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AGENDA

WASTEWATER SUBCOMMITTEE
MARCH 3, 2016 8:30 A.M.
HERCULES CITY HALL, CounciL CHAMBERS
111 Civic DRIVE
HERCULES, CA 94547

CALL TO ORDER-PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
RoLL CALL
INTRODUCTIONS
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 4, 2016
CiTizENS TO BE HEARD-FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A CONTRACT WITH HDR AL PETRIE

Revised Proposal from HDR for Engineering Services during Project Construction

STATUS OF THE REVOLVING LOAN & BID AWARD HECTOR DE LA ROsA

Update Report on the Status of the State Loan Application

ADJOURN TO THE NEXT REGULAR SUB-COMMITTEE APRIL 7, 2016 IN PINOLE



PINOLE / HERCULES
Wastewater Subcommittee

Draft Minutes prepared by: Anita Tucci-Smith
February 4, 2016
8:30 A.M.

The regular meeting was hosted by the City of Pinole in the Council Chambers of City
Hall.

L CALL TO ORDER/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Debbie Long, Councilmember, City of Pinole, called the meeting to order at
8:35 A.M.

I ROLL CALL

Subcommittee Members Present:

Debbie Long, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Pinole
Peter Murray, Councilmember, City of Pinole
Dan Romero, Mayor, City of Hercules

Sherry McCoy, Councilmember, City of Hercules

Subcommittee Members Absent:
None

Staff Present:

Michelle Fitzer, City Manager, Pinole

Al Petrie, Interim Director of Public Works, Pinole

Mike Roberts, Public Works Director/City Engineer, Hercules

Members of the Public:

Mark , Kiewit Corporation
Anthony Gutierrez, Pinole

Holly Kennedy, HDR, Inc.

Mike Warriner, Carollo Engineers

ll. INTRODUCTIONS
IV.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JANUARY 7, 2016 MEETING

Action: Motion by Hercules Councilmember McCoy, seconded by Hercules
Mayor Romero to approve the minutes of the January 7, 2016 meeting, as
submitted, carried by the following vote:

Ayes: McCoy, Murray, Romero, Long
Noes: None



Wastewater Subcommittee Minutes 02-04-16

Page 2 of 8
Abstain: None
Absent: None
V. CITIZENS TO BE HEARD - FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

VL.

There were no speakers.

RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL ON AMENDMENT TO THE CAROLLO
CONTRACT

(A) Breakdown of Task #5 to Carollo Proposal — PW Duties Now Task #7

Mike Warriner, Carollo Engineers, the Project Manager, advised that a
breakdown of Task #6 had been provided for an amended cost to go from a 24-
to a 30-month construction effort, the administration of the Project Labor
Agreement (PLA), and for assuming Pinole Public Works Department (PWD)
duties. The amendment had been presented to the Pinole and Hercules City
Councils and both had requested additional breakdowns and definitions of the
items, which he provided at this time. Task #7 represented the increase to handle
the PWD duties for the project. He noted that the City of Pinole was currently
advertising the position and the cost had been broken down into six-month
increments to account for the possibility that a PWD hire would assume those
duties.

Mr. Warriner responded to questions related to the cost of each task, clarified
that Carolio Engineers was the Inspector of Record for the project, and advised
that he had already assumed extra duties associated with the bidding process
although no billing for that task would occur until approved but would likely start
retroactively to December 2015 when the City Manager had retired and when
more of the work had been done by Carollo Engineers. He clarified the work
that HDR, Inc. had been doing since that time. In addition, the original scope for
Carollo Engineers was to have a pre-construction meeting with the
neighborhood, which was expected to occur on February 17, and which would
not affect the identified costs.

Mr. Warriner explained that Task #5 was on a time and materials basis, not to
exceed. Each month the hours would be billed, by individual, and identify what
was expended to date and what remained on the contract. He stated that a full
breakdown of billings was required so that the State could also verify the hours
and what was spent on the job.

Mike Roberts, Public Works Director/City Engineer, Hercules, recommended
lumping the cost for the additional year it took to get to construction, and
suggested that be broken out separately and that the labor escalation be
included for clarification purposes.
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Mr. Warriner stated he would provide that information before the next City
Council meetings.

Anthony Gutierrez, Pinole, questioned the 11.2 hours per month that the
contract identified the Public Works Director would have worked on the project
given earlier comments that the Director would be working almost full time on the
project. He questioned whether that short time would be sufficient. He did not
want to see the Project Manager be overburdened.

