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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

SEPULVEDA TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT
PRE-DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PS66773MRT / PS66773HRT

1. Contract Numbers: PS66773MRT
PS66773HRT

2. Recommended Vendor: L A S kyRailExpres s (M onorailtec hnology)
S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -B ec htel(H eavy Rail
tec hnology)

3. Type of Procurement (check one): IFB RFP RFP–A&E
Non-Competitive Modification Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:
A. Issued : O c tober31 , 2 0 19
B. Advertised/Publicized : O c tober31 , 2 0 19
C. Pre-Proposal Conference: Janu ary 8 , 2 0 2 0
D. Proposals Due: A u gu s t26, 2 0 2 0
E. Pre-Qualification Completed : Febru ary 16, 2 0 21
F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: S eptember9, 2 0 19
G. Protest Period End Date: M arc h1 , 2 0 21

5. Solicitations Picked
up/Downloaded : 58 3

Bids/Proposals Received : 4

6. Contract Administrator:
M anc hiYi

Telephone Number:
(213)41 8 -3332

7. Project Manager :
Kavita M ehta

Telephone Number:
(213)435-50 47

A. Procurement Background

This B oard A c tion is to approve C ontrac tN o. P S 667 7 3M RT to L A S kyRailExpres s
(M onorailtec hnology)and C ontrac tN o. P S 667 7 3H RT to S epu lved a Trans itC orrid or
P artners –B ec htel(H eavy Railtec hnology)to fu rnis hallgood s and s ervic es
req u ired forthe performanc e ofpre-d evelopmentworkforthe S epu lved a Trans it
C orrid orP rojec t(P rojec t). B oard approvalofc ontrac taward s are s u bjec tto
res olu tion ofany properly s u bmitted protes t.

In Ju ly 20 19, the B oard approved a find ingthatthe u s e ofa pre-d evelopment
agreement(P D A )approac hpu rs u antto P u blic Utilities C od e (P UC )S ec tion 130 242
willac hieve c ertain private s ec toreffic ienc ies in the integration ofthe planning,
d es ign and c ons tru c tion ofthe P rojec t(file 20 19-0 490 ). The B oard als o approved the
s olic itation ofP D A c ontrac ts and award ofu pto two c ontrac ts ford ifferentfixed
gu id eway trans ittec hnology, pu rs u antto P UC 130 242(e)withthe rec ommend ed
d evelopmentteam orteams c hos en by u tilizinga c ompetitive proc es s thatemploys
objec tive s elec tion c riteria (in ad d ition to pric e).

In A u gu s t20 19, an ind u s try ou treac hforu m was held in the L A Union S tation Tic ket
C onc ou rs e, whic hwas attend ed by 20 2 attend ees . A tthe event, M etro s taffmad e
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available to the generalpu blic information abou tthe innovative c ontrac ting
approac h, and how firms c ou ld prepare to partic ipate in this u niq u e end eavor. M etro
exec u tive s taffpres ented information and ans wered q u es tions abou tthe P rojec t, the
antic ipated P D A , and the planned proc u rement.

O n O c tober31 , 2 0 19, Req u es tforP ropos al(RFP )N o. P S 667 7 3 was is s u ed forthe
performanc e ofpre-d evelopmentworkforthe P rojec tin ac c ord anc e withM etro’ s
A c q u is ition P olic y and the c ontrac ttype is firm fixed pric e. In the s piritofexpand ing
c ompetition, M etro had notd etermined the tec hnology, northe s pec ific c onfigu ration
oralignment, forthe P rojec t; therefore, firms were enc ou raged to propos e innovative
s olu tions thatbes tmetthe projec tc hallenges . In ac c ord anc e withthe RFP and as
previou s ly approved by the B oard , M etro may award u pto two c ontrac ts as the
res u ltofthe s olic itation, witheac hofthe s elec ted d evelopers performingc ertain pre-
d evelopmentworku nd erthe c ontrac trelatingto the trans its olu tion c onc ept(TS C )it
propos ed , and withM etro d eterminingwhic hd eveloper(ifany)willhave the
opportu nity to perform fu rtherpre-d evelopmentworkand potentially mod ify the
C ontrac tto proc eed withimplementation. M etro’ s d ec is ion to req u es ta propos alfor
implementation from the remainingd eveloperand to proc eed withnegotiation of
s u c hagreementwillbe mad e atM etro’ s s ole d is c retion.

