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September 2, 2020 

 

 
OPM Selection Subcommittee Members present: Mary Braney, Gary Suter, Mark Carpentier, Paul Haughey, 

and David Joyce  

 

Others present: Steve Hemman and Jay Barry – MARS Consultants 

 

I. Call to Order 

 

Meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m. 

 
II. Old Business 

 

N/A 

 

III. New Business 

 

Interviews were conducted in the following order: 

 

1. Dore & Whittier 

2. Colliers International 

3. Hill International 

4. Skanska 

5. CBRE/Heery 

 

Narratives of each of the interviews: 

 

Dore &Whittier   

 

The Dore & Whittier Team presented opening remarks stating they were familiar with the community, 

worked on the David Prouty High School project before, and were a school-focused business. They 

have worked on seven (7) MSBA projects. One project did not come in on budget due to inspectors 

making changes at the last minute. One project noted was successful due to good communication as 

everyone working together as a collective group. One challenging project was a district made up of two 

towns where one wanted the project and the other did not. The Team worked hard communicating to 

both towns and the project moved forward. The Team noted building code specialists were employed at 

the firm. All members of Dore & Whittier’s lead team are MCPPO-certified and tasked with ensuring 
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product specs are met. The Team stated they were able to bring the architect up to speed faster than 

others because they have worked through this project proposal before. The Team stated that enrollment, 

the education program, and deficiencies in the building need to be reviewed. The Team stated their firm 

has proprietary budget software that tracks the same way as the MSBA. Dore & Whittier’s five-member 

team committed to 40-60% of their time to spend on the project. The Team stated there was a scheduler 

in the firm and that PM&C would be used for estimating. The Team stated there would be one project 

on the same timeline as the high school project and that they were actively seeking work for next year. 

The Team stated they have in-house architects and that they were one of the top 500 LEED firms. The 

Team stated their experience with life cycle cost analysis, cost estimating, and value engineering would 

require a deeper dive with their design team, engineers, and the Owner. The Team stated Building 

Commissioning Consultants were brought in during the design process. Commissioning is done by a 

third party and Dore & Whittier would work hand in hand with this person/firm. The Team stated they 

had no debt and were in great financial standing. Dore & Whittier presented closing remarks stating 

they really wanted the job, were the best team to deliver, specialized in K-12 schools, and were a 

collaborative group. 

 

Colliers International:  

 

The Colliers International Team presented opening remarks stating their firm employed over 130 

employees and have completed over 100 K-12 school projects since 1996. They also stated they do 

commissioning work for the MSBA. The Team described an experience with a bad contractor and how 

they had to bring in a surety company; losing one year of time on a project, but no additional costs of 

construction. When asked to describe Colliers working relationship with designers, contractors, owners, 

etc., the Team responds with professional, fair, reasonable and noted they completed an owner-occupied 

project on time with 1% in change orders. The Team stated communication was very important when 

working with regulatory people so there are no issues or concerns. The Team is MCPPO-certified and is 

familiar with getting an architect on board. The Team will also work with the District’s business office 

to purchase furniture and equipment. The Team stated CM@Risk was typically more expensive than a 

general contractor was but important for complex projects. The Team stated they would include the 

Superintendent and Principal when discussing the vision of a new building and that community support 

is very important. The Team stated they would lead forums and interactions as well as social media to 

towns so community would understand the project. The Team stressed that there were many people 

working behind the scenes back in their offices too. The Team stated the only sub-consultant to be used 

would be an estimator; typically A.M. Fogarty or PMC. The Team stated there were a number of 

projects in the design process and that there are no more than four projects that each team member is 

working on at the same time. The Team stated they were involved in the first two projects with CHPS 

Programs. The District would need to determine what is appropriate for District’s building; i.e. terrazzo 

floors are nice but expensive, would they be cost effective? The Team provided an example of value 

engineering by referring to an indoor school track with a rubber flooring that was laid down in the 

hallways of the school. The Team stated they were a Commissioning firm too. In closing, Colliers 

International stated the firm doubled in size every five years consistently and that they have the backing 

of an international company. 

 

Hill International:  

 

The Hill International Team presented opening remarks stating their firm had 37 employees and worked 

on 80 K-12 school projects. They stated 100% of their projects were completed on time and on 

schedule, with a change rate of less than 3%.  The Team stated they have a safety officer on staff and 

that safety was the responsibility of the field supervisor. The Team stated they have worked with the 

MSBA since its inception. They stated it was important to build trust with local officials. The Team 

stated the designer would know the building codes. They stated that the team was MCPPO-certified and 

that they would assist with hiring the designer. The Team stated CM@Risk was not typically used when 
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doing a new building and that the Owner would typically pay a premium up front for this service. They 

stated the key to having a successful project is having community involvement, multiple community 

forums and making sure people comply to contract and making sure contract is written to include 

everything the Owner wants. The Team stated they have an in-house scheduler and would hire PMC as 

their estimator. The Team stated they were not pursuing other projects now and that they had the 

capacity should they be the firm selected. The Team stated they completed several LEED-projects that 

received silver and gold LEED points. The Team spoke about cutting $9 million from a project that 

required outreach to community. The Team was able to show how much it would cost if taxpayers did 

not approve the project and had to continue paying capital costs including repairs, maintenance, etc. The 

Team stated the MSBA assigns the Building Commissioning Consultant that will go through a building 

project and test thermostats, lights, levers, etc. The Team stated the company was financially stable to 

support the high school project being a publicly traded international firm with over 1,000 employees 

located in the United States. Hill International presented closing remarks stating that they put together a 

highly qualified team and that building relationships was important to them. 