Chair Long clarified that originally the former Public Works Director was to have
been the Project Manager, although since he had retired Carollo Engineers, as
the Project Manager, had assumed many of the things that the then Director
would have done. There would still need to be oversight by the City’'s Public
Works Director, when hired.

Mr. Warriner explained that because the project had been delayed one year,
Mark Wing, the individual who was to have been the resident project
representative was not available. As a result, another individual yet to be named
who lived in the area would take on the duties of the project.

The Subcommittee made the following requests:

e Calls related to issues or complaints to be forwarded to the Pinole City
Manager or Assistant City Manager as opposed to through Carollo
Engineers at its hourly rate;

e There shall be outreach to the neighborhoods throughout the construction
period to keep the public informed, but not necessarily through a
workshop format;

¢ Provide an annual breakdown of Carollo Engineer’s labor escalation costs.

Action: Motion by Hercules Councilmember McCoy, seconded by Hercules
Mayor Romero to approve the breakdown of Task #5 to Carollo Proposal —
Public Works Director Duties now Task #7, with the comments submitted,
carried by the following vote:

Ayes: McCoy, Murray, Romero, Long
Noes: None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

(B) Amended Costs Related to Task #6 — Administration of the Project Labor
Agreement

Mike Roberts, Public Works Director/City Engineer, Hercules, advised that
the City of Hercules had sent a letter to the City of Pinole in June 2015 to indicate
that Hercules did not intend to participate in paying for the direct costs associated
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with the PLA. As a result, Task #6 related to the administration of the PLA had
been separated from the other tasks.

Given no consensus to approve Task #6, Chair Long stated the item would have
to be considered by the Pinole City Council.

REVIEW AND RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF A CONTRACT WITH HDR
(A) Proposal Related to Engineering Review During Construction

Al Petrie, Interim Director of Public Works, Pinole, advised that the project
designer, HDR, Inc. had provided a draft of its scope of work, presented a
summary of the time and materials proposal, and stated it was important that
there was someone to assist Mike Warriner when an interpretation of the plans
and specifications would be needed and when HDR would assist in that regard.
He identified the primary issues of concern that he and Mr. Roberts had with
respect to sub tasks 2.2 and 2.3, the submittals and Requests for Information
(RFl1s). After a meeting with HDR and a reassignment of some of the RFls, HDR
had reduced the amount of the contract proposal from $1.736 million to $1.36
million.

Mr. Roberts suggested that reducing the hours too much could translate into
delays or difficulty in responding to claims from the contractor. While the number
seemed large, in comparison with the contract it was about 3 percent, in the
ballpark in the industry.

Holly Kennedy, HDR, Inc., explained that HDR had completed the design of the
project last year. She described the submittals and RFIs where questions might
require clarification to address any conflicts in the field, stated that typically RFls
and submittals had different levels of urgency, and typically HDR would work with
the Construction Manager (CM) to understand the urgency of each submittal and
RFI, and respond accordingly with a one to two-week turnaround.

Mr. Warriner explained that the specifications identified a specified response
period. As to RFls and submittals, he suggested there could be 250 individual
submittals on equipment and materials for the project, as proposed, and a
number could be resubmittals or a third submittal. He clarified that he would
handle a number of administrative submittals instead of HDR; there would be one
project documentation system for everyone on the job, called eDoc; and Carollo
Engineers would provide eDoc for all parties including HDR, Inc.

Ms. Kennedy responded to questions with respect to Items 2.4 and 2.5 as to
why a Project Manager and an Assistant Project Manager were both required.
With respect to 2.4, HDR would have the Assistant Project Manager participate in
three meetings per month by conference call, and had budgeted to have two
people attend a meeting in person each month. She explained it was HDR’s
experience that it was beneficial to have two people attend those meetings,
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offering an opportunity to improve their performance, be responsive to the
contractor, and coordinate with the CM. Item 2.5 related to periodic site visits,
typically at the request of the CM and based on what was going on with the
project.

Mr. Warriner explained that conference calls would be used more than in-person
visits so that any questions that might arise in the initial phases could probably
be answered by phone as opposed to a visit to the site. He added that HDR was
required by law to visit the site during construction and witness certain aspects of
the construction.