The RFP was is s u ed withthe followingD is ad vantage B u s ines s Enterpris e (D B E)
goals and is s u bjec tto M etro’ s D B E C ontrac tingO u treac hand M entoringP lan
(C O M P ).

 30 % ofthe P D A P has e 1 P aymentA mou nt
 25% ofthe P D A P has e 2 P aymentA mou nt
 23. 50 % ofthe P D A P has e 3 P aymentA mou nt
 24. 94% ofthe P D A P has e 4 P aymentA mou nt

The RFP req u ired an InitialQ u alific ations (IQ )s u bmittalfrom interes ted teams to
d emons trate theirpreviou s experienc e and tec hnic alqu alific ations ofthree s pec ific
team members , inc lu d ing: 1)the propos ed lead c ons tru c tion c ontrac tor, 2)the lead
engineeringfirm , and 3)previou s experienc e ofthe propos ed eq u ity member(s ).
M etro wou ld review the IQ s u bmittals rec eived by the d ead line s tated in the RFP ,
and d eem them ac c eptable, inc omplete oru nac c eptable. Ifthe s u bmittalwas
d eemed ac c eptable, the propos ingteam wou ld be ad d ed to the lis tofeligible
P ropos ers and wou ld be eligible to s u bmita propos alforthe performanc e ofthe
P D A workon a firm fixed pric e bas is , withthe potentialopportu nity to enterinto an
Implementation A greementafterc ompletion ofthe P D A work.

S ix pros pec tive teams s u bmitted an IQ by D ec ember11 , 2 0 19. The IQ s u bmis s ions
ofthe followingfive teams , lis ted below in alphabetic alord er, were d etermined to be
ac c eptable, and were d eemed eligible P ropos ers :

 A C S Infras tru c tu re D evelopment
 L A S kyRailExpres s
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 S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -B ec htel
 S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -Fengate
 Tu torP erini, P ars ons & P lenary

O n Janu ary 8 , 2 0 20 , a pre-propos alc onferenc e and D B E networkingeventwas held
with268 people in attend anc e. Followingthe pre-propos alc onferenc e, eligible
P ropos ers were provid ed table s pac e to c ond u c tnetworkings es s ions and ou treac h
withD B Es to d is c u s s c ontrac tingopportu nities .

In Janu ary and Febru ary 20 2 0 , two rou nd s ofone-on-one meetings were c ond u c ted
witheligible P ropos ers and M etro s taff. W hile the one-on-one meetings were not
mand atory, they were intend ed to provid e eligible P ropos ers witha better
u nd ers tand ingofthe RFP and to allow d is c u s s ions regard ingthe P ropos ers ’
approac hto the P D A work. A tthe req u es tofthe eligible P ropos ers , M etro agreed to
two ad d itionalrou nd s ofone-on-one meetings thatwere s u bs eq u ently held in M arc h
and Ju ne 20 2 0 .

S ixteen amend ments were is s u ed d u ringthe s olic itation phas e ofthe RFP :

 A mend mentN o. 1 , is s u ed on N ovember20 , 2 0 19, provid ed revis ions related
to the InitialQ u alific ations (IQ )S u bmittalRequ irements and extend ed the d ate
forpros pec tive P ropos ers to s u bmitthe IQ S u bmittal;

 A mend mentN o. 2 , is s u ed on Janu ary 31 , 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
the L etterofInvitation forP ropos alregard ings u bc ontrac tors ’ eligibility to
propos e on mu ltiple teams , L etterofInvitation S u pplement(P D A ), P ropos al
S u bmittalReq u irements and Evalu ation and S elec tion P roc es s and C riteria;

 A mend mentN o. 3, is s u ed on Febru ary 5, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
L etterofInvitation S u pplement(P D A )and Form ofC ontrac t;

 A mend mentN o. 4, is s u ed on Febru ary 13, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
the P ropos alS u bmittalReq u irements ;

 A mend mentN o. 5, is s u ed on Febru ary 19, 2 0 2 0 , ad d ed s u bmis s ion of
c larific ation requ es td ate;

 A mend mentN o. 6, is s u ed on Febru ary 26, 2 0 2 0 , extend ed the propos ald u e
d ate;

