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Agenda # 10  
Commission Meeting Date April 21, 2015   

CITY OF GREAT FALLS  
COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
Item: Repeal of Street Project Bidding Policy  
 
From: Public Works Department  
 
Initiated By: Public Works Department  
 
Presented By: Jim Rearden, Public Works Director  
 
Action Requested: Repeal Street Project Bidding Policy 
 
 
Suggested Motion: 
 
1.   Commissioner moves: 
 
 “I move the City Commission (repeal/maintain) the Street Project Bidding Policy established in 

1999. 
 
2.  Mayor calls for a second, discussion, public comment, and calls for the vote. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the City Commission repeal the Street Project 
Bidding Policy so that the bidding process for public contracts may be impartial, with equal 
opportunity given to all those participating in the public bidding, so that the City may procure 
quality materials and workmanship which are in the City’s best interests, financially or 
otherwise. 
 
Background: On June 3, 1998, a meeting between the City of Great Falls, Montana Contractor's 
Association representatives and the League of Cities and Towns was held to discuss evaluation 
of Public Works projects proposed to be done by City personnel.  A committee of local 
contractors and City staff was appointed to "develop a systematic means to compare Capital 
Projects proposed to be done by the City to a general contractor's bid."  After several meetings, 
the committee drafted a project report and advanced it to the City Commission for approval.  On 
August 17, 1999, the City Commission accepted the project report and authorized the City 
Manager to issue a policy letter.    

 
The essence of the report stated the following: 
 1)  Capital Projects were defined as any expenditure “that extends the life of  
 the project five years or longer and has a cost greater than the State specified   
 statute bid limit which is currently $25,000” (now $80,000).  
 2) The ‘break point’ was determined to be 360 tons, whereas larger projects could  
 be done less expensively by a contractor. 
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 3)  It (the agreement) would not, however, restrict the City from doing any project  
 by any  means it sees fit, if over-riding public benefit warrants it.  
 
Occasional inquiries from one contractor in the City about compliance with the policy are raised.  
The City Commission was briefed on the policy at the December 16, 2014 work session.  
 
 In the ensuing 16 years since the policy was adopted, factors have changed that make the policy 
outdated and unduly restrictive: 
 

1) City crews rarely do reconstruction or new construction of roadways.  They are 
 restricted to “maintenance activities” which are primarily chip seals or mill and overlays. 

-  
- 2) City crews are much more efficient now with better equipment and experienced, 

motivated staff.   
  

3) City crews’ average production has increased to over 300 tons per day.  At this 
production rate,  City crews would need to move every day to a new location, given the 
Bidding Policy 360 ton “break point”.  

   
4)   Using city crews to perform only smaller projects is inefficient, is not a good use 
of public staff and resources, and incurs additional mobilization/demobilization costs of 
around $500/day. 

 
5)   The question of "What constitutes a Capital Project?" is problematic.  Is it 
anything in a specific area, or per day, or on the same street? 

 
 6)   Historic bid data does not indicate an advantage utilizing the private sector for 
 projects over or under 360 tons: 

1) Unit Cost Comparisons for mill and overlay 
  a)   City cost per square yard overlay is $9.71 / SY. (2013/14 COSTS)  
     -  $13,400 per block, approximately 6 blocks for $80,000 
 
  b)   Recent Contracted Projects: 
   1)   2013 9th St. NW – 2004 tons - $10.60 SY plus Eng. cost @ $.68/SY 
   2)  2012 overlays - 3631 tons -$11.00 SY plus Eng. cost @ $.27/SY 
   3)  2010 overlays - 696 tons - $10.90 SY plus Eng. cost @ $.25/SY 
 

7)  Other Montana Cities were queried and none of them have any similar agreements or 
restrictive limitations. 

