 2007 to January 1, 2011 and adds new cost requirements
AB 2580 Walters Died on Asm Floor Authorizes the Orange County Sanitation District to use D/B
AB 2604 Emmerson Failed in Asm Trans Authorizes the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) to
use D/B for improvements to the interchange of Tippecanoe Avenue and
Interstate 10 in the City of San Bernardino
SB 92 Dunn Died on Asm Floor Authorizes the Orange County Sanitation District to use D/B
SB 371 Torlakson Died on Asm Floor Authorizes certain state and local transportation entities to use D/B for
specified highway construction projects; later amended in the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee to only contain intent language
SB 535 Runner Signed Extends cities” D/B authorization to the City of Victorville
SB 1026 Kuehl Signed Authorizes the LA County Metropolitan Transportation Authority to use
D/B for an HOV lane
SB 1431 Cox Died in Senate Appr Authorizes all cities, counties, and special districts to use D/B for public

improvements
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2005
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 245 Walters Gut and amend Authorizes Orange County to use D/B
AB 1329 Wolk Signed Authorizes cities in the Counties of Solano and Yolo to use D/B
AB 1511 Evans Signed Extends counties’ D/B authorization to 6 more counties: lowers minimum
project cost threshold; and extends sunset date from January 1, 2006 to
January 1, 2010
AB 1699 Frommer Gut and amend Authorizes self-help transportation agencies to use D/B for eight state
highway construction projects
SB 287 Cox Signed Extends counties” D/B authority to 17 more counties
2004
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 2438 Leslie Introduced Extends counties’ D/B authority to Placer County solely for the construc-
tion of a justice facility
AB 2746 Strickland Introduced Extends counties’ D/B authority to the Cities of Fillmore and Santa Paula
SB 1793 McPherson Died in Asm Authorizes various local transportation authorities to use D/B for highway
construction projects. Similar to AB 692 (2003). but applies to different
transportation authorities.
SB 1130 Scott Signed Clarifies that transit operators may not use D/B for state highway con-
struction or local street and road projects
2003
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 692 Dutra Vetoed Authorizes various local transportation authorities to use D/B for highway
construction projects
AB 1267 Runner Introduced Extends counties’ D/B authorization to San Bernardino County.
SB 908 Denham Introduced Extends counties’ D/B authority to the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency for the construction of the Salinas River Diversion Facility
2002
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 1000 Simitian Signed Authorizes specified community college districts to use D/B
SB 356 Johannessen | Failed in the SLG Authorizes four cities to use D/B for projects that cost up to $30 million
SB 1759 Johannessen | Signed Authorizes four cities to use D/B for projects exceeding $5 million
& Torlakson
SB 1904 Vasconcellos | Died in Asm B&P Authorizes certain school districts to select design-build entities based

upon qualifications, experience, and expertise
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2001
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 674 Dutra Signed Extends counties’ D/B authorization to Santa Clara Valley Water District
AB 1402 Simitian Signed Authorizes school districts to use D/B
AB 1415 Leach Failed in Asm B&P Authorizes the City of Brentwood to use D/B
AB 1436 Correa Failed on Sen Floor Authorizes a local military base reuse authority to use D/B
SB 127 Johnson Introduced Commissions the LAO to conduct a study and report to the Legislature on
the appropriateness of expanding the number of local government entities
that may use D/B
2000
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 424 Wildman Vetoed Authorizes school districts to use D/B
AB 958 Scott Signed Authorizes transit operators to use D/B
AB 2296 Dutra Signed Authorizes seven counties to use D/B
AB 2366 Margett Died in SLG Establishes an inclusive. uniform D/B statute that authorizes all local
agencies to use D/B for general building projects
AB 2909 Asm Trans Signed Authorizes the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority to use D/B
for the Fremont-South Bay Commuter Rail Project
SB 1144 Johannessen | Signed Extends the D/B authorization sunset date for the Cities of West Sacra-
mento and Davis
SB 2117 Johnson Vetoed Authorizes the City of Tustin and the Tustin Community Redevelopment
Agency to use D/B for redevelopment projects at the Tustin Marine Corps
Air Station
1999
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 470 Wildman Vetoed Authorizes school districts to use D/B
AB 904 Alquist Signed Authorizes the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority to use D/B
for a transit center or station, transit park-and-ride lot, bus and light rail
maintenance facility, or office building
AB 1394 Margett Introduced Establishes an inclusive, uniform D/B statute that authorizes all public

entities to use D/B for general building projects
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1998
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 1136 Wildman Vetoed Requires public entities authorized to use D/B to report to the Joint Legis-
lative Audit Committee about their design-build experiences
AB 2044 Goldsmith Died in Senate Appr Establishes a uniform D/B statute that authorizes all public entities to use
D/B for public works projects
1997
Bill Number Author Status Subject
AB 774 Morrow Introduced Establishes a uniform D/B statute that authorizes all public entities to use
D/B for public works projects
1996
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
SB 1914 Johannessen Signed Extends counties’ D/B authority (AB 1717. Cortese. 1995) to the Cities of
West Sacramento and Davis
1995
Bill Number | Author Status Subject
AB 1717 Cortese Signed Authorizes five counties to use D/B

Key: ALG = Assembly Local Government Committee

Appr = Appropriations Committee

Asm = Assembly
B&P = Business & Professions Committee
D/B = design-build project delivery method
Introduced = the bill was never heard in a policy committee

Sen = Senate

SLG = Senate Local Government Committee
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Dear Senator Wiggins:

Enclosed is our office’s summary of the reports received from county governments
that have entered into design-build contracts. This summary is required to be submitted
to the Legislature pursuant to Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code.

Sincerely,

Mac Taylor
Legislative Analyst
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Summary

As part of legislation extending design-build authority to county governments, coun-
ties were required to report to our office on construction projects that they completed
with the design-build delivery method. This report provides a summary of the counties’
responses to our office. Although it was difficult to draw conclusions from the reports
received about the effectiveness of design-build compared to other project delivery meth-
ods, we do not think that the reports provide any evidence that would discourage the
Legislature from granting design-build authority to local agencies on an ongoing basis.
In doing so, however, we recommend the Legislature consider some changes such as
creating uniform design-build statute, eliminating cost limitations, and requiring project
cost to be a larger factor in awarding the design-build contract.

Background

Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code authorizes California’s county govern-
ments to enter into design-build contracts through January 1, 2011 for construction proj-
ects over $2.5 million. In order to help the Legislature evaluate the effectiveness of the
design-build process, the law requires counties that completed design-build projects by
November 1, 2009 to submit a report to our office. The statute further requires our office
to submit a summary of these reports to the Legislature by January 2010. In response to
this requirement, our office received reports on 15 design-build projects from nine coun-
ties. Of the 15 projects, only five were completed at the time the reports were submitted.
Some counties chose to submit information on projects currently in progress in order
to provide information on their design-build efforts and demonstrate their support for
extending design-build authority to counties beyond January 1, 2011.

The statute requires the counties to report on a number of factors for each of their
design-build projects:

o Type of facility.

e  Gross square footage of the project.

e Name of the design-build entity awarded the project.
¢ The estimated and actual project schedule and cost.

¢ A description of any protests concerning the solicitation or award of the
design-build contract.

e Anassessment of the prequalification process and criteria.

e Anassessment of the effect of withholding 5 percent on the project until
completion.

e A description of the Labor Force Compliance Program used and an assess-
ment of the project impact.
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¢ A description of the method used to award the contract and the factors
used to evaluate the bids.

e An assessment of the project impact of skilled labor force availability.

¢ An assessment of limiting design-build to projects with costs greater than
$2.5 million.

e An assessment of the most appropriate uses for the design-build approach.

Limitations of the Reporting Requirement

In general, it was difficult to draw conclusions about the effectiveness of the design-
build delivery method from the reports received. As mentioned above, only five of the
submitted reports represented finished projects and were able to provide complete
information on scheduling, costs, and outcomes. Assessing the effectiveness of design-
build from such a small sample size would not be reliable. Additionally, an assessment of
design-build would necessarily require a comparison with traditional delivery methods
(mainly design-bid-build). Time or cost savings are difficult to verify because there is not
a parallel project developed at the same time using design-bid-build.

Summary of County Reports
Below is a summary of the responses received for each of the reporting requirements
in the legislation.

Type of Facility and Gross Square Footage. Counties reported using design-build
for many types of projects with a large variation in size and scope. The variety of proj-
ects included office buildings, a parking garage, medical centers, correctional facilities,
a swimming pool, a children’s home, an airport terminal, and fire stations. The gross
square footage of these projects ranged from 4,180 to 250,000 square feet.

Project Schedule and Cost. The estimated costs of the design-build projects ranged
from $2.6 million to $770 million. Of the five completed projects, two projects had final
costs that were 5 percent and 16 percent less than their estimated costs. The actual costs
of two other projects were approximately the same as the estimated cost, while one proj-
ect reported actual costs were about 5 percent greater.

There was a similar mix of results for projects schedules, with most projects finishing
close to their targeted schedule. The longest delay was an additional three months on a
16-month project. One completed project reported finishing ahead of schedule, requiring
16 months on an 18-month project. Due to the overlap in design and construction phases,
proponents typically argue that design-build achieves time savings—and therefore cost
savings—compared to traditional delivery methods. It is not possible to determine from
the reports, however, if design-build allowed counties to pursue more aggressive schedules
than they could have under the more traditional design-bid-build. The reports only com-
pared estimated and actual schedules under the design-build method, without any detail
on how the projects’ schedules might have differed under an alternative delivery method.
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Protests Concerning the Solicitation or Award of the Contract. Each county re-
ported that that they did not receive any written protests concerning the solicitation, bid,
proposal, or award of the design-build contract.

An Assessment of the Prequalification Process and Criteria. Statute creates a two
step process for awarding the design-build contract. First, design-build contractors must
prequalify for the project by meeting minimum requirements set by the county. In the
second step, prequalified entities submit formal bids on the project which the county
evaluates upon predetermined criteria.

Public Contract Code stipulates some of the criteria that should be used in the
prequalification process including previous experience, financial capacity, safety record,
evidence of insurance, and previous performance. Most counties reported that they
either used the prequalification template developed by the Department of Industrial
Relations (DIR) or created their own standard questionnaire based on DIR’s criteria.
They also reported that the prequalification criteria were sufficient and did not adversely
affect the number or quality of bids.

A Description of the Method Used to Award the Contract and the Factors Used to
Evaluate the Bids. In the second step of awarding the contract, the legislation requires
counties to award the design-build contract to a prequalified firm through (1) a competi-
tive bidding process in which the contract is awarded to the prequalified firm with the
lowest responsible bid or (2) a design-build competition based upon best value criteria.
Each county used the best value award procedure rather than the lowest responsible bid.

Most counties submitted documentation of the point systems they used to evaluate
bids on best value. The most points were usually assigned to architectural design. The
statute requires that price, technical design, life cycle costs (which factors in operating
costs for the structure), skilled labor force availability, and safety record each account
for at least 10 percent of the total weight in the criteria. These five criteria were typically
weighted equally at the minimum of 10 percent with the exception of price, which in
some cases comprised 20 percent or more of the available points. Some counties reported
that life cycle costs were difficult to calculate and confirm, and were often so similar
between bids that the requirement did not help to differentiate between proposals. It was
also reported that safety record and skilled labor force availability were already evalu-
ated as part of the prequalification process and therefore did not always help to differen-
tiate between applicants at this stage.

An Assessment of the Effect of Withholding 5-Percent Retention on the Project.
Counties did not report any problems with retaining 5 percent. A few counties reported
that they typically withhold 10 percent, but that 5 percent was manageable for these par-
ticular projects.

A Description of the Labor Force Compliance Program and an Assessment of the
Project Impact. Each county reported either hiring a third-party consultant to monitor
labor force compliance or forming a Project Labor Agreement with a local trades coun-
cil. Counties did not specify any concerns with the labor compliance provisions of the
design-build legislation, as the labor force compliance program is required for all county

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE 3



projects regardless of delivery method.

An Assessment of the Project Impact of Skilled Labor Force Availability. One county
reported that the skilled labor force availability requirement was cumbersome and, in their
view, did not lead to a better project outcome. All other counties did not report any con-
cerns with this requirement and stated that skilled labor was readily available.

An Assessment of Limiting Design-Build to Projects With Costs Greater Than
$2.5 Million. Most counties preferred a lower cost threshold for the use of design-build.
Some counties reported considering additional projects for design-build, but being unable
to proceed because the projects cost less than $2.5 million. These projects included airport
improvements, water treatment facilities, tenant improvements, and mechanical replace-
ments. Suggestions for a new minimum cost were between $500,000 and $1.5 million.

An Assessment of the Most Appropriate Uses for the Design-Build Approach. As
already discussed, counties used design-build for a variety of projects. Some counties
reported that they preferred design-build for simple projects that do not have many un-
known variables. However, others used design-build for large, complex projects includ-
ing correctional facilities and an airport terminal. Although these projects were complex,
county officials believed design-build gave them a better opportunity to consider quality
in their selection process. Some counties also reported that the design-build delivery
method was faster and therefore more appropriate for time sensitive projects. Current
law restricts counties use of design-build to buildings and wastewater treatment facili-
ties. Several counties recommended extending the authority to additional infrastructure
projects such as solid waste facilities, roads, and transit projects.

LAO Observations and Recommendations

From these reports, it is difficult to find conclusive evidence as to the benefits of the
design-build method. Each county, however, expressed support for the design-build
process and was pleased with the project outcomes. Their experience tends to support
our past findings that design-build can be a useful alternative delivery method. (See,
for instance, our 2005 report Design-Build: An Alternative Construction System.) Currently,
design-build authority for counties expires on January 1, 2011. We do not think that
the reports provide any evidence that would discourage the Legislature from granting
design-build authority on an ongoing basis to local agencies. However, in any additional
extensions of design-build authority, either in limited terms or permanently, we recom-
mend the Legislature make a number of changes as discussed below.

Inclusive, Uniform Statute. Instead of separate legislation providing the design-
build authority for different time spans for different groups of state and local entities, as
currently exist, we recommend that a single statute be adopted that applies to all pub-
lic entities providing the same authority and limitations. Creating a uniform standard
would help contractors become more familiar with one standard for doing design-build
on public works in California.

Reporting Requirements. At this point, design-build authority has been extended
to numerous entities for the construction of buildings, wastewater facilities, and transit

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE 4



projects. If the Legislature chooses to make design-build more available to state and local
governments for these types of projects, we are not sure what additional value would

be added by continuing the reporting requirements in statute. However, the Legislature
may wish to have reporting requirements for extensions of design-build authority to ad-
ditional types of infrastructure projects, such as the reporting requirements included in
the recent extension of design-build authority to a limited number of highway projects.

