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ATTACHMENT 6-1 SAMPLE RESUME OF NEGOTIATIONS









28 January 2000

RESUME OF NEGOTIATIONS

FOR 

DACA81-99-D-XXXX DESIGN CONTRACT 

CY99 CDIP 35th SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY

XXXXXX AIR BASE, KOREA

1. PURPOSE.  This negotiation was the result of the selection of AMKOR A&E, Inc. (a Joint Venture), to accomplish subject design.  Project Management (CEPOF-PP-MS) RFP letter dated 01 December 1999 to AMKOR A&E, Inc., requested a fee proposal to enter into negotiations for A-E services for contract number DACA81-99-D-XXXX.  The Scope of Work as provided under the 01 December 1999 RFP was revised on 26 January 2000 and forms the basis of negotiations.  The intent of this negotiation was to price all items of work identified in the SOW and to achieve a final acceptable fee, fair and reasonable to both the Government and the AE, that will lead to the award of the basic contract for AE services for the subject project.

2.  AUTHORITY/FUNDS.  Authority for this action is FKEN-FP Design Directive dated 19 October 1999.  Funds are available from USFK for the award of this AE contract.  The Estimated Cost of Construction (ECC) was placed at $X,XXX,000.   

3.  COST/PRICING DATA.  The Forward Pricing Rate Agreement (FPRA) dated  14 May 1998 was used as a basis for AE labor and service costs.

4.  LOCATION/DATE/ATTENDEES.  Negotiations were held in the Project Management Conference Room, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District, Far East, APO AP 96205-0610, at 1400 hours on 27 January 2000.  The following persons attended:  


a.  Architect-Engineer:  



Mr. J. Y. Kim


General Manager, AMKOR A&E, Inc


b.  Government:



Ms. Colleen Chamberlain
Project Manager, CEPOF-PP-MS



Mr. Lenny Kim

CDIP Program Manager, CEPOF-PP-MS   

The Contracting Officer did not participate in the actual negotiations.  This was not deemed necessary due to no sub-contractors being used and the FPRA used as a cost basis.

5. ADVISEMENT.  The AE was advised of the following:

a.  Any construction cost estimates prepared by the AE under this contract must be

     treated in a confidential manner. 

b.  All data and/or correspondence that are marked “For Official Use Only” shall be

     protected as required by AR 340-16.


  c.  AE is not permitted or authorized to make any public announcements or releases

               pertaining to the project.  


d.  An accident Prevention Plan shall be submitted to the Project Engineer within 5

     calendar days after contract award in accordance with Contract Special Clause E.3. 

     Field work shall not begin until the Accident Prevention Plan has been submitted.

6.   SUMMARY OF  A-E  PROPOSAL.   AE submitted his fee proposal, dated 18 January 2000, in the total amount of $XXX,109.  The AE proposal identified $XXX,887 as design costs and $XXX,222 as non-design costs.  The AE used a profit factor of 11.75%.  The AE estimate did not delineate work between the FACD/30% design effort and the 90%/Final effort; although in its review, it was determined that delineation was possible during negotiations.  The AE was aware that the government would be negotiating for each effort as the contract base and option, respectively, and agreed to delineation.

7.  SUMMARY OF GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE.  The Independent Government Estimate (IGE) was for initially developed for $XXX,607 and approved on 26 January 2000.   It identified $XXX,092 for design and $XXX,515 for non-design.  The IGE used a 10.0% profit factor. Delineation of Base and Option were as follows:








Design

Non-Design

Total

FACD/Concept Design (30%)

$XX,712
$XX,394

$XX,106

     Final/Contract


         $XXX,381
$XX,120
         $XXX,501

8.  PRENEGOTIATION OBJECTIVES.  A Prenegotiation objective (PNO) memorandum was prepared on 27 January 2000.  Negotiations were conducted as outlined in the PNO memorandum.  

9.  SUMMARY OF NEGOTIATIONS. 


a. The AE acknowledged full understanding of the revised scope.  Reliance was placed on the AE’s identified factual data (FRPA data).

b. A comparison between the A-E’s fee proposal and the Independent Government 

Estimate (IGE) was made by the Government representative prior to the negotiations and documented on the PNO.  It was determined that the A-E proposal was lower than the IGE; upon review and analysis of the fee proposal several items were identified for clarification.

c.  Reference paragraph 3.A.1 of the PNO.  The AE used a profit rate of 11.75% and the IGE used 10%.  The government expressed to the AE that their technical complexity factor was considered high and based on their experience acquired from their designing of the Osan Multi-Ops project, that difficulty would be less than starting a project with no experience.  The AE concurred and a profit rate of 11% was agreeable to both the AE and government. 

d. Reference paragraph 3.B of the PNO.  The AE’s proposal for the FACD (30% 

Design) was discussed.  

(1) The government negotiators were concerned that the estimates for this 

phase of the design effort by the AE was too high. The IGE sheet count for the 30% design was 35, compared to the AE count of 69.  The combination of sheets was discussed by the AE who indicated that with the Tri-Service criteria for drawings that compressing details to less sheets was not possible, because sheet dimensions were smaller than standard size drawings.  The government concurred. 

(2)  The AE’s estimate includes architectural/mechanical and electrical sheets for penthouse floor level, whereas the IGE does not.   The AE explained that although the building was designed with one floor that the roof, where mechanical equipment would be located would require design.  Equipment housing would be a detailed design because the building required semi-hardening.  The government concurred.




(3)    The government requested description of what AE expected to produce from the FACD.  The AE explained that multiple options for design would be provided to the Air Force based on user input, that cost estimates would be produced for these options.  The government explained that some of the AE’s effort from the FACD would be included in the 30% design effort.  The AE concurred.  The government also explained that the AE estimate showed no decrease in  man-days for drawings developed during the 90% phase that were originally started in the 30% phase, that showed repeated effort.  