 
The bidding process for public contracts should be impartial, with equal opportunity given to all 
those participating in the public bidding, to avoid corruption, and to procure for the City quality 
materials and workmanship at the most reasonable cost. Montana law requires that an award of a 
public contract for construction, repair or public works must be made to the lowest responsible 
bidder. Mont. Code Ann. § 18-1-102(1)(a).  The City has broad discretion in awarding public 
contracts. By application, it should follow that the City may use its discretion by not awarding to 
an outside entity when work can be done  more cost-effectively “in-house”, assuming all other 
statutory provisions are complied with. 
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The current Bidding Policy is not necessarily consistent with these concepts.  For example, one 
aspect of the Bidding Policy indicates under the materials and supplies section that a lower bid price 
for asphalt may be used by the contractor in a comparison bid with a city bid.  This not only skews 
the actual costs to do a project, but it also provides an advantage to a contractor that is also an asphalt 
supplier. Non-supplier contractors are not provided the same lower bid price, conceivably 
eliminating the non-supplier contractors from the competitive bid process.   
 
The Bidding Policy sets forth guidelines to compare work done by the City as General 
Contractor, versus a private entity. It sets forth specific requirements of the City’s evaluation as 
to whether to perform the work which, are not required under the law.  Since the City 
Commission adopted the Bidding Policy, it requires Commission action to rescind or amend the 
policy. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
Considering the scope and scale of work performed by street crews, City crews are more efficient 
when compared to contractors.  Street department efficiencies equate to more maintenance work 
performed for less financial impact to the taxpayer.  Additionally, of the street work completed over 
the past five years, 47% ($12,424,346) of the total street budget was contracted out to private 
contractors and suppliers. 
 
Retaining the policy puts severe limitations on City crews, affecting the efficiency of their 
operations.  Based on historical data, this would raise the cost of street maintenance efforts reducing 
the impact of tax payer dollars. 
  
 
Attachments/Exhibits:   

1999 Project Report 
August 17, 1999 City Commission Agenda Report 

  



CITY OF GREAT FALLS, MONTANA AGENDA#~-------

AGENDA REPORT DATE August 17,1999 

ITEM: REPORT ON PROJECT EVALUATION 

INITIATED BY: JOINT COMMITTEE OF CITY STAFF AND MONTANA 
CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION 

ACTION REQUESTED: ACCEPT REPORT AND AUTHORIZE CITY MANAGER TO 
ISSUE POLICY LETTER 

PRESENTED BY: JIM REARDEN, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Joint Committee recommends that the City Commission accept its report and authorize 
the City Manager to issue a policy letter adopting the methodology contained in the report 

/ 

MOTION: 

"I move that the City Commission accept the report of the Joint Committee appointed to 
evaluate public work projects and authorize the City Manager to issue a policy letter 
incorporating the contents of the report." 

SYNOPSIS: 

On June 3, 1998 a meeting between the City of Great Falls, Montana Contractor's 
Association and the League of Cities and Towns was held to discuss a cooperative way to 
evaluate public work projects proposed to be done by City forces. A. committee consisting 
of local contractors and City staff was appointed to develop a systematic means to compare 
Capital Projects proposed to be done by the City to a general contractor's bid. After several 
extensive meetings the committee drafted the attached report and is recommending its 
adoption by the City Commission. 

BACKGROUND: 

Historically there has been controversy concerning who could do Capital Projects more cost 
effectively, the public or private sector. The methodology contained in the report provides 
a means to make that determination on a case by case basis. It would not, however, restrict 
the City from doing any project by any means it sees fit, if over-riding public benefit 
warrants it. 



To: Mayor Joan Bennett, Commissioners Bill Beecher, Bill Downer, 
Randy Gray, John Rosenbaum, and City Manager John Lawton 

Subject: Project Evaluation 

As the result of a meeting between the City of Great Falls, Montana Contractors' 
Association and the League of Cities and Towns, held to di.scuss a cooperative 
way to evaluate public work projects proposed to be done by City forces, a group 
of local contractors and city staff were requested to develop a model by which 
·Capital projects done by the City could be consistently evaluated in comparison 
to a general contractors bid. 

After extensive meetings, the committee drafted the attached report and 
recommends that the City Commission adopt the methodology in the report as 
City policy. y. 

Bob Livesay 
Montana Lines, Inc, 

Sletten Construction Co. 

