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STAFF_PFPORT Aaerda Item No

Metinq Date im

REQUEST TO MIEND RESOLUTION NC 85-564 BY EXTEND
ING THE DEADLINE FOR FILING pp.FQuALiFIcATTO
APPLICATION BY ROADWAY CONSTRUCTORS CORPORATION

Date JUflP 1985 Presenteã by Dan Duriq
Norm Wietting
Chuck Geyer

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND AN.ALYS

On May 1985 the Council of the Met.rcpol itan Service

Distr ict Metro adooted Resolution No 85564 author inu the use

of mandatory prequall rication process for the 1985 Operations
Contract for the Johns Landfill The resolution stated The
time for subrrittina preaualificat.ion applications is set to Drovide

current information and prompt responses... The time for uhmit
nc Lt qalificatior pic1o1 n. is ruir ri in

1985 and shall close at 500 p.m on May 29 l985

Tte resolution further stated that i-he orecuali fication process

would be conducted in accordance with OPS 279.039 and CR5 279.037

Or 4y ifl 1985 the 501 id waste Department beaan solic.itin

applicants for the prequalification process This included adver
tisements in five national one reqional and two local publica
tions The advertisements stated that Statement of Qa1jfitiofl5
will be accepted until 500 p.m. on May 29 1985

On May 1985 Riedel International Inc of which Roadway

Constructors is subsidiary was ccntacted by Mr Chuck Goes wc
inquired as to whether the firm would be interested in receiving

prequa cat ion apol ica on for the opera ions of the St. orns

Landfill if t-h process were anproved and to whom the application
should ne sent The firm asie-c to rece ie such an ap1iCat ion asic

that it should be sent to the attention of Mt Richard ackscn

total oF 16 firma rece ved preauaLi ficatior ao1 lea tioris On

page paragraph of the Request for Qualifications section of

the application was the statement All potential hiddrs are

reQujred to submit seven comoletelv executed Precuali f.ication

onl_ccto on hcfe 98 i1

art ic on rota v-torit il ap ii- ot trLr of

landfill on May 23

Nineteen persons attended the tour of he St. Johns Lardfi

Two of those attending were Mr Roger Huntsinqer of Roadway



Constructors and Mr orman Cass of Ki..l.inqsworth Fast Disposal
both of the-se firms are associated with Riedel InternationaL At

the meeting it wass tat that precualification apol i.cations were

due back no later than 500 p.m on May 29

As the May 29 deadline approached it necame apparent that
number of firms had waited unti the last moment to prepare their

appl icat ions Some examples are canadian firm which flew in on

May 28 to receive the application and tour the landfill another
firm cafled on the morning of May 29 asking for an extension because
it had thought the cead1ne was May 30 another firm which hand--

delivered ts completed application tola us it was completed despite
the fact that the person filling out the application had case of
food poisoning Each of these firms and six others for tot1 of
nine firms submitted completed aoplications on time Most ariplica
tins arrived on May 29 by Federal Express mar11 with one bei.nc

telexed via ZAP Mail at considerable exnense to the

At approximately 445 p.m on May 29 chuck Geyer of Metro
received telephone call from Mr Charlie Chambers of Roadway
Constructors Mr Ctamhers explained that he bad just hequn the

PreL1a tb ica or ad nrti cer.1 the dea 1i

May 29 not May 30 as he bad previously thought Mr Chambers asked
for an extension to submit the application explaining that he had

only recently rec ived this assignment due to an Ill ness to another

member of the firm Mr Chambers was told by Chuck Cever that no
extensions could be granted No application was received by the
firm before the deadline

At 320 n.m on May 31 Mr Gary Newbore delivered materials to

the Solid waste Department Mr Newbore indicated that the
materials were Lelated to the preoualification process The
unexain1nec material were olaced in sealed envelope which was

dated and mi tialed arid he was given receipt On June
Mr Newbore recuested and received the names of firms submitting
apiications Mr Newbore is affiliated with Roadway Constructors

