




REFERENCE 1







Approval of Project Budget Increase for the BiCS Biological Research and Diagnostics Facility (BiRD)




BACKGROUND

In February 2003, the regents approved the UAF Biological and Computational Sciences Facility design project in the amount of $1.5 million.

In April 2003, UAF presented Scenario A and Scenario B to the regents for consideration as two options for the design and construction of this project.  Scenario A would have built a “plywood” shell of the entire 155,000 GSF facility with existing funds while Scenario B would have initially built the finish quality exterior with glass on a 75,000 GSF shell. The Board of Regents’ Facilities and Land Management Committee directed the administration to proceed with Scenario B. Under Scenario B, each segment (research, teaching, animals, ARSC, and Virology) was to be completed as future funding allows either through build-out of a previously constructed shell or through additional construction. The committee also indicated its preference for a lower profile building that should be shifted to the East towards the Arctic Health Building. The Board requested UAF to re-evaluate the plans to demolish the west wing section of the Arctic Health Building.

In June 2003, UAF briefed the regents on the status of the programming efforts for BiCS and discussed the option of constructing a Central Animal Facility (CAF) as the first segment of the BiCS facility. The regents were generally in favor of the approach and advised UAF to proceed with the program development. The BiCS–CAF project would include the initial planning, but not design, for BiCS-Research at the original site west of Arctic Health. 

Formal Project Approval

At the September 18, 2003 meeting, the Board approved the Project, and to proceed with the Schematic Design subject to the receipt of a satisfactory Project Agreement, for a total project cost not to exceed $14.25 million.  The project was to be approximately 59,520 GSF where ~35% of the interior space would be unfinished.  It would be located to the northeast of the Arctic Health building and across Sheenjek Drive.  It is also being designed to contain a 17,600 GSF State Virology facility.  The facility continues to unofficially be called the Central Animal Facility (CAF).

Revised Project Approval

At an emergency Facilities and Land Management Committee meeting on December 11, 2003 the Committee recommended that the Board of Regents approve a 42,000 GSF design, approximately 50 percent of which would be unfinished.  The smaller scheme resulted in a slightly reduced animal holding capacity, deletion of the State Virology facility, and elimination of the teaching component.  Other than a brief interim meeting to approve a collective bargaining agreement there has been no subsequent meeting of the full board, so the full board will be asked to approve the proposed schematic design at the February meeting.  

Revised Project Approval and Schematic Design Approval

The meeting of February 19, 2004 authorized the university administration to proceed with the complete design and development of Construction Documents for a total project cost not to exceed $17.9 million provided however that no more than $14.4 million was encumbered without advance approval by the vice president for finance.  It also authorized the vice president for finance to authorize encumbrances utilizing funding sources and amounts as determined by the vice president for finance, up to a total project cost of $17.9 million, to complete the unfinished portions of the Project.  The schematic design depicts a facility of 41,700 GSF, approximately 35 percent of which would be unfinished.  The Board also required the MAU to perform air flow and wind analyses before approving the incinerator components.

At the June 10, 2004 meeting in Anchorage, based on favorable air flow and wind studies, the Board approved the purchase and installation of the incinerator in the facility, subject to available funding.  At this Board meeting, the Regents accepted the functional name of Biological Research and Diagnostics Facility (BiRD) until such time as the building is officially named in accordance with the new naming policy.  

The Construction Documents were prepared between February 2004 and late April 2004.  The bid sets were structured as a base bid and seven additive alternates as follows: 

(1) Completion of the animal holding area on the Lower Level (~5,800 NSF)

(2) Completion of the incinerator area on the Ground Level, including all equipment

(3) Cage wash equipment, fume hoods, and portable sinks

(4) Completion of Faculty Locker Rooms 107 and 111

(5) Delete the exterior insulated metal panels and install Exterior Insulated Finish System (EIFS)

(6) Install Fire and Smoke Damper Monitoring System

(7) Two-position HVAC controls and valves

The total area of unfinished space on both levels was refined and totaled 11, 400 NSF (approximately 28% of the gross). It should be noted that Alternate 1— Completion of the animal holding area on the Lower Level—incorporates 5,719 NSF of that total 11,400 NSF unfinished area.  Likewise, Alternate 2— Completion of the incinerator area on the Ground Level, including all equipment—incorporates 1,655 NSF of the total 11,400 NSF unfinished area.  