No Cost Limitations. We recommend there be no maximum or minimum project
cost threshold imposed on design-build authority. Design-build could provide additional
flexibility for smaller projects in some cases.

Maintain Objectivity and Integrity of Procurement Process. In order to ensure
competitive pricing and objective awarding, we recommend that project cost constitute
a large factor in awarding the contract. As none of the counties chose to use the com-
petitive bidding option provided in statute, price could have represented as small as 10
percent of the factors considered in awarding the design-build contract. We would rec-
ommend increasing the weight of price in the best value criteria to at least 20 percent. To
maintain flexibility for counties, the Legislature could reduce or eliminate some of the
other best value criteria—currently mandated at 10 percent—which the reports identified
as less useful, such as life cycle costs, safety record, and skilled labor force availability.
Additionally, the Legislature could provide a third alternative for awarding the contract
that provides some of the flexibility of the best value option while maintaining an em-
phasis on pricing—sometimes called the “two-envelope system.” With this system, the
agency follows the same prequalification and request for proposals process as outlined
in the current statute. The short list of prequalified contractors then develop a technical
proposal, which is submitted in one envelope, with their price in a second envelope. The
agency reviews the technical proposals to see if they satisfy its requirements. For those
finalists whose technical proposals are satisfactory, the agency opens the second enve-
lopes and the contract is awarded to the proposal having the lowest cost. While we think
this could happen under the current statute, the Legislature could be more prescriptive
in this regard to ensure such an approach is considered.
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January 20, 2010

California State Senate
Renewal of Design-Build Legislation for California Counties

Legislative Oversight Hearing Comments
Prepared/Presented by Kanon R. Artiche, AIA, Solano County Architect

1.

2.

Good Morning Chairman Cox and members of the Local Government
Committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information and advice on behalf
of Solano County for renewal of legislation that affords California counties
the legal authority to use the design-build project delivery method for
capital projects currently chaptered in Section 20133 of Public Contract
Code.

| am Kanon Artiche, Solano County Architect and immediate past
President of California Counties Architects and Engineers Association, an
educational organization dedicated to improving capital project delivery
within California counties. | have been licensed to practice architecture in
the State of California for over 25 years and have over 30 years of
experience in the design and construction industry beyond my formal
education in architecture. | have spent approximately half of my career in
the private sector and half in the public sector.

Solano County was one of the eight original California counties authorized
to use the alternative project delivery method commonly known as design-
build when it was initially enacted in 1995. Throughout the years, Solano
County has delivered a diverse mix of design-build projects ranging from
small tenant improvement projects to the largest capital improvement
project in the County's history that consolidated over 15 County
departments in a development covering three city blocks that included a
six-story, 300,000 gsf Office Building, an adjacent five level parking
structure with over 1,000 parking stalls, a separate, free-standing two-
story, 43,000 gsf Probation Services building, a Public Plaza and a
separate Courtyard, each with water features.

On December 8, 2010, the Solano County Board of Supervisors
unanimously voted to support renewal of the legislation as part of Solano
County’s 2010 State Legislative Platform.

Recommendations included in the Legislative Analyst's Office’s Report
include: a) Establishing a single statute for marketplace consistency, b)
Limit reporting requirements to new types of infrastructure requirements
since history pertaining to the successful use of this delivery method on
buildings has been documented, c) Eliminate cost thresholds to utilize
design-build, and d) Make project cost “a larger factor in awarding the
(design-build) contract” by using the two envelope system; technical
proposal sealed in one envelope with price in a separate sealed envelope.
In general, Solano County supports the LAO’s recommendations but
requests that the renewed legislation not preclude a county’s ability to set
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a stipulated sum or fixed cost for the work and award based on Best
Value. This is the methodology that was pioneered by the State on the
East End project and has served as a model for counties statewide.
Solano County has utilized the Best Value method to define
enhancements that improve the operational, quality, schedule,
sustainability and community benefits and has successfully delivered
projects using this approach and it has been well received by the design
and construction community as well as local labor groups.

8. In additional to more traditional benefits of the design-build method, some
of which are outlined in the report from the Legislative Analyst's Office
such as single-source responsibility, increased project collaboration, cost
savings, schedule acceleration and construction input during the design
process, this approach has yielded some unique best value
enhancements without increasing project cost such as a cooperative
educational “Ground Floor” program in which the project was utilized to
expose interested students from a local high school to architectural and
construction related career paths. Such benefits would not be possible
using the traditional design-bid-build method of project delivery.

9. To directly address some of the issues under consideration at today’s
hearing, Solano County offers the following:

a Timing: Preference to make the current law permanent and extend
sunset clause to January 1, 2016 as a fall-back. Legislature should
not allow current law to sunset on January 1, 2011. Justification:
This method of project delivery affords counties another “tool in the
toolbox” to match project needs with an appropriate delivery
method.

o Project Limits: Preference is for legislature to repeal the $2.5
million minimum price threshold for county design-build projects.
Justification: Counties have delivered a wide variety of projects of
varying size and complexity. Local market conditions and project
need should inform the benefits and risk of using the design-build
method on a per-project basis.

o Preference is to repeal the language that limits county design-build
contracts to buildings and related improvements and wastewater
treatment facilities so that all projects that all capital project types
can utilize the design-build method. If repeal is not possible or
desirable, then the legislature should retain the language.

a Contract Procedures: Uniform legislation pertaining to the design-
build process for counties, cities, and special districts and
redevelopment agencies, whether in a single law or in separate
laws that contain similar, if not identical provisions, are preferred to
facilitate marketplace understanding of the statutory requirements.
Within that context, the legislation as currently written provides
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flexibility for the awarding body to Implement a legal process
tailored to the project and lead agency’s needs in a fair, cost
effective manner.

o The two envelope system could be added to the proposed
legislation but should not be a requirement for each and every
project. Counties should have the flexibility to utilize this method on
a per-project basis.

o Since legislation pertaining to cities and redevelopment agency use
of design-build contracts is more recent and therefore Iess-
established, it may be desirable to continue reporting requirements
to amass additional information.

a Qualifications — The legislature should require counties to ask
design-build entities if they have violated the federal False Claims
Act or the California False Claims Act. It may be desirable to place
a time frame in which such violations were reported (e.g. within the
last ten years).

10. The design-build delivery system affords an opportunity for California
counties to save time and money without compromising quality with a
focus on receiving maximum value for public dollars expended. Each
project delivery method has its inherent risks, but the risks have proven to
be manageable by counties while balancing the interests of the
design/construction industry and local labor. Any method that saves time
in the current marketplace will provide jobs and stimulate the local and
state economy at a time when it is greatly needed. For the reasons
previously noted, Solano County supports the renewal of the design-build
legislation for use by California counties.
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November 30, 2009

State of California

Legislative Analysts Office

Mr. Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst
925 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Solano County’s Report to Legislature per Section 20133 of Public Contract Code
Alternative Procedures on Bidding

The following is a report documenting Solano County's experience using the alternative
procedures on bidding, also referred to as design-build in this report, as permitted by Section
20133 of Public Contract Code.

Summary Findings and Recommendations

On November 30, 2004, Solano County submitted a previous report to the Committees on
Local Government of the Senate and Assembly and the Legislative Analysts Office prior to the
December 1, 2004 deadline under the version of the legislation that sunset on December 31,
2005. A copy of the previous report is attached for your reference and information pertaining
to the Solano County Government Center is amended as follows: Under Item 4, The
Estimated and actual length of time to complete the project, the Solano County Board of
Supervisors approved the Notice of Completion for the project on July 26, 2005.
Administrative close-out of the large project was complex, but the design/builder met every
contractual milestone of importance to the County. Under Item 5, The estimated and actual
project costs, the actual design/build cost was $82,985,843.

The current report covers design/build projects that were completed between November 1,
2004 and November 1, 2009. During this reporting period, the County of Solano has
successfully completed the Solano County Government Center project documented in the
November 30, 2004 report and has achieved Substantial Completion of a new Health and
Social Services (H&SS) Building in Vallejo. While the latter project was not completed by
November 1, 2009, this project is nearing completion; the County received a Temporary
Certificate of Occupancy for the project on October 14, 2009 and the County began operations
within the new building on October 26, 2009. Since the design-build agreement associated
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with this project was awarded under the current legislation and construction is substantially
complete, this report includes information pertaining to the new H&SS Building project.

The four projects documented in the previous reports submitted by Solano County dated
August 22, 2000, November 30, 2004 and in fifth project documented in this report have
varied in size and technical/logistical complexity over time, illustrating the County's increasing
confidence in using the design-build delivery method for capital improvement projects of
various sizes, types and complexity. The design-build method has proven to be an effective
project delivery method for Solano County, which is evidenced by the following:

o Tangible project and construction cost savings and/or added value realized as a consequence

of the best value selection process

Efficient, on-time project delivery

Seamless transition from design phase to construction phase

Lack of claims and rapid issue resolution due to single source responsibility

No written protest against the County on the solicitation, bid, proposal and award of any

project

o Acceptance in local marketplace as evidenced by use of both union and non-union labor to
deliver design-build projects at prevailing wage rates and implementation of the design-
build delivery method under a Project Labor Agreement

o Administrative efficiency of County's internal management resources

o End user satisfaction while maintaining or improving overall project quality and
functionality

Coood

A description of the New Health & Social Services Building project in the format stipulated in
Section 20133 of Public Contract Code follows.

SOLANO COUNTY HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES BUILDING, VALLEJO, CA

1) The type of facility:

The project was constructed on County owned land at the existing 9.29-acre South County
Government Center off of Tuolumne and Virginia Streets near downtown Vallejo. The existing
buildings on the site include the Hall of Justice and another existing Health and Social
Services (H&SS) building at 355 Tuolumne Street. The new H&SS building was constructed
in an area that had been part of the on grade parking lot. The project consists of the
construction of a new three-story, 58,000 gross square foot steel frame (with diagonal bracing
to resist lateral loads) H&SS Building of Type | construction with concrete slab-on
grade/spread footings, concrete floor and roof decks over metal pan, and exterior walls
constructed of metal studs with exterior plaster and dual-glazed window wall system. The new
H&SS building is located next to the existing three-story 68,000 gross square foot H&SS
Building. The new building houses a public health clinic on the first floor and H&SS programs
(primarily office space) on the two upper floors. The project also included landscaping and
hardscaping improvements to the existing County campus, construction of two new parking
lots on Virginia Street (County-owned) and at the Portuguese Center (leased/shared use
parking lot adjacent to the project site). Site work around the building included work in the
public right of way off Tuolumne Street and Virginia Streets, and an on-site public plaza linking
the existing H&SS Building with the new H&SS Building, including public art installations.
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2) The gross square footage of the facility:
The gross square footage of the New H&SS Building project is approximately 58, 000 gross
square feet constructed of three floors of approximately equal size.

3): The design-build entity who was awarded the project:

The design-build entity who was awarded the project was John F. Otto, Inc. of Sacramento,
CA (General Contractor) in association with TWM Architects of San Rafael, CA (Architect of
Record).

4) The estimated and actual length of time to complete the project:

Estimated: March 11, 2008 (Award of Design/Build Agreement) to January 26, 2010
(Approval of Notice of Completion by Solano County Board of Supervisors). A total of 566
days were estimated from Award of Design Building Agreement on March 11, 2008 through
Substantial Completion on September 28, 2009.

Actual: Final project duration is unknown since project has yet to be completed. A total of 582
days transpired from Award of Design Building Agreement on March 11, 2008 through
Substantial Completion on October 14, 2009, an increase of 16 days due to added scope of
work to the design/build agreement and long lead time in procuring Heating, Ventilating and
Air Conditioning equipment. The County resequenced its moves to accommodate the altered
contract time.

5): The estimated and actual project costs:

Estimated:  $20,300,000 (Stipulated Sum for Design/Build costs at contract award),
$27,799,741 (Estimated total project cost, including $959,539 in estimated construction
contingency).

Actual: Final actual costs are unknown since project has yet to be completed.
$20,612,350 (Stipulated sum plus approved Change Orders through October 31, 2009. An
additional $400,000 has been budgeted for outstanding Change Order costs. Approved and
anticipated Change Orders under negotiation include additional on and off-site improvements,
increased utility work, additional security cameras, additional restrooms within the facility,
exterior sallyport, energy efficiency and sustainable upgrades, and signage improvements);
$27,760,705 (Estimated total project cost at completion presented to Board of Supervisors on
November 10, 2009).

6): A description of any written protests concerning any aspect of the solicitation, bid,
proposal, or award of the design-build project, including resolution of the protests:
Not applicable.

7): An assessment of the prequalification process and criteria:

The process was successfully accomplished using a two-step procurement process based on
a written prequalification, design criteria solicitation. This process was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code between
September 17, 2008 and March 11, 2009. The first step included pre-qualification of design-
build teams which included a mandatory pre-qualification submittal conference. This step in
the selection process resulted in a response by five firms. The written information provided by
these firms was evaluated by a muiti-disciplinary team of County staff and County consultants
using pre-established evaluation criteria published in the prequalification solicitation notice.
This resulted in a determination that all five of the responding firms met the minimum pre-
qualification criteria.
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These five firms were invited to proceed with the second step of the selection process and to
submit a technical proposal that would be evaluated using a best value methodology
according to pre-established criteria published in the Request for Proposals (RFP) on
December 5, 2007.

