- AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO AGREEMENT BETWEEN
OWNER AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGER

Pursuant to Paragraph 2.2 of the Agreement, dated Jan. 10, 2010 between Tom Green County,
Texas (Owner) and Templeton Construction Co. (Construction Manager) for the Tom Green County
Courthouse Repairs and Upgrades (the Project), the Owner and Construction Manager establish a
Guaranteed Maximum Price and Contract Time for the Work as set forth below.

ARTICLE I

GUARANTEED MAXIMUM PRICE

The Construction Manager's Guaranteed Maximum Price for the PHASE I — Exferior Building and
SiteWork, including the estimated Cost of the Work as defined in Article 6 and the Construction
Manager's Fee as defined in Article 5, is _NINE HUNDRED NINETY EXGHT THOUSAND, SEVEN
HUNDRED FIFTY SEVEN dollars (8 998,757.00).

This Price is for the performance of the Work for PHASE 1 PROPOSAL PACKAGES (see CMAR-3)
in accordance with the Contract Documents listed and attached to this Amendment and marked Exhibits
A through F, as follows:

Exhibit A Drawings, Specifications, Addenda and General, Supplementary and other Conditions of
the Contract on which the Guaranteed Maximum Price is based, dated March 24, 2010.

Exhibit B Allowance Items dated March 24, 2010

Exhibit C Assumptions and clarifications made in preparing the Guaranteed Maximum Price dated
March 24, 2010

Exhibit D Completion Schedule dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit E Alternate prices dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit F Cost Breakdown dated March 24, 2010
ARTICEE IT
CONTRACT TIME

The date of Substantial Completion established by this Amendment is: (See Exhibit D)

OWNER: CONSTRUCTION MANAGER:
TOM GREEN UNTY, TEXAS TEMPLETON CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.
By:
The Honorable Michael D. Brown , President
Tom Green County Judge, in his official
capacity and not individually
Date: APR 21 2010 Date: ./LZ ey (/D

AtA DOCUMENT Al121/CMe and AGC DOCUMENT 565 . OWNER, CONSTRUCHON MANAGER. AGREEMENT. 1991 EDITION ALR/CMe AGC 565- 1991



" Tom-Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit A

DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, ADDENDA, BIDDING DOCUMENTS

BID DOCUMENTS

CMAR-1, CMAR-2, CMAR-3, CMAR-4, CMAR-5 DATED JANUARY 15, 2010
SPECIFICATIONS
FACADE EVALUATION AND REPAIR DESIGN FROM SPARKS

ENGINEERING DATED SEPTEMBER 9, 2009
See Attachment A — Closing Section of Report with Specification Sections

DRAWINGS

DATED JULY 22, 2008 FROM BURNS ARCHITECTURE, INC.:
A0, A02, A3.1, AS.1
DATED SEPTEMBER 9, 2009 FROM SPARKS ENGINEERING, INC.:
$1.0, §1.1
DATED AUGUST 26, 2008 AND APRIL 6, 2609 FROM SKG ENGINEERING:
C0.1 (8/26/08) STS1 & STS2 (4/6/09)



"TOM GREEN COUNTY COURTHOUSE - PHASE 1
. *" : ATTACHMENT A -- SPECIFICATIONS '

Tom Green County Courthouse "September 9, 2069
Fagade Evaluation and Repair Design Page 5
CLOSING

This report and our repair recommendations are based on our review of the available documents, visual
field observations of typical fagade conditions, Hmited measurements of representative elements, and
limited exploration and testing, We looked for signs of significant structural distress, such as excessive
cracking, deformation and visible deterioration.

Owr recominendations are based on the observed conditions and test results at the time of the field
assessment, Other conditions may exist, or develop over time, which were not found during the survey.
Care should be implemented diring restoration to identify worsening of conditions or additional aress of
distress.

Please contact our office with any questions regarding this report.