 A mend mentN o. 7 , is s u ed on Febru ary 2 8 , 2 0 2 0 , ad d ed s u bmis s ion of
c larific ation requ es td ate;

 A mend mentN o. 8 , is s u ed on M arc h6, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
L etterofInvitation, Ins tru c tion to P ropos ers , P ropos alS u bmittal
Req u irements , Evalu ation and S elec tion P roc es s and C riteria and Form of
C ontrac t;

 A mend mentN o. 9, is s u ed on M arc h11 , 2 0 20 , ad d ed a third rou nd ofone-on-
one meetings witheligible P ropos ers ;

 A mend mentN o. 1 0 , is s u ed on M arc h23, 2 0 20 , extend ed the propos ald u e
d ate;

 A mend mentN o. 1 1 , is s u ed on M ay 5, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
L etterofInvitation, L etterofInvitation S u pplement(P D A ), P ropos alS u bmittal
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Req u irements , Evalu ation and S elec tion P roc es s and C riteria and Form of
C ontrac t;

 A mend mentN o. 1 2 , is s u ed on M ay 29, 2 0 2 0 , ad d ed a fou rthrou nd ofone-on-
one meetings witheligible P ropos ers , extend ed s u bmittalofpropos ed
c hanges c onc erningEq u ity M embers , L ead C ons tru c tion C ontrac tor, orL ead
EngineeringFirm and extend ed the propos ald u e d ate;

 A mend mentN o. 13, is s u ed on Ju ly 13, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to
L etterofInvitation S u pplement(P D A ), P ropos alS u bmittalRequ irements ,
Evalu ation and S elec tion P roc es s and C riteria and Form ofC ontrac t;

 A mend mentN o. 14, is s u ed on Ju ly 24, 2 0 2 0 , extend ed the propos ald u e d ate;
 A mend mentN o. 15, is s u ed on A u gu s t4, 2 0 20 , provid ed revis ions related to

the L is tofReferenc e D oc u ments ;
 A mend mentN o. 16, is s u ed on A u gu s t14, 2 0 2 0 , provid ed revis ions related to

s u bmis s ion ofP ropos als .

A totalof58 3 ind ivid u als d ownload ed the RFP and were inc lu d ed on the plan
hold ers lis t. There were 360 q u es tions s u bmitted and res pons es were releas ed prior
to the propos ald u e d ate.

O fthe five eligible P ropos ers , M etro rec eived the followingfou rpropos als (and their
tec hnologies )by the d u e d ate ofA u gu s t26, 2 0 20 . The firms are lis ted below in
alphabetic alord er:

 L A S kyRailExpres s (M onorailtec hnology)
 S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -B ec htel(H eavy Railtec hnology)
 S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -Fengate (L ightRailtec hnology)
 Tu torP erini, P ars ons & P lenary (H eavy Railtec hnology)

B. Evaluation of Proposals

A P ropos alEvalu ation Team (P ET)c ompos ed ofs tafffrom M etro’ s P rogram
M anagement, C ou ntywid e P lanning, and O ffic e ofExtraord inary Innovation and
ou ts id e agenc y members from C alifornia D epartmentofTrans portation (C altrans )
and L os A ngeles D epartmentofTrans portation (L A D O T)reviewed eac htec hnic al
and financ ialpropos als u bmitted . In ad d ition, a team ofs u bjec tmatterexperts
(S M E)from M etro, Jac obs Engineeringand theirs u bc ons u ltants , and Erns t& You ng
and theirs u bc ons u ltants was as s embled to provid e s u bjec tmatterexpertis e bas ed
on theirbac kgrou nd and relevantexperienc e to offertec hnic aland financ ialanalys is
to the P ET.

The propos als were evalu ated bas ed on the res pons ivenes s pas s /failreq u irements
(ad minis trative, tec hnic al, financ ial, pric e, and approac hto d ivers ity and inc lu s ion)of
the RFP and the followingevalu ation c riteria and pointalloc ations .
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 Evaluation of Technical Proposal (630 points)
o Q u alific ations and Experienc e to S u pportP rojec tD evelopment

(110 points )
o A pproac hto C ompletingP D A W ork(290 points )
o Q u ality ofP ropos er’ s Trans itS olu tion C onc ept(230 points )

 Evaluation of Financial Proposal (230 points)
o P rojec tFinanc e Experienc e, Inves tmentC apac ity, P rojec tD elivery

P lan and Financ ialS trength(110 points )
o Q u ality ofTS C Financ ialFeas ibility P lan (120 points )

 Evaluation of Price Proposal (130 points)
o P D A P ric e (10 0 points )
o Implementation A greementM aximu m P rofitM argin (30 points )

 Evaluation of Approach to Diversity and Inclusion (40 points)

There was a totalof10 30 pos s ible points .

