
FACILITIES COMMITTEE
Tuesday, January 18, 2011 8:30 AM

Boardroom / Teleconference
1820 Xenium Ln N

Minneapolis, MN 55441-3790

Agenda

1. North Education Center (NEC) Facilities Committee Agenda for January 18, 2011

 



The mission of Intermediate District 287 Is to be the premier provider of innovative specialized services  

to ensure that each member district can meet the unique learning needs of its students.  

 

GROUP:  Facilities Committee 

DATE: January 18, 2010 

TIME:   8:30 – 10:30 a.m 

LOCATION: DSC Board Room 

PROTOCOLS: 

Decisions will be made via consensus on the agenda 

items. 

 

CONVENER:  Tom Shultz 

FACILITATOR:  Peyton Robb 

ATTENDING:    

LONG TERM PURPOSE 

The Facilities Committee for the North Education Center project will provide oversight and direction to 

administration and bring recommendations to the full Board for approval as needed. 

AGENDA 

ITEMS 
OUTCOMES 

TIME 

BUDGETED 
ACTION 

1. Best Value 
Process 

 Committee 
members be 
provided an 
example of a 
Propsal, RAVA 
Plan and Interview 
Questions for 
familiarization 
purposes 

20 minutes 

Tom S 

 

 

2. Best Value 
Conference 
2/14-17/11 

 Committee 
members will learn 
who might be 
attending. 

10 minutes 

Group 

 

3. Best Value 
& Financing 
TImelines  

 Committee 
members will be 
review an updated 
NEC Best Value & 
Financing Timeline 
document  and 
understand the 
latest  financing 
information on a 
new financing 
graph.   

 Committee 
members will 
determine what 
information should 
be presented to the 
full Board on 1-27-
11 so that a 
decision regarding 
3

rd
 floor can be 

done on 2-10-11. 

40 minutes 

Janet & Tom 

  



The mission of Intermediate District 287 Is to be the premier provider of innovative specialized services  

to ensure that each member district can meet the unique learning needs of its students.  

4. Hosterman 
Demo 
Progress 

 Committee 
members will be 
updated on demo 
progress 

10 minutes 

Tom S 

 

 

HANDOUTS:  

1. Best Value Proposal 

2. Best Value RAVA 

3. Best Value Interview Questions 

4. Best Value & Financing Timelines 

5. Finance Graph from 9-23-10 

6. Finance Graph from 10-27-10 



The mission of Intermediate District 287 Is to be the premier provider of innovative specialized services  

to ensure that each member district can meet the unique learning needs of its students.  

 

GROUP:  Facilities Committee 

DATE: December 21, 2010 

TIME:   8:30 – 10:50 a.m 

LOCATION: DSC Board Room 

PROTOCOLS: 

Decisions will be made via consensus on the agenda 

items. 

 

CONVENER:  Tom Shultz 

FACILITATOR:  Peyton Robb 

ATTENDING: Don Draayer, Peyton Robb, Steve 

Antolak, Michele Kunz, Linda Johnson, Sandy 

Lewandowski, Tom Shultz, Lea Dahl, Rick Wessling, 

Mark Thiede, Justine Pliska   

LONG TERM PURPOSE 

The Facilities Committee for the North Education Center project will provide oversight and direction to 

administration and bring recommendations to the full Board for approval as needed. 

AGENDA 

ITEMS 
OUTCOMES 

TIME 

BUDGETED 
ACTION 

1. Best Value 
Process 

 Committee 
members will 
discuss the 12-
15 meeting with 
potential bidders 
for NEC,  the 
Best Value 
training session 
and understand 
the timeline for 
bidding. 

20 minutes 

Peyton R & 

Tom S 

 

Committee members viewed the Hostermann/NEC transition 

slideshow highlighting the groundbreaking and the demolition.  

Thank you Julie Bess.   

The project proposal and Best Value (BV) process and timelines 

was shared with potential general contractors last week.  A 

handout listing all contractors, subs and more was distributed.  

Tom & Peyton shared that we had a good response and that our 

project is a very attractive one at this time in Minnesota. 

The top proposals (2 page submission maximum, deadline 

February 7) will be read and likely 2-6 interviews will be held on 

2/18. BV conference attendees will be back in time for the 

interviews.   

Sandy requested that TSP give us a “mock up” of what a good 

proposal looks like for the committee to review and further 

understand the process.   

Tom offered that interviews will be conducted separately for the 

site superintendent and the general contractor for assurance to us 

of continuity of project understanding and implementation. 