Using established County procedures for selecting Design/Build teams, and consistent with
the intent of Public Contract Code 20133, a Request for Proposals (RFP) was developed for
issue to the pre-qualified Design/Build teams. That RFP included:

1.  The Bridging Documents (drawings and technical specifications) prepared by
Johnson Fain

2. Submittal of a Technical Proposal including descriptions of key building systems
and a Site Development Plan for improvement of the South County Government
Center campus

3. The form of Agreement between the County and Design/Builder, that the
selected Design/Builder would enter into with the County

4. Design Requirements — written descriptions of the scope of work that the
Design/Builder would be contractually obligated to deliver

5.  Appendices (which are not contract documents) providing information on site
topography, utilities, environmental approvals, building program, and other
information for the Design/Builder to use in preparation of their Proposals

The RFP also established a Stipulated Sum of $20,300,000 for the project, a fixed amount of
contract for which the successful Design/Builder will deliver the project described in its
Proposal. The RFP also requested a list of “Best-Value Enhancements,” elements which the
Design/Builders to add to the project within the Stipulated sum. The RFP included a proposed
list of enhancements, and also encouraged the Design/Builders to submit additional
enhancements in order to deliver best value to the County. A mandatory pre-proposal
conference was held on December 13, 2007 and a total of seven Addenda were issued in
response to prospective design/builder inquiries. This step included an interim presentation
by each firm before County staff and County consultants to confirm that they were
appropriately interpreting the bridging documents and a mandatory pre-proposal conference.
Proposals were received from four of the five firms (one withdrew when a key staff member
proposed for the project resigned). The proposals were initially evaluated by a cross-
disciplinary technical review team composed of County staff and County consultants
associated with the project. The technical review focused on the technical information in the
proposal, team organization and management and best value/quality enhancements based on
evaluation criteria published in the RFP. A technical report was provided by the technical
review team to a selection panel who met to review the information from the technical
reviewers. The selection panel conducted two hour interviews with each prospective
design/build team during which each team presented their proposal and the selection panel
asked clarifying questions pertaining to the written proposal of each firm. Following
interviews, the selection panel reconvened to finalize scoring of each proposal using a
standardized proposal evaluation worksheet and make a final selection. The rankings of the
proposing firms were published the day following the final deliberations by the selection panel
with contract award based on the pre-established best value methodology utilizing criteria
published in the RFP. The County provided a modest sum to proposing firms that were not
the highest ranked in order to offset costs incurred by the proposing firms during development
of the proposals.
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8) An assessment of the impact of retaining 5 percent retention on the project:

At the design-build entity’s request, the County permitted the design-build entity to establish
an interest bearing escrow account at an approved bank whose deposits are federally insured.
The County is placing the retention monies into this bank account each month in accordance
with the approved progress payments. These retention funds are being held until the Notice
of Completion is approved by the Board of Supervisors, when they will be released to the
design-Build entity. The County and the design-build entity have experienced no adverse
impact withholding 5% retention with the exception of the County having to process retention
funds to a banking firm each month, which marginally increases the County’s administrative
workload. The County and the design-build entity have been able to amicably address and
resolve project-related issues so that use of retention funds by the County to complete
substandard or other work that would ordinarily be performed by the design-build entity has
not become an issue.

9): A description of the Labor Force Compliance program and an assessment of the
project impact, where required:

The County negotiated a project-specific Project Labor Agreement (PLA) with the Napa-
Solano Building Trades Council for the New Health and Social Services Building project. The
provisions of the PLA provided protection from work stoppages, supported utilization of a local
work force and apprentices, clarified benefits for laborers working on the project, clarified
wages and hours of work per California Labor Code, and outlined grievance and arbitration
procedures. This is the first project that houses County programs and services that is being
delivered under a PLA. There have been no issues that have emerged from the PLA
implementation and enforcement.

The project followed the requirements of Section 1771 of the California Labor Code, including
prevailing wage rate requirements, a labor compliance program with all bid invitations
containing appropriate language concerning the project requirements, and a preconstruction
conference with the design-build entity with major subcontractors present to discuss federal
and state labor law requirements applicable to the contract. Project requirements included
that contractors and subcontractors submit certified copies of payroll records. These records
were reviewed as needed to verify labor compliance. The project had a small number of
requests made by non-profit labor organizations requesting subcontractor information. The
County provided the requested information and there were no labor compliance issues that
emerged through the project.

10): A description of the method used to award the contract. If best value was the
method, the factors used to evaluate the bid shall be described, including the weighting
of each factor and an assessment of the effectiveness of the methodology:

See information under the section titled, An Assessment of the Prequalification Process and
Criteria. The County’s Division of Architectural Services, which was responsible for
administering the project, supplemented its project management staff by hiring Swinerton
Management and Consulting, Inc. (SMC), a private sector project/construction management
consultant firm who assisted in preparing the Request for Qualifications and the Request for
Proposal, and Johnson Fain of Los Angeles, CA, who prepared the bridging documents for the
project. The County, SMC and Johnson Fain jointly administered the two step solicitation
process.
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As previously noted, following evaluation of the Statement of Qualifications from responding
firms using pre-established criteria that was included in the RFQ, a total of five firms were
invited to submit bonafide proposals. The proposals were initially reviewed by a Technical
Review Team composed of County staff and consultants based on criteria established in the
RFP which included:

o Technical design and construction expertise of the teams

Quality of projects they proposed

Skilied labor force availability

Safety record

Performance enhancements

Lifecycle costs

Sustainability/green architecture features

Energy conservation

Quality of work place environment

Enhanced work place communication

Project enhancements to be included in the Stipulated Sum

Project schedule

oOoobocdooo0o0ogoo

In addition, two primary areas of evaluation were considered, each of equal importance.

A. — Team Organization and Management: The degree to which the Design/Builder has
responded to the requirements of the Bridging Document criteria, and the manner in which the
team is structured to deliver the project in an effective, efficient and collaborative manner. A
total of 400 points were possible in the Team Organization and Management category.

The Design/Builder’s organization and management was evaluated in the following categories
and awarded points in each category as follows:
1. Relative Qualifications and Experience of Designated Subcontractors — 7100 points
2. Clarity, completeness, and responsiveness of Building Systems Descriptions to
Bridging Document criteria — 100 points
3. Clarity, completeness, and thoroughness of Design and Construction Management
Plan, and conformance to the Bridging Documents, budget and schedule
requirements, and contract requirements — 7100 points
4. Ability of the Design/Builder's team to work collaboratively together, and with the
County and its consultant team — 700 points

o Below Average 0-20 of the available points

o Normal/Expected 21-40 of the available points
a Above Average 41-60 of the available points
o Excellent 61-80 of the available points
a Superior 81-100 of the available points

B. Best Value/Quality Enhancements: The degree to which the design-builder provided
operational, functional, sustainability and schedule enhancements as described in the RFP
documents, and additional enhancements proposed by the Design/Build teams. Each
proposed enhancement was evaluated to determine its clarity, completeness and overall
coordination with the project design, construction, and performance goals. The Proposal
included a County-proposed list of Enhancements (above the base scope of the project) which
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the Design/Builders were encouraged to include in their Proposals. Points were awarded for
each item up to a maximum of 20 points per item as follows:

M - Moderate 0-8 points

S - Significant 9-14 points

O — Outstanding 15-20 points

The total possible number of points for the County list of Enhancements was 580 points. Any
proposed Enhancements in addition to the County list were scored using the same
methodology. Each Design/Builder's total Enhancement point score was multiplied by
400/580, in order to weight the “Best Value” / Quality Enhancements section equally with the
Organization and Management section.

The committee then conducted a two-hour interview of each Design/Build team, in order for
each to present its Proposal. Following those interviews, the committee, utilizing the
evaluation and scoring methodology described above, completed a diligent and thorough
process to score and rank each team. The results of this process determined the following
results, ranking the top three Design/Build teams, in order:

1.  Otto Construction — 610 points
2.  Overaa Construction — 581 points
3.  Roebbelen Construction — 450 points

Each design-build team was given the opportunity to present its Technical Proposal to the
selection panel. The presentation addressed the qualifications and expertise of the design-
builder’'s designated subcontractors, description of the major building systems, the design-
builder's design and construction management plan and a review of enhancements proposed
by the design-builder within the stipulated sum. Approximately one hour was allowed for each
presentation followed by one hour question and discussion period.

An equation was utilized to adjust the scores to reflect the equal 50% weighting factor for
Team Organization and Management and Best Value/Quality Enhancements noted above.
Following deliberations, final scoring was confirmed by each member of the selection panel
and entered on a proposal evaluation worksheet which is included in the project record. The
rankings of the proposing design-build firms were then published. The design-build
agreement was then finalized and signed by the County and the design-builder and approved
by the Solano County Board of Supervisors in an open, public meeting on March 11, 2008.

11): An assessment of the project impact of "skilled labor force availability™:

The County declared its intent to deliver the project under a PLA at the outset of the
solicitation process, the responding firms were aware of the business conditions that they
would be entering into and could therefore make an informed decision whether they wished to
pursue the solicitation. A condition of the Project Labor Agreement required that all laborers
except for supervisors above general foreman, which the design-builder could hire at their
discretion, would be hired through the local union hiring hall. The PLA did not mandate union
membership nor preclude non-union workers from participating as laborers, but the practical
effect of the PLA resulted in union laborers hired through the local hiring hall constructing the
project. Since the contractor that is part of the design-build entity awarded the contract is a
union contractor, this has not posed problems during the course of construction.
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Overall, the County considers the construction quality of the project to be high in relation to
previous projects and recognized industry standard, although the County and the
Design/Builder are evaluating the levelness of the second and third floors in relation to the
design criteria including in the bridging documents. The magnitude of the project, coupled
with workforce availability due to local market conditions in a downward economic cycle, has
made the project an attractive, highly visible project of long duration so it has attracted a highly
skilled labor force.

The solicitation process required that the design-build entity list subcontractors associated
with the project. The qualifications of these subcontractors were considered in the evaluation
of the qualifications of design-build entity. Because the design-build entity was able to
assemble a team of qualified subcontractors that the design-build entity had positive,
established working relationships with in the past, the County has not experienced adverse
issues arising from labor relations or lack of a skilled workforce.

12) An assessment of the design-build dollar limits on county projects. This shall
include projects where the county wanted to use design-build and was precluded by
the dollar limitation. It shall also include projects where the best value method of
awarding contracts was not used, due to dollar limitations:

In the version of the legislation that sunset on December 31, 2000, there was no upper or
lower threshold on design-build dollar limits. As noted in the August 28, 2000 report, Solano
County successfully delivered projects with limits below the threshold under the current
legislation, including projects valued at $2,282,550 and $438,213. With the completion of the
$18,233,582 Health and Social Services Headquarters Building with contract award to the
lowest responsible bidder, the completion of the $99,748,160 (total project cost) Solano
County Government Center with contract award based on best value, the impending
completion of the $27,760,706 (total estimated project cost) New Health & Social Services
Building project, the County has demonstrated, successful experience delivering various-sized
projects using alternative methods to bidding.

Based on the County’s past experience, assessment of local market conditions and workforce
availability which vary over time, as well as the needs and constraints of each individual
project, Solano County believes the current threshold to use the design-build delivery method
for projects in excess of $2,500,000 awarded using either the lowest responsible bidder or by
best value is a proper threshold to maintain for use of this project delivery method in the
future.

13): An assessment of the most appropriate uses for the design-build approach:

Solano County places no preconceived limits on the appropriate use of the design-build
delivery approach. Solano County attempts to evaluate each individual project and match the
project needs with the most appropriate delivery method that can meet the project need. In
this manner, the County can balance the risks associated with each method of project delivery
available to the County with local market conditions, budget and schedule constraints.

Solano County’'s past experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this
delivery method is appropriate for projects that have schedule constraints. For instance, the
Health and Social Services Headquarters Building (project completed in 2000) schedule was
timed to culminate with the expiration of several lease agreements of private office space that

C:\Documents and Settings\krartiche\My Documents\winword\admink\DBlegislaturereport11_30_09.doc



Report to Legislative Analyst’s Office

Solano County’s Report on Section 20133 of Public Contract Code
November 30, 2009

Page 9

housed Health and Social Services functions that were relocated to the new facility. The
project could not have been delivered within the specified time frame if the traditional
design/bid/build method were utilized. If the project had not been completed according to a
pre-established schedule, then the County would have been exposed to lease holdover costs,
thereby increasing the overall project cost.

Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this delivery
method is appropriate for projects that have budget and financing constraints. By completing
projects in a shorter duration with an assertive but achievable schedule, the County is able to
realize cost savings while maintaining project value. A shorter project duration translates into
reduced project cost by eliminating costs associated with contractor overhead. Since public
entities typically will not fully fund or finance a project unless it is relatively certain that it will be
completed, reducing the duration of the project schedule has enabled the County to take
advantage of low interest rates available in the marketplace. Every month that interest rates
rise has the effect of potentially reducing project scope if the County has a limit associated
with financing the project or if increased construction costs in the marketplace erode the
County’s buying capability. By awarding projects based on best value, the County has
experienced an increase in quality in comparison to those that would likely be achieved
utilizing the traditional design/bid/build method of project delivery. For instance, the County
was able to receive a significant enhancement for the New Health & Social Services Building,
including LEEDy certification.

As a practical and political reality, Solano County has experienced that the higher the cost of
the project and/or for projects located in a campus setting that is striving for architectural
consistency and/or appropriateness, the more interested the Board of Supervisors has been in
discerning what the design of the project will look like during the early stages of project
development. From this standpoint, the bridging method of design-build allows the policy and
decision makers to more fully understand the aesthetic appearance of key project components
that are locally sensitive while still maintaining flexibility for the design-build entity so that the
economic benefits of the design-build delivery method can be fully realized.

In summary, the County considers the design-build approach as an alternative procedure on
bidding to be an excellent project delivery approach that reduces the overall project
development schedule and construction cost while maintaining project quality that also
provides an added benefit of single source responsibility for both the design and construction.
This ultimately translates into reduced change orders and reduces the County’s exposure to
construction claims. Solano County’'s experience with the design-build approach
demonstrates that it is possible to maintain project quality utilizing design criteria, the bridging
method of design/build, contract award based on lowest responsible bidder or on best value in
both renovation and new construction projects. In short, it is well-suited for virtually ali project
types if the local project team has the ability to effectively manage project risks throughout the
project delivery process.

Through the County’s experience with the design-build approach, the County has been able to
successfully deliver projects using a variety of different building materials, occupancy types in
buildings containing uses ranging from standard office space to specialized spaces such as
hearing rooms and Board of Supervisors meeting chambers which have specialized
mechanical, electrical, technological and acoustic needs.
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On this basis, Solano County strongly supports continuation of this legislation, maintaining the

existing threshold requirements while making this alternative procedure on bidding available to
all California Counties.

Respectfully Submitted,

3

Kanon R. Artiche, AIA
County Architect

Attachment:  Solano County’s Report to Legislature per Section 20133 of Public Contract
Code Alternative Procedures on Bidding dated November 30, 2004
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November 30, 2004

California State Legislature
Local Government Committee
Senator Tom Torlakson, Chair
State Capitol, Room 5061
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Solano County’s Report to Legislature per Section 20133 of Public Contract Code
Alternative Procedures on Bidding

The following is a report documenting Solano County's experience using the alternative
procedures on bidding, also referred to as design-build in this report, as permitted by Section
20133 of Public Contract Code.

Summary Findings and Recommendations

On August 22, 2000, Solano County submitted a previous report to the Committees on Local
Government of the Senate and Assembly prior to the September 1, 2000 deadline under the
version of the legislation that sunset on December 31, 2000. A copy of the previous report is
attached for your reference.

The current report covers projects that were completed between the August 22, 2000 report
and November 1, 2004. During this reporting period, the County of Solano has successfully
completed one project that houses functions of the Health and Social Services Department,
however, the design-build agreement associated with this project was procured and awarded
under the legislation that sunset on December 31, 2000.