S everalfac tors were c ons id ered when d evelopingthe evalu ation c riteria and point
alloc ation forthis s olic itation, givingthe greates timportanc e to the evalu ation ofthe
tec hnic alpropos al. A s noted above, to maximize potentialc ompetition and
innovation, M etro d id nots pec ify a req u ired mod e/tec hnology, alignment, or
c onfigu ration forthe P rojec t. Firms were enc ou raged to propos e a TS C thatbes tmet
the req u ired projec tparameters , as s tated in the RFP , thatwere likely to be
tec hnic ally and financ ially feas ible. P ropos ers were als o as ked to id entify key
tec hnic aland financ ialris ks to theirs pec ific approac h, as wellas s trategies for
mitigatingorad d res s ingthes e d elivery c hallenges . Finally, firms were enc ou raged to
d emons trate how theirq u alific ations and experienc e wou ld s u pporttheirapproac hto
s u c c es s fu lly d evelopingand d eliveringthe propos ed projec twithin M etro’ s d es ired
timeframe and bu d get.

A llpropos als pas s ed the res pons ive req u irements inc lu d ed in the RFP . The P ET
began its ind epend entevalu ation ofthe propos als on S eptember1 , 2 0 20 .
A d d itionally, the S M Es ind epend ently reviewed the propos als to provid e the P ET
withtec hnic aland financ ialc omments bas ed on theirrelevants u bjec tmatter
experienc e, bac kgrou nd and expertis e. The S M Es id entified fac tu alinformation from
the propos als and related analys is to s u pportid entific ation ofs trengths ,
weaknes s es , and ris ks foreac hpropos alin ac c ord anc e withthe evalu ation c riteria
inc lu d ed in the RFP .

O ralpres entations /interviews were c ond u c ted withallfou rpropos ingteams d u ring
the weekofN ovember9, 2 0 20 .
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The P ET members finalized theirs c ores in D ec emberof20 2 0 . In ac c ord anc e with
the evalu ation proc es s ou tlined in the RFP , the finals c ores were c alc u lated and the
highes t-ranked propos alforeac hpropos ed trans ittec hnology was d etermined .

From thatlis t, the two highes t-ranked P ropos ers were d etermined to be L A S kyRail
Expres s team propos inga monorailtec hnology and S epu lved a Trans itC orrid or
P artners -B ec htelteam , propos inga heavy railtec hnology.

Qualifications Summary of Proposing Teams

LA SkyRail Express

L A S kyRailExpres s (L A S RE)is a team c ompris ed ofB YD Trans itS olu tions L L C ,
John L aingInves tments L imited , S kans ka US A C ivilW es tC alifornia D is tric tInc . and
H D R Engineering, Inc . The L A S RE team propos ed a monorailmod e with10 0 %
aerialalignmentand u nattend ed train operations . Theirone-way triptime es timate
from Valley to W es ts id e is 24 minu tes . Theirfinanc ialpropos alinc lu d ed a $6. 1
billion (c apitalexpens es in 20 2 0 $)TS C (B as eline P ropos al), with$221 million in
antic ipated eq u ity inves tment, and $63 million peryearin operatingexpens es
(20 35$). In ad d ition to the B as eline P ropos al, this propos alpres ented s everalother
c onc epts to c onnec tto importantd es tinations (inc lu d ingUC L A )whic hmay be
explored fu rtherd u ringthe P D A and environmentalproc es s es bas ed on tec hnic al
feas ibility and s takehold erfeed bac k. L A S RE s u bmitted a d etailed propos alwhic h
highlighted a well-d eveloped tec hnic als olu tion c onc eptd es ign. The propos ed
projec tmanager(P M )has d irec texperienc e on othermonorailtec hnology projec ts
inc lu d ingL as Vegas M onorailand Vanc ou verS kyTrain. Theirpropos alinc lu d ed
early c ons id eration ofoperations and maintenanc e requ irements to d rive d es ign
d ec is ions and minimize lifec yc le c os ts . The propos ald emons trated s trongfinanc ial
experienc e ac ros s team members in rais ingfinanc e. Theirpropos ed eq u ity
s tru c tu re is d ivers ified and antic ipated ris k. The team d emons trated a c lear
u nd ers tand ingofthe M eas u re M Expend itu re P lan and as s oc iated fu nd ing
c ons traints .

