Summary

Technical Assistance Committee
Courthouse Preservation Advisory Commission

Wednesday, May 26, 2010

10:00 A.M.

Indiana Government Center South, Conference Room 8

Attendees:
Fritz Herget, Professional Engineer Member; Ron Ross, Professional Architect Member; Jim Glass, Director, Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology (DHPA), ex officio member;  Wayne Goodman, Director, Eastern Regional Office, Indiana Landmarks (new name for Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana) representing Marsh Davis, ex officio member; David Duvall, Historical Architect
A. Introductions -  
Jim Glass noted that Kevin Woodward had not been notified of the meeting in a timely way, excusing his absence.
B. Review of technical assistance requests and responses since March-Fritz, Ron Ross, and Dave Duvall

Ron Ross indicated that he has tentatively scheduled a visit to Starke County Courthouse for June 7.
Jim Glass noted that Julie Berry had responded to an inquiry from Jane Harper, one of the Tipton County Commissioners, with regard to the clock at the Tipton County Courthouse.  Fritz Herget indicated that the county had obtained a quote from a clock repair firm to repair the clock in place of $15,000, excluding scaffolding or crane costs for access.  Pipe scaffolding is very expensive to construct and rent.  Herget talked to a Brady Campbell, a general contractor, and discussed the cost of using a crane and basket instead of scaffolding.   For a four week repair project, the crane time would come to $40,000 to $45,000.  Herget said that he had communicated this information to Commissioner Harper, Julie Berry, Ron Ross, and Frank Hurdis.   Preliminary pricing for using scaffolding has indicated a total cost approximating $100,000.   

Dave Duvall noted that the majority (60%) of this cost would likely be related to access rather than the actual work on the clock mechanism and housing, illustrating the need for comprehensive long term planning so that costs of necessary maintenance and repairs may most efficiently utilize scaffolding and lifts as required for such high work, often typical for Courthouse structures.  
Duvall noted that he had been contacted by the maintenance staff of DeKalb County’s Courthouse with reference to paint failure on the dome of that building. He noted that this inquiry was according to protective covenants pursuant to past HPF grant funding, and was not a request from the County Commissioners per-se.
C. Analysis and entry in data base of information from Commission surveys—Dave Duvall

As of the meeting, 23 of the Commissioner/Maintenance surveys had been returned (25% of 92 counties). Given the desire to have data sorted and analyzed by the summer meeting of the commission on July 7, data collection should be completed before the end of June, implying that we should send a gentle reminder to those who have not returned the forms.   Wayne Goodman reported that Indiana Landmarks’ regional offices are nearly finished with their fieldwork assessments for the courthouses.   All the Landmarks survey forms from the northern region are done and half of the southern Indiana counties are finished.   Goodman noted that he had asked all of the Landmarks regional offices to return their site visit forms to him by June 1.  The central Indiana office will return theirs to him by June 2 or 3.  He will provide the site forms to Duvall and put all of the digital photographs taken by Landmarks’ staff on a disk and provide to him.   The Landmarks photos are all clearly labeled and Goodman will organize them by county folders on the disk.  It is anticipated that the photographic documentation collected by Indiana Landmarks’ fieldwork will be substantially utilized to illustrate the final report.  Goodman noted that there are a lot of other photographs of courthouses available, such as those taken by Lee Llewellyn and those taken by the Indiana Supreme Court staff.
There was discussion on how best to obtain a higher return rate from the county commissioners on surveys sent them.  It was decided that Wayne Goodman will email each of Indiana Landmarks’ regional and field offices and ask them to call the president of the board of commissioners for each county where the commissioners have not yet responded and request that the commissioners return the survey to Dave Duvall by July 1.   For those counties where there is still no response by July 1, it was suggested that the three county commissioner members of the Courthouse Commission (Julie Berry, Kathy Beumer, and Kevin Woodward) could perhaps follow up with the final group who has not replied.  Dave Duvall will provide Wayne Goodman with the list of counties who have not yet responded.
There is no information yet on the return status for the surveys sent to county judges by the Indiana Supreme Court Administration on behalf of Judge Cox.  Jim Glass will ask Judge Cox and Jim Walker of the Supreme Court Administration staff to send out reminders after June 1 to all judges who have not yet responded and ask them to return their surveys by late June.  Glass will also suggest that all of the judge’s surveys be sent to Dave Duvall for entry of information in the Courthouse survey data base.
Dave Duvall reported that he has been thinking about how to build the data base and enter the data received.  He has started the spread sheet needed.   Part I of the commissioner survey tends to be analytical information and will require interpretation on how to enter or record.   Part II was designed to allow straightforward entry of the data. 
Fritz Herget volunteered for his firm, Arsee Engineering, to build the database architecture required for analyzing data from the 4 survey parts of collected data. David Duvall is to contact Scott Drake at Arsee.  Drake will coordinate the efforts of an intern that Arsee will provide to assist in the effort.   It is anticipated that actual data entry will be executed by the Arsee intern and possibly by an intern available at Indiana Landmarks. Since the County Commissioner’s and Judges’ responses will require some interpretive compression for data analysis, it was agreed that this work should be done by a single individual or small group working together to assure continuity of interpretation.
D. Discussion of draft scope of work for request for proposals, consultant for report to General Assembly—Jim Glass