Ms. Kennedy responded to additional questions from the Subcommittee with
respect to HDR's duties, requirements, and responsibilities. With respect to the
Project Manager and Assistant Project Manager, she explained that HDR had to
make some assumptions in the scope of work to build a budget; stated it was a
time and materials contract and any resource included would not be charged if
not needed; clarified that the two positions would have different roles; and noted
that HDR could defer to the CM on who was needed at the meetings.

Mr. Warriner stated as the CM it was be his responsibility each week to advise
HDR of whether or not they needed to attend meetings, and he would have the
same ability under the Public Works Director role.

On the discussion of whether HDR’s proposal was excessive, Ms. Kennedy
explained that HDR had done similar projects throughout the state for many
decades and was familiar with what it would take to do the work. On the low end,
engineering construction for a wastewater treatment plant was from 3 to 6
percent on construction, and HDR’s adjusted proposal of $1.3 million was just
above 3 percent of construction. She characterized the subject project as very
complex, on a tight site, with a lot of facilities in the ground, which had been
reflected in the proposal. She added that HDR had budgeted an allowance of 10
percent for expenses for other direct costs/project related expenses and she
described what had been included in that allocation. The budget had been
based on the number of submittals and RFls anticipated based on HDR's
experience nationwide, and specifically on two relatively recent examples.

Mr. Warriner stated that CM staff would prepare a punch list, the project would
be built in phases, individual structures would be brought on line throughout the
project, and he and his staff would punch out each of the facilities as they came
on board with the assistance of the design staff, which needed to approve the
fact that the facilities were running as the design intended. He stated that
wastewater treatment plant construction relied heavily on hydraulics, and in order
to save operational costs and make it fully efficient they go underground from
structure to structure in order to use the static head of the facility as the water
moved around the plant. While everything could be moved aboveground and
pumped from structure to structure, the increased cost for pump maintenance
and operational energies would create costs that made it inefficient and
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impractical. When asked, he stated language in the documents stipulated that if
the contractor had submitted documents that were incomplete, the contractor had
one more opportunity to submit a complete set. After the second review, the
contractor could be held liable for the costs of further reviews.

In further response to the Subcommittee as to why the proposal was just now
being submitted and in response to the concern for duplicative or overlapping
work, Mr. Warriner explained that California Contract Codes required the
designer to perform certain special inspections in the course of the work. While
HDR was the Engineer of Record, the City had the ability to choose a different
Engineer of Record. He explained that his contract would include the field
testing, the on-site inspection, he would handle change orders, and CM services.
His contract did not include follow-up warranty, which was an optional service,
and did not include the preparation of as-built drawings. He would provide a set
of redline drawings to show all changes for preparation of a final set of as-builts.

The Subcommittee made the following requests:

Better define the contract’s reference to “reasonable promptness;”

Define the hourly cost of each of the categories and positions;

Clarify the inspectors’ roles;

ldentify the number of times the budget had been exceeded;

HDR was asked to re-evaluate the numbers in the contract and consider
something similar to what had been done with Mr. Warriner's contract.

Mr. Roberts acknowledged the Subcommittee’s displeasure and the need to
slow down and carefully vet everything. He stated that staff would bring back the
information either to the Subcommittee or to the individual councils, and a
placeholder could be placed in the State Revolving Loan Fund if there was an
interest in approving 75 percent of the budget and reserving 25 percent. The
Subcommittee agreed.

Anthony Gutierrez, Pinole, emphasized the need for a project plan and
suggested the engineering team (HDR) should be meeting weekly with the
project team (Carollo). He urged team building, emphasized the difficult project
given the construction of a new plant while keeping an existing plant operational,
suggested the cad documentation would be beneficial now and in the future, and
would double the allocation for project meetings stating that HDR should be at
every meeting. He also noted there was no mention in the contract of what
would be done in emergency situations.

RECOMMENDATION ON AWARD OF THE PROJECT BIDS
(A) Receive a Verbal Update and Recommend Award of the Bid

A speaker from Mft Consulting Engineers, Pinole, a construction engineering
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firm, referred to sub tasks 2.2 and 2.3, and stated that if the number of submittals
and RFls were exceeded the dollar value for each would have to be identified.

Mr. Warriner clarified that if the number was in excess, the costs would have to
be identified and a change order would be required. He noted that the
expenditures would be monitored on a monthly basis.