The prequalification process was recorraitended by staff to

simplify the biddinc process by removino the need to reject low

bidder which was not quali fied to fulfill the contract The process
was adopted in accordance with Oreaon Statuten which reqi re the
Council set deadline for submi ssion of ap-pI icat ions cheduie
for the crecualification evaluation process arid the hiddiria of the

contract- hs ben ptahflshd

Below are presented the pros and cons of qrantri no an extension
for submission of the Preaualificat.ion Applications

Pro

\.r additional Oregon bidder may ona.1 ify for hiddng No

bid anoun.ts have yet been disclosed Additional bidders

way apply for aual ifIcat.ion





STAFF REPOP.T Aqenda Item No _____________-

Meeting Date June

cONSIDERATiON OF SOLID WASTE RATE POLIGIES

Date May 29 1985 Presented by Rich Mcconahy

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Council Resolution No 84483 attached adopted Auqust 24
1984 stated key policies which are to be followed in the solid

waste ratesetting process It also requires review of the

policies by June 30 of each year prior to the beginning of the next

years ratesetting process The major technacal component of the

orocess is rate study which consict of projection of 1986 waste

quantities and an estimation of 1986 cost factors followed by an

allocation of these costs to appropriate users through the fee

structure The policies which council has adopted provide the

necessary direction for assigning various system costs to users
through four fee elements base disposal rate reqional transfer

charge convenience charge and user fee

In addition to review and consideration of trese stated

Policies the Lounc.l may wisp to provide inut. in def.ninq tne

scope of the 1986 rate study The scope de.laneates those aspects of

the waste disposal system which will be incorporated into the
technical analysis The following major issues which have policy
implications and have been raised in previous discussions are being
considered for inclusion in the scope of the rate tudv

Base disposal rates could he increased above the cost of

service to reflect the Ii ited nature of the St Johns
Landfill capacity to rovicle incentives for recycling or

to encourage the development of alternativ technologies
currently disposal rates are tied to disposal costs which

decrease as waste auantit.ies increase Fxternal costs
associated with problems created by the rapid depletion of

the St Johns Landfill capacity are not borne by current
users if revenues are allowed to exceed costs policy
on utilization of the added funds could be cons.ide ed
Any increase may have the effect of divertinq wastes

Reducing or eliminatinq the regional transfer fee applied
to commercial users at limited use .iandtills could davert

portion of the nonputrescible wastes fiom the St Johns
Landfall

With the startup of WTRC anticipated an mid1986 cost.s

of operating the transfer system wii mores cc consider
ation could be given to recoverinq these costs through



gradual increase in the re onal transfer charqe before
the facility begins operations

Utilization of the transfer system beyond its optimum
leve.i necessitates increased costs for all system users
The anplication of the convenience charqe to users of WTPC
and CTRC and the adjustment of such charge to encourage
the appropriate amount of direct haul to the St Johns
Landfill could he considered

Ussr fees pay for solid waste system planning and develop-
merit and have not been adjusted since 1983 With the
pLanned development of WTRC and the future development of

new landfill site these costs will increase in future

years Consideration could be aiven to adjusting the user
fee to provide measure of prefinancing for these future

syt.em improvements

The costs associated with handling special wastes at the
landfil.i could he recovered through new additional fee

applied to these wastes to reflect the true cot of
SErvice

Staff is not recommending that pal icy decisions be made on any of
the above issues at this time but rather we propose to examine and
evaluate the possible impacts ol these issues on the fee structure
if council chooses to adopt or not t.o adopt any of them as policies
followinq t.h.e findings of the rate study Waste flow proecticns
and cost esirrates tc.r 1986 are cirrent1y being developed in prepar
aLlan for the rate study

EXECtJT.1 VE OFICER RF COMMENDATION

The Fecutve Officer makes no recommendation at this Lime

R/q
3535c/41i5

/29 85



BEFORE TEE COUNCIL OF TEE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING SOLID RESOLUTION NO 84-483
WASTE DISPOSAL RATE POLICIES