2. Best Value 
Conference 
2/14-17/11 

 Board member 
to attend this 
conference will 
be identified 

10 minutes 

Group 

BV conference attendees from 287: Janet Johnson, David 

Anderson and Gloria Wilder    TSP: Mark Thiede    Potential 287 

Board attendees: Steve, Don and/or Linda have expressed some 

interest and will let Sandy know.    

3. Construction 
Summary 
Weekly 
Report and 
Risk Report  

 Committee 
members will 
discuss what a 
Board report on 
NEC should 
contain and  
sample reports 

30 minutes 
The committee reviewed sample Rochester weekly construction 

reports and found it to be useful information that could be 

replicated for our project and shared electronically.  

TSP would like to add a reporting column to the unforeseen risk 

spreadsheet. There was much discussion on being clear with our 
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from the 
Rochester 
School District 
utilizing the Best 
Value approach 
will be shared.   

expectations for the general contractor and consequences for not 

meeting those expectations.   

Mark listed six risk categories: change of scope, unforeseen 

conditions, agency changes, our choice change, TSP oops, and 

general conditions.     

4. NEC Interior 
Materials / 
Colors 

 Committee 
members will 
understand 
colors and 
patterns 
directions 

15 minutes 

Tom S 

 

Mark and Justine reviewed the exterior and interior color and 

material choices and committee recommendations.  There ae 

three potential vendors who can provide comparable materials. 

There was some discussion on walkway and building materials, 

terrazzo etc.  Color choices will be confirmed in March.  Generally 

the first floor will be primary colors and more neutral on floors 2 & 

3.  The cafeteria will have more color than SEC.  Michele asked 

about the wall covering at SEC and its potential at NEC.  Justine 

said it won’t be the same at NEC.  Carpet colors/styles will 

designate office space and floor. 

5. Hosterman 
Demo 
Progress 

 Committee 
members will be 
updated on 
demo progress 

10 minutes 

Tom S 

Demolition is in progress.  Peyton asked about timeline and Tom 

said we are on time. 

 

6. Latest 
Budget 
Estimate 

 Committee 
members will 
review and 
understand the 
latest budget 
figures from TSP 

15 minutes 

Mark T 

Mark reviewed the NEC project budget document which remains 

very similar to previous versions. He asked the Committee for 

approval of the 12-21-10 TSP estimated  Project Budget document 

so that the bid materials can be issued on 1/17/11.  Outcome: it 

was determined that we do not need the full Board approval ahead 

of time for distribution of the bid proposals because the project 

budget remains very close to $38M as it was on 9-23-10. 

Consensus was reached by the Facilities Committee to approve 

the estimated project budget as brought forth by TSP today. 

For future facilities committee meetings, the finance threshold 

chart will be added to the 3-ring binder.   

Linda asked the committee to consider enhancing the sound 

system at NEC in the gymnasium if resources allow for greater 

district use. 

CUP is formally approved and in place. 

Committee members discussed the additional costs on the 12-21-

10 budget for playground equipment.  This was tabled until we see 

the bids come in on 2/7/10.  

Additional:  Sandy wants to be very clear about the sequence of 

events needed after January 1
st
 for all approvals.  Specifically, 

getting the 3
rd

 floor change submission to MDEfor Review & 

Comment approval in early February and how that will fit in with 

the other due dates.  287 can’t award the contract until the  

Review and Comment process is complete.  Discussion at 

January board regarding a “not to exceed” total project cost 

including 3
rd

 floor is possible.  Bid proposals from contractors are 

due 2/7, Board meets 2/10.  Peyton said that a discussion at the 

January Board meeting about the 3rd floor take place with a final 

decision on February 10th.  287 must award the bid to a general 
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contractor by 3/24.  Don stated that a special board meeting could 

be added if needed.  Linda suggests addressing 3
rd
 floor concerns 

with Board in January and asking them to consider approving with 

a “not to exceed” amount.    Sandy wants to clarify to the board 

specifically how much financing will be needed and the impact of 

any new financing on the total budget & member districts lease 

costs. 

Outcome: Sandy will check in with MDE to alert them that this 

request is coming and refamiliarize them with our plans to 

potentially add a 3
rd

 floor.  The Facility committee meeting will be 

moved (due to constrained timelines) from 2/15 to 2/8 and so that 

a recommendation can be brought to the Board for a decision on 

2/10.   

Final thoughts: Michelle mentioned that she hopes Steve will 

continue to serve on the 287 board. 