The speaker from Mft Consulting referred to 2.4 and 2.5 and suggested that
the weekly construction meetings be combined with site visits; noted that the
RFls needed to be clarified as to whether it was an RFI clarification or an RFI for
a condition in the field where there was a conflict, and clarified the differences of
each; and that substitution requests be verified. Regarding the inspections and
site visits, he noted that the California Building Code required observations that
were not to be construed as special inspection site visits. He also stated that if
HDR went out of business the bonding insurance company would hire another
company to do all the work that HDR was supposed to do and the city would not
be out money. He added that the cad should be part of the as-built drawings and
should not be charged to the project.

STATUS OF THE REVOLVING LOAN
(A) Approve Revised Pre-Design and Construction Project Budget

Michelle Fitzer, City Manager, Pinole, presented an updated budget document
which included the latest number from HDR which was the only amendment
since the budget had last been seen by the Subcommittee at its last meeting.
She advised that if the contract was awarded to Kiewit Corporation, the 7 percent
contingency and construction engineer design number would be inserted.
Everything else had previously been approved, and prepaid costs would be
reimbursed to the cities. She sought approval of the revised pre-design and
construction project budget at $26,839,627 for each city.

Action: Motion by Hercules Councilmember McCoy, seconded by Hercules
Mayor Romero to recommend approval of the Revised Pre-Design and
Construction Project Budget, carried by the foliowing vote:

Ayes: McCoy, Murray, Romero, Long
Noes: None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

The discussion moved back to Item VIII.

Mr. Warriner explained that what he was presenting included some of the
changes and answers to the questions he had received from the meeting with the
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City of Hercules last week. He presented an overview of the project bids and
explained that the Engineer's Estimate for the project was $39.85 million; the
lowest responsible and responsive bid was from Kiewit Corporation at $43.143
million, and Overaa Construction had submitted a bid of $48.558 million.

Mr. Warriner highlighted the bids and some of the current market conditions,
noted that the Hercules City Council had requested more information about the
lowest bid and some of the overage and underage involved, and presented some
explanations for those items. He explained that there would be some value
engineering involved in the ultimate process.

Mr. Warriner also highlighted current market conditions and cited eight water
and wastewater projects in Northern California where there were only two
bidders and only two of the jobs were below the Engineer's Estimate. He added
that none of the jobs had used a PLA although the PLA was not the primary
impact on bid prices or the number of bidders.

Action: Motion by Hercules Councilmember McCoy, seconded by Pinole
Councilmember Murray to accept the bid from Kiewit Corporation, carried
by the following vote:

Ayes: McCoy, Murray, Romero, Long
Noes: None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

(B) Receive a Verbal Update on State Loan Application

X. ADJOURN TO THE NEXT REGULAR SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON
MARCH 3, 2016 IN HERCULES

The meeting adjourned at 11:16 A.M. to a regular meeting scheduled for
Thursday, March 3, 2016 at 8:30 A.M. in the City of Hercules.



AGENDA ITEM 6

TO: WASTEWATER COMMITTEE

SUBMITTED BY: AL PETRIE, PINOLE INTERIM PUBLIC WORKS
DIRECTOR

MEETING DATE: MARCH 3, 2016

SUBJECT: REVISED PROPOSAL FROM HDR FOR ENGINEERING

SERVICES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

On February 4, 2016, HDR presented their proposal for Engineering Services during
Construction at the Wastewater Committee Meeting. The Committee had a variety
of questions regarding the proposal and the proposal. The Committee chose to
defer approval of HDR’s proposal until certain general questions regarding the
language in the proposal could be answered as well as a modification of their
proposal.

Subsequent to the Subcommittee meeting, the senior management staff of both
Pinole and Hercules met with HDR to pursue clarification of Committee questions
and to identify areas of the HDR proposal that needed modification.

HDR has submitted the enclosed revised proposal (Attached A) for review,
consideration and approval by the Wastewater Subcommittee. Staff believes that
HDR has responded to all requested changes by the Wastewater Subcommittee
meeting as well as from the Pinole-Hercules senior management staff.

The transition of the HDR proposal “not to exceed” amount is as follows:

Action PROPOSAL AMOUNT
First Proposal $1,736,343
Second Proposal | Following Subcommittee Mtg $1,361,669
Third Proposal Following Staff Mtg $1,240,000 + expenses

In addition to the revised proposal for engineering services by HDR, they have also
submitted a summary of their proposal, actual costs, and the percentage to
construction costs for Engineering Services during Construction (ESDC) for three
other projects they have recently completed. The percentage for their ESDC ranged
from 3% to 5% (Attached B).