Introduced by the
Executive Officer

WHEREAS The Metropolitan Service District Metro is

empowered to collect funds to pay costs incident to solid waste

disposal in the region and

WHEREAS Uniform administration of rates from year to year

is desirable for the maintenance of equity among users of the

disposal system and

WHEREAS Four discrete disposal rate elements base

disposal rate Regional Transfer Charge convenience charge user

fee have been established now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED

That the following rate policies are hereby adopted by the

Metropolitan Service District

Users of the disposal system are divided into two

groups commercial and public and rates for each shall reflect the

relative cost of providing service to each

The commercial base disposal rate is

cost of disposal at the Metrooperated landfill

Metro facilities and is applied uniformly at all

The public base disposal rate also pays the cost

transfer and recycling center capital costs It

the same way as the commercial rate

used to pay the

It is collected at

Metro facilities

of disposal and

is administered in



The Regional Transfer Charge is used in conjunction

with the convenience charge to pay for the cost of operating the

Metro transfer system including transfer and recycling centers and

transfer of waste to disposal facility It is applied to all

waste generated in the Metro region whether it is disposed at

Metro facility or at any other

The public Regional Transfer Charge will only include

operating costs of Metroowned transfer and recycling centers

The convenience charge is used in conjuction with the

Regional Transfer Charge to pay for the cost of operating the Metro

transfer system It is applied only to waste which is disposed at

transfer and recycling centers

User fees are used to pay for solid waste programs

administration waste reduction systems planning and development

and activities not directly related to operation of the transfer and

disposal system They are applied to al waste generated in the

region

These policies will be reviewed annually by June 30

prior to the beginning of the ratesetting process

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 23rd day of August 1984

Ô7LJ Y-pt4-1
Presidng Offier

ES/srb
1444C/392C
08/21/84



STAFF REPORT Anenda Item No _________

Meeting Date Juneb i35

DISCUSS ION OF THE ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES CHAPTER
OF THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

DEScRiPTION OF THE POLICY AND PROCESS QUESTIONS
WHICH MUST BE ANSWERED AND THE PROCESS FOR
ADDRESS INC THEM

Date May 30 1985 Presented by Wayne Rifer

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The presentarion to the Council of the Alternative Technologies
chapter with blue cover marks the initiatIon ot process for

addresinq wide variety of issues in public forum

Council meetings in June and u1wi 11 define the features
of that process This staff report presents the decisions

ich must be made in addressing the alternative technology
options presented in the chapter Following the technical
review of those options the Council will begin evaluation
and select ion of the alternative technology options

in consideration of alternative technoloQies the Council must

answer three major auestions

Does Metro wish to pursue consideration of alternative
technologies for waste sposal and resource recovery

If so which technologies should be iirpiementec3

What should be Metros role versus the prlvate sector

Process for Review of Alternative_Technolocies

two--stage process will he conducted to bring the needed

information t.o the Council to answer the three auestions

The first stage consists of the evaluation of the

technical feasibility of the technology options
Input shall be provided throuqh comments on the draft

chapter and through technolony fair The fair will

he orqani7ed to provide an opportunity for nowledc
able individuals to suncest dd it cna technol ocies

beyond those considered in the chapter



Upon presentation of the results the council shall
determine which technologies shall receive further
consideration based on their technical feasibility
This is not intended to determine which technologies
shall be implemented but is first cut to focus
further study efforts on the truly practical options
The results of these decisions will be incorporated
into revised draft of the Alternative Technologies
chapter which shall then receive salmon colored
cover