Solano County’s August 22, 2004 report included reference to another project, the County
Administration Center (CAC), which was in the formative stages. This project, which is now
referred to as the Solano County Government Center project, includes not only the CAC, but
has been expanded to include a 5-level Parking Structure and a free-standing Probation
Building. While this project was not completed by November 1, 2004, this project is nearing
completion; the County received a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the free-standing
Probation Building on November 1, 2004 and the CAC on November 12, 2004. An eight
phase occupancy sequence for these structures began on November 12, 2004. Formal
project completion is scheduled for March 2005. Since the design-build agreement associated
with this project was awarded under the current legislation and construction is substantially
complete, this report also includes information pertaining to the Solano County Government
Center project.
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The four projects documented in the August 22, 2000 report and in this report have increased
in complexity over time, illustrating the County's increasing confidence in using the design-
build delivery method for capital improvement projects of various sizes, types and complexity.
The design-build method has proven to be an effective project delivery method for Solano
County, which is evidenced by the following:
o Tangible project and construction cost savings and/or added value realized as a consequence
of the best value selection process

Og00OD

project

O

Efficient, on-time project delivery
Seamless transition from design phase to construction phase

Lack of claims and rapid issue resolution due to single source responsibility
No written protest against the County on the solicitation, bid, proposal and award of any

Acceptance in local marketplace as evidenced by use of both union and non-union labor to

deliver design-build projects at prevailing wage rates and implementation of the design-

build delivery method under a Project Labor Agreement

o Administrative efficiency of County's internal management resources
a End user satisfaction while maintaining or improving overall project quality and

functionality

A summary of the two projects contained in this report is shown in the table that follows:

Project Title Size Project Type Total Project Completion Date
Gross Square Feet Budget

Health and 115,000 | New Construction $18,233,582 | December 10,
Social Services 2002
Headquarters
Building,
Fairfield, CA
Solano County 300,000 | New Construction $100,603,927 March 2005
Government (Co. Admin. Center) (estimated) (projected)
Center, 325,000
Fairfield, CA (Parking Garage)

42,500

(Probation Building)

A description of the two projects in the format stipulated in Section 20133 of Public Contract

Code follows.

HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES HEADQUARTERS BUILDING, FAIRFIELD, CA
1) The type of facility:
The Health and Social Services Headquarters Building is a freestanding building housing the
administrative functions of the County's largest department. The functions administered from
this building include Administration, Mental Health, Substance Abuse, Public Health, Adult and
Child Services, Employment Services/Solano Works, Eligibility and a Child Care Center for
children of County employees with capacity for 60 children. The building was constructed of
tilt-up concrete with concrete slab-on-grade foundation, steel-framed second floor, and wood-
framed roof structure with composition roofing. Site improvements will include approximately
650 parking stalls, fandscaping and hardscaping.
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2) The gross square footage of the facility:

The gross square footage at design-build contract award was 115,000 gross square feet in
two stories. Due to savings accrued through the competitive bidding process, the project size
was increased to 122,000 gross square feet in two stories.

3): The design-build entity who was awarded the project:

The design-build entity who was awarded the project was John F. Otto, inc., of Sacramento,
CA. The design-build entity consisted of John F. Otto, Inc. serving as the General Contractor
and HDR Architects of Sacramento, CA serving as the Architect of Record.

4) The estimated and actual length of time to complete the project:

Estimated: August 2, 1999 to May 2002 from entitlements through final closeout. 560 days
from Notice to Proceed to design-build entity through filing of Notice of Completion.

Actual: August 2, 1999 to December 10, 2002 from entitlements through final closeout. 770
days from Notice to Proceed to design-build entity through final closeout (Schedule extensions
were granted by the County since the project scope increased at the County’s request.

Critical milestones that were identified by the County at the project outset were maintained,
such as substantial completion of portions of the project to avoid lease holdover penalties).

5): The estimated and actual project costs:

Estimated Total Project Cost: $17,496,973

Actual Total Project Cost: $18,443,340 (With County added project scope that increased
building size by 7,500 gross square feet, provided additional security devices, upgraded the
roof structure to accommodate future solar panels, accommodate an on-site public transit bus
drop-off, perform initial seeding of off-site wetlands mitigation, build-out of on-site daycare
center tenant improvements, outside play area and playground equipment).

Estimated Cost of Design-Build Agreement: $13,550,000

Cost of Design-Build Agreement at Award: $12,655,109

Actual Cost of Design-Build Agreement: $13,734,368

6): A description of any written protests concerning any aspect of the solicitation, bid,
proposal, or award of the design-build project, including resolution of the protests:
None.

7): An assessment of the prequalification process and criteria:

The process was successfuily accomplished using a two-step procurement process based on
a written prequalification, design criteria solicitation. This process was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code between
June 16, 2000 and October 30, 2000. The first step included pre-qualification of design-build
teams, which included publication of legal notices, and a mandatory pre-submittal conference.
Seventy-one Requests for Prequalification were issued and the mandatory pre-submittal
conference was attended by thirty firms. This step resulted in a written response by six
responding firms. The written information provided by these firms was evaluated by a multi-
disciplinary team of County staff and County consuitants using pre-established evaluation
criteria published in the prequalification solicitation notice. These criteria included the firm’s
past experience, the proposed personnel assigned to the project, the bonding capacity and
financial viability of the responding firms, etc. This resulted in a determination that three of the
six responding firms met the minimum pre-qualification criteria.
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These three firms were invited to proceed with the second step of the selection process,
solicitation of design-build bids. This step included a mandatory pre-bid conference and an
interim review of the design approach with each prequalified design-builder to confirm they
were interpreting the design criteria accurately in relation to the project scope. The County
issued five Addenda during the bid process to address bidder questions and further clarify the
bid documents. Bids were received from all three firms and opened in a public setting. The
bid form consisted of a base bid with unit prices (which were included as a means to fairly
negotiate pricing adjustments to the design-build agreement for tenant improvements against
a tenant improvement allowance) and two alternate bids (one to provide dual pane windows in
lieu of single pane glazing at all exterior windows and one to reduce the size of heating,
ventilating and air conditioning zones to a maximum of 1500 gross square feet). The contract
award was based on the base bid, an allowance associated with the unit prices, and both
alternate bids. This approach proved effective in meeting the goals of the project and
producing a successful project that meets County needs. The inclusion of unit pricing to
establish a tenant improvement allowance and facilitate negotiations of future change orders
proved instrumental in streamlining negotiations since pricing was already pre-established.

8) An assessment of the impact of retaining 5 percent retention on the project:

At the design-build entity’s request, the County permitted the design-build entity to establish
an interest bearing escrow account at an approved bank whose deposits are federally insured.
The County placed the retention monies into this bank account each month in accordance with
the approved progress payments. These retention funds were held until the Notice of
Completion was approved by the Board of Supervisors, when they were reieased to the
design-build entity. The County and the design-build entity have experienced no adverse
impact with holding 5% retention with the exception of the County having to process retention
funds to a banking firm each month, which marginally increased the County’s administrative
workload. The County and the design-build entity were able to amicably address and resolve
project-related issues so that using retention funds to complete substandard or other work that
would ordinarily be performed by the design-build entity never became an issue.

9): A description of the Labor Force Compliance program and an assessment of the
project impact, where required:

The project followed the requirements of Section 1771 of the California Labor Code, including
prevailing wage rate requirements as determined by the Department of Industrial Relations, a
labor compliance program with all bid invitations containing appropriate language concerning
the project requirements, and a preconstruction conference with the design-build entity with
major subcontractors present to discuss federal and state labor law requirements applicable to
the contract. Project requirements included that contractors and subcontractors submit
weekly-certified copies of payroll records. These records were reviewed as needed to verify
labor compliance. The project had a small number of requests made by outside labor
agencies asking for subcontractor information, since there were both union and non-union
subcontractors working on the project for the design-build entity. The County provided the
requested information and there were no labor compliance issues that emerged through the
project.
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10): A description of the method used to award the contract. If best value was the
method, the factors used to evaluate the bid shall be described, including the weighting
of each factor and an assessment of the effectiveness of the methodology:

See information under the section titled, An Assessment of the Prequalification Process and
Criteria. The project was administered using a three-tiered project management committee
structure: an Executive Committee, a Steering Committee and Work Groups. The Executive
Committee, which was the highest level committee, addressed project-related issues that
were outside the original project scope and issues that could not be resolved at a lower
committee level. The Executive Committee met on an as-needed basis and consisted of the
Board Chair and the County Administrator. The Steering Committee, a multi-disciplinary
group of County employees at Senior Management level and above, met monthly to address
and resolve project-related issues that fell within the project scope. Various Work Groups,
which were composed of technical personnel, met as needed to address technical issues
pertaining to the project scope. This three-tiered committee approach proved effective in
resolving issues at the lowest level possible while providing an efficient escalation ladder. The
County’s Division of Architectural Services, which was responsible for administering the
project on a day-to-day basis, supplemented its project management staff by hiring URS
Construction Services, a private project/construction management consultant firm. The
bidding process was based on design criteria documents and an architectural program
prepared by the County’s consultant architectural firm, Ross Drulis Architects of Sonoma, CA.
The County, URS and Ross Drulis jointly administered a bid process based on a lump sum
bid, a unit pricing allowance and alternate bids with the lowest responsible and prequalified
design-builder awarded the design-build agreement.

11): An assessment of the project impact of "skilled labor force availability:

The project utilized a skilled labor force composed of both union and non-union
subcontractors. For instance, the key mechanical and electrical subcontractors were non-
union firms. They were able to work alongside trade subcontractors that were unionized. Part
of the prequalification process required that the design-build entity list subcontractors
associated with the project. The qualifications of these subcontractors were considered in the
evaluation of the qualifications of design-build entity in the first step of the selection process.
Because the design-build entity was able to assemble a team of qualified subcontractors that
the design-build entity had positive, established working relationships with in the past, the
County experienced no adverse issues arising from labor relations or lack of a skilled
workforce.

12) An assessment of the design-build dollar limits on county projects. This shall
include projects where the county wanted to use design-build and was precluded by
the dollar limitation. It shall also include projects where the best value method of
awarding contracts was not used, due to dollar limitations:

In the version of the legislation that sunset on December 31, 2000, there was no upper or
lower threshold on design-build dollar limits. As noted in the August 28, 2000 report, Solano
County successfully delivered projects with limits below the threshold under the current
legislation, including projects valued at $2,282,550 and $438,213. With the completion of the
$18,233,582 Health and Social Services Headquarters Building, with contract award to the
lowest responsible bidder and the impending completion of the $100,603,927 Solano County
Government Center, with contract award based on best value, the County has demonstrated
successful experience delivering various-sized projects using alternative methods to bidding.
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Based on the County’s past experience, assessment of local market conditions and workforce
availability which vary over time, as well as the needs and constraints of each individual
project, Solano County believes the restriction to limit the use of the design-build delivery
method to projects in excess of $10 million is a restriction that does not ultimately serve the
best interests of Solano County citizens. In order to meet its diverse capital project needs, the
County believes that citizens are best served when alternative methods to bidding can be
fairly assessed, selected and implemented for projects of all sizes in order to balance the risks
associated with various project delivery methods with local market conditions, budget and
schedule constraints.

For instance, Solano County’s Division of Architectural Services has the capability to develop
design criteria documents for small projects in-house. If the County were permitted to utilize
this approach, then project delivery schedules could be compressed which in turn translates
into economic savings that save local taxpayer dollars. The County was also precluded from
considering the use of the design-build method on diverse projects such as the upgrade to the
security systems in our Adult Sentenced Detention Facility, various Americans with Disabilities
Act retrofit projects (these projects have ready made design criteria established in code and
guidelines and are therefore good candidates for the design-build delivery method), a variety
of projects at local parks including a new Interpretive Center, and construction of new branch
libraries and library renovations

13): An assessment of the most appropriate uses for the design-build approach:
Solano County places no preconceived limits on the appropriate use of the design-build
delivery approach. As noted in the previous section, the County attempts to evaluate each
individual project and match the project needs with the most appropriate delivery method that
can meet the project need. In this manner, the County can balance the risks associated with
each method of project delivery available to the County with local market conditions, budget
and schedule constraints.

Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this delivery
method is appropriate for projects that have schedule constraints. For instance, the Health
and Social Services Headquarters Building schedule was timed to culminate with the
expiration of several lease agreements of private office space that housed Health and Social
Services functions that were relocated to the new facility. The project could not have been
delivered within the specified time frame if the traditional design/bid/build method were
utilized. If the project had not been completed according to a pre-established schedule, then
the County would have been exposed to a 25% premium in lease holdover costs, which would
have increased the overall project cost and/or forced reduction in programs and services. Use
of the design-build method allowed the County to overlap the design-build process with project
entitlements so that the site, which was discovered to contain wetlands, could qualify for
mitigation under the nationwide permit under the Army Corps of Engineers. This approach
enabled the entire project schedule to be streamlined and compressed.

Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this delivery

method is appropriate for projects that have budget and financing constraints. By completing
projects in a shorter duration with an assertive but achievable schedule, the County is able to
realize cost savings while maintaining project value. A shorter project duration translates into
reduced project cost by eliminating costs associated with contractor overhead. For instance,
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most public entities typically will not fully fund or finance a project unless it is relatively certain
that it will be completed. Through the design-build process, the County has been able to
avoid severe penalties under the three year rule that is commonly associated with issuance of
Certificates of Participation. Under this rule, project funds must be expended within three
years of the date of original issuance. The design-build delivery method enables the County
to fund the project at the outset of the design-build process, which not only increases the
probability of project completion, but allows funds that the County would ordinarily have to
front for the design process to be utilized for other projects or for other purposes. This has
been especially important as the state has reduced its budget allocation to Counties and has
helped enable programs and services in Solano County to be maintained and in some cases
expanded.

Also, reducing the duration of the project schedule has enabled the County to take advantage
of low interest rates in the current marketplace. With interest rates beginning to rise, every
month that interest rates rise has the effect of potentially reducing project scope if the County
has a limit associated with financing the project or if increased construction costs in the
marketplace erode the County’s buying capability.

By awarding projects based on best value, the County has experienced an increase in quality
in comparison to those that would likely be achieved utilizing the traditional design/bid/build
method of project delivery. For instance, the County was able to receive a significant
enhancement to the exterior skin of the Probation Building, which was upgraded from stud
framing with an exterior plaster or exterior insulating finishing system to precast concrete at no
additional cost to the County. This was achievable due to the economy of scale associated
with precast concrete for the entire Government Center project.

As a practical and political reality, Solano County has experienced that the higher the cost of
the project and/or for projects located in a campus setting that is striving for architectural
consistency and/or appropriateness, the more interested the Board of Supervisors has been in
discerning what the design of the project will look like during the early stages of project
development. From this standpoint, the bridging method of design-build allows the policy and
decision makers to more fully understand the aesthetic appearance of key project components
that are locally sensitive while still maintaining flexibility for the design-build entity so that the
economic benefits of the design-build delivery method can be fully realized.