Jerry Sepich 
Park and Recreation Director 

Coleen Balzarini 

Controller , ) 

C. R. Wilson, Public Works Dept 
Operations Supervisor 

in Basta, Public Works Dept. 
Street/Sanitation Supervisor 



PURPOSE 

As a result of a meeting between the City of Great Falls. Montana Contractor's 

Association, and League of Cities and Towns. held to discuss a cooperarive .way to evaluate 

public work projects proposed to be done by City forces. a group of local contractors and city 

staff were requested to develop a model by which capital projects done by the City could be 

consistently evaluated. in comparison to a general contractor's bid. For the purpose of this effort, 

capital projects are defmed as "Any expenditure for the c.onstruction, reconstruction, or 

improvement of City infrastructure that extends the life of the asset five years or longer, and has 

a cost greater than the State specified statute bid limit for construction projects which is currently 

$25.000.00". Occasionally the City may want to act as the. genera! contractor for a capital 

project. Areas of discussion which are presented in further detail in the rest of this paper 

included the following: 

1. What are the project costs, direct and indirect. that need to be evaluated in the bidding 
process? 

2. Any model esiablished for bidding should be easy to understand and to apply. 

3. Are there circumstances that would necessitate the City acting as a general co.ntractor? 

4. Conclusion and re.commendation. 

1. PROJECT COSTS 

The group agreed that the format for bid analysis would encompass the following areas: 

Labor & Fringes 
Equipment (Internal and External) 
Materials and Supplies 
Subcontractor Costs 
Risk 
Profit 
Overhead 



Labor & Fringes: The group agreed that labor costs for contractors, who are required to 

use the Montana Prevailing Wage, will be different from ·labor costs used by the. City .on those 

projects which are not contracted out. This occurs because the City is not required by law to pay 

Montanan Prevailing Wage. For this sample bid it was agreed to use a rate of $26.01 per hour 

for a contractor's paver operator and a rate of$19.27 per hour for the City's paver operator . 

Equipment C!ntemal and External): The Street Department.used the Blue Book monthly rate to 

determine equipment costs. Actual casts may be less since the Blue Book rates are regionally 

based. The cost basis includes cost of ownership (depreciation, indirect cost [insuraace., property 

taxes. storage. licenses, record keeping cost], cost of facilities. major overhaul and operating 

costs such as maintenance labor and parts and operating expendables. The contractor's 

equipmem costs were based on their historically developed rates. For this sample bid a rate of 

$96.00 per hour was used for the contractor's paving machine and a rate of $103.05 per hour 

was used for the City. 

The costs of operating heavy equipment trucks vary depending on the size ofthe truck that is 

used by the City and the Contractor. For instance. larger contractor' s trucks are capable of 

hauling 32 tons each. City trucks are only capable ofhauling.13.5 to 14 tons in each truck, On 

larger jobs. there is a cost savings to using larger trucks. Similarly, there is a cost savings 

favoring the City or smaller contractors on smaller jobs which better accommodate the hauling 

capacity of the smaller trucks. 

Materials and S uoplies: The group agreed the costs of materials might vary for the contractor and 

the City. Currently the City has a contract to purchase asphalt plant mix at a price of$25.20 per 

ton. and this was the price of material used for the City in the sample bid. A material price of 

$2 I .50 per ton was used for the contractor. 



Subcontractors: No subcontractors were utilized in any of the sample bids for either the City or 

the contractor. If subcontractors are required, their cost to the project needs to be entered into the 

subcontractor column of the project summary sheel 

Risk: The sample bid on the larger paving project used a contingency risk figure of $500.00 for 

both the City and the contractor. This figure is used to provide an amount in the bid to cover 

unknmvn situations or conditions. 

Profit: The City does not undertake construction projects for 1he purpose of operating a 

construction business. Construction projects are undertaken to provide a needed improvement 

necessary for the ongoing operation of City services. Therefore, in-house construction projecrs 

do not include a profit margin. 