The facilities department performed pre-bid due diligence to ensure the most accurate document presentation, construction estimate, and bid control possible.  These efforts included the following measures:

· Placed advertising in local and Anchorage newspapers

· Placed bid packages at the Plans Room

· Targeted mailings to general contractors to make them aware of the project

· Held a value engineering exercise to keep the project within appropriate scope and available budget

· Obtained full-cost estimates at every submittal stage of the project design

· Performed constructability analyses (separate consultant) during the design phases

· Assigned a strong project manager (Glen Kravitz) who remained with the project from inception through bidding

· Excluded Art and FF&E to minimalize the project

· Minimized the construction contingency from the normal 10% to 7.5%

· Consulted with VPF Beedle and AVPF Schointuch at Statewide

Four bidders, all Alaskan firms, submitted formal bids and they were opened at the offices of UAF Facilities Services, Division of Design & Construction at 2:00 pm on June 29, 2004.  The construction bids ranged from a low bid of $12,861,000 base bid ($15,143,000 with all alternates) to a high bid of $13,750,000 base bid ($19,944,099 with all alternates).  The total project cost (using the low bid construction cost) is $17,537,166 minimum functional bid or $19,113,291 optimally.  Based on the total current available funding of $14,400,000, additional funds are needed in the amount of $3,150,000 to only award the minimally functional bid and $4,720,000 to award the optimal bid.  The award for the former scenario would still leave approximately 11,400 NSF in the Lower and Ground Levels uncompleted whereas the latter scenario would complete all but 9,755 NSF of this space.  

The bids are guaranteed for thirty (30) days and expire on July 29, 2004.  Therefore, an award must be made no later than that date to ensure bid prices.

ANALYSIS

The apparent low bidder is Kiewit Construction Co., an Anchorage contractor.  The other bidders were: Alcan General, Inc., Anchorage;  Alaska Mechanical, Inc., Anchorage; and Wolverine Supply, Inc., Wasilla.

BID ANALYSIS

Table 1 below compares the low bid figures with those prepared in the final estimated budget.  The base bid budget estimate is based on the latest numbers provided by the A/E at the final CD submission.  The bid numbers indicate that the estimate was approximately 15.3% low for the base construction. Overall, the low bid is approximately 13.4% above the final estimated budget – this is somewhat above the industry standard of 5-8%.

Table 2 below compares the low bid to the other bidders.  The first two bidders are very close – as low as 0.7% of base bids to 1.5% of total bids.  This indicates a positive result from the constructability reviews in that the construction documents were well prepared and equally interpreted by the lowest bidders.  Furthermore, a very tight grouping of bids usually indicates that the bidding climate, rather than the construction estimate, would better explain the differences between the estimate and the actual bid.  Bidding climate is usually dictated by the amount of work available at the time, costs and availability of materials, and subcontracting labor.  These variables are extremely difficult to predict with an accuracy better than 10%.

Table 3 below is a compilation of the Project Budget.  This Table compares the actual bid values in three award scenarios:

(1) Awarding the Base Bid plus Alternates 3 and 6

[$14.89 million Construction Cost,  $17.54 million Total Project Cost]

(2) Awarding the Base Bid plus Alternates 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7

[$16.12 million Construction Cost,  $19.11 million Total Project Cost]

(3) Awarding the entire project (includes the 4,036 NSF on the Ground Level)

[$19.98 million Construction Cost,  $23.00 million Total Project Cost]

A fourth column is included that compares these scenarios with the original estimated project budget approved by the Board at the February 2004 meeting.  The shortfalls range from $3.18 million for Scenario 1, to $4.76 million for Scenario 2.  

It should be noted that neither Scenario 1 nor Scenario 2 include finishing out 5,710 NSF (Animal Holding) on the Lower Level nor 4,036 NSF on the Ground Level.  Described as Scenario 3, this work would require an additional $2.8 million (estimated since it was not part of the bid documents) and would generate a total shortfall of $8.6 million. 

Note that Alternate 5—Delete exterior Insulated Metal Panels and install Exterior Insulation Finish System (EIFS)—is a considerable downgrade in building shell quality and is not included in the desired scenarios.