(4) Further discussion lead to scope clarification.  The intent of the FACD would be to design a project within current scope and budget.  The AE concurred and agreed that moving semi-hardened wall thickness from the outside or inside of the scope square footage, would not constitute a scope change and modification to the AE contract.  Based on this discussion, the AE’s proposal for the FACD was considered fair and reasonable. It was agreed that the AE’s proposal for 30% design effort would be decreased by about $17,000 to accommodate for repeated design effort and overlap of work between the FACD and concept design.  The costs for concept design would be reduced by this amount as agreed by the AE and government.  



(5)  The government and AE agreed that delineation between the Base and Option would be set at Base to include AE site investigation and data collection; utility survey and analysis; FACD; concept design; code B estimate; and 30% OBR.  This equated to the first 7 line items of the AE estimate.  The government agreed with the AE that all site investigation and data collection; and utility work needed to be done early in the design process to prevent any future slippage of the project schedule.  This information would also be needed to assure that building layout would be appropriate at the site, so that force protection stand-off distances could be set by the 30% design.   The IGE shows both items as part of the 90%/Final design effort. The government told the AE that the AE’s estimate for site confirmation survey and utility assurance were accepted (ref para 3.C.2.a).  The government noted that perdiem rate used by the AE ($70 per day) was higher than currently established rate of $58 per day.  However, the government noted that the amount difference was negligible based on the days of TDY; and compared to overall phase costs, that the AE's overall estimate for TDY were acceptable.  

 
e.  Reference paragraph 3.C. of the PNO. The AE’s proposal for the 90% and Final design was discussed. Based on clarification of the project scope, and discussion of magnitude of project, the number of drawings shown by the AE was considered acceptable and comparable to other projects of this type (Osan Multi-Ops and Kunsan 80th Squad Ops).  The government believes that the AE has full understanding of what is expected in project products.  AE’s man-days for the 90% and contract phase design were accepted.

(1)  Reference paragraph 3.C.2.b of the PNO.  The AE was informed that his calculations for DD form 1354 and continuity file and IBOP were accepted.

(2).  Reference paragraph 3.C.2.c of the PNO. The AE was asked to explain the need for file conversion.  The AE explained that they designed on AutoCAD, although the Air Force and MND also used AutoCAD, FED required Microstation files.  To convert files for FED required some work by skilled personnel.  After further explanation of the process, the government accepted the man-days for using a US Engr II.  The government brought the AE's attention to the fact that number of reproduced material was changed for the project to minimize costs.  This was due to the fact that large number of drawings would be required for the project (explained in para 9.d.5.e above) and that the BCE required fewer drawings than shown in the 26 Jan 2000 Revised Scope of Work.  The government and AE agreed to reduce number of mylars to 3.25 sets and the number of half/full blue lines.  The government would revise “Appendix A” of the SOW.  The AE estimate showed a large number of mylars for the contract drawings, adding about $3,700 to the AE estimate.  AE estimate includes services for file conversion. This would result in approximately a $4,000 decrease in the AE estimate.

(3) Reference paragraph 3.C of the PNO.  Based on scope clarification and discussion, the AE’s estimate for the developing the MND/Code C cost estimate was accepted and is comparable to the IGE, approximately $30,000.

10.  CONCLUSION.  


a.  Based on the negotiations, the AE’s was revised to included the agreed upon changes and was accepted.
Through discussion during the negotiations, the scope and project magnitude was clarified, and the government identified items in the IGE that could be reduced.  Reference paragraphs 5. and 3.B.2 of the PNO, the IGE can be decreased in the area of supervision hours for design efforts.  This would decrease the IGE for FACD/Concept Design to $XX,760 and the Final/Contract Design to $XXX,301, or a total of $XXX,061.   Since the government and AE were agreeable on negotiated amounts for both the Base and Option of the contract, revision of the IGE is unnecessary.  The AE estimate (in italics) and the IGE (in bold)  are  summarized in the following chart:

  PHASE



DESIGN ($)
NON-DESIGN ($)
        TOTAL ($)
 FACD/30%
:


XX,860
 
      
    XX,639 
 
XX,499





XX,712

     
    XX,394
            XX,106

 FINAL & CONTRACT    

XXX,463
  
  XX,388

XXX,851




           XXX,381
             XX,394

XXX,501


TOTAL:  (AE)

         $XXX,323 (3.55%)
$XXX,027
          $XXX,350

    (IGE)

         $XXX,092 (4.34%)
$XXX,515
          $XXX,607

b.  The current Won/Dollar conversion rate at the conclusion of the negotiations was W1125/$1.00.



c.    The final fee proposal accepted by the Government representative is below any statutory limitation considerations for design (6%), as shown above.  Percentage in parenthesis is the design percentage (the statutory calculations on the AE estimate is based on the project programmed amount ($X,000K) rather than the ECC ($X8,049K). Percentages shown above are based on the ECC).


d.  The negotiated price represents all items of work contained in the Revised SOW, dated 27 January 2000 (revised to include changes to Appendix A, see above para 9.d.e.2).  Negotiations concluded on 27 January 2000.

11.  The Government informed the A-E that his revised proposal appeared to be acceptable, and that it would be recommended to the Contracting Officer.  It is recommended the contract be awarded for the total negotiated price of  $XX3,499 for the Base and $XX6,851 for the Option, which is considered fair and reasonable.   

__________________________



________________________

Colleen F. Chamberlain





Lenny Kim

Project Manager






CDIP Program Manager

CEPOF-PP-MS






CEPOF-PP-MS
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