Sepulveda Transit Corridor Partners – Bechtel

S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -B ec htel(B ec htel)is a team c ompris ed of
B ec htelD evelopmentC ompany, B ec htelInfras tru c tu re, M erid iam S epu lved a, L L C
and A meric an Triple IP artners , L L C . The B ec htelteam propos ed a heavy rail
tec hnology with38 % aerialand 62% tu nnelalignmentand u nattend ed train
operations . Theirone-way triptime es timate from Valley to W es ts id e is 19. 7
minu tes . Theirfinanc ialpropos alinc lu d ed a $10 . 8 billion (c apitalexpens es in
20 20 $)TS C , with$634 million in antic ipated eq u ity inves tment, and $11 8 million per
yearin operatingexpens es (20 35$). B ec htel’ s propos alinc lu d ed wellthou ghtou t
s tations s iting, c onfigu ration and c onnec tions /trans fers and s tations were s ized for
s ome amou ntofgrowthin train c ons is ts . The team propos ed a s ingle-bore tu nnel
d es ign to ad d res s s ignific antc hallenges withtu nnelingand d emons trated a good



No. 1.0.10
Revised 10/11/16

u nd ers tand ingofgeo-tec hnic alis s u es . The propos alhighlighted d etailed plans to
c ompletingthe P D A work, inc lu d ingc ons id eration forthird parties , FTA and the
environmentalproc es s . D u ringthe interview, the B ec htelteam d emons trated
c ohes ion and c oord ination and theirc ommitmentto the P rojec t. The financ ial
propos alhighlighted d eepglobalfinanc ingexperienc e ac ros s a range ofprojec t
types and extens ive experienc e withprojec ts ofs imilars ize and c omplexity. The
team ’ s financ ialc apac ity appeared q u ite s trongand they d epic ted an appropriate
financ ials tru c tu re witha d ivers ity ofs ou rc es .

Sepulveda Transit Corridor Partners - Fengate

S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -Fengate (Fengate)is a team c ompris ed of
The L ane C ons tru c tion C orporation, W ebu ild S . p. A . , H atc h A s s oc iates C ons u ltants ,
Inc . , Fengate C apitalM anagementL td . , Globalvia Invers iones S A U, and L ane
Infras tru c tu re, Inc . The Fengate team propos ed a lightrailtec hnology with10 0 %
tu nnelalignmentand au tomatic train operations witha d riverpres ent. The team ’ s
one-way triptime es timate from Valley to W es ts id e is 21 minu tes . Theirfinanc ial
propos alinc lu d ed an $11 . 5 billion (c apitalexpens es in 20 2 0 $)TS C , with$198
million in antic ipated eq u ity inves tment, and $97 million peryearin operating
expens es (20 35$). The tec hnic alpropos alpres ented a s trongand d etailed TS C with
wellthou ghtou ts tation layou ts withthe c u s tomerexperienc e and trans fers in mind .
The propos alinc lu d ed innovative id eas s u c has potentialjointd evelopment
opportu nity as the maintenanc e fac ility and potentialfora one-s eatrid e withEas t
S an Fernand o Valley L ine. Theirris kmanagementproc es s had a highlevelofd etail
foc u s ed on id entifyingc os ts avings , red u c ing/mitigatingris kand s u pportingP 3 d eal
s tru c tu ring.