In summary, the County considers the design-build approach as an alternative procedure on
bidding to be an excellent project delivery approach that reduces the overall project
development schedule and construction cost while maintaining project quality that also
provides an added benefit of single source responsibility for both the design and construction.
This ultimately translates into reduced change orders and reduces the County’s exposure to
construction claims. Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach
demonstrates that it is possible to maintain project quality utilizing design criteria, the bridging
method of design build, contract award based on lowest responsible bidder or on best value in
both renovation and new construction projects. In short, it is well-suited for virtually all project
types if the local project team has the ability to effectively manage project risks throughout the
project delivery process.
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Through the County’s experience with the design-build approach, the County has been able to
successfully deliver projects using a variety of different building materials, occupancy types in
buildings containing uses ranging from standard office space to specialized spaces such as
hearing rooms and Board of Supervisors meeting chambers which have specialized
mechanical, electrical, technological and acoustic needs. On this basis, Solano County
strongly supports continuation of this legislation, relaxing the threshold requirements, and
making this alternative procedure on bidding available to all California Counties.

SOLANO COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, FAIRFIELD, CA

1) The type of facility:

The Solano County Government Center project is the largest capital improvement project that
will house County programs and services in the County’s history as measured by square
footage constructed and dollars expended. Based on a master plan of the downtown Fairfield
county campus that was approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 10, 2000, The project
consists of three major components; a County Administration Center (CAC) with a Public
Plaza and a Public Courtyard, an adjacent Parking Structure, and a free-standing Probation
Building. This project consolidates 15 County departments housed in 20 separate facilities.
The CAC and Probation Buildings are steel-framed structures (moment frame for CAC and
diagonal bracing for Probation Building) with concrete floor and roof decks and precast
concrete/dual-glazed exterior cladding. The Parking Structure is a hybrid structure of precast
concrete, cast-in-place concrete with post-tensioned floors, with exterior precast concrete
cladding. All structures are supported by concrete pile foundation system.

2) The gross square footage of the facility:

The gross square footage of the County Administration Center is 300,000 gross square feet
with six stories. The Parking Structure contains 325,000 gross square feet with five levels (at
grade and above) containing over 1,000 parking stalls. The Probation Building is 42,500
gross square feet with two stories.

3): The design-build entity who was awarded the project:

The design-build entity who was awarded the project was Clark Design-Build of California, Inc.
of Oakland, CA. The design-build entity consists of Clark Construction serving as the General
Contractor and Kaplan McLaughlin Diaz of San Francisco, CA serving as the Architect of
Record.

4) The estimated and actual length of time to complete the project:

Estimated: June 13, 2000 to March 2004 from entitlements through project close-out.
Approximately 850 days from Notice to Proceed to the design-build entity through filing of the
Notice of Completion.

Actual: Unknown since project has yet to be completed.

5): The estimated and actual project costs:
Estimated: $71,157,000 to $81,831,000

6): A description of any written protests concerning any aspect of the solicitation, bid,

proposal, or award of the design-build project, including resolution of the protests:
Not applicable.
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7): An assessment of the prequalification process and criteria:

The process was successfully accomplished using a two-step procurement process based on
a written prequalification, design criteria solicitation. This process was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Section 20133 of the Public Contract Code between
June 7, 2002 and November 19, 2002. The first step included pre-qualification of design-build
teams which included a mandatory pre-qualification submittal conference. This step in the
selection process resulted in a response by eight firms. The written information provided by
these firms was evaluated by a multi-disciplinary team of County staff and County consultants
using pre-established evaluation criteria published in the prequalification solicitation notice.
This resulted in a determination that five of the eight responding firms met the minimum pre-
qualification criteria and were interviewed. Following oral interviews, the firms were re-ranked
according to the pre-determined and published evaluation criteria. Among these five, three
firms were invited to proceed with the second step of the selection process and to submit a
technical proposal that would be evaluated using a best value methodology according to pre-
established criteria published in the Request for Proposals (RFP). This step included an
interim presentation by each firm before County staff and County consultants to confirm that
they were appropriately interpreting the bridging documents and a mandatory pre-proposal
conference. Proposals were received from all three firms. The proposals were initially
evaluated by a cross-disciplinary technical review team composed of County staff and County
consultants associated with the project. The technical review focused on the technical
information in the proposal, team organization and management and best value/quality
enhancements based on evaluation criteria published in the RFP. A technical report was
provided by the technical review team to a selection panel who met to review the information
from the technical reviewers. This meeting resulted in a group of seven questions applicable
to all proposers that were distributed to each proposer in advance of proposal interviews.
Proposers were requested to submit written responses to the seven questions on the day
following the oral interviews. Other questions that were specific to a particular proposer were
posed by the selection panel during the proposal interviews. The selection panel reconvened
after receiving written responses to the seven questions and to finish scoring each proposal
using a standardized proposal evaluation worksheet and make a final selection. The rankings
of the proposing firms were published the day following the final deliberations by the selection
panel with contract award based on the pre-established best value methodology utilizing
criteria published in the RFP. The County provided a modest sum to proposing firms that
were not the highest ranked in order to offset costs incurred by the proposing firms during
development of the proposals.

8) An assessment of the impact of retaining 5 percent retention on the project:

At the design-build entity’s request, the County permitted the design-build entity to establish
an interest bearing escrow account at an approved bank whose deposits are federally insured.
The County is placing the retention monies into this bank account each month in accordance
with the approved progress payments. These retention funds are being held until the Notice
of Completion is approved by the Board of Supervisors, when they will be released to the
design-Build entity. The County and the design-build entity have experienced no adverse
impact withholding 5% retention with the exception of the County having to process retention
funds to a banking firm each month, which marginally increases the County’s administrative
workload. The County and the design-build entity have been able to amicably address and
resolve project-related issues so that use of retention funds by the County to complete
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substandard or other work that would ordinarily be performed by the design-build entity has
not become an issue.

9): A description of the Labor Force Compliance program and an assessment of the
project impact, where required:

The County negotiated a project-specific Project Labor Agreement (PLA) with the Napa-
Solano Building Trades Council for the Solano County Government Center project. The
provisions of the PLA provided protection from work stoppages, supported utilization of a local
work force and apprentices, clarified benefits for laborers working on the project, clarified
wages and hours of work per California Labor Code, and outlined grievance and arbitration
procedures. This is the first project that houses County programs and services that is being
delivered under a PLA. There have been no issues that have emerged from the PLA
implementation and enforcement.

The project followed the requirements of Section 1771 of the California Labor Code, including
prevailing wage rate requirements, a labor compliance program with all bid invitations
containing appropriate language concerning the project requirements, and a preconstruction
conference with the design-build entity with major subcontractors present to discuss federal
and state labor law requirements applicable to the contract. Project requirements included
that contractors and subcontractors submit certified copies of payroll records. These records
were reviewed as needed to verify labor compliance. The project had a small number of
requests made by non-profit labor organizations requesting subcontractor information. The
County provided the requested information and there were no labor compliance issues that
emerged through the project.

10): A description of the method used to award the contract. If best value was the
method, the factors used to evaluate the bid shall be described, including the weighting
of each factor and an assessment of the effectiveness of the methodology:

See information under the section titled, An Assessment of the Prequalification Process and
Criteria. The County’s Division of Architectural Services, which was responsible for
administering the project, supplemented its project management staff by hiring URS
Construction Services, a private project/construction management consultant firm who
assisted in preparing the Request for Qualifications and the Request for Proposal, and
Johnson Fain of Los Angeles, CA, who prepared the bridging documents for the project. The
County, URS and Johnson Fain jointly administered the two step solicitation process. As
previously noted, following evaluation of the Statement of Qualifications from responding firms
using pre-established criteria that was included in the RFQ, a total of three firms were invited
to submit bonafide proposals. The proposals were initially reviewed by a Technical Review
Team composed of County staff and consultants based on criteria established in the RFP
which included:

Technical design and construction expertise of the teams

Quality of projects they proposed

Skilled labor force availability

Safety record

Performance enhancements

Lifecycle costs

Sustainability/green architecture features

OO0 000p
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Energy conservation

Quality of work place environment

Enhanced work place communication

Long term economic benefit due to both passive and active energy systems
Project schedule

[ i W Wy &

In addition, two primary areas of evaluation were considered, each of equal importance.

A. — Team Organization and Management: The manner in which the design-build entity has
structured its team to deliver the project in an effective, efficient and collaborative manner.
This included the relevant expertise of the designated subcontractors, the clarity and
completeness of the description of proposed building systems, the design-builder’s
project/construction management plan, the ability to meet budget and schedule requirements,
and the ability to work collaboratively with the County and its consultant team. A total of 600
points were possible in the Team Organization and Management category. Each category
was evaluated and awarded points up to a maximum of 200 points as follows using the
scoring ranges listed below:

1. Relative Qualifications and Experience of “Designated” Subcontractors — 200 points
2. Relative Responsiveness of Proposed Building Systems to Bridging Document Criteria

— 200 points
3. Relative Clarity and Thoroughness of Design and Construction Management Plan —
200 points
o Below Average 0-80 of the available points
o Normal/Expected 81-110 of the available points
o Above Average 110-140 of the available points
a Excellent 141-170 of the available points
a Superior 171-200 of the available points

B. Best Value/Quality Enhancements: The degree to which the design-builder provided
operational, functional, sustainability and schedule enhancements as described in the RFP
documents. Each proposed enhancement was evaluated to determine its clarity,
completeness and overall coordination with the project design, construction, and performance
goals. Points were awarded for each item up to a maximum of 20 points per item as follows:

M — Moderate 40%-60% of the available points
S - Significant 61%-80% of the available points
O — QOutstanding 81%-100% of the available points

A technical report was prepared and provided to the selection panel. Questions regarding
clarifications of each design-build proposal were reviewed with the selection panel and
forwarded by e-mail to each of the three firms. A written response to seven specific questions
was requested and the balance of the questions relating to a particular firm was addressed
during the interviews. Oral interviews with a duration of two hours per firm were conducted for
all three firms on the same day.

Each design-build team was given the opportunity to present its Technical Proposal to the
selection panel. The presentation addressed the qualifications and expertise of the design-
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builder’s designated subcontractors, description of the major building systems, the design-
builder’s design and construction management plan and a review of enhancements proposed
by the design-builder within the stipulated sum. Approximately one hour was allowed for each
presentation followed by one hour question and discussion period.

Following the design-build interviews, the selection panel conducted preliminary scoring of the
proposals. The following day the selection panel received the written responses to the
questions from each firm and scoring was finalized. The scoring was conducted based on
information in each proposal, input from the Technical Review Team and the information
gleaned during the interviews.

An equation was utilized to adjust the scores to reflect the equal 50% weighting factor for
Team Organization and Management and Best Value/Quality Enhancements noted above.
Following deliberations, final scoring was confirmed by each member of the selection panel
and entered on a proposal evaluation worksheet which is included in the project record. The
rankings of the proposing design-build firms were then published. The design-build
agreement was then finalized and signed by the County and the design-builder. The Board of
Supervisors delegated signatory authority to the County Administrator through previous Board
action. Staff then briefed the Board in public session regarding the selection and award
process and formally introduced the project’s design-builder to the Board of Supervisors.

11): An assessment of the project impact of "skilled labor force availability”:

The County declared its intent to deliver the project under a PLA at the outset of the
solicitation process, the responding firms were aware of the business conditions that they
would be entering into and could therefore make an informed decision whether they wished to
pursue the solicitation. A condition of the Project Labor Agreement required that all laborers
except for supervisors above general foreman, which the design-builder could hire at their
discretion, would be hired through the local union hiring hall. The PLA did not mandate union
membership nor preclude non-union workers from participating as laborers, but the practical
effect of the PLA resulted in union laborers hired through the local hiring hall constructing the
project. Since the contractor that is part of the design-build entity awarded the contract is a
union contractor, this has not posed problems during the course of construction. The County
considers the construction quality of the project to be high in relation to previous projects and
recognized industry standard. The magnitude of the project, coupled with workforce
availability due to local market conditions, has made the project an attractive, highly visible
project of long duration so it has attracted a highly skilled labor force.

The solicitation process required that the design-build entity list subcontractors associated
with the project. The qualifications of these subcontractors were considered in the evaluation
of the qualifications of design-build entity. Because the design-build entity was able to
assemble a team of qualified subcontractors that the design-build entity had positive,
established working relationships with in the past, the County has not experienced adverse
issues arising from labor relations or lack of a skilled workforce. The project’s design-builder,
however, has noted that it would be desirable to be relieved naming specific subcontractors
but submit a group of qualified subcontractors. Then, when the design is finalized, work would
be bid in a competitive manner among the previously named subcontractors to provide
competitive pricing. The design-builder has informed the County that by listing a single
subcontractor for each trade before design has been completed, the design-builder has little
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ability to negotiate pricing since the subcontractor knows that it will be performing the work.
Under a contract award based on a stipulated sum, this creates a hardship for the design-
builder and ultimately for the County if the design-builder experiences undue financial
hardship.

12) An assessment of the design-build dollar limits on county projects. This shall
include projects where the county wanted to use design-build and was precluded by
the dollar limitation. It shall also include projects where the best value method of
awarding contracts was not used, due to dollar limitations:

In the version of the legislation that sunset on December 31, 2000, there was no upper or
lower threshold on design-build dollar limits. As noted in the August 28, 2000 report, Solano
County successfully delivered projects with limits below the threshold under the current
legislation, including projects valued at $2,282,550 and $438,213. With the completion of the
$18,233,582 Health and Social Services Headquarters Building with contract award to the
lowest responsible bidder and the impending completion of the $100,603,927 Solano County
Government Center with contract award based on best value, the County has demonstrated,
successful experience delivering various-sized projects using alternative methods to bidding.

Based on the County’s past experience, assessment of local market conditions and workforce
availability which vary over time, as well as the needs and constraints of each individual
project, Solano County believes the restriction to limit the use of the design-build delivery
method to projects in excess of $10 million is a restriction that does not ultimately serve the
best interests of Solano County citizens. In order to meet its diverse capital project needs, the
County believes that citizens are best served when alternative methods to bidding can be
fairly assessed, selected and implemented for projects of all sizes in order to balance the risks
associated with various project delivery methods with local market conditions, budget and
schedule constraints.