National and regional information. relating to average gross pro fit and net .earnings from the 1997 

Certified Financial Managers Association survey results for Heavy and Highway Contractors 

indicates average profit margins (as percentage of revenue) are between 1% and 3% nationally 

and regionally. As a part of this study a profit margin of 5% was used for the contractor bid and 

0% was used for the City bid. 

Overhead: The group agreed on Contractor and City overhead rates of l5% and 11.5% 

respectively for the sample bid. It should be noted that actual contractor bid overhead rates from 

prior projects are consistent with the sample bid overhead rate. 

City overhead cost allocation was an area that received a great deal of discussion. Contractors 

are accustomed to full cost accounting practices. where all costs of an organization are included 

in detem1ining the costs of production. Therefore. if a panicular unit is not producing a product 

it becomes an indirect cost to be included in the production of other items. Although 

governmental accounting does not use the same method of accounting for its services. the 



following model was developed for evaluating and determining a City department's overhead 

cost. 

General Administrative Overhead 

In order to determine General Administrative Overhead costs. divisions in the General Fund were 

classified as Administrative (see list for details) or Operations Units. Budgets of the 

Administration Units ( divisions) were allocated among the Operations units such as Police, Fire, 

Street. Water, Sanitary Sewer,. etc. This cost allocation was based on the number of employees 

in each of the Operation Units. 

-General Fund Divisions considered to be Administrative 

City Commission 
Neighborhood Council 
City Manager 
City Clerk 
City Attorney 
Legal Services 
Human Resources Administration 
Personnel Recruitment 
lmernal Service Charge for Support Services (Portion) 

Indirect Operating Overhead 

A review of the Operation Units budgeted expenses were broken out into direct and indirect 

costs. Indirect costs included Department Head, Division Manager, and office staff salaries, 

general office supplies. building maintenance. building utilities, internal service charges. 

Equipment replacement reserves were also included when the operating division is actually 

accumulating replacement reserves for equipment that is general in nature. 

NOTE: The City does not routinely set aside reserves for facility replacement. Facility 

replacement might be tinanced through a number of different methods. Some of the more 



common methods are debt issuance. federal grant funding or fee increases. Replacement of 

public facilities is often the ditect costs of future construction projects. We therefore donot 

include a portion of the cost of replacing those facilities into our overhead costs. 

Overhead Rates based on the parameters noted above resulted in an overhead rate of 11.46% fur 

the Street Department projects and 11.62% for the Golf Course irrigation project- there are 

different costs for an internally executed project compared to an external (contract management) 

project. 

2. BIDDING FORM AND FORMAT. 

The sample bid forms are shown as an attachment to this report. The production rates utilized in 

this sample were agreed upon based on the historical production capability of both the City and 

the contractor. 

Any future bids for any type of capital project should include the same general format of a 

worksheet for each item of work showing quantities, production rates. labor rates, equipment 

rates. and material prices. Using this data. a unit price should be established for each item of 

work on the project 

These individual worksheets for each item should then he summarized on a project summary

sheet to determine the total cost of the project. This summary sheet will include markups for 

overhead. special contingencies and project mobilization costs as shown in the example. 

3. CITY AS GENERAL CONTRACTOR 

There are projects that the City can do at less cost than a contractor because of economies of 

scale or different labor rates. 

Example 1: The City Street Department is responsible for city streets. Staff must have the 

capability to mobilize to make repairs. respond to emergencies. and perform small volume-



paving or patching projects. The equipment necessary to maintain this preparedness is available 

at times to also do street overlaying projects. A portion of this study was to analyze the 

economic viability of the City doing these type of projects. 

Two street paving projects were evaluated by the group based on the agreed upon parameters.· 

The general contractor was the lowest bidder on the larger paving project (2, l 00 tons of plant 

mix) while the City was·lowest on the smaller paving project (!74 tons). The results of the bids 

as prepared by the committee are as follows: 

Bid differences: 

1. Standard overlay- ±2. 100 tons 

Private bid - $75,973.00 

City bid - .88.3 68.00 

$12,395 difference.- 16.3% 

2. Small paving - 174 tons 

Private bid - $ 7 ,515. 00 

City bid - 7,188.00 

$ 327.00 difference- 4.5% 

Using these figures as a. basis, it was further calculated that the point where the contractor's bid 

and the City's bid would be identical in total cost would be on a project containing 360 tons of 

plant mix. Or stated differently, on projects of 360 tons or less there would be an economic 

advantage to utilize City forces. On projects over 360 tons. there would be an economic 

advantage to utilize the private sector. 