Table 1 Construction Costs (Do not include Prof. Services, FF&E, or Admin. Costs)

	Bid Item
	Final 
Budget Estimate

(Feb 2003)
	Final Architect Estimate

( April 2004)
	Actual 
Low Bid

(June 2004)
	Difference Estimate less Actual



	Construction Base Bid
	$11,600,000 
	$11,157,486 
	$12,861,000 
	($1,703,514)

	Alternate 1: Finish Lower Level (5,719 NSF)
	
	$1,002,063 
	$1,104,000 
	($101,937)

	Alternate 2: Complete Incinerator including all Equipment (1,655 NSF)
	
	$656,581 
	$798,000 
	($141,419)

	Alternate 3: Cage Wash, Hoods, Portable Sinks
	*
	$204,713 
	$294,000 
	($89,287)

	Alternate 4: Locker Rooms 107 & 111
	*
	$50,000 
	$60,000 
	($10,000)

	Alternate 5: EIFS Exterior
	
	($89,000) 
	($258,000) 
	$169,000 

	Alternate 6: Fire & Smoke Damper Monitoring System
	*
	$40,000 
	$0 
	$40,000 

	Alternate 7: HVAC Controls
	*
	$332,485 
	$284,000 
	$48,485 

	Totals
	$11,600,000 
	$13,354,328 
	$15,143,000 
	($1,788,672)


*Alternates were incorporated in the original Project Budget
Table 2

	
	
	
	Difference from low bidder

	Bidder
	Base Bid
	Total Bid
	Base
	Total

	Kiewit Construction Co.
	$12,861,000 
	$15,143,000 
	
	

	Alcan General, Inc.
	$12,947,544 
	$15,366,062 
	$86,544 
	$223,062 

	Alaska Mechanical, Inc.
	$13,620,127 
	$16,469,856
	$759,127 
	$1,326,856 

	Wolverine Supply, Inc.
	$13,750,000 
	$16,944,099 
	$889,000 
	$1,801,099 


Table 3
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Project Name: BiCS/BiRD

MAU: UAF

Building:   N/A Date: 15-Jul-04

Campus:   UAF Prepared By: KS/RLS

Project Number:   2002247 Account No.: 512010-50216

Total GSF: 40,464

Total NSF: 22,255

PROJECT BUDGET

A. Professional Services

Consultant Basic Services $1,095,000 $1,141,000 $1,141,000 $1,141,000

Consultant CA Services     $155,000 $155,000 $175,000 $175,000

Consultant Reimbursables $88,000 $0 $88,000 $88,000

Programming/Scoping $100,000 $0 $100,000 $100,000

Site Survey $5,000 $0 $5,000 $5,000

Soils Engineering $20,000 $0 $20,000 $20,000

Testing $25,000 $0 $25,000 $25,000

HVAC Balancing $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Plan Review / Permits $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000

FS Engineer Review $50,000 $35,000 $35,000 $35,000

BiCS Research/Teaching Concepts $175,000 $175,000 $175,000 $175,000

Structural Steel Bid Package $36,000 $0 $36,000 $36,000

Professional Services Subtotal $1,819,000 $1,576,000 $1,870,000 $1,870,000

B. Construction

General Contractor $10,750,000 $13,705,000 $14,847,000 $18,400,000

Construction Contingency 7.5% $600,000 $1,027,875 $1,113,525 $1,380,000

Art %   $0 $0 $0 $0

Other (Electrical Feed) $250,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000

Construction Subtotal $11,600,000 $14,932,875 $16,160,525 $19,980,000

      Construction Cost per GSF $287 $369 $399 $494

C. Equipment and Furnishings

$0 $0 $0 $0

Equipment  $0 $0 $0 $0

Furnishings $0 $0 $0 $0

Make Ready/Move In $0 $0 $0 $0

Equipment and Furnishings Subtotal $0 $0 $0 $0

D. Administrative Costs

Advance Planning $0 $0 $0 $0

Advertising and Printing $18,150 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

PM Direct Costs   $471,135 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000

Indirect Costs $488,260 $589,541 $644,016 $685,126

Administrative Costs Subtotal $977,545 $1,119,541 $1,174,016 $1,215,126

E.  Total Project Cost $14,396,545 $17,628,416 $19,204,541 $23,065,126

     Total Project Cost per GSF

$356 $436 $475 $570

F.  Total Appropriation(s) Required $14,400,000 $17,580,000 $19,160,000 $23,000,000

G.  Project Shortfall $0 -$3,180,000 -$4,760,000 -$8,600,000

X

X X

X X X X

X X X

X X X X

X X X

Preferred Scenario

Base Bid + Alts. 

2, 3, 4, 6, 7 

(Optimal)

Base Bid + Alts. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 + 

Finish NIC 

Work

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

H.  Alternates

Efficiency: 55%

Original 

Estimate

Base Bid + Alts. 