Sincerely,

SPARKS ENGINEERING, INC.
TEXAS REGISTERED ENGHIEERING FiRm F‘ms‘}.s
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“
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. Patrick Sparks, P.E. ¢ 8. PATRICK SPARKS ¢ Rick Miles, P.E.
Pﬁncipal Ehgineer “‘lh:ﬁy‘"l’ll—-‘ﬁl----II'ID..O:.I-, aniQr ErlgiBEEf
B W, 70196 o
R e T
Anachments; ‘\\Q@"{{' N
Photographic Condition Survey
Petrographic Report by DRP Consulting, Inc, dated August 26, 2009
Project Specifications

Section 04500 Exterior Masonry Cleaging
Section 04720 Cast Stone )
Section 04724 Cast Stane Repair

Bection 07600 Flashing and Sheet Metal .
Section 07180 'Watér Repellents

Section 07900  Joint Sealants

e Giry McClure (Gany@fempletonconstruction.com)



Tom Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010

Exhibit B
ALLOWANCES

These are the allowances to be included to the scope of work as part of this Amendment. Each
will be utilized as they pertain to this Amnendment and the Proposal Packages related to and to be
executed in this Amendment.

1. A $20,000 allowance for fences and barricades has been included for protection of the
site throughout the project.

2. A $21,599 allowance has been included to repair existing sod and sprinklers damaged
during construction,



* Tom Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit C

ASSUMPTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS

These are the assumptions and clarifications to be included to the scope of work as part of this
Amendment. Each will be utilized as they pertain to this Amendment and the Proposal Packages
related to and to be executed in this Amendment.

1
2,

B w

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.

. No building permit has been included in our cost,

No testing has been included in our price (to be paid separately ’ny owner (reference spec
section 01410).

Our cost for scheduling in the General Conditions is based on a bar chart only.

The following Phase 1 proposal packages will be performed by Templeton Construction;
#2. (Reference Exhibit F.)

Our guaranteed maxinmm price includes a 5% contingency.

Work will be scheduled to allow court to continue during the length of the project. The
hours of operation were described in Item 6.5 of CMAR-2,

No interior work has been included. The scope of work included in this amendment is
based on the proposal packages outlined in CMAR-3 only and is based on the exterior
work shown on the plan sheets listed as part of this amendment,

The basement waterproofing is based on using BASF HLM 5000 Waterproofing System
along with a BASF Standard 10 year materials warranty. This product has been
approved by the engineer.

Waterproofing installation is based installing sheet metal flashing a maximum of 2” deep
for the entire length of the wall. No removal or replacement of windows or stone has
been included for this application. This method has been approved by the engineer.

No hazardous materials testing or abatement has been included.

Per the architect’s clarification, A P.I. range minimum of 25-30 is acceptable for the
backfill at the waterproofing area. Existing clays are okay for backfilling utilizing the

. select clay at only the upper 2 or 3 feet. The site clay has too many limestone nodules to

serve as a cap near the surface.

Pricing is based on the application of Prosoco 40H to cast stone surfaces and Prosoco
Weather Seal Siloxane PD to the brick surfaces. The specs were unclear on this item.
The lead coated copper flashing at the parapet wall will have lock seam installation in
lieu of solder joints.

All damaged concrete walks and concrete will be replaced along with a new mow strip to
be installed after work to be performed is completed in those areas.

All work shown on the drawings in this phase mees all the requirements required by the
Texas Historical Commission. (See comments and correspondence in Attachment B.)



- TOM GREEN CQUNTY COURTHOUSE - PHASE 1

ATTACHMENT B
HISTORICAL COMMISSION CORRESPONDENCE

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
real places tolling real stovies

T
3

Feliraary's; 2010

“The Horjorable Mike Brown
Tom Green'County Judge
1w,

San Augustine, TX 76903

' Re: Tom Green County Conrthouse (NR) - Proposed Repairs ond Upgrades, San Angelo, Tom
Green Counry, Texas

Dear Judge Brown,

We received a letter on January 12, 2010 from your contractor Templeton Construction Co., Inc.
witich included plans and specifications for the proposed Repairs and Upgrades 1o the historic
Tom Green County Courthouse, as required under the Proteetion of Cotnty Courthouses Law,
Section £42.008 of the Texas Government Code (TGO).

s -

In 2ccordance with TGC Sec. 442,008, the THC is by this letter officially noting to the county
that the Tom Green County Courthouse has historical significance worthy of preservation.
Thezefore, in accordancy with our duties as proscribed by the code, THC staff have reviewed the
-plans and specifications and have the following comments/conceens:

- 1. The concrete apron around the base of the building appears to be historic. ‘The plans call
for its removal and for the istallation of & basement waterproofing system, but do not
appear 1o call for a new apron matching histotic to be reconswucied. - The historic
apron skould be reconstructed to mateli original. IF the engineers feel however that this
concretz aproa would be detrimental to the function of the basement waterproofing
systent, 2 gravel apron matching the dirensions and color of the historic concrete apron
may be substituted. [A0.2] .