Tutor, Perini, Parsons & Plenary

Tu tor, P erini, P ars ons & P lenary (TP 3)is a team c ompris ed ofTu torP erini
C orporation, P ars ons C ons tru c tion, and P lenary Grou p. The TP 3 team propos ed a
heavy railtec hnology with39% aerialand 61% tu nnelalignmentand u nattend ed
train operations . Theirone-way triptime es timate from Valley to W es ts id e is 23
minu tes . Theirfinanc ialpropos alinc lu d ed a $7 . 2 billion (c apitalexpens es in 20 20 $)
TS C , with$57 4 million in antic ipated eq u ity inves tment, and $12 8 million peryearin
operatingexpens es (20 35$). W hile the TP 3 team ’ s key pers onnels howed good
experienc e in the written propos al, the team d id notd emons trate c ohes ion or
c oord ination d u ringthe interview. The team propos ed good s trategies for
c oord ination withthe environmentaland ou treac h c ons u ltants . H owever, their
propos allac ked d etailin the TS C s u bmittals . The tec hnic alpropos ald id notpu t
forward a s trongrec ommend ation regard ingalignment, vehic le type ormaintenanc e
s torage fac ility loc ation. TP 3’ s financ ialpropos alinc lu d ed referenc e projec ts that
s howed experienc e ac ros s trans itprojec ts and P 3 projec ts . H owever, the financ ial
propos ald id notinc lu d e the c apitalc os ts forthe maintenanc e s torage fac ility.

The followingtable s u mmarizes the P ET’ s rankingand s c ores .
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1 Proposer/Mode
Maximum

Points
Earned
Points

Sub
Total

Points
Total

Points Rank

2 LA SkyRail Express/ Monorail

3
Evalu ation ofTec hnic alP ropos al
(630 points )

4

 Q u alific ations and
Experienc e to S u pport
P rojec tD evelopment 110 8 6. 36

5
 A pproac hto C ompleting

P D A W ork 290 222 . 50

6
 Q u ality ofP ropos er’ s

Trans itS olu tion C onc ept 230 1 7 5. 7 1

7 Total Technical Proposal 484.57

8
Evalu ation ofFinanc ialP ropos al
(230 points )

9

 P rojec tFinanc e Experienc e,
Inves tmentC apac ity,
P rojec tD elivery P lan and
Financ ialS trength 110 90 . 8 6

10
 Q u ality ofTS C Financ ial

Feas ibility P lan 120 97 . 7 1

11 Total Financial Proposal 188.57

12
Evalu ation ofP ric e P ropos al
(130 points )

13  P D A P ric e 10 0 1 0 0 . 0 0

14
 Implementation P rofit

M argin 30 26. 67

15 Total Price Proposal 126.67

16

Evalu ation ofA pproac hto D ivers ity
and Inc lu s ion
(40 points )

17  Inc lu s ivity and D ivers ity 40 40 . 0 0

18 Total Diversity and Inclusion 40.00

19 Grand Total 1030 839.81 1

20
Sepulveda Transit Corridor
Partners – Bechtel /Heavy Rail

21
Evalu ation ofTec hnic alP ropos al
(630 points )

22

 Q u alific ations and
Experienc e to S u pport
P rojec tD evelopment 110 8 0 . 33

23
 A pproac hto C ompleting

P D A W ork 290 20 4. 19

24
 Q u ality ofP ropos er’ s

Trans itS olu tion C onc ept 230 1 8 3. 91
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25 Total Technical Proposal 468.43

26
Evalu ation ofFinanc ialP ropos al
(230 points )

27

 P rojec tFinanc e Experienc e,
Inves tmentC apac ity,
P rojec tD elivery P lan and
Financ ialS trength 110 8 4. 7 9

28
 Q u ality ofTS C Financ ial

Feas ibility P lan 120 67 . 7 1

29 Total Financial Proposal 152.50

30
Evalu ation ofP ric e P ropos al
(130 points )

31  P D A P ric e 10 0 91 . 0 2

32
 Implementation P rofit

M argin 30 30 . 0 0

33 Total Price Proposal 121.02

34

Evalu ation ofA pproac hto D ivers ity
and Inc lu s ion
(40 points )

35  Inc lu s ivity and D ivers ity 40 30

36 Total Diversity and Inclusion 30.00

37 Grand Total 1030 771.95 2

38
Tutor Perini, Parsons & Plenary
/Heavy Rail

39
Evalu ation ofTec hnic alP ropos al
(630 points )

40

 Q u alific ations and
Experienc e to S u pport
P rojec tD evelopment 110 7 5. 50

41
 A pproac hto C ompleting

P D A W ork 290 20 6. 7 3

42
 Q u ality ofP ropos er’ s

Trans itS olu tion C onc ept 230 139. 43

43 Total Technical Proposal 421.66

44
Evalu ation ofFinanc ialP ropos al
(230 points )

45

 P rojec tFinanc e Experienc e,
Inves tmentC apac ity,
P rojec tD elivery P lan and
Financ ialS trength 110 7 9. 36