For instance, Solano County’s Division of Architectural Services has the capability to develop
design criteria documents for small projects in-house. If the County were permitted to utilize
this approach, then project delivery schedules could be compressed which in turn translates
into economic savings that save local taxpayer dollars. The County was also precluded from
considering the use of the design-build method on diverse projects such as the upgrade to the
security systems in our Adult Sentenced Detention Facility, various Americans with Disabilities
Act retrofit projects (these projects have ready made design criteria established in code and
guidelines and are therefore good candidates for the design-build delivery method), a variety
of projects at local parks including a new Interpretive Center, and construction of new branch
libraries and library renovations

13): An assessment of the most appropriate uses for the design-build approach:
Solano County places no preconceived limits on the appropriate use of the design-build
delivery approach. As noted in the previous section, the County attempts to evaluate each
individual project and match the project needs with the most appropriate delivery method that
can meet the project need. In this manner, the County can balance the risks associated with
each method of project delivery available to the County with local market conditions, budget
and schedule constraints.
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Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this delivery
method is appropriate for projects that have schedule constraints. For instance, the Health
and Social Services Headquarters Building schedule was timed to culminate with the
expiration of several lease agreements of private office space that housed Health and Social
Services functions that were relocated to the new facility. The project could not have been
delivered within the specified time frame if the traditional design/bid/build method were
utilized. If the project had not been completed according to a pre-established schedule, then
the County would have been exposed to lease holdover costs, thereby increasing the overall
project cost.

Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach demonstrates that this delivery
method is appropriate for projects that have budget and financing constraints. By completing
projects in a shorter duration with an assertive but achievable schedule, the County is able to
realize cost savings while maintaining project value. A shorter project duration translates into
reduced project cost by eliminating costs associated with contractor overhead. Since public
entities typically will not fully fund or finance a project unless it is relatively certain that it will be
completed, reducing the duration of the project schedule has enabled the County to take
advantage of low interest rates in the current marketplace. With interest rates beginning to
rise, every month that interest rates rise has the effect of potentially reducing project scope if
the County has a limit associated with financing the project or if increased construction costs
in the marketplace erode the County’s buying capability. By awarding projects based on best
value, the County has experienced an increase in quality in comparison to those that would
likely be achieved utilizing the traditional design/bid/build method of project delivery. For
instance, the County was able to receive a significant enhancement to the exterior skin of the
Probation Building, which was upgraded from stud framing with an exterior plaster or exterior
insulating finishing system to precast concrete at no additional cost to the County. This was
achievable due to the economy of scale associated with precast concrete for the entire
Government Center project.

As a practical and political reality, Solano County has experienced that the higher the cost of
the project and/or for projects located in a campus setting that is striving for architectural
consistency and/or appropriateness, the more interested the Board of Supervisors has been in
discerning what the design of the project will look like during the early stages of project
development. From this standpoint, the bridging method of design-build allows the policy and
decision makers to more fully understand the aesthetic appearance of key project components
that are locally sensitive while still maintaining flexibility for the design-build entity so that the
economic benefits of the design-build delivery method can be fully realized.

In summary, the County considers the design-build approach as an alternative procedure on
bidding to be an excellent project delivery approach that reduces the overall project
development schedule and construction cost while maintaining project quality that also
provides an added benefit of single source responsibility for both the design and construction.
This ultimately translates into reduced change orders and reduces the County’s exposure to
construction claims. Solano County’s experience with the design-build approach
demonstrates that it is possible to maintain project quality utilizing design criteria, the bridging
method of design build, contract award based on lowest responsible bidder or on best value in
both renovation and new construction projects. In short, it is well-suited for virtually all project
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types if the local project team has the ability to effectively manage project risks throughout the
project delivery process.

Through the County’s experience with the design-build approach, the County has been able to
successfully deliver projects using a variety of different building materials, occupancy types in
buildings containing uses ranging from standard office space to specialized spaces such as
hearing rooms and Board of Supervisors meeting chambers which have specialized
mechanical, electrical, technological and acoustic needs. On this basis, Solano County
strongly supports continuation of this legislation, relaxing the threshold requirements, and
making this alternative procedure on bidding available to all California Counties.

Respectfully Submitted,

i 8k L

Kanon R. Artiche, AIA
County Architect
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CHAIRMAN COX, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, GOOD
MORNING MY NAME IS HARDY ACREE AND | AM DIRECTOR OF
AIRPORTS FOR THE SACRAMENTO COUNTY AIRPORT SYSTEM.

| WANTED TO THANK YOU FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY

- TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY AND SPEAK TO THE BENEFITS
THAT HAVE ACCRUED TO SACRAMENTO COUNTY BY HAVING
DESIGN BUILD AS A TOOL IN OUR TOOL BOX WHILE DESIGNING
AND CONSTRUCTING THE LARGEST CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT IN SACRAMENTO COUNTY’S HISTORY, KNOWN AS THE
BIG BUILD.

OUR DESIGN BUILD PROJECT REMAINS A WORK IN PROGRESS,
BUT OUR EXPERIENCE TO DATE HAS BEEN VERY POSITIVE.
HERE ARE A FEW FAST FACTS TO HELP SET THE TABLE. OUR
PROJECT INCLUDES:
e 570,000 SQUARE FEET FOR THE LANDSIDE TERMINAL
AND AIRSIDE CONCOURSE
e 19 AIRCRAFT CONTACT GATES INCLUDING A NEW
INTERNATIONAL ARRIVALS FACILITY AND FEDERAL
INSPECTION STATION WITH 400 PASSENGERS PER
HOUR PROCESSING CAPABILITY
e A DUALTRACK AUTOMATED PEOPLE MOVER
SHUTTLE SYSTEM CONNECTING THE LANDSIDE
TERMINAL WITH THE AIRSIDE CONCOURSE
e TWO LEVEL ACCESS ROADWAY AND CURBSIDES
e S1.1BILLION WITH A $770 MILLION HARD
CONSTRUCTION AND SPECIAL SYSTEMS BUDGET
e EXPECTED OPENING DATE IS 4™ QUARTER OF 2011



‘AND WHILE EVERY PROJECT IS DIFFERENT, MOST HAVE MANY
SIMILARITIES. EVERY PROJECT ALSO HAS ELEMENTS THAT LEND
THEMSELVES TO BEING BEST PERFORMED USING ONE
DELIVERY METHOD OR ANOTHER. EVEN THE TRADITIONAL
DESIGN BID BUILD HAS APPLICATIONS AND IS AT TIMES THE
PREFERRED APPROACH TO AN ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY
METHOD SUCH AS DESIGN BUILD OR CONSTRUCTION
MANAGER AT RISK (CMR).

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT IF THE COUNTY HAD USED THE

. TRADITIONAL DESIGN-BID-BUILD METHOD, WE WOULD HAVE

ADDED 18 MONTHS TO THE PROGRAM AND ESTIMATE THAT
THE PROJECT COST COULD HAVE BEEN AN ADDITIONAL
$200,000 TO $300,00 PER DAY, OR ABOUT $100,000,000 TO
$150,000,000 ABOVE THE S1.1 BILLION. |

| CAN NOT OVERSTATE THE IMPORTANCE OF HAVING DESIGN
BUILD AVAILABLE TO SACRAMENTO COUNTY. WE DEEPLY
REGRET NOT HAVING CMR IN THE TOOL BOX AS WELL. IT IS
HARD TO COMPREHENDHOW THIS PROJECT WOULD HAVE
COME TOGETHER WERE IT NOT FOR DESIGN BUILD. THERE IS
NO DOUBT IN MY MIND, WERE IT NOT FOR THE BENEFITS OF
DESIGN BUILD TO REALIZE A SAVINGS OF TIME AND MONEY,
THE COST AND CONSTRUCTION TIMEFRAME FOR THIS PROJECT
WOULD HAVE MADE IT PROHIBITIVE.

WE STRONGLY ENCOURAGE YOU TO NOT ONLY RENEW THIS
ENABLING LEGISLATION, WE ASK THAT YOU ELIMINATE THE



SUNSET PROVISION ALL TOGETHER AND MAKE THE PROVISION
FOR DESIGN BUILD PERMANENT.

LASTLY, FAILING TO EXTEND DESIGN BUILD WILL PUT
SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL AT A COMPETITIVE
DISADVANTAGE BECAUSE OUR COMPETITORS ARE NOT SO
ENCUMBERED. THE COST OF DEVELOPING INFRASTRUCTURE
WITHOUT DESIGN BUILD WILL BE HIGHER AND THAT
- ADDITIONAL COSTS WILL BE PASSED ALONG TO OUR
CUSTOMERS, THE AIRLINES AND THE TRAVELING PUBLIC. OURS
IS BUT A SMALL PIECE IN THE GRAND SCHEME OF THINGS,

- ESPECIALLY [F YOU CONSIDER THE STATEWIDE IMPACT ON
- CONSTRUCTION JOBS IF DESIGN BUILD IS NOT AVAIALBE. THIS
WILL SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASE THE COST OF INFRASTRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENT IN CALIFORNIA THEREBY MAKING IT LESS
COMPETITIVE WITH OTHER STATES. |

AGAIN, THANK YOU FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO
SPEAK IN SUPPORTOF ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY METHODS,
INCLUDING DESIGN BUILD.






DESIGN-BUILD LEGISLATIVE HEARING

The County of Los Angeles has a very active capital projects program, and we have implemented a major
shift in our program to utilizing the authority granted in Section 20133 of the Public Contracts Code. Of
the 16 projects presented in the Legislative Analyst’s Office report, six of them were Los Angeles County
projects. Including these six projects, we have a total of 13 projects in various phases of implementation
using this authority with a total value of more than $700 million. Among these is the renovation of
Martin Luther King Jr. Medical Center. We support the recommendations of the LAO’s report, and
encourage the Legislature to continue its support of the Design-Build method of contracting.

in addition to our general support of the LAO’s recommendations such as eliminating the “sunset
clause” for the authority, we offer the following specific recommendations:

1. Eliminate any limitation on the size of project that can use Design-Build.
2. Eliminate restrictions on the types of projects that can use Design-Build.
3. Eliminate the mandate that the following criteria by evaluated as part of the best-value
selection process for every project:
e life cycle cost analysis,
e safety record, and
e skilled labor force availability
4. Eliminate the requirement that local agencies enforce a Labor compliance Program on behalf of
the Department of Industrial Relations as a condition of using Design-Build.
Many local agencies have, or are in the process of, successfully implementing Design-Build projects.
Based on this collective experience, this project delivery method has shown great usefulness for public
projects, and has been widely embraced by the design and construction communities. The changes
recommended above would allow local agencies greater discretion and flexibility in how they implement

design-build projects to meet the needs of their local communities, while maintaining the Legislature’s
general control of contracting State-wide.






The Senate Local Government Committee
Hearing on
How Counties Use Design-Build Contracting
January 20, 2010

Introduction

Lou Cavagnaro, P.E.

County of San Diego, Assistant Director for Department of General Services
Register Professional Engineer in California

Professional involvement with Design Build (DB) delivery for over 15 years

Ongoing Design Build Projects

The County of San Diego has two capital projects — libraries at Fallbrook and Ramona CA — currently
underway using the Design Build delivery method. We completed the selection process, using the Best
Value alternative for each project. The designs for both projects have also been completed and
construction has commenced with completion scheduled for December 2011.

A third capital project is in the initial stage of selection of the Design Build entity. This project is for the
replacement of housing at the San Pasqual Academy that was destroyed in the 2007 firestorm.

An additional capital project, a new Sheriff Station at Rancho San Diego, pending funding, will also be
accomplished by Design Build — subject to the extension of legislative authority.

Use of Design Build for small projects

Fellow panel members have addressed the successful use and demonstrated benefits of using Design
Build for large projects. I concur with their comments. I would like to turn to the potential use of Design
Build for projects below the current $2.5 million threshold.

The County of San Diego is recommending the current threshold for use of Design Build be eliminated in
order to allow for expanded use of this tool.

We have reviewed our 2010/2011 construction program and have tentatively identified 14 projects at an
overall budget of approximately $4.6 million that are compatible with the use of the Design Build
delivery method. In these situations, the use of Design Build would expedite contract award and
completion of the projects while reducing staff costs. A comparison of the Design Build method with the
Design Bid Build delivery method indicated upwards of a 20% reduction in delivery of the projects as
well as a reduction in staff costs which can be achieved using Design Build. The quality of end product
would remain high.

The use of the Design Build delivery method on projects below the current threshold affords smaller and
developing companies, both in the design and construction industries, the opportunity to gain experience
in this method and be more competitive for larger size projects in the future.

We encourage and support the continual use of Best Value Source Selection methods as well as low bid.
Project specific needs should determine the method of pricing used, allowing for optimum use of the
Design Build tool.






SPEAKING NOTES FOR 1/20/2010 LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT HEARING;

GOOD MORNING SENATORS AND THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO
SPEAK ABOUT THE DESIGN BUILD DELIVERY METHOD.

MY NAME IS SETH BOLES AND I AM AN OPERATIONS MANAGER FOR
HENSEL PHELPS CONSTRUCTION COMPANY. I AM ALSO CO. CHAIR FOR
THE SANTA CLARA BOARD OF DIRECTORS CHAPTER OF THE ASSOCIATION
OF GENERAL CONTRACTORS, I AM A MEMBER OF THE AGC’S LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE AND HAVE ALSO EARNED THE DESIGNATION OF DESIGN
BUILD PROFESSIONAL WITH THE DESIGN BUILD INSTITUTE OF AMERICA.

INMY 21 YEARS WITH HPCC I HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO WORK ON
NUMEROUS DESIGN BUILD CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA.
AMONG THEM HAVE BEEN DESIGN BUILD PROJECTS WITH THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, THE COUNTIES OF ALAMEDA AND SAN JOAQUIN, THE SAN
MATEO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT AND THE CITIES OF
SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOSE. OUR NORTHERN CALIFORNIA DISTRICT AND
OUR COMPANY AS A WHOLE HAS HAD EXPERIENCE ON MANY MANY
OTHER DESIGN BUILD PROJECTS AS WELL.

THE MOST IMPORTANT COMMON DENOMINATOR FOR THESE PROJECTS
WAS THAT THEY ARE ALL CONSIDERED SUCCESSFUL PROJECTS BY THE
OWNERS, HENSEL PHELPS AND ALL STAKE HOLDERS.

I IMAGINE ONE OF THE GOALS OF THE STATE 15 YEARS AGO WHEN DESIGN
BUILD LEGISLATION WAS FIRST APPROVED WAS TO EXPERIMENT WITH A
NEW DELIVERY METHODS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS WITH THE HOPE
OF REALIZING A HIGHER SUCCESS RATE THAN THAT BEING EXPERIENCED
WITH THE MORE TRADITIONAL DESIGN BID BUILD METHOD. EXPEDITED
SCHEDULES, LESS LITIGATION, MORE SATISFIED STAKE HOLDERS, BETTER
VALUE FOR THE DOLLAR, ETC...