At the end of stage one the Council shall answer the
first auestion Does Metro wish to pursue considera
nor of alternative technoloqiesV if the answer is

affirmative there will then be two options which
effect the reirainnq process

to advance alternative technologies through public
review the second staoe of the Drocess and on to

project status ahead of the other portions of the
Solid Waste Management Plan or

to conduct single public involvement process for
the ent re plan

11 The second stage shall provide for direct citizen
involvement in addressing the major ol ic issuesic are asoit.c it i-ic E3ctior C- Tti1atF
technologies descr ibed below The puipose of this
stage will be to rovde nformat ion to the Council
concerning public viewpoints on the policy issues arid

to develop sense of ownership by the community for
the resultin decisions

If the ounc has selected option the public
involvement process would f.ocus on only those issues
relevant to the technoloov decisions If the entire
Plan is tcen out for puhi ic review as unit
OptlOfl the p01 icy issues will include recycling
transfer stations landfill ira and finance as well as
alternative technoLogy

Foliowino the completion of the second stane staff will report
to Council Concernlnq the results and council shall address the
second and third major ouestions which technologies and what role
for Metro as Council policies

OF_THE tJELIC_P0LIY_ISSUES ASSOcIATED WITH THETj kTION AND SELECTION OF L.TFRNF.TI yE_9EcNOL.OGI ES

vhz cot or iancfjl the toLnr il iliri enti1
for waste reduction through resource recovery





SUMMARY

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
GENERAL POLICIES

CHAPTER ACTIONS RESULTANT PROGRAMS

Landfill Chapter

Interim Management Resolution No 84491 Divert material to
Plan limited use sites to be

worked out with SWPAC

Resolution No 85538 Explore and secure
authorization to use
other general purpose
sites report progress
to Council in February
1985

Consult and work with
City of Portland DEQ
and North Portland
Residents to develop
process assessing future
of St Johns Landfill in

relation to new site

Pursue waste reduction
strategy through
promotion/marketing
plan multifamily
demonstration project
and waiver of certain
fees for waste sorting
operation

LongTerm Landfill Resolution No 84507 Land use permit application
Plan filed with Multnomah

County Denied Appeal
filed with Land Use Board of
Appeals Denied

Transfer Stations

Action Plan Resolution No 84506 Commence siting process for
WTRC

DD/srs
202 6C/39 53
06/06/85



SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN STATUS REPORT

PHASE ONE

DEVELOPMENT OF OPTIONS DOCUMENTS TECHNICAL REVIEW ACTIONS

BLUE COMMENTS PRELIMINARY
DRAFT INTERNAL AGENCY BLUE COVER AND PLAN INTERIMCHAPTER COMPLETE REVIEW REVIEW COVER REVIEW REVISIONS SALMON COVER POLICIES

Landfill Chapter complete complete complete complete complete complete complete Resolution Nos
84491
84507
85538

Transfer Stations complete complete complete complete complete complete complete Resolution No 84506

Alternative Technology complete complete complete complete in process

Source Reduction and
Recycling in process

Finance in process



SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS

PROPOSED

JUNE TO AUGUST COUNCIL ACTIVITIES

MEETING DATE ACTIVITIES AND ISSUES

June Presentation of Alternative Technology chapter
and discussion of technologies

Approval of AT chapter proposed process

June 13 Presentation of SWMP authority memorandum

Discussion of SWMP authority and scope issues

July 11 Conclusion of discussion of SWMP authority issues
and attendant planning process decisions

July 25 Presentation and approval of SWMP planning

process report

August Presentation of alternative technologies
evaluation report

August 22 Council policy decisions
Does Metro wish to pursue consideration of
alternative technologies

Which technologies shall receive further
consideration

Wayne Rifer

6/6/85



ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGY CHAPTER
Solid Waste Management Plan