46
 Q u ality ofTS C Financ ial

Feas ibility P lan 120 7 8 . 0 0

47 Total Financial Proposal 157.36

48
Evalu ation ofP ric e P ropos al
(130 points )

49  P D A P ric e 10 0 8 8 . 96

50
 Implementation P rofit

M argin 30 30 . 0 0
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51 Total Price Proposal 118.96

52

Evalu ation ofA pproac hto D ivers ity
and Inc lu s ion
(40 points )

53  Inc lu s ivity and D ivers ity 40 20

54 Total Diversity and Inclusion 20

55 Grand Total 1030 717.98 3

56
Sepulveda Transit Corridor
Partners – Fengate /Light Rail

57
Evalu ation ofTec hnic alP ropos al
(630 points )

58

 Q u alific ations and
Experienc e to S u pport
P rojec tD evelopment 110 8 5. 93

59
 A pproac hto C ompleting

P D A W ork 290 223. 51

60
 Q u ality ofP ropos er’ s

Trans itS olu tion C onc ept 230 1 7 4. 2 1

61 Total Technical Proposal 483.65

62
Evalu ation ofFinanc ialP ropos al
(230 points )

63

 P rojec tFinanc e Experienc e,
Inves tmentC apac ity,
P rojec tD elivery P lan and
Financ ialS trength 110 8 0 . 54

64
 Q u ality ofTS C Financ ial

Feas ibility P lan 120 7 4. 57

65 Total Financial Proposal 155.11

66
Evalu ation ofP ric e P ropos al
(130 points )

67  P D A P ric e 10 0 0 . 0 0

68
 Implementation P rofit

M argin 30 30 . 0 0

69 Total Price Proposal 30.00

70

Evalu ation ofA pproac hto D ivers ity
and Inc lu s ion
(40 points )

71  Inc lu s ivity and D ivers ity 40 35. 0 0

72 Total Diversity and Inclusion 35.00

73 Grand Total 1030 703.76 4

Approach to Price Evaluation

W hen c ons id eringpric ingforP D A s ervic es , M etro’ s objec tive forthis proc u rement

was to c ontrac twiththe highes tq u ality P D A partner(s )to d evelopthe projec t, while

ens u ringthatthe c os tofthe P D A workwou ld remain reas onable and afford able. A s
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a res u lt, M etro tookan approac hto the P D A P ric e P ropos alevalu ation thats ou ghtto

balanc e afford ability withthe qu alific ations -bas ed natu re ofthe proc u rement.

S pec ific ally, s taffu tilized a tiered price formula d es igned to enc ou rage effic ient
pric ingwithou tpu ttinga hard c apon pric e, whic hmightu nd u ly limitthe levelofeffort
req u ired to s u pporthigh-qu ality projec td evelopmentapproac hes . The tiering
provid es foran inc reas ingly s tronginc entive to c ontrolpric e, as pric e inc reas es . In
otherword s , a propos ermay ris kan inc reas ingly greateramou ntofpoints , the
highertheirpropos ed pric e.

The pric e formu la id entified in the RFP was bas ed on two thres hold s thatwere

d eveloped u s ingM etro’ s Ind epend entC os tEs timate: 1)a P ric e Target

($7 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ), within the range ofM etro’ s preferred pric ing, and 2)a P ric e L imit

($10 4, 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ), repres entingthe range ofM etro’ s acceptable pric ing. P ric ingwas

then evalu ated as follows :

 Ifa propos ers u bmitted a pric e thatwas b e low ore qualto th e Price Targe t,

the s c ore wou ld be c alc u lated by d ivid ingthe lowest proposed price into the

price being evaluated , m u ltiplied by 10 0 . This formu la res u lts in the lowest

proposed price rec eivingall10 0 available points , and eac hpric e above the

low pric e (bu tbelow M etro’ s P ric e Target)rec eivinga red u c tion in points

proportionate to how farin excess of the lowest price itwas .