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION: 

The main consideration in determining how any capital project is to be done should be the cost of 

that project to the taxpayer. Other factors such as quality of workmanship and response time 



should also be evaluated in. any final decision as to how a specific project should be handled. 

It was agreed that the general practice has been that the City did not want to compete with the 

private sector on any major items of work or capital improvements. 

1f the City wishes for any special reason to .do a capital project the City Department desiring to 

do the work should prepare a bid in the same manner and format as presented in this report That 

bid should then be submitted to the City manager and City Commission for review and 

comparison with an engineer' s estimate (not divulged to the bidding Department until after their 

bid is submitted). If the engineer s estimate is prepared internally. it should be done indpendent 

from the City bid process. The engineer's estimate should reflect what the City's cost would he 

from the private sector based on historical data for similar work. 

These prices estimates (City bid and engineer· s estimate) should then be used along with other 

pertinent factors in making the final decision as to how the particular project should be done. 

A public notice of the date of any presentation to the City Commission should be issued by the 

City, The intent of this notice is to allow outside input into the final decision as to how the 

project is done .. 
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OBE-requlred 
oee- actual 

QUANTITY LABOR .60UIPMENT 
UNIT TOJAL 

16,600.0 0.41 S88S,QQ 
0.00 O.PO 
OJJO o.oo 
0,{10 0.00 
0.00 tfOO 
OJJO -o.oo 
o:oo l),OO 
0.00 o:oo 
0.00 0.00 
o.oo OJ)I) 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 Q,OO 

6BBB.QO 

Prl'\latizatlQn blQ • Unil® Material& 
7/15198 

da)' 
per day 

0,00 O.O'}t 
0.00 0.0% 

UNIT 
0.48 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.o_o 
o.oo 
o,ob 
0.00 
o;_OO 
0.00 
o;oo 
o;oo 
0.00' 

. '• . 

INTERNAL 
MATERIALS 

TOTAL UNIT 
8064.00 ·2:71 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 l:l.OO 
0.00 Q;Qo 
o.oo 0,00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
t;!.QO 0;00 
0.00 o.oo 
0.00 0.00 
o.oo o.oo· 
0,00 0.00 

8064.00 

LABOR 4,816 
FRINGES 2;5:t1 
EQUIP, 6,564 
INT.MATL 46;536 
O.S.MATl.. 0 
sues 300 
OVERHEAD 7,fi3P 
AOMINIS. 1,884 
BONO 

·~· PROFIT -3,103 
75,936 

TOTAl. 
4653(i,QO 

·o.oo-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
0;00 
0.00 
0,.00 
o~oo 

0,00 

46536.00 

.,.$ 
3;3% 

11.3% 
61.311 
0.0$ 
OA% 
6.911 
2.5$ 
M% 
4,1% 

OUTSIDE 
MATEHIAL$ 

UNIT 
o.oo 
o.oo 
Q,O_O 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.!lO 
O.OQ 
o;oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

TOTAL 
0.00 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 
o.oo 
o:oo 
Q.oo 
0.00 
0:00 
o.oo 
0,00 

o.oo 

SUBS 
.UNIT 

0.00 
0.00 o:oo 
0.00 
(fOO 
o:oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0,00 
0,00 
o.oo 
0.00 