CtUt4L

Which technologies shall
receive further consideration

first cut screening process

Should alternative technologies
be advanced ahead of other
chapters of the SWMP

Which technologies should be

implemented
cost
environmental impact

public acceptance
etc

What should be Metros role

Does Metro wish to pursue Is there need for further
consideration of alternative public input along with other

technologies chapters or can technologies
be selected for implementation



____________ Telegram
1021241A155 06/04/85

flICS IPMPTUF PTL
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6192711300 TDRN SAN DIEGO CA 18 0604 0450P EST
PMS COUNCIL METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT RPT DLY MOM DLR
527 SOUTHWEST HALL ST
PORTLAND OR 97201
WE WISH TO PROTEST ANY EXTENSION OF THE PRE QUALIFICATION DEADLINE
PAST PM MAY 29TH 1985 RESPECTFULLY

JAMES MASTERS
HERZOC CONTRACTING CORP
6920 MIRAMAR RD SUITE 207
SAN DIEGO CA 92121

1709 EST

1711 EST



4619 6A STREET NE
iKbnn ruir 11th

CALGARY ALBERTA

TELEPHONE 2O46cfl

June 1985

Metropolitan Service District

527 SW Hall Street

Portland Oregon
U.S.A 97201-5287

Attention Metro Service District Council

Re Contractors Pre-qualification Application
Contract for St Johns Sanitary Landfill

We understand request for an extension to the original closing date of

May 29 1985 500 p.m has been made by an unsuccessfull applicant to

allow them additional time to submit their application on the above item

We respectfully recommend an extension not be granted in this case

The Request for Statements of Qualifications was properly advertised and

all prospective applicants had ample time and notice to provide the information

on the date and time specified

We might also point out at this time although we were made aware of your
Request later than most applicants particularly local firms knowing that time

was of the essence Kedon worked diligently to meet your specified closing date
Therefore if we were able to meet the time and date requirements others should
have been able to do so as well

Yours truly

E.E Johnson Eng
V.P Kedon Services Ltd

EEJ/lle

cc Mr Geyer



RIEDEL RESOURCESINC
4555 CHANNEL AVE BOX 3320 PORTLAND OR g7208-3320

503/285-gui

June 1985

Mr Hardy Myers

Metropolitan Service District
527 Hall

Portland OR 97201

Dear Mr Myers

would like to supplement the letter addressed to the council
members by Mr Robert Westermann President of Roadway
Constructors Corp as Chairman of Roadway am writing
personally to be sure the council is aware of my interest in and
commitnent to our operatinq the landfill at St Johns We are
experienced in such operations through the last four years
operation of Killingsworth Fast Disposal In addition we have
available for technical assistance and consultation at any time
John Spencer the President of Riedel Environmental Services Mr
Spencer formerly the Acbiiinistrator of EPA Region 10 has an
extensive background in waste management issues including solid
waste

By this letter am making personal commitment to successful
operation We are corporate citizen of Metropolitan Service
District and have definite interest in our community

hope this total commitment by our local company and personnel
assists in your consideration of our application for
prequal ification

Kindest regards

Arthur Riedel

Chairman

Roadway Constructors Corp

...Chairman

Riedel Resources Inc

AARdc
cc Rick Gustafson



Agenda Item No

Meeting Date Juxc i.98

STAFF REPORT

consideration of award of the West Bear Grotto

and Related Areas Construction Contract

Date May 29 1985 Presented by Rich

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSI5

On April 25 1985 the Metro Council adapted Resolution No 85-565 which

rejected afl bids received under the exemption qranted in Resolution No
845i3...because of the detriment to competition caused by the unintended

method of obtaining cost savings proposals and because of failure of aU

bids to be responsive to the call for bids

In addition the Resolution amended the exemption provided in Resolution

No 8-51 to allow the five former bidders to bid on an amended bid

package Under the provisions of Resolution No 85-565 copy of which is

attached an amended bid package was sent to the five former bidders on

May 10 1965 Members of the Council were given copies of the Invitation

to Bid and Instructions to the Bidders

Between May 10 and May 23 the day bids were due three of the five former

bidders responded that they would not participate in the bid Copies of the

letters received from ft Gray and Mattson are attached V1K

Construction informed the Architect by phone

On May 23 1985 at 3OO bids were receved at public opening from

Todd Building company and Bishop contractors Inc Both firms had

complied with the instructions to bidders and had included their cost

savings proposals in separate sealed envelopes The lump sum proposals

were read publicly They were Bishop contractors Inc $2.22 1000
and Todd Building Company $2271500 Representatives of the firms