2. Basement corridor Al44 historically extended all of the way to the wall of storage room
At4L. An existing non-historic modificntion truncated this corridor adjacent to the
stairway. As this is an existing condition, there is no reguirement to retum this haliway

""to its'original lengthy howeve, sorae consideration should be given to restoring this
ballway {o its full extent now, 2s this would be necessary in a Future full restoration of
the building™s historic public spaces, - The preferred cotrse of action would be to
arrange the restrooms so that this Sallway can be restored to its historle volure now, so
that additional revisions to these restrooms will not be needed during 2 future full
restoration of the buildmg. [Al.1]

3. The existing doorway to ment"s room A143 is in its historic position. The proposed plans
call for this door to be removed and for a new door to be created several feet to the south.
As noted above, this hallway would be restored to its original configaration In a future
full restoration of courthouse”s public spaces, requiring that the proposed work be
reversed. —THC strongly recommends that the iaterior configuration of the restrooms be
amanged so 1hat relocation of this historic door is not necessary. Barring that, it is
acceplable to the THC that the existing histotic door remain in place (where it will
povide convenicat maintenance access to the pipe/mechanical chase) and the new door
be ereated ag shown. (It should be noted that the electrical plan PR-2 already calls for a

. BICKPERRY, GOVERHGR « JON T, HANSEN, CHAIRMAN « 83ARK WOLEE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
P.0. BOX 12276 » AUSTIN, TEXAS » 74711-2278 = P §12.463.6100 % F 512.475.4872» TOD 1.800.735.2889 » www thc state,ix.us




light fixture and switch to be in this pipe/mechanical chase, implying access, so pechaps
the intent was to rotain the historic doorway alf along?) [A1.1] .

4, Detail 3 shows the new cap flashing and waterproof membrane passing under the parapet
cap stones. - Is this flashing to be lead coated copper as noted for the flashing in other
details? Also, how are the cap stones fo be secured through this? — Shouwldn’t they be
pinned to the structure below? [S1.1}

5. Visible areas of non-historic flashing should be kept to 2 minimumn. In particular, the
extent of visible flashing at the drip edge immediately below the parapet cap and atong
the front edgs of the comice should be miinimized, ~ Please provide dimensions to the
contractor for the minimum allowable exposed drip edges.

6, Nailing ro the face of the masonry units (to hold the flashing) should be avoided if at all
possible. Necessary awchor points shonld be made in the mortar joinzs. Experience has
shown that face anchoring masenry units is very likely to cause damage to the historie
masonry and is geacrally no more durable that anchoring into well maintained mortar
joints.

7. Paint colors should be setected to match historic (preferred) or existing (acceptable),
keeping in mind that historically comect colors will be necessary in 2 later future full
restoration of the building. On the interior, no existing historic clear finished (i.e.
varnish, shellac, stain & etc.) wood should be painted. All new wood elements i non-
historic locations should be painted.

Thaxnk you for submitting the proposed project for our review in accordance with TGC Sec.
442,008, The county has complied with the cade-required review requlremems and may proceed
with the work described in the reviewed plans and specifications, and in accordance with our
above comments and concerns.

As you arc aware, the Texas Historical Commission oversees the Texas Historic Courthouse

Preservation Progran: (THCPP) on behalf of the state. It is recommended, shonld additional

wotk be needed, that Tom Green County consider applying for grant assistance during future
rounds of the Courthouse Program.

If yon have any questions or concerns regarding our review, plesse contact me, Mark
Cowan, at (512} 475-3285 or via email af mark.cowan@thestatetx.us,

Sincerely.

