Exhibit A



Goals:


Follow up to the presentation of 15th February
2017, which
 Described current structural condition of the

buildings
 Discussed overall status


Direction from City Council
 Council asked us to come back with alternatives
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Two buildings on the property site.


Main Shop
 Constructed in 1949
 Addition of 4 bays in 1975



Vehicle / Equipment Storage
 Constructed in 1991 to house police vehicles



The following is a brief list of seismic
deficiencies encountered:





Masonry shear walls not properly attached to
the roof diaphragm at the Shop/Office
Building.
The wood roof diaphragms do not have
adequate shear capacity at the Shop building.
The masonry walls are lightly reinforced and
not of adequate strength to resist seismic
loads at the Shop building.
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The vehicle/equipment storage building
has deficiencies as well :







Walls and roofs do not have proper sheathing
materials or connections to resist seismic
loading at the Vehicle Storage Building.

Based on visual observation, the building
structures are in good condition and
generally safe for occupancy.
No significant damage to the existing
structural systems were noted.
However, if a significant earthquake should
occur, the shop/office building and the unreinforced masonry wall construction is a
hazard




Expect significant damage to the structure
Possibility of loss of life of the inhabitants.
Does the city consider this a critical facility?
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1.

2.

3.

4.

Move forward on the immediate building
needs
Retrofit buildings in accordance with the
structural engineer’s analysis
Industrial building with same layout,
keep existing storage
New facility to accommodate current and
future needs
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1. Move forward on the immediate building
needs






Roof = $36,000
Windows / siding = $18,000
Doors = $15,000
ADA (25%) = $17,250
TOTAL = $86,250

This option does not address building safety or
current deficiencies in terms of bathroom, locker
room, or fire suppression

1. Move forward on the immediate building
needs contd.


Department has been deferring extensive
maintenance on the building since 2007




It was understood that at some point the building
would have to be replaced
Need to avoid a “Money Pit” situation
Some stop gap measures will need to be put in
place
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2. Seismically retrofit buildings in
accordance with the structural engineer’s
analysis





Shop / office = $535,000
Vehicle storage = $55,000
Architectural/structural = $60,000
Total = $650,000

This cost does not include the costs of any
needed improvements from option 1. It is
strictly a seismic upgrade

3. Re-build the Shop building with same spaces,
in same footprint but to meet current structural
building codes
 Industrial building = $650,000
 Seismic retrofit of vehicle storage = $55,000
 Architectural/structural = $25,000
 Total = $730,000
Does not address bathroom, locker room
deficiencies, fire suppression, or storage
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4. Build a new Shop and Office Building to
meet current and future needs, and to meet
current codes:
 Delivery Method
 Criteria document / bidding documents
 Funding mechanism
 Select construction team
 Construct
 Occupy



Design-bid-build

Characteristics
• Two contracts (Architect & Contractor)
• Best understood
• Linear sequence of work (longest
delivery)
Primary Reason to Choose
• Retain control of design
• Procurement laws are well defined
• Low first cost (Bidding)
Disadvantages
• Final cost changes: Owner responsible
• Most litigious
• Contractor has no input to project
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CM-GC

Characteristics
• Multiple contracts
• Linear design
• CM is selected on qualifications
Primary reason to choose
• Retain control of design
• Contractor involved early
• Flexibility to price the project
Disadvantages
• Owner responsible for changes
• Owner’s qualification-based selection of
CM
• Architect may not take input from CM
during design



Design-build

Characteristics
• Single point of contact/responsibility
• Often is the fastest delivery
• Most cost effective
• Need a well defined scope
• Need for timely decisions
Primary reason to choose
• Retain control of design
• Contractor involved early
• Flexibility to price the project
Disadvantages
• Owner responsible for changes,
overlaps and gaps in scope
• Owner needs to manage decisions
• on quality
• Owner is pushed for early decisions
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Reasoning:
 Construction Industry Institute study of
351 projects in 37 states
 Compared the cost, schedule and quality
performance of D-B-B, CM-GC and D-B
deliveries
 Findings:












D-B cost at least 6% less than D-B-B
D-B is at least 33% faster than D-B-B
D-B provides at least 10% better quality than
D-B-B

Replacement facility will be constructed on
the existing site located at the corner of
Main Street and Fairview (First) Street in
Fairview.
Approximate area of new structure(s) shall
be 11,000 gross square feet (gsf); all
contained in new buildings on site.
Development of the site shall be only that
required for new construction
It is assumed some staff and operations will
remain on site during the construction
timeline
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Hazardous Materials will be investigated
further before proceeding with any design
work or budget validation.
Based on utilizing a design-build
procurement method and contract the
project could be completed within 14
months from authorization to proceed to
occupancy of the completed facility.
If a process such as design-bid-build
(traditional) is preferred, add 4 to 6 months
to the overall project timeframe.

Assume design work begins in 2017.
Construction period is January 2018 to
August 2018
If design work is postponed into 2018 and
construction timeframe for a 2019
occupancy, add between 3.0% and 8.0% to
the total project costs to account for
escalation and price inflation
A project contingency of 15.0% is carried on
all estimated costs for this project including
design/permits and construction
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Scope of Work

Low Range

High Range

Design and Permits

$200,000

$300,000

Site Development

$600,000

$850,000

$1,100,000

$1,300,000

$600,000

$750.000

$2,500,000

$3,200,000

$375,000

$480,000

Building Core/Shell
Interior Finishes
Subtotal
15.0% Project
Contingency
Range of total costs

$2,875,000

$3,680,000

For a loan of $3,000,000, spread over 30
years, with a 3% interest rate, and using
the following annuity formula:

Annual repayment amount would be +/$150,000 per annum, which could be funded
through rent reduction, franchise fee
allocation, and enterprise funds
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Review the Public Works needs of the City
Prepare a criteria document to capture those
needs
Determine the preferred delivery method
Design-build – savings of moving forward
$100K can be applied to cost of building as we
think we can accomplish the criteria early and
cheaply
 CM-GC
 Design-bid-build





Identify the funding source
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Implement option 4
 2017-18 Concept plan developed,
delivery process and funding
mechanism identified
 Temporary repairs made
 2018-19 Finalize plan & Construct New
Facility
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Exhibit C
From: Brian Cooper
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 4:46 PM
To: Nolan Young
Subject: Re: Report and request
Thanks for the update.
On the matter of Nextdoor.
No I will not change the article for a couple reasons.
- the Nextdoor thread is a dead thread, 14 post down and soon to be a distant memory.
- Voruz made her comment on the thread and nobody cared or thanked her.
- "IF" I was to amend the article, it would bring it back to the top and I seriously doubt Ted would enjoy
the commentary I would use to explain the change in light of resolution 55-2016.
- If Ted wants me to do something. He needs to talk to me and not have you do his job for him.
Thank you for the update. You're doing a great job.
Brian Cooper
City of Fairview councilor
971-570-3831
________________________________________
From: Nolan Young
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 3:34 PM
To: Brian Cooper
Subject: Report and request
Brian;
Report on last night’s meeting:
During work session the council was generally supportive of the work plans for the RR Bridge and
Vision action plan and Bring the budget request to the Budget committee for discussion and
consideration.
The council was supportive of continuing to work on the Consolidation IGA and bringing to the
Budget committee a police budget based on Consolidation for the Budget Committee to consider.
Steve Marker in Regular session spoke on the Consolidation.
The proposed public nuisance Ordinance amendments were approved as proposed.
Request:
I understand you posted the Outlook article on consolidation prior to the correction on the dollar
amount. I believe it is still on there. Would you please replace it with the corrected version currently on
line. Thank you.
Nolan
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