were informed that in order to maintain complete objectivity in reviewing

the cost savings proposals they wOuld be opened privately arid copied

randomly without designation of source with that list distributed to the

evaluators Only after the completion of that evaluation would the

evaluators be told to which firm the savings would be credited



On May 24 1S85 Architects Keith Larson and Dave Waiters from Jones and

Jones met with McKay Rich Steve McOusker arid James Riccio private

construction management consultant to evaluate the proposed cost

savings the instructions to the bidders cost savings were defined as
value engineering for purposes of this bid Value engineering was
defined as Items that allow contractor to make substitutions to

methodology or materials that do not reduce scope of work and integrity of

the design It was further stated that ciarilication drawings
calculations and/or other support information may be attached in order to

assist the Owner evaluating the merit of each proposed cost savings

Attached is list of the cost savings proposals and an indication of those

that were accepted

Those accepted that were attributable to Bishop Contractors nc
amounted to $8375 Their lump sum of $2221000 less the $8375 is

$2212625 Those attributable to Todd amounted to 200 Their lump
sum of $227L500 less the 1200 is $2270300

Because the bd of $2212625 by Bishop contractors Inc is the low bid
staff recommends that the contract for the remodel of the West Bear

Grotto and Related Areas be awarded to Bishop contractors Inc After the

contract has been awarded other acceptable cost savings proposals and

changes in the scope of the project will be further neotiated through

deductive change order to bring the amount of the contract to $2i70000
which is within budget Bishop contractors Inc has DBE participation of

10% which meets Metros goal

EXECUTIVE OFHCER5 RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends the award of this contract to Bishop

Contractors ftc

AMR/ can



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING RESOLUTION NO 85-565
RESOLUTION NO 84513 AUTHORIZ-
ING AN EXEMPTION TO THE PUBLIC Introduced by the
CONTRACTING PROCEDURE SET OUT Presiding Officer
IN METRO CODE SECTION 2.04.011
ET-Q FOR THE CONSTRUCTON
OF THE BEAR GROTTO PROJECT

WHEREAS The Council of the Metropolitan Service District

Metro adopted Resolution No 84513 to exempt the Bear Grotto

project from the competitive bid process in order to allow the

opportunity for cost savings proposals and determined that the

process described would comply with Metro Code Section 2.04.011 and

WHEREAS The part of the process used for cost savings

proposals was not carried out as anticipabed and it is in the

public interest to reject all bids due to failure of the five bids

to be responsive to the call for bids and

WHEREAS It is unlikely to encourage favoritism or

substantially diminish competition and will result in substantial

cost savings to Metro to allow the five contractors who previously

submitted bids to resubmit bids on an amended bid document which

incorporates certain approved cost savings proposals and alterna

tives and into the bid package and award the bid to the low

bidder on the basis of lump sum bid less the amount of owner

accepted itemized cost savings proposals submitted at the time of

the lump sum bid now therefore



BE IT RESOLVED

That the bids received under the exemption granted in

Resolution No 84513 be rejected because of the detriment to

competition caused by the unintended method of obtaining cost

savings proposals and because of failure of all bids to be

responsive to the call for bids

That the exemption in Resolution No 84513 be amended

to allow the five former bidders to bid on an amended bid package

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 25th day of April 1985

Ernie Bonner Presiding Officer

E11_2
__________________

Cark of th Counci



MATTSON

GENERAL CONTRACTOR

May 16 1985

Jones and Jones Architects

233 SW Front Ave

Portland OR

ATTN Grant Jones

RE West Bear Grotto Project

Washington Park Zoo

Portland Oregon

Dear Grant

L.D Mattson Inc is notifying your office that our firm. is

declining to bid the above project

Because of the economic climate and up-coming projects
L.D Mattson Inc has decided not tO pursue this project
We appreciate our selection as one of the prime bidders
on the West Bear Grotto project and we hope that this

project will be highly successful Please keep L.D Mattson
Inc on your select bidders list for future project

