
No. 1.0.10
Revised 12/22/11

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

WEST SANTA ANA BRANCH TRANSIT CORRIDOR ENVIRONMENTAL
STUDY/AE5999300

1. Contract Number: AE5999300
2. Recommended Vendor: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.
3. Type of Procurement (check one): IFB RFP RFP–A&E

Non-Competitive Modification Task Order
4. Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: February 5, 2016
B. Advertised/Publicized: February 4, 2016
C. Pre-Proposal Conference: February 16, 2016
D. Proposals Due: March 14, 2016
E. Pre-Qualification Completed: September 9, 2016
F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: July 14, 2016
G. Protest Period End Date: September 21, 2016

5. Solicitations Picked
up/Downloaded:

84

Proposals Received:

3
6. Contract Administrator:

Sonja Gettel
Telephone Number:
(213) 922-7558

7. Project Manager:
Fanny Pan

Telephone Number:
(213) 922-3070

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract No. AE5999300 issued to provide the
services to environmentally clear the Metro West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit
Corridor Project.

This acquisition is predicated on one of two scenarios that will take place after the
vote for Measure M is tallied on November 8, 2016. Scenario 1 (inclusive of two
options) is based on Measure M passing and will enable Metro to seek FTA approval
to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements concurrently with the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). Scenario 2 (inclusive of three options) is based on Measure M
not passing, which will require, should Metro choose as an alternative, pursuing
completion of the EIS as an option; after completion of the EIR per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements.

In summary, the difference between Scenario 1 and 2 is that the EIS will be
performed either concurrently with the EIR (Scenario 1 inclusive of two options), or
sequentially, after completion of the EIR (Scenario 2 inclusive of three options);
hence, the difference in price.
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Scenario 2 ($12,189,477) is a higher cost than Scenario 1 ($10,621,708). Should
ballot Measure M pass, the price of this acquisition will automatically revert to the
lower cost of Scenario 1.

This is an Architectural and Engineering (A&E) qualifications based Request for
Proposals (RFP) issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy and the
contract type is a firm fixed price. Price cannot be used as an evaluation factor
pursuant to state and federal law. This RFP was issued with a Race Conscious
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal of 25%.

One amendment was issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP:

 Amendment No. 1, issued on February 26, 2016, provided responses to
questions received, documents related to the pre-proposal conference, the
planholders list and extended the proposal due date to March 14, 2016.

A pre-proposal conference was held on February 16, 2016, attended by 26
participants representing 19 firms. There were 13 questions asked and responses
were provided prior to the proposal due date.

A total of 84 firms downloaded the RFP and those firms were included on the
planholders’ list. A total of three proposals were received on March 14, 2016.

B. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from Metro’s Planning
Department and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) was
convened and conducted a comprehensive technical evaluation of the proposals
received.

The proposals were evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria and
weights:

 Experience and Capabilities of the Firm 25%
 Experience and Capabilities of the Personnel 30%
 Effectiveness of the Work Plan 15%
 Understanding of Work and Appropriateness 30%

of Approach for Implementation

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with criteria developed for
other, similar A&E procurements. Several factors were considered when developing
the weights, giving the greatest importance to the experience and capabilities of the
personnel and the understanding of work and appropriateness of approach for
implementation.
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During March 23, 2016 through April 28, 2016, the PET completed its independent
evaluations of the three proposals received. All three proposals were determined to
be within the competitive range and are listed below in alphabetical order:

1. AECOM Technical Services, Inc. (AECOM)
2. Hatch Mott MacDonald, LLC (HMM)
3. Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. (PB)

During the interviews on May 17, 2016, the firms’ project manager and key team
members had an opportunity to present each team’s qualifications and respond to
the PET’s questions. In general, each team’s presentation addressed the
requirements of the RFP, experience with all aspects of the required tasks and
stressed each firm’s commitment to the success of the project. Also highlighted
were coordination plans, significant challenges and solutions, team structure and
flexibility, and the PM’s experience with the subcontractors.

The final scoring, after interviews, determined PB to be the highest technically
qualified firm.

