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August 27, 2012 
 
To:   Mayor and City Council Members 
 
From:  Michael W. Culpepper, Acting City Manger 
 
Subject: City Council Member Questions and Responses  
 
I have discussed questions advanced by Mayor and Council with Staff, and responses are attached.  
Thank you for asking questions in advance of the meeting.   
 
Question #1  
From: Dave Henderson  
Subject: J4B 
 
I assume this is inventory for the DPW? 
 
 
Response: 
From: Timothy L Richnak  
Subject: RE: J4B 
 
This copper bid is inventory for use in replacement of water services lines in conjunction with water 
main replacement projects, new service line installations and other water line repairs. 
 
 
Question #2 
From: Janice Daniels  
Subject: Question from 08/27/2012 Agenda 
 
 
J 4 -a Standard Purchasing Resolution Contract 12-4 – Industrial Roads Mill & Overlay has an agreed 
upon 25 percent additional work provision built in to the contract.  This represents an additional 
$123,000 potential expenditure making the possible ultimate cost of the contract approximately 
$615,400 which is 20 percent over budget. 
 
Could council see the last three completed projects of this nature and scope showing budgeted costs, 
actual final costs, low-bid price originally agreed upon, additional percentage over run authorized and 
contractor used for the projects before making this decision? 
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Response: 
From: William J Huotari  
Subject: RE: Question from 08/27/2012 Agenda 
 
Mike, as you are aware, a contingency is included in all of our bid awards.  Contingency amounts 
typically vary between 15% to 25% depending on the scope of work.  Just because a contingency 
amount is approved does not mean that the final contract price will exceed the low bid amount.  In 
most contracts, the contingency amount is not exceeded. 
 
25% contingencies have been recommended for mill and overlay projects due to the unknown 
conditions that could exist once the surface has been milled (ground off).  The reason for these 
projects is to extend the life of the pavement by removing the deteriorated surface, repairing the 
underlying material and then resurfacing with between 1.5" to 3" of asphalt pavement.  The repair of 
the underlying material could be as little as cleaning out existing cracks and joints up to removing and 
replacing entire sections of the old road prior to placing the final wearing surface. 
 
The 25% contingency is requested to allow for administrative approval of changes or extras due to 
the unpredictability of the pavement condition following the milling operation to avoid having to shut 
down work while seeking Council approval.  The construction season in Michigan is short and most 
pavement type projects are weather dependent so time is of the essence in completing projects in 
one construction season.  If the 25% were to be exceeded then we would need to request approval 
from City Council.        
 
In reviewing the last three (3) completed projects that included a 25% contingency, there have been 
none that exceeded the 25% contingency.  A detail of the last three (3) completed contracts is listed 
below and copies of the bid award memo and final contract status are attached: 
 
Contract 10-2 - Coolidge Highway Pavement Rehabilitation 
 
* Budgeted Amount - $750,000 
* Low-bid price (Contract Award) - $621,314.97 
* Final Contract Amount - $580,460.07 
* Additional percentage over run authorized - 25% 
* Contractor - Ajax Paving Industries, Inc. 
 
Contract 11-2 - John Arbor Resurfacing 
 
* Budgeted Amount - $300,000 
* Low-bid price (Contract Award) - $207,568.00 
* Final Contract Amount - $177,043.01 
* Additional percentage over run authorized - 25% 
* Contractor - Barrett Paving Materials, Inc. 
 
Contract 11-4 - Northfield Hills Condominiums Pavement Rehabilitation 
 
* Budgeted Amount - $750,000 
* Low-bid price (Contract Award) - $564,139.58 
* Final Contract Amount - $499,952.84 
* Additional percentage over run authorized - 25% 
* Contractor - Pro-Line Asphalt Paving Corp. 
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Question #3 
From: Dave Henderson   
Subject: FW: Big Beaver Center PUD 
 
This is slated for public hearing and I was given the attachments the other day to ponder. Is it 
possible to have you forward this to the petitioner for response. 
 
Mr. Krent is a resident on the street and I believe he and former Mayor Jeanne Stein have been trying 
to rally support for these changes. 
 
I would simply like to have this forwarded in the event it becomes topic of discussion during the public 
hearing. No one likes being blind sided, and I'd like to hear what both sides have to say about this 
proposal. 
 
Thanks 
 
Dave 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Tom Krent  
Subject: Big Beaver Center PUD 
 
My main concern about the currently proposed Big Beaver Center project is vehicular and pedestrian 
safety.  Jeanne Stine and I have reviewed what is proposed by the developer, A.F. Jonna, and we are 
providing a solution shown on the attached drawings.  The solution is to move the bank from the west 
side of the property to the east side. 
 
The report from the traffic engineer, Stephen Dearing, of Orchard, Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 
acknowledges the problem that the bank imposes on traffic if the bank is located at the west side of 
the property.  Dearing also states that the downside of having the bank on the east side is that the 
drive-through windows are not on the driver's side of the vehicle.  That was the case on an earlier 
drawing that I submitted.  I then submitted the attached drawings that have the drive-through window 
on the driver's side. 
So, that concern has been eliminated. 
 
Also, by eliminating two of the four access driveways to Alpine from the development, it makes it 
safer for pedestrians walking north on Alpine. 
 
Additionally, there are no bank drive-through lanes emptying onto a residential street anywhere in 
Troy.  Allowing this will set a very bad precedent for our city. 
 
Please review the attached drawings, text pdf, and pdf report from the traffic engineer.  I welcome 
your comments and questions. 
-Tom Krent 
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Response: 
From: Mike Culpepper  
Subject: questions reply 
 
The petitioner was notified last week regarding Mr. Krent’s lobbying.  Along with their legal counsel 
they will be present for the public hearing.  The petitioner is expected to present their case indicating 
they have followed all the city’s requirements through the planning process and have been approved 
with one dissenting vote.  They have indicated that they are not looking to negotiate a change in the 
approved plan because further changes will not be acceptable to the eventual users  (the bank).  
However, one never can predict the outcome of these things.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c: Mark Miller, Director of Economic and Community Development 
 Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 
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