Thank you for your time

Sincerely

Ike Haslebacher

Marketing Director

cc Rich

L.D Mattson

P.O Box 12335

2264 .Judson S.E

Salem Oregon 97308

Telephone 585.7671



RECVE

20 198

Gray cc
ion

iU3lCDflSTfUCT Ion

May 17 1985

Mr Rich Assistant Director

Washington Park Zoo

4001 SW Canyon Road

Portland OR 97221

Dear Mr Rich

We have called Keith Larson and informed him of our intentions not to rebid
the West Bear Grotto project Unfortunately the timing of this bidding
and project does not fit within our current work schedule

We appreciate the opportunity to be part of the original bid project and
the courtesy that your organization has shown us We also hope that you
will contact us in the future for new work as it becomes available to bid

We thank you again for selecting us as one of the original bidders

Yours truly

R.A.GRAYCO

J.R Benti

SecretaryT easurer

cc Mr Keith Larson



PROPOSED COST SAVINGS

WEST BEAR GROTTO REMODEL REBID

Revise landscape specs as foflows 1000.00
Reduce Alaska Fern sizeto tWo-gallon

Reduce ScotchHeather to one-gal Ion ACCEPTED
ReduceAshtreesbyl/2

ChangeCtlUfacefrom8x8to8xl6 375.00

ACCEPTED
Electrical Substitute fixtures and switch gear

Redesign Chiller P.C units 3400.00

Plaster Use USO controlled joints mill core 66 in 1500.00
lieu of fry end plastic trims ACCEPTED

Delete foil back requirement on gp board at exterior

walls use regular board 400.00

Delete exterior stucco finish on CtIU block and use

exposed split lace block at Winter Viewing Building 4500.00

Delete curved Arch way roof at Viewing Areas

and replace with wood shake roof over truss sytem
with CVO soffit 8500.00

Delete curved Arch way roof at Viewing Areas

and replace with trellis structure and skylight gluing
similar to Zoo Street trellis 3500.00

Omit specified roof insulation and substitute Celotex 5500.00
/4N singlelayer Insulation value is same ACCEPTED

Install four plys of roof over in lieu of three plys

10 Omit quarry tile in kitchen and janitor rooms end sub
stitute A.A.T and base 1800.00

11 Revise irrigation layout end specs 1000.00

12 Omit concrete around burled piping substitute gravel 3000.00

13 Delete curved Arch way roof at Viewing Areas and

and replace with metal roof end curved support struc

ture 4500.00

14 Electrical By changing some fixture specifications panel

boards transformers and the P.C unit for the M.C.C we

can redesign and use wall mounted M.C.C rather than

floor mount 3400.00

15 Change ceiling material at Viewing Areas and

from stuceneer plaster 1600.00
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16 Mechanical Delete concrete encasement at water lines

PVC water main In lieu of cast Iron

Optional air balancer

Optional water filter equipment

Change duct design to 1IVAC units 6000.00

17 Delete lered roof at Cafe and use straight parapet
with metal facing 2500.00

18 Delete Landscape and Irrigation from this contract 31000.00

19 Delete requirement of Contractor to maintain Builthrs

All Risk Insurance 5000.00

20 Substitute equipment in kitchen 1000.00

21 Change wcxd wall with stucco finish at Viewing Area 200.00

Wi detail 3/A15 to concrete wall ACCEPTED

22 Delete requirement of Bond 12000.00

23 Irrigation changes 1000.00

24 Omit top handrls as specified and substitute steel 3800.00
handrails sandblasted and painted with two coats

of epoxy paint

25 Delete vapor barrier unthr roof insulation Insulation has

felt vapor barrier applied to both sides 700.00