ToTAL 
0.0 
o.o 
o.o 
0.0 
0.0 
0,0 
0.0 
o.o· 
0.0 
0.0 
o.o 
0.0 

0.0 

MOSIUZAT 
SLIRVEYJN 
'TESTING 
fleUOOVE 
CDNTINGE 

OVRHEAD 
ADMIN. 
!lONG 
PROFIT 



PATCH 

nurntltlr 

0.40 
000 
0.00 

0.00 
1.00. o·.oo 
1.00 
1.00 
0.20 

0.20 
3 .. 00 
0.00 

1-.<eo 
o.oo 

PHQJECl" Ptlvr:l!l!!!illlon bhl • Clly 
OAiE • 1JJS/tlo 

174.0 TONS 

MEASURE CALCULATIO/JS; 

lco{ilh 
widlh 

250.0 _ft. 
26,0 n, 

ave_ depth 4.0 lnchea 

tummmy 

§q.yd, atua 
IJ.y. YQIUfll$ 

lulliHti)O 

hit( p1W. (bid 11om unlla} 

722 ~lty. 
79.0 ·o;y, 

11<1.0 !tJnt -c 

hoi~_IJ ----- ---·-- ... ---·· -·---piM! 
:tio '"'· 

.iinh>fl ltir. 

JtJI\!I.hOUI'!l • 

Eqvlprncnl dese!p. 

plckup 
pavew.n 
tmalllool$ 

950 lOader 
Sloe! vfbralory 
Rubber !XXJlp.wlor 
Pf.180 pavet-dllvef 
PF' 8:0 p~WI ~SI"JUOd 
Uisllibutw ·_opcJ. 

dislllbulor ·drivel 
dumpjrucks 
W<l1f!J lk, 

IJIJ!llaboHl:T 
mker 

3.4.8- .hill. 

0.52 h .... 

4.00 tn 
0.50 day 

JlOU/1!-

4.0 
0_.0 
QO 

0.0 
4.0 
0.0 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 

4.0 
4:0 
~).0 

40 
0.0 

unit 

fl500 .•I. 

2.20 tonl;l;,: y. 

44 Vhf ~lual ptoQUI."tloo 
346_.00 Uday 

1Qtoll1 to\lll 
lubor equip 

0 8 
0 0 
0 b 

0 0 
71 '84 
0 0 

77 412 n 0 
14 0 

0 25 
216 318 

0 0 

130 0 
0 0 

"···-...... -. ·-·--····~·••$ 

591 ooe 
3.4U 5.22 

" 
equip 
I IOU!~ 

~b¢< tale 

000 5.25 
0.00 HtoO o,oo '6:00 

1!:1.27 44.84 
19.27 21J';98, 
19.27 2Ml 
10.27 103,05 
1ll27 
17-JJ7 

0.00 31.64 
11.91 3t54 
17.97 31.54 

10 . .11 
16,1-1 

HOURLY COST'" $314.95 

~,. -~~~ 



lv!o! coz! (<Xilliprnenl and laQql) 

MATERIALS & MISC. 

174 ton& 

o.1s o<Wt~.v. 106 oa! 

SUMMARY ............. 
PATCH 

LABdR 
UNIT TOTAL 

uuoouuou ............... . 

:1.40 592. 

7·22' e.y. 
O.Q-2 

phmttnlx 

... k 

114 TONS 

OUIPMENT 

lota!.IN~Iet!als _,.. 

UNIT TOTAL 
uou•u•u•o •nv.u••••• 

6,22, 908 

1.26 

25,20 

0.37 

1,500 
it62 

25,57 

ATt;RIALS 

$~5.,20 lOIIi 

$0,60 Q<ll 

urm TOTAL 
.~ .. ····~···· ......... u.uo 

2M I 4.~50 

6,16 

S:.14.19 totalws\ 

UNIT 
COST 

34,1Q 

8.24 

.......... , ..... 