3, 6 (Minimum 

Functionality)

     5.  EIFS Exterior instead of Metal Panels

     6.  Smoke & Fire Damper Monitoring System

     7.  Additional HVAC Controls and Valves

     1.  Finish Lower Level

     2.  Complete Incinerator and Equipment

     3.  Cage Wash, Fume Hood, Portable Sinks

     4.  Finish Locker Rooms 107 & 111


FUNDING ANALYSIS

Table 4 outlines the total current funding sources for this project.  Total funding came from two bond issues, a State GO Bond and a University-issued Bond.  $7,250,000 were allocated for the construction of the Utilidor and a temporary parking lot to compensate for parking lost due to contractor staging.  Since these two projects were completed under budget, the Board of Regents approved shifting the remaining balance of $150,000 into the BiCS-BiRD project.

Table 4

	Total Funding

	
	

	Item
	Amount

	GO Bond FY02
	$21,500,000

	Series “I” Bond (Utilidor-dedicated)
	$400,000

	SUBTOTAL
	$21,900,000

	
	

	West Ridge Utilidor
	($7,500,000)

	Temporary Parking Lot
	($150,000)

	SUBTOTAL
	($7,650,000)

	
	

	Subtotal 
	  $14,250,000

	Excess added back in
	$150,000

	Total Available for BiCS/BiRD
	$14,400,000

	
	


Should the regents decide to proceed with this project under any of the identified scenarios, the additional cash will not be needed for expenditures until the 12th month.  For budgetary purposes, administration will be able to arrange for an interim 12-month line of credit at variable short term rates with a renewable term of up to 24 months total.  Fees will be minimized by indicating that no cash draws will be made during the initial term, and that any subsequent draws would be in amounts of not less than $250,000 and that interest on the cumulative amount drawn would be payable monthly.  University working capital would be utilized at the discretion of the vice president for finance.  Longer term solutions include grants from various foundations, federal “capacity-building” construction build-out matching grants, state capital appropriations, UAF unrestricted revenues, future university general revenue bonds, conversion of the various financial assets of the Land Grant Trust Fund into a loan or lease to UAF as may be authorized by the regents as trustees for the University of Alaska, or any combination of the above. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

No major material or scope changes have been made to the project since the Schematic Design Approval (February 2004).  The facility is designed to the minimum size to meet the current needs of the University without compromising program and function.  Of the seven alternates, Alternate 3 — Cage Wash Equipment, Fume Hood, and Portable Sinks — is the minimum needed for the facility to function  efficiently (since Alternate 6—Fire and Smoke Damper Monitoring System—was a no cost bid, it is included in the minimum scenario).

The schedule for construction has been impacted.  The original schedule (Notice of Intent to Award on June 30, 2004) assumed site preparation, Utilidor, and foundation work to be completed by November 2004, prior to winter shutdown, with final completion by February 2006.  If a bid award is made by the end of July 2004, we anticipate extending the project completion to July 2006 as Utilidor work will likely be postponed until spring 2005.  An award later than this will likely cause an additional construction season of delay and the contractor may not honor their bid past the required thirty days (July 29, 2004).  

RECOMMENDATION

In order to achieve the greatest efficiency and usability for this building, it is recommended that “Scenario 2” be considered for immediate award.   This would provide for all of the functionality envisioned at the Schematic Design Approval, including the purchase and installation of the incinerator and the ancillary spaces associated with it.  It is further recommended that the maximum total project cost be increased to provide for the remaining bid alternates as well as including finishing the Ground Level areas associated with Necropsy, Surgery, Microbiology, Clinical Pathology, and Histology (in the event sufficient additional funding is procured).

This increase of total project cost from $17.90 million to $23.00 million would only be authorized if additional funds become available through funding sources including debt and possible success in obtaining additional grants (CO6, G20, NSF, USDA, Murdock, Rasmuson, etc.).

It is recommended that the administration will be authorized to utilize working capital and arrange for an interim 12-month line of credit at variable short-term rates with a renewable term of up to 24 months total as discussed under “Funding Analysis” on the previous page.  Longer term solutions include grants from various foundations, federal “capacity-building” construction build-out matching grants, state capital appropriations, UAF unrestricted revenues, future university general revenue bonds, conversion of the various financial assets of the Land Grant Trust Fund into a loan or lease to UAF as may be authorized by the regents as trustees for the University of Alaska, or any combination of the above.
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