DESIGN BUILD IS A BETTER DELIVERY METHOD THAN DESIGN BID BUILD.
I BELIEVE THE BEST PROOF IS THE RESULTS.

FOR HENSEL PHELPS THE SUCCESS OF THESE PROJECTS IS MEASURABLE
AND UNDENIABLE. ALL HAVE BEEN COMPLETED WITHIN BUDGET, ON
TIME AND WITHOUT CLAIM. MANY HAVE BEEN UNDER BUDGET AND
AHEAD OF SCHEDULE. THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION BLOCK 225
PROJECT WAS COMPLETED ON BUDGET AND 10 MONTHS EARLY, THE
RECENTLY COMPLETED SAN JOAQUIN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING WAS
COMPLETED AHEAD OF SCHEDULE AND UNDER BUDGET, THE RECENTLY



COMPLETED HOSPITAL ADDITION AT THE SAN QUENTIN STATE PRISON
WAS COMPLETED WELL AHEAD OF SCHEDULE AND WITHIN BUDGET.
THESE ARE JUST A FEW EXAMPLES. THERE ARE MANY OTHERS

SPECIFIC TO SUGGESTED CHANGES IN THE CURRENT LEGISLATION I
WOULD RECOMMEND SPECIFICALLY RECOGNIZING THE STIPULATED SUM
APPROACH IN THE BEST VALUE SELECTION PROCESS. MANY OF THE
ABOVE PROJECTS MENTIONED UTILIZED THE STIPULATED SUM APPROACH
AND I BELIEVE IT IS THE BEST WAY TO GET THE MOST OUT OF THE DESIGN
BUILD PROCESS.

I DO NOT BELIEVE THAT ADDING MORE WEIGHT TO THE COST
COMPONENT OF THE SELECTION PROCESS IS AN IMPROVEMENT.

A CAREFULLY DETERMINED STIPULATED SUM COMBINED WITH THE BEST
VALUE SELECTION PROCESS SEEMS TO CONSISTENTLY DELIVER THE BEST
RESULTS FOR ALL THE STAKE HOLDERS.

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME AND I WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER
ANY QUESTIONS.

Peter;

Above are the speaking notes 1 used for my testimony this morning. I have some
additional comments that [ would like to share.

- I'made a comment that Senator Cox questioned about the concept of the cost
based selection going fundamentally against what I believe design build is trying
to achieve. I would like to expand a little on this as I don’t want the record to
inaccurately reflect what the comment was meant to describe. In short [ think if
we go too far in using price as the primary selection criteria we risk taking the
opportunity away from the selection committees of these projects to truly select
the best value solution. A longer explanation follows.

- The idea of design build is the idea that allows a process to take place in which
the owner participates in the evolution of the design solution while at the same
time gaining the benefit of a contractors input into the most cost effective
approach for construction. The process also allows the owner to shed the ultimate
liability for the design which greatly reduces the opportunity for change orders
due to design deficiencies. Alleged design deficiencies are often the basis for
litigation on unresolved changes in the design bid build process. Regardless of
whether the selection of the design build contractor is thru a competitive bid
process or a best value selection, the very nature of the design build process is to
bring a better value for the dollar to the owner. The value is best measured with
the end result. Did the owner feel like their participation in collaboration with a
design build entity in a design build process allowed for the development of a



better design solution? Did the owner feel that their utilization of the deign build
process allowed the project to get designed and constructed in a more expedited
fashion? Did the owner feel like the design build experience was less fraught with
unresolved design issues, and cost issues and owner liability issues? In all, did the
owner feel like the design build process delivered the best overall value?

I would argue that the best way to achieve the best value at the end of the day is to
utilize a best value proposal evaluation process that takes all important factors
into consideration. [ agree that price should be a component of that final
evaluation, either thru some weighted best value cost component, or thru the
achievement of the stipulated sum. However, to have that best value selection
decision solely based on price, or have price so heavily weighted that it outweighs
who everyone on the judging committee has determined will truly deliver the best
design, the best team, the least changes, the most confidence and upon final
completion the best overall value, risks eroding part of what I believer design
build promises to deliver. GIVING THE OWNER A PROCESS WITHIN
WHICH A DESIGN BUILD PARTNER CAN BE SELECTED THAT WILL
ULTIMATELY DELIVER THE BEST VALUE PROJECT FOR THE CLIENT.

I have attached a copy of the best value selection criteria that was used for a
recent DGS design build stipulated sum procurement. This will give the
committee an idea of all the very important elements that are considered and
scored as part of a best value selection process.

[ would also recommend that the committee consider the experiences that people
within DGS have had on design build projects. DGS is one of the most qualified
users of design build that I have been in contact with.

TIMING:

I believe the legislation should be either extended to 2016 to allow insure another
look at evolving the language or just make the law permanent.

PROJECT LIMITS:

[ don’t see a reason to have a 2.5 million dollar threshold
[ don’t see a reason to limit the type of projects that are constructed using the
design build process

CONTRACT PROCEDURES:

It makes sense that there is a single statute and not a different one for different
governing bodies

I don’t think the two envelope system would offer an improvement to some of the
existing best value selection approaches that have already been developed and
proven successful.

I think that if the decision is made to extend the legislation in lieu of making it
permanent than there is a benefit to some level of reporting that can be used to
better judge the success of the legislation when 2016 comes onto the horizon.



QUALIFICATIONS:
- I would defer to the AGC regarding a position on the False Claims Act issue.
Certainly it has never been a limiting factor for Hensel Phelps.

SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION:
A question was asked by Senator Price regarding the experience of the panel
regarding the opportunity for increased participation of SBE/DVBE/SDBE in
design build procurements versus the typical design bid build process. Hensel
Phelps experience has been that on most design build procurements the design
builders subcontracting plan is a graded component of the best value evaluation
process. This opportunity/challenge to create a superior plan, for Hensel Phelps,
has always been met with great success. We have had record participation levels
on most projects where the subcontracting plan was part of the best value
evaluation criteria. The ability to achieve this level of success is driven in part by
the flexibility and control of the process that design build allows. Our ability to
break subcontractor work scopes down into manageable pieces in the bid
packages really helps. The scopes and associated contract amounts are then more
in line with the capacities of our smaller subcontractors. We would not have that
flexibility on a hard bid job. Specific data is available upon request. Some
noteworthy projects that fall into this category are the block 225 east end design
build project, the Alameda County Juvenile Detention Facility, and the recently
procured design build California Veterans Home in Fresno.



least ten percent (10%) of the amount of the Stipulated Sum. No proposal will
be considered unless one of the forms of Proposers security is enclosed
therewith. If Proposers security is a “Bidder's Bond,” it must be executed on
the form provided in Section 004300.

F TECHNICAL PROPOSALS AND PROPOSAL INTERVIEWS - POINT
SCORING SYSTEM (10,000 POINTS) — The total points available for scoring will
be 10,000 points, Technical Proposals will consist of 8,000 points and the
Proposal Interview will consist of 2,000 points of the total 10,000 point scoring
system. See below for additional information.

G TECHNICAL PROPOSALS (8,000 POINTS) - The Project Proposal shall be
responsive to the requirements set forth in the Proposal Submission
Requirements, Section 004100, and the following:

1.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS: Critical Success Factors {CSF) are those
issues that the Client Agency (CDVA) and the State Project Team (DGS and
its project consultants) have agreed are essential to the success of this
Project, and are the core essence of the Contractor's responsibility. It is
essential that the Contractor be responsive to the CSF and use the CSF as a
guide in both the development of the response to the RFP, and in the design
and construction of the new Fresno Veterans Home:

a) Create a new California Veterans Home that responds to Members'’
desires and needs providing an environment that reflects the comforts
of home, providing the highest quality of life with dignity and positive
self-image, and by the nature of the design, nurtures the human spirit
of the Members and the staff.

b) Create a built environment that is stress-free, secure, safe, reliable,
consistent, easy to access, and responsive to Members' needs in
every way, as well as meet the needs of operators/staff.

c) The average age of the Members ranges from 70 to 85 years, with the
youngest members being commonly 62 years of age. Exceptions to
this are younger disabled Veteran residents. Create a built
environment that mitigates the aging characteristics that include
frailties and the major decline of sight, hearing, mobility and cognitive
skills. Generally, members are male, however, an increasing female
veteran population, plus the ability to house wives of male veterans
demand that either male or female occupants must be comfortable
and accommodated in the new facility.

d) Meet the contracted design and construction schedule and deliver
required completed documents to State on time to meet federal
requirements for funding.

e) Meet or exceed the five percent (5%) minimum participation goal set

for the Disabled Veterans Business Enterprise program for this
Project.

Section 002100 7 of 28
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9)

h)

k)

Create a Project that is energy efficient. Achieve a LEED® v.2.2
“Silver” or higher certification from the USGBC and use sustainable
design elements and construction practices.

Create a Project design that has a positive aesthetic impact on the
local community of Fresno. Continue public outreach efforts during
design and construction to maintain good community relations.

Provide a Project design that gives a positive impression to the
surrounding Veterans’ communities. Join in the State’s outreach
efforts during design and construction to maintain good relations with
Veterans' groups and representatives.

Thoroughly commission new systems to ensure efficient and reliable
operation.

Systematically furnish all required warranties, operation and
maintenance manuals, and record documents and quickly close out
Project with no defects.

Have fun,

2. PASS/FAIL MANDATORY REQUIREMENTS:

a)

b)

CERTIFICATION of Stipulated Sum (004100).

Design/Build Team Confirmation (004100).

3. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS (500 POINTS)

a)

b)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (250 POINTS)

Prepare an Executive Summary of the Project describing the
Proposer's general approach fo the design and construction. Place
special emphasis on the Critical Success Factors {CSF) listed above
and the unigue design and construction strategies or ideas your team
will bring to ensure a memorable and stress-free facility care for
seniors, and an interior design that portrays a warm, comfortable
environment of living.

FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION (250 POINTS)

Prepare the proposal in an organized manner where one can navigate
easily through all proposed materials. Utilize a Table of Contents with
divider tabs to distinguish sections of the Proposal. Clearly identify
and describe all proposed enhancements and their effect on the RFP
requirements. Scoring will consider not only content, but readability,
organization, format and coordination with other parts of the Proposal.

Section 002100
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4. DESIGNATED SUBCONTRACTORS (800 POINTS)

a)

i

DESIGNATED SUBCONTRACTORS (400 POINTS) - Submit a list of
the Designated Subcontractors consisting of the five (5) subcontractor
trades identified by the State with the option for the Proposer to list up
to two (2) additional subcontractors of the Proposer's choice. (All
subcontractors not designated by or performed by the Proposer's
team shall be competitively bid and awarded by the Proposer's team.)
Refer to Government Code § 14661 and Section 004100, Proposal
Submission Requirements. The Proposal will be considered non-
responsive if the Proposer fails to list the five Designated
Subcontractors.

DESIGNATED SUBCONTRACTORS DVBE INCENTIVE (400
POINTS) — In regard to the Designated Subcontractors noted above,
an additional 80 points per Designated Subcontractor will be awarded
for Designated Subcontractors listed who are also certified Disabled
Veterans Business Enterprises (DVBEs) up to a total of 400 points
(maximum of any five of the seven Designated Subcontractors).
(Refer to Section 004100 and identify the Subcontractors who are
also certified DVBE.)

5. PROPOSED DESIGN (3,700 POINTS)

May 13, 2009

a) ARCHITECTURAL (1,500 POINTS)

Prepare documents listed below to depict the Proposers architectural
design in response to the State’s requirements. The submittal
requirements listed below are minimum requirements. Proposer may
submit additional materials in the Project Proposal. Additional
materials submitted by the Proposer may or may not be reviewed by
the State at the Sfate's sole discretion. Internet links to websites are
not permitted. The minimum submittal requirements are as follows:

1) Design Narrative: Written description of the design approach for
the Project. Design approach shall address the following topics:
architectural composition as it relates to the site and the various
functions of the facility, what makes the design particularly
residential, personal, and inviting for Members and visitors:
incorporation of universal design concepts; architectural materials
palette for interiors and exteriors, and proposed eldercare way-
finding design concepts. Design narrative may include diagrams,
graphic illustrations, conceptual sketches and ideas, exhibits, and
photographic images. 8%" x 11" Format.

2) Building Program Report: Spreadsheet format indicating all
proposed program spaces, size of areas and rooms, and other
square footages as compared to the required building space
program and square footages of the Project. Deviations from the
required building program square focotages are to be clearly

Section 002100 9 of 28
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highlighted. 8 12" x 11" Format. Any additions to the State's issued
Performance Specifications are to be clearly noted.

3) Conceptual Design Plans; Prepare conceptual design plans that
ilustrate the character (design theme for the Project), including
conceptual drawings and preliminary additional Performance
Criteria as necessary to describe the Architect's design intent.

i)

i)

vi)

Site Plan: 1/20 = 1’-0" Scale (minimum). Overall site plan
including the size and locations of the proposed elements,
(including parking at 1/16” = 1°-0" scale). Provide conceptual
drawings to assure visual unity between landscaped and
hardscaped areas, and building forms with vehicular and
pedestrian access.

Floor Plans: 1/16" = 1"-0” Scale (minimum) overall floor plans
of the proposed building. Plans are to indicate room names
and usable square footages of rooms/areas. Enlarged floor
plans of critical rooms/areas such as bedrooms and toilet
layouts showing clearances (drawn at %" scale). Scaled
"block™ and “bubble” diagrams of the proposed design are not
a fulfillment of the submittal requirements, but may be
submitted as additional reference material.

Wayfinding Concepts: Provide narrative and illustrations
demonstrating eldercare wayfinding concepts and Proposer's
unique approach to address memary challenged residents.

Roof Plans and Narrative Descriptions: 1/16” = 1-0" Scale
{minimum) overall roof plan indicating mechanical equipment
and roof access. Provide a narrative description of the
proposed roof system(s).

Exterior Building Elevations: 1/16” = 1'-0” Scale (minimum)
exterior north, scuth, east, and west elevations of the Project.
Elevations are to denote major elements of the proposed
Project and building materials. Enlarged elevations of critical
elements are encouraged. Include all exterior building
characteristics, including but not limited to building form,
surface materials, color, texture, and architectural detailing.