•• 
. ::; 

TOTAL 
COST 

5,950 

5,050 _ ..... ...,. ..... 



rR:oJECT: PrMfkal!on bill · C;;y 
DATE; 7115/98 

ITEM 

1 Pil.tch s.y, 
2 
3 
4 
5 • 7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

PROJECT: 
DATE: 

OWNER 
ENGINEER 
PRIMJ: CONTR, 
GOMPumON T!ME 
l.IQUIO, DAMAGES 
DGE·requlrcd 
DBE-· actual 

QUAf.fTITY LABOR 
UNIT 

722.0 0;82 
0.00 
0 .. 00 
o;oo 
O.QQ 
0.00 o.oo 
o.6o 
o:oo 
_o;oo 
0.00 
0.00 

PrtvatiZat)on bid • City 
71l51S8 

d(l)'S 
pejday 

0.00 O.Q% 
O.OQ 0,0% 

't;QUIFIMI;;NT 
TOtAL UNIT 

5S2;04 1:26 
0,00 0.00 
o:oo- "0.00 
O,QO o,.oo 
o.oo 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 Mo 
0.00 0~'00 

o:oo MO 
0.00 0.00 
o.oo 0.00 
0.00 9.00 
~ 

592.04 

INTERNAL. OUfSIOE 
MATERIALS MATERIALS sues 

tOTAL UN'rr Tt>TAL UNIT TOT~L UNIT 
009.72 o.oo o;oo 6;16 4447.52 0.00 

0.00 Q.OO 0.00 ·o.oo o.oo 0.00 
0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 o;oo 
o.oo o.oo o.oo 0 .. 00 0.00' 0.00 
0.00 o.oO O.QO .O,QO o.oo o.oo 
0.00 o.oo 0;90 O.QO 0,00, o.o-o 
Mo o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 
0.00 o.oo two OJ)O MO Mo 
0.00 0.0(} 0.00 0.00 0:00' 0'.0() 
0.00 o.oo !;1,._00 0.00 Q.OO 0.00 
0.00- O.ilO P.QO 0.00 o;oo o.oo 
0.00 0.0<) 0.00 O.OQ 0.00 o .. oo 

909.72 ·o.oo 4447.52 

l.A80R SSG 1.7.%. 
FR!NGSS -2liS 4.0%-
EQUIP, 1,160 1G.t% 
INU~ATL 0 0.0% 
O.S.MAT\.. ~.41U!: '15.1.8;% 
sues 0 Q,O%. 
OVERHEAD 7:19. 10.,3~ 
AOMINIS. 0 O.Q%. 
BONO 0 0.0~ 
PROFfT 3 0.0% 

7,19t 



PAVE 

nUmber 

0.40 
0.00 
0,00 

0.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1..00 
1-.00 
0.20 

0.20 
5.00 
0.00 

'·. 
1.!10 
0.00 

PROJECT~ PlfvaU;:aUon!Jld , C1ty 
DATE • 7!15/VB 

·2094.0 TONS 

MEASUI'U! CAl.CULAllONS; 

!cnu!h 
width 

42oo.o n. 
36.0 ft-. 

ave: depth 2.0 ln~ea 

eumma'Y 

sq.yct-ale/l 
c.y. VQJuine--

tonn<~ge 

hlly.prod, (bid lt!!m unlls) 

pa"' 45 ltlf. 

finish /hr. 

Iota! hours • 

Equlpment deiiclp, 

pk:k,up 
pa~van 
small tools 

950 loader 
Steel. vibiatory 
Rubber compa~:\or 
PF_180 _paver.d1iver 
PF160 paver·tcreed 
dls!rlbutor-oper. 

dMributor--diivcr 
dUmptlw;ks 
wa\crtk. 

Qfln. laborer 
Jakt:r 

16,800 a.y: 
952.() 0:)'. 

-2094 .. 0 tOll!) '@' 

hoUrs 

46.,53" hr.. 

0.00 hrs,. 

4'6:53· hn;, 
5.82 ""' 

hours 

46,5 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
-46.5 
46._5 
4a:s 
46;5 
45.5 

46,5 
46.5 
0.0 

46:fj 
0.0 

Uilil 

151200 s.t. 