 Ifa propos ers u bmitted a pric e thatwas gre ate rth an th e Price Targe t, b ut

le ssth an ore qualto th e Price Lim it, the s c ore wou ld be c alc u lated on a

s lid ings c ale thatwas d efined by the highest s u bmitted pric e. The highes t

s u bmitted pric e wou ld rec eive 0 points , and eac hs c ore below the highpric e

wou ld rec eive a s c ore bas ed on how farbelow the highest price itwas .

 Ifa propos ers u bmitted a pric e thatwas gre ate rth an th e Price Lim it, while

the overallpropos alwou ld be c ons id ered res pons ive, the s c ore wou ld be

c alc u lated as zero (withou tregard to any otherpropos ed pric es ). M etro als o

s tipu lated thatitres erved the rightto rejec tany propos althatwas pric ed over

the P ric e L imit, to ens u re afford ability c ou ld u ltimately be ac hieved .

Fengate propos ed the highes tpric e ofallpropos ingteams to perform the P D A
s ervic es , exc eed ingthe pric e targetof$7 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 , as d efined in the RFP . B ec au s e
no otherfirm propos ed a pric e above the P ric e Target, in ac c ord anc e withthe
formu la d efined in the RFP , the team earned a s c ore of0 forthe P D A P ric e
evalu ation c riteria.

The two highes t-ranked P ropos ers s u bmitted the lowes tpric e propos alin their
res pec tive tec hnology.

C. Cost/Price Analysis
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The rec ommend ed pric e has been d etermined to be fairand reas onable bas ed u pon
an ind epend entc os tes timate (IC E), ad eq u ate pric e c ompetition, tec hnic al
evalu ation, fac tfind ing, c larific ations and negotiations .

Proposer Name/Mode PDA Proposal
Amount

Metro ICE Award Amount

1 . L A S kyRailExpres s /
M onorail

$63, 60 5, 132 $7 1 , 321 , 139 * $63, 60 5, 132

2 . S epu lved a Trans it
C orrid orP artners
(B ec htel)/H eavy Rail

$69, 8 8 2 , 42 7 $7 1 , 321 , 139 * $69, 8 8 2 , 42 7

3. Tu torP erini, P ars ons
& P lenary/H eavy Rail

$7 1 , 50 0 , 0 0 0

4. S epu lved a Trans it
C orrid orP artners
(Fengate)/L ightRail

$10 3, 8 0 0 , 0 0 0

* Eac h c ontrac t.

D. Background on Recommended Contractors

L A S kyRailExpres s (L A S RE)wills erve as the S pec ialP u rpos e C orporation (S P C )
to be formed withJohn L aingInves tments L imited and B YD Trans itS olu tions L L C
id entified as eq u ity members . The S P C willbe formally c reated priorto c ontrac t
exec u tion. L A S RE has teamed u pwithS kans ka US A C ivilW es tC alifornia D is tric t
Inc . as the lead c ons tru c tion c ontrac torand H D R Engineering, Inc . as the lead
engineeringfirm . P as tprojec ts forfirms ofthis team inc lu d e engineeringon Eagle
P 3 C ommu terRailL ine in D enver, c ons tru c tion on Expo L ine lightrailtrans it
extens ion projec t, and financ ingon D enverEagle P 3, H u rontario L ightRailTrans itin
O ntario, C anad a, and S yd ney L ightRailin A u s tralia.

S epu lved a Trans itC orrid orP artners -B ec htel(B ec htel)wills erve as the S pec ial
P u rpos e Vehic le (S P V)to be formed withB ec htelD evelopmentC ompany, A meric an
Triple IP artners , L L C and M erid iam S epu lved a, L L C id entified as eq u ity members .
The S P V willbe formally c reated priorto c ontrac texec u tion. S TC P B ec htelhas
teamed u pwithB ec htelInfras tru c tu re as the lead c ons tru c tion c ontrac torand lead
engineeringfirm . P as tprojec ts forfirms ofthis team inc lu d e engineeringand
c ons tru c tion on D u lles C orrid orM etrorailP rojec tin N orthern Virginia, and financ ing
on Ed monton Valley L ine lightrailtrans itprojec tin A lberta, C anad a and L aGu ard ia
A irportC entralTerminalRed evelopmentin N ew York.