Pl —

Muk D. Cowan

Project Reviewer

Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program
Texas Historical Commission

cc: Marty Skaggs, Templeton Counstruction Co., Inc.
Kenny Bums, AIA — Buros Architecture
Golda M. Foster, Tom Green County Historical Comunission Chairperson’
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Match 18, 2010

Mark D. Cowan

Texas Historical Comimission
POBox 12276

Austin, Texas 78711-2276

RE: Tom Green County Courthouse — Response to Historical C(')mmission’s Comments
Mr. Cowan,

In response to your letter to Judge Brown dated February 9, 2010, we are providing the following revisions
1o the project for your review and comment or acceptance. 'We have attached the Spark’s Engineering”s
response to your February 9 letter as part of our response. Please sce those items below:

Ttem 1: The project requirements will include the cost of replacing the apron as recommended by Sparks
Engineering. A poursble sealant will act as the waterstop as mexitioned by the engineer. :

Tems 2 and 3. These issues are under review by the.Architect and owner for fiirther comment with the
Historical Commission at 2 future point. No work Is anticipated inside of the building in this first phase.

Item 4. Sce attached comment on this item from the engincer. No additional work is required by the
engincer at thig point. 'We believe the comments from the Historical Commission are satisfied by the
enginger’s Tesponse. .

Ttem 5. We believe the Commission’s concemn is adsquately covered by the engineer’s response fo this
item that is attached. No further modifications are necessary.

Yiem 6. We believe the Commission’s concern is adequately covered by the engineer’s mpon'Sc and no
further modifications are necessary. )

Ytem 7. As was stated in ¥tems 2 & 3 above, no painting is taking place at this time. These issues are under
teview by the Architect and owner for further comment with the Historical Commission at a fiature point.
d request a prompt response with any additional changes required or a letter stating that the

EI0W meet your requirements and that work may commence. We are asking for an expedited
anse bids are running low on acceptability time along with the fact that we don’t want to
with 2 presentation for acceptance to the County for the exterior work without knowing that
pncems have been correctly addressed. Thank you.

oul

Ce: Kenny Burns, AYA — Burns Architecture

521 West Beauregard » San Angelo, Texas 76903 / P, O. Box 3405 » San Angelo, Texas 76902
' Office 325-653-6904- » Fax 325-658-2472 « www.templetonconstruction.com

SINCE 1827




SPARKS ENGINEERING, INC.

ETRUCTUHEAL EVALUATION, DESIGN AND TESTING
‘February 14, 2010

* Thé Honorable Mike Brown
“Totn Green' County Judge
112°'W. Beauregard
“San:Angelo, Texas 76903

Sent viaemail to Marty-Skiggs ﬁ’&'afg?@ré:ngfe‘tbﬁéaﬁ.s;&‘}zicﬁbn_ca:,ry‘ 2 pages

SUBJECT:  Strdctural'Réshornise to Texas Historical Commission Coiments:
Torn Gounty’ COUﬂhOUSE-REpaIIS sand Upgrades
San Angeic:, Texas

: Dear.T udge Birawi

stiinehits o Mark CoWwau, projestireviewer: for thie. Téxs. Historical: Comm1sswn
30 hisieomments rclated 1o thestructural scopsaf works

'Bew ire: our. FesfioRs

'1 ﬂem No ] Recons) ':"cz‘:awqf «‘Ize -£oner efe aprotz We: recommended that the concrete apmn not be

- flashing términations étéinitie aasthetlcappmprmteuess

" 40T NORTH MAYS STREET- HOUND KOTK, TEAS. 78664+ TFL. (513) 3187927 - Fix (5123:310-9999




Tom Green CCH, San dngelo, Texas ' February 16, 2010
Strzmmra[ ‘Response to Texas: H:s{orwaf Commission Commems Page2

4, Ife'zﬁ ﬁfa tfv” Anchbf-'

cations; "We agree’ with the need to it anchoring info- the gast:gtone.

uould sxgmf cantl}' redu : resistance.of the ﬂdshmg assembly to ode reqmmd wmd loads. Our demgn

ancliar 's'pa‘f:_ing:ot?zal; ies Tesulfs in a maximum of 3 anchers pér stone, and our: s;)ecrﬁed anchor is

stainless steef, small didmeter, pre~drilled, and-located with a large enongh edge distafice fo prevent
: damage tothe cast stone durmg installatich and the serviceife of the assembly,

‘Please contact.onr o_‘fﬁbe"\if‘;_ﬂ.i any-questions regarding this letter.
‘Sinterely, -

SPARKS ENGINEER]N
Tms REGLTI‘ER:D ENEINEER

Rick Miles, B.E:
Senior Ehgingei

&% Maity Skaggs, Templetor Construciion,
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Marty
From: Mark Cowan [Mark.Cowan@the.state.tx.us]
Sent:  Tuesday, March 23, 2010 9:39 AM

To: Marty
Subject: RE: TGC Courthouse - ltem 1 Clarification

Marty,

From the point of view of maintaining the historic appearance, pouring back the apron in concrete matching
original is the preferred way to go. However, if the county and its design professionals believe that subslituting a
fine gravel or caliche apron would be better for the long-ferm maintenance of the building; this will be an
acceptable substitution as long as it matches the color and extent of the historic apron. If the county accepts
either of these options, then our review will be complete.