Meeting adjourned 10:50 am 

 

HANDOUTS:  

1. Tom Shultz Memo for 12/9/10 Board Meeting (Best Value Dates) 

2. February 2011 Best Value Conference Information 

3. Construction Summary Weekly Report 

4. Risk Detail Report 

5. North Education Story 

6. Fact Sheet #3 - November 

























INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 
 

Objective 
 
The purpose of the interview period is to provide us with an opportunity to meet the individuals that will 
be assigned to the project being bid.  In most cases, the interviews are more valuable than the Past 
Performance Information (that has been collected) and the Risk Assessment / Value Added Plan that 
was submitted.  The interview period allows us to identify if the individuals assigned to the project have 
actually thought about the project.   
 
The objective of the interview is to minimize work and effort of all parties.  Therefore, the interviews 
should not last longer than 20 minutes per individual.  The interviews should not be a technical review 
of the project, since all technical issues will be addressed during the next step in the process (the Pre-
Award Phase).  During that period, the one potential best value will be responsible for performing a 
complete technical review of the project.  The interview should be used to identify the following 
characteristics in key personnel: 
 

 Insight: to see the project before it is done, see it with very little information, and know what 
makes this project different. 

 Expertise: quickly identify the risk and how risk should be minimized. 
 Understanding: the problems and concerns of the unique client. 
 Value: know how to add value to the project. 
 Accountability: the responsibility to solve the problems before/when they occur. 
 Vision: what they are going to do and how they will measure their performance.     

 
Prior to the interviews, the evaluation committee may review the RAVA Plans for each of the shortlisted 
firms.  During the interview, the committee is allowed to clarify anything stated in the RAVA plan 
(however, keep in mind that the questions should not be technically oriented).   
 

Rating the Interviews 
 
A standard set of questions will be asked to each firm.  The rating committee reserves the right to ask 
for clarification on any question or response to a question.  All individuals must be interviewed 
separately, and no other individuals (from the vendors group) can be present.   
 
The committee is free to take notes, but the final objective is to assign a numerical score (1-10) for each 
individual.  The scores must be done individually and should not be done on a group consensus.  Once 
the scores are complete, they will be averaged together to get an overall team score. 
 
The interviews should be rated comparatively to one another.  If there is an individual that stands out 
from the rest, you should give them a higher score (10).  If there is an individual that you do not want on 
this project, you should give them a low score (1).  If the interviews are all about the same, then you 
should give them all the same ratings (5).  Do not feel obligated to rank the teams if there is no 
difference.   
 
  



Interview Questions 
 
 

General Questions 

1. Why were you selected for this project? 

 

2. How many similar facilities have you personally completed and briefly describe one? 

 

3. What will you do differently from other contractors on this project? 

 

4. How many projects are you current working on (or will be working on) over the next year? 

 

Scope of Work 

5. How comfortable do you feel with your cost proposal? 

 

6. Did you propose only what you saw in the design, or did you propose to meet our intent? 

 

7. What major assumptions (if any) have been made in developing your proposal? 

 

8. Do you have a plan in case your assumptions are incorrect? 

 

Risk Questions 

9. Who or what brings the biggest risk to you on this project?  How will you minimize these risks? 

 

10. What are the client’s greatest concerns and how will you minimize them? 

 

11. Quickly layout the project (identify the major milestones, critical decisions that need to be made, 
potential risk activities, etc). 

 

12. Identify the expectations, major actions, or decisions that you have from the client in order to 
maximize success? 

 

13. Explain in detail your added value options. 

 

 

 



Interview Rating Sheet 
 
 

 
OVERVIEW AND INSTRUCTIONS 
The purpose of the interview period is to provide an opportunity to meet the individuals that will be assigned to 
the project being proposed.  The interview period allows us to identify if the individuals assigned to the project 
have actually thought about the project.  The interviews should not be a technical review of the project, since all 
technical issues will be addressed during the next step in the process (the Pre-Award Phase).  During that period, 
the one potential best value will be responsible for performing a complete technical review of the project.  The 
interview should be used to identify the following characteristics in key personnel: 
 

 Insight: to see the project before it is done, see it with very little information, and know what makes this 
project different. 

 Expertise: quickly identify the risk and how risk should be minimized. 
 Understanding: the problems and concerns of the unique client. 
 Value: know how to add value to the project. 
 Accountability: the responsibility to solve the problems before/when they occur. 
 Vision: what they are going to do and how they will measure their performance.     

 

A standard set of questions will be asked to each firm.  The rating committee reserves the right to ask for 
clarification on any question or response to a question.  All individuals must be interviewed separately, and no 
other individuals (from the vendors group) can be present.   
 