Based on the revised submittal, staff is recommending approval of the 3" draft of
HDR’s Proposal for Engineering Services during Project Construction.



THIRDSECOND DRAFT

EXHIBIT B
SCOPE OF WORK

City of Pinole
Pinole-Hercules Water Pollution Control Facility Upgrade
Engineering Services During Construction

The following scope of work outlines the professional engineering services during construction
to be provided by HDR Engineering, Inc., (CONSULTANT) for the Pinole-Hercules Water
Pollution Control Facility Upgrade project (Project). The following tasks are anticipated:

TASK 1 — CONSULTANT PROJECT COORDINATION AND REPORTING

CONSULTANT will prepare decision and action log updates on a monthly basis. Other
activities include scheduling of staff, coordinating the quality assurance effort, responding to
general questions from CITY’s and its construction manager's staff.

In addition, CONSULTANT will prepare monthly project status reports that compare work
accomplished with scheduled activities, provide supporting documentation for its invoices to
CITY, and describe changes to the scope of work that have occurred. The monthly project status
reports will be submitted to CITY with the monthly invoices.

Deliverables: Decision and action logs, and monthly project status reports and invoices.

TASK 2 - ENGINEERING SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
Subtask 2.1 — Internal Preconstruction Meeting

CONSULTANT will attend the internal two-hour preconstruction meeting and the
preconstruction conference with CITY's construction manager and CITY. The internal meeting
is to establish protocols for handling requests for information (RFIs) and submittals, and
establishing an agenda for the preconstruction conference with CITY's construction contractor.

Deliverables: Respond to questions.

Subtask 2.2 — Submittals and Resubmittals

CONSULTANT will review the contractor's submittals (including resubmittals), including shop
drawings and operations and maintenance (O&M) manuals, from the contractor as required by

the technical specifications, for work related to CONSULTANT’s scope of design services.
CONSULTANT will review and accept the contractor submittals, such as shop drawings,
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product data, samples, and other data, for the limited purpose of checking for conformance
with the design concept and the information expressed in the contract documents. This review
will not include review of the accuracy or completeness of details, such as quantities,
dimensions, weights or gauges, fabrication process, construction means or methods,
coordination of the work with other trades, or construction safety precautions, all of which are
the sole responsibility of the contractor. CONSULTANT will complete review of submittals
w1th1n 20 Workmg days after rece1pt of submittal by CONSULTANT GQNSUHPANT—S—reV&ew

G@NS%NLHﬁd-gmeﬁHe—pefmﬁ—adeq&a%HeweM#Expedlted reviews will be conducted

for time-sensitive submittals. Review of a specific item will not indicate that CONSULTANT
has reviewed the entire assembly of which the item is a component. CONSULTANT will not be
responsible for any deviations from the contract documents not brought to the attention of
CONSULTANT in writing by the contractor. CONSULTANT will not be required to review
partial submissions nor those for which submissions of correlated items have not been received.

The construction manager's document tracking system (EADOC) will be used to keep track of
the submittals. CONSUEFANTwill-maintainaparallel submittal systemtor the submittals:

Deliverables: Comments on submittals and monthly reports from CONSULTANT’s submittal
tracking system. Up to 500 submittals and resubmittals have been budgeted.

Subtask 2.3 - RFI Reviews and Responses

CONSULTANT will answer questions and provide written interpretations of the requirements
of the contract documents, and evaluate the acceptability of substitute materials and equipment.
RFIs from the contractor will be transmitted through the construction manager, and
CONSULTANT will review and respond to the RFI within 10 working days of receipt by
CONSULANT#-a-tmely-manner. Time-sensitive RFIs will be clearly identified on the RFI form.

CONSULTANT will also maintain its own document tracking system for RFIs.

Deliverables: Responses to RFIs and monthly reports from CONSULTANT’s document tracking
system. The budget for this task includes up to 400 clarifications and RFIs.

Subtask 2.4 - Weekly Construction Meetings

CONSULTANT will attend one half-day construction meeting per month in person (4 hours per
person for up to two people [CONSULTANT project manager and required discipline

engineerassistant-projectmanager| are budgeted per meeting), and respond to questions.