Sincerely,

Mark D. Cowan
Project Reviewer
Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program

Texas Historical Commission - . R L e
k TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION
(512) 476-3285 réal plaees velling renl-srupics

From: Marty [mailto:Marty@templetonconstruction.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2010 9:31 AM

To: Mark Cowan

Subject: TGC Courthouse - Item 1 Clarification

In reference to item one....pouring back the mow strip with concrete is not acceptable? Please clarify on
this item and 1 believe then, we should have acceptablility of all your issues correct?.

From: Mark Cowan {mailto:Mark.Cowan@thc.state.tx.us}]

Sent: Friday, March 19, 2010 11:04 AM

~ To: Marty

Ce: kbumns@burnsarch.com; Gary

Subject: RE: Revisions to TGC Courthouse per THC concerns - Templeton Construction

Marty,
Thank you for your reply to our review.

THC staff have reviewed your comments regarding the issues raised during our review and have the
following responses:

Item 1: THC staff does find that the historic concrete apron was a character defining feature of the
historic courthouse and should be visually replicated. A fine gravel or caliche apron of similar color to
the historic concrete, slopping away and with water stop where it meets the base of the building would
be an acceptable solution. We generally recommend against applying water repellants to masonry as

- this practice has, on a number of previous projects, caused more damage than good. Sparks Engineering
however has a good track record with THC projects in selecting appropriate breathable water repellants
for use on high-risk areas of historic masonry, so if they find that this is necessary, THC will concur.

3/24/2010



Page2 of 2

Item 2, 3 & 7: THC understands that the work described in these items will not oceur during this phase
and that the county will resubmit this scope for THC review if and when the county wishes to proceed
with it. No further THC review of these items is needed until that time.

Item 4, 5 & 6: THC understands and concurs with the engineer’s responses on these items.

To complete this review process, please confirm that the county will proceed with Item 1 as per our
comments.

Sincerely,

Mark D. Cowan

Project Reviewer -

Texas Historic Courthouse Preservation Program
Texas Historical Commission

(512) 475-3285

From: Marty [mailto;Marty@templetonconstruction.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2010 5:19 PM

To: Mark Cowan

Ce: kburns@burnsarch.com; Gary

Subject: Revisions to TGC Courthouse per THC concerns - Templeton Construction

Mark,

Thanks for your comments on the above project. See our responses to your comments. We have
attached our engineer’s comments as part of our response. Your quick response is greatly appreciated as
‘we are ready to present our cost for acceptance to the County. See our attached letter. Thank you.

Marty Skaggs - Estimator

TEMPLETON CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.
(325) 653-6904
www.templetonconstruction.com

Marty Skaggs - Estimator

TEMPLETON CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.
(325) 653-6904
www.templetonconstruction.com

© 3/24/2010



- Tom Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit D
COMPLETION SCHEDULE

The Contractor’s Time of Completion shall be § months for this Phase 1 work.



Tom Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit E
ALTERNATES

There are no alternates incll_.lded in this Amendment.



- Tom Green County Courthouse
Amendment 1
Phase 1 Proposal Packages
Dated March 24, 2010
Exhibit F
COST BREAKDOWN

See Attachment C



-+ TOM GREEN COUNTY COURTHOUSE - PHASE 1
. ATTACHMENT C -~ COST BREAKDOWN

'WORK ITEM

General Conditions
‘|Fencing and Barricades
Sprinkler and Sod Repair
Storm Drainage

Concrete

Facade Repair
Waterproofing / Sealants
Trench Excavation and BEfFll
Subtotal

Labor Burden
Sales Tax on Materia!
Subfefaliss:

LATALE

Builder's Risk Insurance
P & P Bond
Permit

PROPOSAL PACKAGE

o= rEatra
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