Because the ratings are based on a comparison between each proposer (relative to each other), interview ratings 
will not take place until all interviews have been completed.  Therefore, the committee is encouraged to take 
notes.  Also, because the ratings done comparatively, for a committee member’s rating to be counted, the 
committee member must be in attendance of every interview.  The final objective is to assign a numerical 
score/rating (1-10) to each individual.  The scores/ratings must be done individually and should not be done on a 
group consensus.  Once the scores/ratings are complete, they will be averaged together to get an overall team 
score. 
 

If there is an individual that stands out from the rest, you should give them a higher score (10).  If there is an 
individual that you do not want on this project, you should give them a low score (1).  If the interviews are all 
about the same, then you should give them all the same ratings (5).  Do not feel obligated to rank the teams if 
there is no difference.   
 

No CRITERIA SCALE 
FIRM 

A1 
FIRM 

A2 
FIRM 

A4 
FIRM 

A5 
FIRM 

A6 
FIRM  

 

1 Project Manager 1-10       
 

By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of the interview.  You 
further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest between yourself and any other party involved. 

     

Printed Name  Signature  Date 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Interview Rating Sheet 
 
 

 
OVERVIEW AND INSTRUCTIONS 
The purpose of the interview period is to provide an opportunity to meet the individuals that will be assigned to 
the project being proposed.  The interview period allows us to identify if the individuals assigned to the project 
have actually thought about the project.  The interviews should not be a technical review of the project, since all 
technical issues will be addressed during the next step in the process (the Pre-Award Phase).  During that period, 
the one potential best value will be responsible for performing a complete technical review of the project.  The 
interview should be used to identify the following characteristics in key personnel: 
 

 Insight: to see the project before it is done, see it with very little information, and know what makes this 
project different. 

 Expertise: quickly identify the risk and how risk should be minimized. 
 Understanding: the problems and concerns of the unique client. 
 Value: know how to add value to the project. 
 Accountability: the responsibility to solve the problems before/when they occur. 
 Vision: what they are going to do and how they will measure their performance.     

 

A standard set of questions will be asked to each firm.  The rating committee reserves the right to ask for 
clarification on any question or response to a question.  All individuals must be interviewed separately, and no 
other individuals (from the vendors group) can be present.   
 

Because the ratings are based on a comparison between each proposer (relative to each other), interview ratings 
will not take place until all interviews have been completed.  Therefore, the committee is encouraged to take 
notes.  Also, because the ratings done comparatively, for a committee member’s rating to be counted, the 
committee member must be in attendance of every interview.  The final objective is to assign a numerical 
score/rating (1-10) to each individual.  The scores/ratings must be done individually and should not be done on a 
group consensus.  Once the scores/ratings are complete, they will be averaged together to get an overall team 
score. 
 

If there is an individual that stands out from the rest, you should give them a higher score (10).  If there is an 
individual that you do not want on this project, you should give them a low score (1).  If the interviews are all 
about the same, then you should give them all the same ratings (5).  Do not feel obligated to rank the teams if 
there is no difference.   
 

No CRITERIA SCALE 
FIRM 

B1 
FIRM 

B2 
FIRM  

 
FIRM  

 
FIRM  

 
FIRM  

 

1 Project Manager 1-10       
 

By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of the interview.  You 
further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest between yourself and any other party involved. 

     

Printed Name  Signature  Date 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Interview Rating Sheet 
 
 

 
OVERVIEW AND INSTRUCTIONS 
The purpose of the interview period is to provide an opportunity to meet the individuals that will be assigned to 
the project being proposed.  The interview period allows us to identify if the individuals assigned to the project 
have actually thought about the project.  The interviews should not be a technical review of the project, since all 
technical issues will be addressed during the next step in the process (the Pre-Award Phase).  During that period, 
the one potential best value will be responsible for performing a complete technical review of the project.  The 
interview should be used to identify the following characteristics in key personnel: 
 

 Insight: to see the project before it is done, see it with very little information, and know what makes this 
project different. 

 Expertise: quickly identify the risk and how risk should be minimized. 
 Understanding: the problems and concerns of the unique client. 
 Value: know how to add value to the project. 
 Accountability: the responsibility to solve the problems before/when they occur. 
 Vision: what they are going to do and how they will measure their performance.     

 

A standard set of questions will be asked to each firm.  The rating committee reserves the right to ask for 
clarification on any question or response to a question.  All individuals must be interviewed separately, and no 
other individuals (from the vendors group) can be present.   
 