Qualifications Summary of Recommended Firm

PB has extensive experience in environmental professional services. PB has
prepared environmental documentation for virtually every LRT project in Los
Angeles County and has led and completed environmental clearance studies for the
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor and the Westside Subway Extension (Measure R
transit corridor projects), both of which are currently under construction. In addition,
they are part of ConnectLA Joint Venture and are preparing the environmental
document for the Airport Metro Connector, another Measure R transit project.

PB’s subcontractor, Terry A. Hayes Associates (TAHA), will serve as the
Environmental Lead bringing 42 years of experience to the project. TAHA has a
record in developing strong documentation for projects that have achieved
environmental clearance and are already constructed.

As part of PB’s team, the Travel Demand Lead developed the travel forecasting
model that Metro is currently using for its corridor studies and environmental
documentation. She has completed more forecasts for Metro than any other
contractor, with some of the most recent being the Westside Purple Line Extension,
Regional Connector Transit Corridor, Airport Metro Connector and East San
Fernando Valley Rapidway. Additionally, she has also been involved in the
development, calibration and testing of demand models with the Los Angeles County
Corridors Base Model 2009 for as one of her most recent examples.

The following is a summary of the PET evaluation scores:
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1 FIRM
Average

Score
Factor
Weight

Weighted
Average

Score Rank

2 Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.

3
Experience and Capabilities of
Firms on the Team 86.52 25.00% 21.63

4
Experience and Capabilities of
Personnel 80.00 30.00% 24.00

5 Effectiveness of Management Plan 84.00 15.00% 12.60

6

Understanding of Work and
Appropriateness of Approach for
Implementation 83.33 30.00% 25.00

7 Total 100.00% 83.23 1

8 AECOM Technical Services, Inc.

9
Experience and Capabilities of
Firms on the Team 81.52 25.00% 20.38

10
Experience and Capabilities of
Personnel 75.00 30.00% 22.50

11 Effectiveness of Management Plan 76.53 15.00% 11.48

12

Understanding of Work and
Appropriateness of Approach for
Implementation 78.33 30.00% 23.50

13 Total 100.00% 77.86 2

14 Hatch Mott MacDonald

15
Experience and Capabilities of
Firms on the Team 73.00 25.00% 18.25

16
Experience and Capabilities of
Personnel 72.50 30.00% 21.75

17 Effectiveness of Management Plan 70.53 15.00% 10.58

18

Understanding of Work and
Appropriateness of Approach for
Implementation 72.50 30.00% 21.75

19 Total 100.00% 72.33 3

C. Cost Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based upon
Metro’s Management and Audit Services, an independent cost estimate (ICE), cost
analysis, technical analysis, fact finding, and negotiations.

The difference between the ICE and the negotiated amount is, in part, due to a lower
number of jurisdictions, stakeholders and third parties included in the ICE. In
addition, minimum requirements were projected for (1) conceptual engineering and
urban design and (2) environmental analysis and documentation. Metro’s project
manager and technical advisors reviewed PB’s hours and determined the proposed
level of effort was reasonable for the successful completion of the scope of work. In
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comparison to the firm’s original proposal, the negotiated amounts represent a
savings of $4,561,256 for Scenario 1 and $4,178,540 for Scenario 2.

Proposer Name Scenario
Proposal
Amount

Metro ICE
Negotiated

Amount

Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. 1 $15,182,964 $6,896,585 $10,621,708
Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. 2 $16,368,017 $7,744,098 $12,189,477

D. Background on Recommended Contractor

The recommended firm, Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. (PB), has been in business for
130 years. PB is one of the world's leading professional services consulting firms
with expertise in environmental and engineering services, amongst others. They
have been serving the Los Angeles region for four decades and their local office in
downtown Los Angeles will be performing this work.

The proposed team is comprised of staff from PB and eleven subcontractors, nine of
which are DBE certified. The PM has experience leading the preparation of
environmental documents, bringing more than 20 years of transit experience within
the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Her particular experience encompasses the
management, planning, design and construction of major rail projects, including light,
heavy and commuter rail systems, rail stations and rail yards.