 

Skanska:  

 

The Skanska Team introduced its team members. The Team stated Skanska worked on eleven school 

projects, 17 core projects and 53 accelerated repair projects; 100% were completed on time. Team 

members work on no more than two-three projects at a time. Skanska has had zero safety violations and 

zero safety fines. The Team described their working relationships as trying to avoid adversarial 

situations. For instance, one project being worked on included establishing a solid chain of 

communication and good relationships. The Team stated there was a member of their organization that 

helped write the national building codes and that Skanska actively has building inspectors on site, The 

Team stressed that the process starts before the inspectors by including town departments in the early 

conversations. The Team stated that a general contractor would be used for new buildings and that 

CM@Risk is typically used for an add/reno project. The Team stressed the importance of the Owner 

verifying that what is ordered is what is received. The Team stressed the importance of the educational 

planning process (pods, STEM, STEaM, space summary). The Team stated there were 25 people on 

Skanska’s staff and that they had offices in Boston and Springfield. The Team stated if they were 

selected as the OPM, it would require one or two days per week for a year during the feasibility study. 

The Team stated the majority of Skanska’s projects are LEED and that they are one of the leaders of 

green construction in the world. The Team also stressed that there are costs associated with net zero 

buildings. The Team presented a value-engineering example of removing a roof screen from the back of 

a building plan. The removal did not affect aesthetics and the Owner was able to save hundreds of 

thousands of dollars. Another example given was keeping the terrazzo floors in the cafeteria and using 

the money saved there for something else. When asked about Building Commissioning Consultants, the 

Team stated they would share weekly updates with them and keep them involved from the beginning. 

The Team stated that the company was a $4 ½ billion-dollar business and was financially stable. 

Skanska’s closing remarks included that they were a local team and encouraged the OPM Subcommittee 

to speak with the MSBA. 

 

CBRE/Heery: 
 

The CBRE/Heery Team introduced its team members and stated that project management was its core 

business. The Team stated it did a billion dollars in school projects and that they mitigate safety 

concerns and set achievable realistic schedules from the beginning. The Team stated they had no safety 

violations or fines. Team members work on no more than two to three projects at a time and they never 

missed opening of the first day of school. The Team discussed a successful and challenging project that 

required getting several communities involved. They developed good relationships with all 

stakeholders. The relationship with the designer was excellent and the Team noted that a successful 

project takes everyone leaning in at the same time in the right direction. The Team discussed building 
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codes and stated that parameters must be met and the importance of meeting with stakeholders early on. 

The Team stated they do not purchase anything but do ensure that products are spec’d correctly and that 

material passes inspection. When discussing CM@Risk, the Team stated it is important to understand 

how much risk tolerance a District is able to accept. It is important to bring in the designer when 

planning educational programming and that the community will need to be engaged early on and 

included in this planning. The Team stated the Owner would work with the project manager and project 

representative. When discussing employees and sub-consultants, the Team stated all services would be 

provided in-house including cost estimators. When asked to identify current and projected workload for 

projects, the Team responded that they do not go after projects if the projects do not fit into their 

schedule. The Team stated they were working on a net zero project in Beverly and would look at 

sustainability of building and work with the Owner to show where value can be derived. When asked to 

discuss life cycle cost analysis, cost estimating, and value engineering, the Team used the terrazzo floors 

as an example stating that there would be payback in 20 years with a high cost up front but the savings 

would allow one less custodian per year. When asked about Building Commissioning Consultants, the 

Team stated that the MSBA funds the commissioning. The Commissioning Consultants role is after 

things are in place to make sure things are in working order. The Team stated they have commissioning 

people in house. The Team stated the financials supplied were for CBRE/Heery only. In closing, 

CBRE/Heery stated they were passionate and like what they do. 

 

After the interviews, the Subcommittee tallied individual scores. Mr. Barry combined these scores to 

come up with a cumulative ranking – highest to lowest. The final ranking was as follows: 

 

1. Colliers International 

2. Skanska 

3. CBRE/Heery 

4. Hill International 

5. Dore & Whittier 

Reference checks – Mr. Hemman reviewed the explanation of terms for conducting a reference check 

and provided the Subcommittee Members a copy of the reference check sheet to be used. Mr. Hemman 

then asked if the Subcommittee wanted to conduct the references themselves or have Mr. Barry and 

himself conduct them. It was decided that each Member would conduct reference checks on the firms as 

follows: 

 

1. Mr. Carpentier would call references on Dore & Whittier 

2. Ms. Braney would call references on Colliers International 

3. Dr. Haughey would call references on Hill International 

4. Mr. Suter would call references on Skanska 

5. Mr. Joyce would call references on CBRE/Heery 

 

IV. Other business to come before the OPM Selection Subcommittee 

 

N/A 

 

V. Next meeting dates 

 

The next meeting was scheduled for September 8, 2020 

 

VI. Executive Session 

 

N/A 
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VII. Adjournment 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:15 p.m. 

 

 

Submitted by: 

Melissa Farrow 
 