Because the ratings are based on a comparison between each proposer (relative to each other), interview ratings 
will not take place until all interviews have been completed.  Therefore, the committee is encouraged to take 
notes.  Also, because the ratings done comparatively, for a committee member’s rating to be counted, the 
committee member must be in attendance of every interview.  The final objective is to assign a numerical 
score/rating (1-10) to each individual.  The scores/ratings must be done individually and should not be done on a 
group consensus.  Once the scores/ratings are complete, they will be averaged together to get an overall team 
score. 
 

If there is an individual that stands out from the rest, you should give them a higher score (10).  If there is an 
individual that you do not want on this project, you should give them a low score (1).  If the interviews are all 
about the same, then you should give them all the same ratings (5).  Do not feel obligated to rank the teams if 
there is no difference.   
 

No CRITERIA SCALE 
FIRM 

C1 
FIRM 

C2 
FIRM 

C4 
FIRM  

 
FIRM  

 
FIRM  

 

1 Project Manager 1-10       
 

By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of the interview.  You 
further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest between yourself and any other party involved. 

     

Printed Name  Signature  Date 
 

 

 



Revised  CB  1-11-11 

         

 

 

  NEC Best Value & Financing Timelines 

January 18. 2011 
 

Date Action Taken Status 

12-1-2010 RFP Released Completed 

12-15-2010  Education Meeting and Pre-Bid Meeting Completed 

12-21-10 Revised TSP Construction Budget Approved 

1-3-2011 Plans to 287 from TSP for final review Completed 

1-7-2011 
287 meets with TSP to discuss any issues found in drawings 

and specifications 
Completed 

1-17-2011 
Bid Documents for General Contractor & Demountable Walls 

Released 
Completed 

1-18-11 Board Facilities Committee Meeting   

1-24-2011 
Last Day for Questions from General Contractors & 

Demountable Wall Suppliers 
 

1-27-2011 Board Meeting   

2-4-2011 Critical Subcontractors RAVA Plan Due (2:00 P.M.)  

2-7-2011 Bid Proposals Due (2:00 P.M.)  

2-8-2011 Review of Proposals by 287 (4 days )  

2-8-2011 Facilities Committee Meeting – 3
rd

 floor recommendation  

2-10-2011 
Board Meeting – 3

rd
 floor, financing authorization, Review & 

Comment 
 

2-11-2011 – if 

needed 
Addendum Review & Comment for 3

rd
 Floor to MDE  

2-(14-17)-2011 Best Value Conference  

2-18-2011 Interview of Shortlisted General Contractors  

2-18-2011 Identification of Potential Best Value Contractor  

3-21-2011 Pre Award Meeting(s) with General Contractor  

TBD – if needed MDE Approves Addendum to Review & Comment  

3/24/2011 District 287 Board Approval of contract  

TBD –if needed 
Board Approves Resolution for Sale of Bonds & Financing 

Parameters 
 

TBD – if needed Board Approves Resolution for Sale of COPs  

   

 



ASSUMPTIONS:
*

*

*

*

* Financing: $29,790,000 QSCB's only
Subsidy to cover additional cost in first year:

$1.5 million from SEC escrow FY12

* Financing: $29,790,000 QSCB's plus $3,000,000 additional
Subsidy to cover additional cost in first year:

$1.5 million from SEC escrow FY12

*

Finance amount based upon TSP's estimates for project costs with 3rd floor alternate 
with District payments from other resources as planned

$29,790,000 of financing completed prior to 12/31/10 using QSCB allocation

Total NEC borrowing is paid off in 17 years (FY27).

Debt runs factor in first payment in FY12 with SEC P&I payments from SEC Escrow.

FY34 and beyond shows all current capital leases (Principal & Interest) paid off and continued 
operating leases on  2 sites.
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District 287 Board Presentation 9/23/2010



ASSUMPTIONS:

* Finance amount based upon TSP's estimates for project costs with 3rd floor alternate 

   with District payments from other resources as planned

* $29,790,000 of financing completed 10/28/10 using QSCB allocation

* Total NEC borrowing is paid off in 19 years (FY29).

* Debt runs factor in first payment in FY12 with SEC P&I payments from SEC Escrow.

* Financing: $29,790,000 QSCB's only

Subsidy to cover additional cost in first year:

$1.2 million from SEC escrow FY12

* Financing: $29,790,000 QSCB's plus $5,000,000 additional

Subsidy to cover additional cost:

$1.75 million from SEC escrow FY12-FY15

* FY34 and beyond shows all current capital leases (Principal & Interest) paid off and continued operating

leases on  2 sites.
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District 287 Board Facilities Committee 1/18/11
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