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General Session Minutes

1. This meeting will be a work session to discuss LEED issues and RFP Development and Design After Award issues

2. Chris Tew, Chief of Contracting

a. Stipends nothing new; confident we can make it happen in next year’s program.

b. Will be putting out next years program soon, trying to get it out earlier than in the past.

c. IDIQ solicitation is out now for Barracks and COF’s, about 5 years, approximately $500M

d. Trying to stagger solicitations to allow maximum flexibility for industry to bid on projects.

Questions

a. Are solicitations going to 1 step instead of 2 steps?

i. Chris thinks its about 50-50 this year and maybe it could be included in next years forecast. Trying to maximum time in contractor’s hand and minimize the Governments time to try to award as quickly as possible.

b. Are there anymore MATOC projects coming out?

i. No, all of the projects have been advertised. There maybe 3 more projects to be advertised this year that are currently listed in the FY08 Supplemental Bill; Ft. Richardson Chapel Renovation/Addition, Ft. Richardson Buckner Field House Addition and Ft. Wainwright School Ages Services Building.

RFP Development and Design After Award Issues
1. Model RFP Section 01 33 16 Design After Award states that each submittal shall be stamped by the DOR.
a. HQ USACE clarified that the intent is that final products are stamped. For example if a pre-engineered metal building is used and the design is final, but the remainder of the submittal is not then the building design would be stamped and not the remainder of the submittal.

2. Building Information Modeling (BIM)
a. Handed out the new Attachment F of Section 01 33 16 Design After Award of the MT Model RFP, which covers the BIM requirements. It was noted that Bentley was being required.

b. Asked about software platform used in Alaska by Industry and the response was Autodesk.

c. One person noted that they saw Bentley in one of the recent solicitations for a Ft. Richardson project. – Solicitation was amended and removed the Bentley requirement. See amendment for more information.
d. BIM use by Alaska firms:

i. 1 firm has used for 3D Architectural Model. Will use BIM for a private project because that’s the way they see things moving.

ii. 1 Firm has used it for large projects, but not to the level of detail in the new Attachment F of Section 01 33 16 Design After Award of the MT Model RFP

iii. BIM requirements will be difficult to meet because its very complex and DOR’s aren’t all collocated many times and often aren’t working for the same firm.

iv. One person noted that GSA is requiring Autodesk for BIM.

v. Feedback received afterwards indicated that AutoCAD has been used for building modeling and meeting the Architectural and Structural portions may be possible, but the other disciplines won’t be at this time. It was also noted that the requirements are very detail and are not achievable at this time, but will take a couple of years to reach that level of detail with the BIM models.

e. Corps needs to provide a definitive answer on BIM platform to Industry.

Feedback on the MT Model RFP
1. Relationship of DOR and contractor (KTR) with respect to submittals. It makes the DOR responsible for the KTR submittals. DOR should be responsible for quality and the design.

2. DOR stamping for PID Submittals. Typically these are prepared by engineers that are from out of state and are their design. DOR’s don’t mind reviewing, but shouldn’t be required to stamp since it’s not there design.

3. Any of the recognized spec formats maybe used. SpecsIntact not required for Army projects. The Air Force hasn’t accepted this change as of now.

4. Application of standards during construction

a. Engineering Division (Corps) is continuing to work with Con-Ops Division on interpretation of standards. It’s not intended to be a “gotcha”.
5. Questions was asked about the order of precedence

a. It’s the same has it has been.

i. SCR – 41 DESIGN/BUILD CONTRACT - ORDER OF PRECEDENCE (AUG 97)

(a)
The contract includes the standard contract clauses and schedules current at the time of contract award.  It entails (1) the solicitation in its entirety, including all drawings, cuts, and illustrations, and any amendments, and (2) the successful offeror's accepted proposal.  The contract constitutes and defines the entire agreement between the Contractor and the Government.  No documentation shall be omitted which in any way bears upon the terms of that agreement.

(b)
In the event of conflict or inconsistency between any of the provisions of this contract, precedence shall be given in the following order:

(1)
Betterments:  Any portions of the accepted proposal which both conform to and exceed the provisions of the solicitation.

(2)
The provisions of the solicitations.  (See also contract Clause:  52.236- 21, SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS FOR CONSTRUCTION.)

(3)
All other provisions of the accepted proposal.

(4)
Any design products including, but not limited to, plans, specifications, engineering studies and analyses, shop drawings, equipment installation drawings, etc.  These are “deliverables” under the contract and are not part of the contract itself.  Design products must conform to all provisions of the contract, in the order of precedence herein.
ii. KTR’s recognize the design as meeting the RFP and accepted proposal. It seems like the RFP has to be referred to throughout construction even though the design was approved.

iii. The design should be checked against the order of precedence so the Final Design that the KTR will use for construction conforms to the contract. It was noted that if there is a major disagreement that the RFP should be referred to resolve the issue.
Conclusion
1. Everyone agreed that the meetings are helpful and it was proposed to combine with the Industry Brown Bag, maybe in the afternoon or the next morning.

2. Everyone would like a copy of the minutes from the previous meeting in case they were unable to attend and know what the issues are.
3. Statement was made that they think the RFP’s have improved from what they were a few years ago.

4. Statement was made that allowing all types of construction was a positive step.