CONSULTANT will also walk the site to observe the construction and determine conformance

with the design intent. Up to 30 in-person construction meetings are budgeted.

16024 2/25/16 2



In addition, CONSULTANT will participate via conference call for up to 90 weekly construction
meetings. It is assumed Up to 1.5 hours are budgeted for CONSULTANT’s assistant project
manager to participate in the weekly construction meetings via conference call.

Deliverables: Responses to questions.
Subtask 2.5 - Periodic Site Visits

CONSULTANT will visit the construction site, when requested by the construction manager, to
assist CITY and its construction manager in reviewing the acceptability of work, and to assist in
resolving field issues. Up to 100 eight-hour site visits are budgeted. Each site visit will be
attended by one CONSULTANT team member.

Deliverables: None.

Subtask 2.6 — Final Site Visit and Project Close Out

CONSULTANT will conduct final 8-hour site visit to review final work and prepare punch list.
CONSULTANT and CITY will jointly conduct a final inspection, and CONSULTANT will
prepare the final punch list for CITY review and approval prior to submitting it to the
contractor for completion of the identified items. CITY will process the project closeout
documentation, including release of retentions and bonds, and the Notice of Completion.

Deliverables: Final punch list.

TASK 3 - O&M AND STARTUP SERVICES

CONSULTANT will coordinate and support the services of the construction manager in the
development of O&M requirements and the startup and testing of the new facilities, which
includes the following subtasks.

Subtask 3.1 — Testing and Startup Plan

CONSULTANT will review and comment on the detailed testing and startup plan prepared by
the contractor. This plan is to describe he methodology and schedule to place the facility into
operation and achieve the new effluent standards. Also, this plan will be provided to plant staff
for review and comments prior to the first process being placed into operation.

CONSULTANT has budgeted up to 80 hours for this subtask.

Deliverables: Testing and startup plan.
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Subtask 3.2 - O&M Training

CONSULTANT will provide O&M training on the new facilities. Training will include both
classroom style and “hands-on” training. Up to four training sessions, at four hours each are
budgeted. Budget for this task also includes preparation and travel time.

CONSULTANT has budgeted up to 40 hours for this subtask.
Deliverables: Classroom handout materials and hands-on training.
Subtask 3.3 - Testing and Startup

CONSULTANT will oversee and assist in placing the plant into operation. The team will advise
the contractor and observe that the systems are operating as intended, instrumentation is
functional, and document the testing and startup observations.

CONSULTANT has budgeted up to 80 hours for this subtask.

Deliverables: One PDF copy of the memoranda listing outstanding items needing attention, and
results of startup.

Subtask 3.4 - Process Optimization

CONSULTANT will review plant data after the processes are placed into operation, and offer
advice on optimizing the various processes.

CONSULTANT has budgeted up to 80 hours for this subtask.

Deliverables: One PDF copy of the memoranda summarizing the process optimization
recommendations.

ITEMS NOT INCLUDED

The following items are not expected on the City’s project; therefore, they are excluded from the
scope of work and budget. If the City desires CONSULTANT to perform these excluded items,
additional compensation will be required.

B Field testing, including geotechnical, concrete, structural, materials, and steel.
B Preparation of as-built/record drawings.

B On-site inspection.

B Construction management services.

®  Follow-up warranty.
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B Attendance at City Council meetings.

®  Contract change orders or potential change order negotiations, including, but not limited to,
change delay claims.
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Proiect Final Construction [Initial ESDC Actual ESDC as a % of

J Cost Fee ESDC Fee | Construction Cost
City of Vacaville WWTP
Contract 1 ESDC $22,856,300 $998,525 $998,525 4%
City of Vacaville WWTP
Contract 2 ESDC $52,000,000| $1,724,285| $1,707,401 39
Napa IPS ESDC $15,000,000 $709,346 $681,033 5%
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Table 1 - Estimated Work Effort and Cost - FOURTH DRAFT

City of Pinole

Pinole-Hercules Water Pollution Control Facility Upgrade Engineering Services During Construction

11

Task 1 - CONSULTANT Project Coordination and Reporting

Project Coordination and Reporting (30 months)

75

120

Task Task Description HDR LABOR?
No. Project Asst. Project Jr. Staff Arch Struct Elect Geotech Ops CADD Admin/ Total HDR Total HDR
Manager PM Engineer Engr Engr Engr Engr Tech Clerical Labor Hours Labor ($)3
2016 Blended Rates* | $ 298 230 | $ 182 113 | $ 180 202 276 174 223 163 | $ 109