Jim Glass had prepared a draft of the Scope of Work for the solicitation of consultant services with regard to assembling the report of the Commission (see attachment), including a series of “milestones” marking the progress toward completion. Given the limited funding available it was generally agreed that fieldwork by the consultant could not be expected and that survey data and field observations (already sorted and analyzed) should be provided as an appendix to the Request for Proposals (RFP). 
Glass reviewed a proposed schedule for finalizing the scope of work for the RFP.   The two Commission committees are reviewing the draft scope on May 26 and June 22 and providing suggestions for refinement.   The full Commission will discuss and may adopt the final version of the RFP at its July 7 meeting.   The RFP would be sent out by the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology by late July to at least three potential consultants.  Glass recommended that the Commission send an RFP to any potential consultant who was known to have an interest or be qualified.   He suggested that one way to be sure that all firms and individuals with a potential interest in the project are contacted would be to send to all consultants qualified in historic preservation, architecture, historical architecture, engineering, architectural history, history, or planning on the division’s qualified professional list.  

Glass suggested that the RFPs set a date in late August (30 days) for proposals to be submitted.   The Commission would need either to designate one of the two standing committees to review the proposals or appoint a special report committee to do so.   The committee reviewing proposals would schedule interviews with the finalists for the end of September and make a recommendation for the consultant to the full Commission.   The Commission would select the consultant at its October 13 meeting.   The division staff would draft a professional services contract during September and insert the name of the selected consultant in the contract following October 13.  It is anticipated that processing the contract will require approximately 4-5 weeks.   That would mean that the consultant could begin work approximately December 1, 2010.
Glass further explained that, since the anticipated contract would be less than $75K, publicly advertised bidding is not required but that at least 3 consultants must be invited to provide proposals. Ensuing discussion addressed 5 facets of the procurement process; 
1) Basic funding availability 
2) Balancing the 6 fields of concern required in the report and the kind and amount of work required for accomplishing them.

3) Identifying issues necessary for the report that will require further investigation or research by the consultant or further resource inputs from commission members

4) Constructing the feedback mechanisms necessary to assure that the consultant’s work reflects the conclusions of the Commission.

5) Technicalities of the solicitation such as payment schedules, ownership of work product, etc.

It was generally agreed that:

Not more than $25K may be presumed to be finally available for compensation, although it is believed that some agents may be willing to undertake the consultation for less than actual cost of the services as a matter of self promotion with regard to future opportunities which might accrue from such a publication. 
Due to current economic conditions it is profoundly unlikely that DHPA will be able to contribute financially to the compensation. The most likely source of funds is through a grant from the Efroymson Fund which Indiana Landmarks is prepared to present an application for. Since the timeliness of availability of such funds may remain problematic, Wayne Goodman will investigate the possibility of Indiana Landmarks providing interim financing in this regard if it is necessary to advancing the procurement. Funds must to be available in the Courthouse Preservation Fund before procurement may proceed.  [Note:  since the meeting, Brad Bumgardner has stated that he believes a statement from Indiana Landmarks that they are “reasonably sure” of obtaining the Efroymson Fund grant will be sufficient to use when Landmarks approaches other Community Foundations.]
Given that time allocation in proportion to limited compensation will be critical, consultants need to be asked to explain their proposed methodology for assuring that all aspects of the report are appropriately weighted. Due to the limited cash to support an undertaking that could potentially be extensive, several committee members suggested that the RFP should specify a “not-to-exceed” amount available and ask that each proposal indicate what the submitter would provide for that amount.
Refinement of the Scope of Work is necessary to assure that the competing consultants do not get the impression that extensive fieldwork will be required and/or understand that areas of research may still be required to make conclusions implied by the statutorily mandated components to be included in the report. Specifically references to “all counties” should be eliminated and items for which survey or field data are not currently available should be explicitly identified (e.g. economic/demographic data).

Since the Commission bears responsibility for the conclusions and implications of the finally submitted document, sufficient opportunity for review by its members and for shaping its content must be afforded.
It was suggested that the proposals be submitted following a prescribed form or format to facilitate selection of the most responsive proposal.

Finally, issues such as progress payments need to be discussed in the RFP, and the provision of each proposal including costs of producing the report needs to be included. 

Any further comments by the Technical Assistance Committee members regarding the Scope of Work/RFP should be provided to Jim Glass by June 4. It is probable that the Education-Communications Committee of the Commission may also wish input on the procurement solicitation, so the above concerns should be included in a draft for their review before their next meeting on June 22. Further review by this Technical Services committee should be conducted by email, so that the full Commission can consider adoption of the request of proposal on July 7.
E. Commission brochure inserts and pull-ups—Wayne Goodman

Due to cost considerations, the graphic displays proposed for public presentations has been reduced to one. A single “banner stand” has been ordered. The cost of this display and brochures is being covered by the Parke County Community Foundation.   Brad Bumgardner, Goodman, and Anne Bell hope to have both the banner stand and the Commission insert for the Courthouse brochure printed and available by the first week of June.
F. Commission presentations at conferences—Kevin Woodward, Jim Glass, Wayne Goodman

Ron Ross and Fritz Herget presented along with Julie Berry and architect Julie Zent at the Preserving Historic Places conference in New Harmony in April. Jim Glass said the three county commissioner members of the Commission were going to be making presentations in June to the county commissioner district meetings, and it would be helpful to have the banner stand and brochure available if possible.  
G. Summary of conclusions--Fritz Herget

Herget summarized the main points of the discussion and suggested that scheduling of the next committee meeting be deferred until after the summer meeting of the full Commission.
H. Adjourn by 12:00 P.M.
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