Overall Building Sections: 1/16"= 1'-0" Scale (minimum)
east-west and north-south overall building sections of each
building, including sections on: a) Typical Bedroom, b) Dining
Room and dining areas, c¢) Main Lobby/Reception, d) Office
Area, &) Promenade. Enlarged building sections of critical
elements are encouraged.

vii) Exterior and Interior Wall Systems and Sections: %4"=1"-0"

Scale (minimum) typical wall sections through each of the
following: a) front of house, b) back of house, and c) Member

Section 002100
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interior versus exterior use areas. Provide narrative description
of proposed wall systems.

vii) One (1) study model in 1:60 scale to be retained by the
State. (To be submitted by winning Proposer only after
award.)

ix) Architectural Renderings: Three (3) 30" x 40" (minimum)
colored renderings of three (3) views of the proposed Project.
Perspective views are to be: 1) the full exterior view of the
entry into the new facility, 2) the lobby and reception area, and
3) the promenade area. Renderings may be computer
generated in color. Additional perspectives of the proposed
Project are at the discretion of the Proposer. These renderings
shall be submitted as part of the Proposal and shall be used
as part of the interview presentation.

b) STRUCTURAL (200 POINTS)

1) Structural system design narrative summarizing key structural
design concepts and approach. Describe unique design features,
unique structural technologies, sustainability features and best
value for the State.

2) Prepare documents at 1/16"= 1'-0" Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and other detail as required) to depict the
Proposer's design for the structural system, including conceptual
foundation plans, typical floor framing plans, and any specialty
details.

c) MECHANICAL AND ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (350
POINTS)

1) Mechanical and Energy Management System design narratives
summarizing key design concepts including proposed unique
design features, sustainability features, energy conservation,
quality of the environment and best value for the State

2) Prepare documents at 1/16"= 1-0" Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and other detail as required) to depict the
Proposers mechanical system design, including facility HVAC, and
other general concept diagrams.

d) PLUMBING AND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS (250 POINTS)

1) Plumbing and Fire Protection System design narratives
summarizing key design concepts including proposed unique
design features, sustainability features, energy conservation,
quality of the environment and best value for the State

Section 002100 11 0f 28
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2) Prepare documents at 1/16"= 1’-0" Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and other detail as required) to depict the
Proposers plumbing and fire protection system design, including
general concept diagrams.

e} ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS (350 POINTS)

1) Electrical systems design narrative summarizing key electrical
design concepts and approach including proposed unique design
features, sustainability features, energy conservation and best
value for the State,

2) Prepare documents at 1/16"= 1'-0" Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and cther detail as required) to depict the
Proposers electrical distribution systems design, including
electrical single line diagrams.

f) LOW VOLTAGE SYSTEMS (350 POINTS)

1) Security/Fire Alarm and Data Communications. Provide a narrative
description and illustrations of the proposed systems and
approach. Describe the unique features, sustainability features,
energy conservation for the best vaiue for the State.

2) Nurse Call and other healthcare systems. Provide a narrative
description and illustration of the proposed design and how the
systems integrate with other systems such as beds, TVs and other
types of furniture and building features.

3} Prepare documents at 1/16"= 1-0" Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and other detail as required) fo depict the
Proposers conceptual designs.

g) SITE CIVIL AND UTILITIES SYSTEMS (200 POINTS)

1} Provide a narrative description and where applicable, conceptual
drawings of the proposed civil engineering design and approach,
including the proposed unique design features, conformance with
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, sustainability
features and energy conservation for the best value for the State.

2) Prepare conceptual Site Utility Plans with points of connection
including: Sanitary Sewer, Domestic and Fire Water, Storm Drain,
Gas and Electrical services.

h) LANDSCAPING (500 POINTS)

1) Provide a narrative description and conceptual landscape plans of
the proposed landscape design and approach, including planting
areas, lighting, recreation areas, site furnishings and other features
as proposed. Describe proposed unique design features,
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sustainability features, energy conservation, quality of the work
environment and Best Value features for the State.
/e; N1 /
2) Prepare documents at 4H8"=—1=0* Scale (minimum) (drawings,
sketches, descriptions and other detail as required) to depict the
Proposers conceptual designs.
oy é/J(,.é?/
6. HLIFE-CYCLE COST-ANALYSIS-(256-POINTSY

é& a) Submit—a—tife—Gycle—~Gost—{LLC)—analysis—ef-
deseribing-the Proposer's approach for evaluating alternatives- aﬁd
develeping-cest-effective designs -systems-and-components-as-part-of
Sustainable-design-—Life-cycle-benefit-analyses shall-be-—shown-as—
—present-value-ameunts-using-a-5-5%-discount rate, 20-year-life-cyeie—
—period;—3%-—energy- -costs—escatation rate,—3%—-persennel/staff-—
~ascatatiorrate and 2% maintenance cost astatation rate.

7. SUSTAINABLE DESIGN (500 POINTS)

a) Refer to Chapter 16, Sustainability, for additional RFP requirements.
Prepare documents (matrix, narrative, outlines and other detail as
required) to depict the Proposer’s LEEDO credits. The information
required shall focus on the following elements, including but not
limited to:

1) A self-rated LEED® evaluation that identifies all achievable “yes”
credits and potential “maybe” credits for achieving the minimum
LEED® - NC v2.2 Silver certification. Consideration should be given
to points potentially being lost during the design and construction
process to achieve the minimum.

2) ldentify key players who are responsible for designing,
implementing and documenting each LEED® credit attempted.

3) Describe, through narrative, the approach that shall be taken to
achieve each of the LEEED® credits the Contractor is proposing.
Provide RFP Document references for each credit. Provide
additional drawings and/or materials necessary to describe the
strategy. Provide additional Performance Criteria and Concept
drawings required for achieving LEED® credits if they are not
-provided in the RFP Performance Criteria. Hard and soft
calculations which demonstrate the level of energy efficiency, as
well as a statement regarding the Proposers' experience in using
such programs.

4) Describe the internal process the team shall implement as well as
the documentation that the team shall propose to include as part of
the final submittal to the USGBC.

Section 002100 13 0f 28
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5) Identify if the project credits shall be submitted as one final
submittal to the USGBC or if the team shall choose to submit
Design Credits and Construction Credits separately,

) ldentifg the LEED® Accredited Professional, their experience with
LEED™ Certifled projects and describe in detail the role this
individual shall play on the Contractor

7) Outlines and narratives for the following documents: Construction
Waste Management Plan and an Indoor Air Quality Management
Plan.

8) A strategy for working with the Commissioning Authority to achieve
whole building, LEED® Commissioning.

8. DRAFT PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN (350 POINTS)

a) Submit a draft Project Management Plan responding to the
information required in the Request for Proposal, Section 008700,
Management Plan Information and Requirements. The draft Project
Management Plan shall include: (in no particular order);

1) Communication Plan, including:

i) Proposer's Organization and Lines of Communication.

ii) Electronic Communications, including requirements for a
Project website.

iii) Meetings and Conferences Plan.
2) Contract Administration and Procedures Plan, including:
iy Overall approach to the design and construction phases.
ij) Cost and Schedule Control with approach on how design
farget estimates will be met during the construction phase and
how critical completion rnilestones will be met.
3) Local Community / Veterans Community Qutreach Plan.
4} Quality Assurance / Quality Control Plan.
5) Closeout and Commissioning Plan.
9. SMALL BUSINESS/DVBE UTILIZATION PLAN (400 POINTS)
a) The Proposal shall include a Small Business/DVBE Utilization Plan
fully outlining the Proposer’s commitment to meet or exceed the goals
established to promote and facilitate participation of certified Smali

Businesses and certified Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises
{DVBE). The requirements of the Small Business/DVBE Utilization

14 of 28 Section 002100
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Plan are contained in Sections 002120 and 008710, Small
Business/DVBE Utilization Plan. Note that the DVBE goal for this
project has been established to meet or exceed 5%, rather than the
normally required 3% goal. Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise
participation is exiremely important to the California Department of
Veterans Affairs and DVBE participation to create and build the new
Veterans Home is greatly encouraged by both the CDVA as weli as
the Office of the Governor.  The Utilization Plan shall delineate the
Proposer’'s means and methods fc succeed in finding and contracting
with DVBE's and Small Businesses. An important part of the
Utilization Pian will be the Recovery Plan details, shown as a means
to improve a DVBE plan that may be failing to meet its goal. The
Utilization Plan and DVBE Recovery Plan shall be scored in
comparison to the other two Design-Build Team’s proposal efforts,
means and methods for the same item. Include a DVBE Utilization
Recovery Plan - Also See Section 008710.

10. PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE (750 POINTS): (Refer to Section 013200 -
Progress Schedules and Reports and Section 007300, Supplementary
Conditions.) Submit a Preliminary Schedule that defines major activities and
milestones for the Project including but not limited to:

a)

b)

May 13, 2009

Design Schedule {(Include the following, but not limited to: State, DSA,
SFM and Regulatory Reviews):

1) Space Planning Discussions
2) Material Selection Discussions

3) 358% Construction Documents — System Confirmation/Basis of
Design period and Critical USDVA Milestone,

4} 50% Construction Documents period.
5) 95% Construction Documents period.

6) 100% Construction Documents period and Critical USDVA
Milestone.

Construction Schedule:

1) Construction Schedule Approval
2) Site Mobilization

3) Earthwork

4y} Site Utilities

5) Building construction

Section 002100 15 of 28
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i) Foundation

i) Framing

iii) Roofing

iv) Exterior Wall and Finishes
v) Mechanical

vi} Electrical

vii) Interior Finishes

vill)FFE and Modular Systems Furniture Installation
ix) Commissioning

x) Certification of Completion
xi) Certification of Occupancy

11. ENHANCEMENTS (7#50-POINTS)

16 of 28
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a)

The Performance Criteria identified in the RFP documents are derived
from the Fresno Veterans Home's minimum functional and operational
requirements., To obtain the best value for the Stipulated Sum, the
Proposers are encouraged to submit enhancements to the RFP. Al
enhancements shall be of high quality. All enhancements are to be
uniquely identified in the Project proposals with detailed explanations
of their benefits to the State (including Home members as applicable).

LEED® NC v2.2 Silver Rating is @ minimum requirement of the Project
and an item shall not be considered an enhancement if it is utilized to
meet the LEED® NC v2.2 Silver minimum requirement regardless of
the item'’s enhancement of the Performance Criteria.

The RFP represents the minimum requirement of the Project and an
itemn shall not be considered an enhancement if it is ulilized to meet
an “or equal” requirement.

For each enhancement, submit the following:

1) A unique enhancement identification number.

2) A narrative description of the enhancement.

3) A list of benefits to the state.

4) Affected RFP section references and changes (if applicable).

Section 002100
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My name is Robert Close and | am a Vice President with Parsons Brinckerhoff, an
international engineering firm with 14,000 employees worldwide. Parsons Brinckerhoff
has performed roadway, transit and building design/build projects all over the world and
throughout the United States.

The bottom line is that the design build procurement method is a well established and
important tool for government agencies to get their projects delivered. It is, and should
be, one of the tools available to all public agencies.

Using this tool does not automatically make a project successful. Success of any
project is dependent on the abilities and the resources of people administering and
working on the project.

As the report points out, this tool has many advantages. With it a project can generally
be delivered much faster, such as the year saved on the SR 22 project or the 18 months
saved on the Eastern Toll Road both in Orange County. It can also achieve savings
through innovation due to the collaboration between the designer and the contractor as
they are a team and work together from the start of design to project completion.
Innovation saved tens of millions of dollars on the Pasadena Gold line project, not
counting millions more save by rapid design and construction changes to meet
changing field conditions. The combination of innovations and time savings can and do
add up to significant dollar savings.

As throughout the United States, there have already been many successful design/build
projects in California and any discussions that they are not (such as been said of the SR
125 and the SR 91) is fabricated mis-information, based on selfish political agendas and
not the facts. While a design/build project is primarily a private endeavor, The public
agency is responsible and state and/or city and county government employees can and
will be involved in these projects.

All of the necessary public protections are in place for this project delivery method, just
as they are for the design bid build method. Public agencies moving forward with a
project should have control of that project and shouid have the authority to decide how
to deliver that project to the public - throughout every stage of its development. To
decide otherwise is disingenuous and insulting to those public officials responsible for
delivering the projects.

Design/build legal authorization should not only be in place for local governments, but
there should be a common authority for all agencies in California and for all types of
public works.

Thank you.
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esign-Build Institute of America

Design/Build Legislation

fornika
cakbbion
and 2.5
Sinlary

If used properly, according to its best praciices,
Design-Build greatly accelerates project
delivery and provides grealer cost certainty
earlier in the process. Design-Build legislation
passed with appropriate language will enable
state and local agencies to deliver projects
faster and to spend available dollars more
wisely, to the benefit of California’s taxpayers.

Design-Build should be widely availabie to
California counties, cities, special districts,
and redevelopment agencies, and to ensure
success, those agencies should have the
ability to implement Design-Build’s best
practices in their procurements and
contracts.

1. Allow use of a “best value” or
“qualifications based” selection process

2. Allow the contracting agency flexibility to
determine, on a project-by-project basis,
which selection criteria are most
appropriate

3.  Allow the contracting agency to determine
the weightings for the selection criteria

4.  Allow the contracting agency to delegate
full responsibility for project design to the
design-builder

5. Allow the use of stipends for Design/Build
procurement

6.  Allow counties, cities, special districts and
redevelopment agencies wide use of
design/build without restrictions for size,
cost, or schedule. Another tool in the tool
box.

WESTERN PAq

REGIO
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By Richard Thomas

WITH THE STATE LEGISLATIVE
session nearly over, it is already
clear that 2009 will be a historic
year. In the history of design-
build, there has never been such
a successful year in legislative
terms. One hundred bills grant-
ing or expanding design-build
authorization passed in state leg-
islatures this year. This figure
surpasses a previous high of 82 in
2005. What is remarkable, how-
ever, is not the number of bills
that passed, but rather the high
percentage of bills that passed —
at 62 percent.
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The high success rates of 2001 and 2003 can be attributed to the fact that so many own-
ers were just discovering design-build; to them it was a relatively new delivery method
and they were excited about the potential that it promised, particularly at the state level.
By 2009, design-build had matured; nearly all states now have design-build authority of
some kind and this is reflected in the type of legislation being proposed. Only 52 percent
of the design-build legislation today aims to expand state authority. Legislation dealing
with state design-build authority was primarily focused on transportation. In January of
2009, 12 states still did not have authority for DOT projects. That number tell by half by
October, as six states passed new legislation allowing design-build authority. In contrast,
48 percent of the design-build legislation in 2009 was focused on granting local design-
build authority. City, county and reblonal i_,ovemmcnts were eagex to g)et dt‘Slbn -build

uthority to use design-build on
a y o use design-build o Year B|Ilslntroduced Bllls Passed Per(ent Passed
their diverse portfolio of projects. 2001 19 30 §1%
Some bills gave local govern- 2002 143 52 36%
R e . 2003 127 66 52%
ments project-specific demgn» 2004 159 35 2%
build authority or for a limited 2005 250 82 33%
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