2.-20 lontJcy 

45 tn,r actual productii:m 
360.00 Vday 

tcital tohli 
labor equip 

0 •• 0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
897 976 
997 1,071 
697 '4,-795 
691 0 
167 0 

0 2-93' 
4,161 7}l31 

0 0 

1,517- 0 
0 0 

··-··-···".. _,. . .,.·-··· 
9,452 14,571 
·ft51 6 •. 9B 

~ulp 

h<>U!~ 
labor rate 

0.00 5;25 
0.00 10.00 
0 .. 00 5:00 

19.27 ...... 
19.21 20.08 
19.27 23:o.1 
19.21 103.05 
19:27 
11.97 

0,00 31:5'4 
1_7,97 31,54 
17.91 31.54 

18.11 
18-.11 

IIOU~LY ¢0Sl' ... $516.25 



' 

lolill co:.l (equJpmcnl und Jabo1) 

MATERIALS-& MISC. 

0.15 gaVs.y. 

SUMMARY ............. 
PAVE 

LABOR 
UNIT-

2094 tons 

2520 Qill 

TOTAl 
••o•O•••u••• ..-H•ho•uu 

4.61 9,452 

16,800 a.y. 
0.56 

plant mix 

tack 

total m'-'terlal.s .... 

209.4 TONS 

OUJPMENT 
UNIT TOTAL .................................... 

e-. sa 14,511 

0081 

25.20 

0:72 

24,0.2J 
'11.47 

'2QJJ2-

ATERIALS 

$25,20 liJf)$ 

$_0,60 gl.ll 

UNIT T,QTAL .. ............... ~·~ .... ~ 
25.92 64,-28-1 

3;23 

$37.39 total cost 

UNIT TOTAL 
COST COST 

37,39 78,303 

4.66 7'8;303 

.. uuho..,.~• ............. u .. , 



'·. 
t~ 

t ..; 

,: 

Pf.OJECT-: Privati1;alion bid, City 
DATE: 7/15198 

ITEM 

1 Paw s;y, 
2 
3 • 5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

PROJECT: 
DATE: 

OWNER 
ENGINEER 
Pf\IMo CONTR. 
cQMF'!.ETION TIME 
UQU!O. DAMAGES 
DllE·required 
DBE -· eetual 

QUANTllY LABOR 
UNIT 

16,600,0 0.56 
0.00 
o.oo 
O.Oo 
o.Qo 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 

Ptl\latizalion bid ~,City 
7115198 

dayo 
pe:r day 

o:oo 0.011 
0.00 0.011 

SOUIPMENT 
TOTAL UNIT 
9408.01) 0.8'7-

0.00 o.oo 
0.00 0:00 
o.oo 0.00 
0:00 0.00 
o.oo o.oo. 
O.Oo o.oo 
0.00 0.110 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 o.oo. 
o.oo 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

9408,00· 

~"" ~ 

INlERNAI. _QUfSIDE 
MATERIALS MATERIALS sues 

TOTAL UNIT TOTAl. UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL 
14616.00 0.00 o.·oo 3;23 54264.00' 0,00 0. 

o:oo 0.00 0:00 o,oo 0.00 0,00 o. 
0.00 0:00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o. 
o·.oo 0.00 0,00 0.00 o:oo o.oo o. 
0.00 0.00 o.oo a·.oo o.oo o.oo o. 
o.oo o.o·o o.oo l!.OO Q.Oo o.oo o. 
0,00 0.00 O:OQ 0 .. 00 0.00 0.00 o. 
0.()() o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o. 
0.00 0,00 o.oo: 0.00 6.00 o.oo 0. 
0.00 0;()0 o.oo: o.oo 0.00 0.00 0. 
0~00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o:oo o.oo 0. 

14616.90 0.00 54264.00 0 

LABOR ii_;~39 '7A,. MOB! LIZ; 
FRINGES 3,3~8 3.1'1%: SURVEYl 
EQUIP. 15;116 17.1% TESTING 
INT. MAT\.. 0 0,0% FIELOO\ 
O.S.MAT\.. 54,26.4 61.4% CON'I:INC 
suss 0 0.011 
OVERHEAD 9,086 10.3% OVRH.eA 
ADMINIS. 0 0.{)% ADMIN. 
BONO 0 0.0% BOND 
PROFIT (5) ~.0% PROFIT 

08,J&lj 