$61,965

Task 2

Subtotal Task 1

- Engineering Services During Construction

75

120

$61,965

Task 3 - O&M and Startup Services

2.1 |Internal Preconstruction Meeting 8 8 8 8 1 33 $8,261
2.2 |Submittals and Resubmittals (up to 500) 150 200 100 20 80 480 580 40 440 540 2,630 $533,076
2.3 |RFI Reviews and Responses (up to 400) 100 54 36 20 54 200 224 18 260 330 1,296 $250,527
2.4 Z\:]Zeg(')yci‘;?esrt;‘:]‘;téoga'l\l"se)eﬂ"95 (up to 30 in-person, 120 255 60 435 $104,460
2.5 |Periodic Site Visits (up to 100) 50 160 150 18 168 265 50 15 876 $205,028
2.6 |Final Site Visit and Project Close Out 8 8 8 8 2 34 $8,371

Subtotal Task 2 436 685 302 40 152 848 1,085 108 0 700 948 5,304 $1,109,724

3.1 [Testing and Startup Plan 80 80 $18,801
3.2 |O&M Training 40 40 $9,400
3.3 [Testing and Startup 80 80 $18,801
3.4 |Process Optimization 80 80 $18,801
Subtotal Task 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 280 0 0 280 $65,802

SUBTOTAL LABOR 511 805 302 40 152 848 1,085 108 280 700 1,040 5,871 $1,237,491
ESTIMATED TOTAL EXPENSES* $72,450
TOTAL COST $1,309,941

Notes:

1 Blended rates are used for this job classification, which includes various levels of staff (junior to senior) within this job classification.

Blended rates were calculated based on staff anticipated to be used for this job classification at the time of proposal. The exact billing rate charged to the City will depend on the staff used to complete the work.

2 Personnel effort/budget estimate is based on Consultant's scope of work.

3 Total HDR labor cost includes escalated labor charges to accommodate work in 2017 and 2018.

4 Expenses and other direct costs include, but are not limited to, travel, reprographics/printing, shipping, conference call services, and miscellaneous field supplies.

2/29/2016

HDR Engineering, Inc.



AGENDA ITEM 7

TO: WASTEWATER SUBCOMMITTEE

SUBMITTED BY: HECTOR DE LA ROSA, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEETING DATE: MARCH 3, 2016

SUBJECT: UPDATE ON THE STATUS OF THE STATE LOAN
APPLICATION

On February 16, 2016, Staff presented to the Pinole City Council and update on the
status of the State Revolving Loan (SRL) application approval process. Prior to the
City Council meeting the State SRL representative provided the City with an
estimated time for review and approval of the loan. Moreover, the State informed
City Staff that they have reprioritized their workloads and have placed the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvement Project as one of their higher priorities in
order to get the Funding approval by April 1, 2016.

Below is a timeline for final approval of the State Loan.

1. Final Budget Agreement Form with all documents (submitted on 2/8/2016) —
Estimated review time by State: 2 - 3 weeks or by February 26th.

2. Application and 30 year Equipment Life/Cost Analysis (submitted on
2/9/2016) - Estimated review time by State: 1 - 2 weeks or by February 19th.

3. Submittal of City’s Application to Division Director for approval: 3 - 4 weeks
from submittal of items 1 and 2 or by March 18th.

4. City Approval and execution of Loan Application (Adminesterial): 1 day or by
March 21st

5. Time, following City submittal of executed loan agreement, to be executed by
Division Deputy Director: Usually takes a 2 - 3 weeks or by April 1st

Based on the timeline, assuming approval of the loan by April 1st, the earliest the
City can award the contract for construction of the Plant improvements is March 7,
2016. This would allow for the 25 days, per the contract documents, for the City to
issue the Notice to Proceed and still meet the proposed April 1%'loan approval date.



Staff recommends that the bid award be scheduled for Pinole’s regular City Council
meeting of March 15™.

On Wednesday February 24™, staff obtained a status update from the State. Per the
State, item #1 is on schedule to be completed as of February 26™ while item #2 has
been substantially completed. Both items will be submitted to the Division Director
for review and approval.

Staff will continue to communicate with the State to assure that the April 1% approval
date is met.
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