BOARD REPORT ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

	1. 
	Contract Number:  MC067

	2. 
	Recommended Vendors:  Carter & Burgess

	3.
	Cost/Price Analysis Information:

	
	A. Bid/Proposed Price:

TBD
	Recommended Negotiated Price:

$TBD



	
	B. Details of Significant Variances:  N/A

	4. 
	Contract Type: Labor Hour

	5. 
	Procurement Dates: 

	
	A.  Issued: 11-22-02

	
	B.  Advertised:  11-22-02

	
	C.  Pre-proposal Conference:  12-17-02

	
	D. Proposals Due: 01-13-03

	
	E. Pre-Qualification Completed:  02-26-03

	
	F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics:  02-25-03

	6. 
	Small Business Participation: 

	
	A.  Bid Goal:

30%
	Date Small Business Evaluation Completed:

Upon completion of negotiation

	
	B.  Small Business Commitment:  Upon completion of negotiation

	4. 
	Invitation for Bid/Request for Proposal Data:  

	
	Notifications Sent:

985
	Bids/Proposals Picked up:

137
	Bids/Proposals Received:

4

	5. 
	Evaluation Information:

	
	A. Bidders/Proposers Names:
Carter & Burgess

URS

CH2M Hill

Axiom
	Bid/Proposal Amount:

$
	Best and Final Offer Amount: N/A

	
	B. Evaluation Methodology:  Qualification

	6. 
	Protest Information:

	
	A.  Protest Period End Date: May 23, 2003

	
	B.  Protest Receipt Date: TBD

	
	C.  Disposition of Protest Date: TBD 

	7. 
	Contract Administrator:

Valerie Dean
	Telephone Number:

922-1032

	8. 
	Project Manager:

James Cohen       

	Telephone Number: 

922-7911
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PROCUREMENT HISTORY

ACTION

BACKGROUND ON CONTRACTOR(S)

Carter & Burgess, Inc.

Carter & Burgess was established in 1939 as a two-man partnership providing civil engineering and landscape architecture services, and has since grown into a full-service, multidiscipline-consulting firm with more than 2,500 employees in major metropolitan areas across the nation.

As industry leaders in the planning, design, and program/construction management of major transportation projects, Carter & Burgess, Inc. offers its significant local and national expertise and resources to the MTA for the Construction Management Support Services Consulting assignment.  Carter & Burgess, Inc., has a strong local presence and a dedicated commitment to serving their Southern California clients, including the MTA.

Carter & Burgess has extensive experience providing engineering and management service under alternative delivery methods as well as traditional methods in the transportation arena.  Carter & Burgess has served as members of design build team as well as owner’s representatives for program/construction management oversight of the general contractor’s work.  Some of the design/build transportation experience includes: Pasadena Gold Line (Program Management), TRAX LRT University Line, Salt Lake City (Construction Management), TREX, Transportation Expansion Program (LRT Highway) and the 51st Avenue Bridge, Maricopa County, AZ (Construction) Management.

PROCUREMENT BACKGROUND

The solicitation was a qualification-based procurement.   This method is based on each of the responding firms qualifications being evaluated, and the most qualified firm is selected, followed by a request for cost proposal. 

On November 21, 2002, a Request For Proposal for Contract No. MC067 was advertised.  Qualification proposals were received on January 13, 2003.  Cost Proposals were received January 16, 2003 but remain unopened until a selection has been made.

A Proposal Evaluation Team comprised of MTA Procurement, Construction Management and representatives of the Projects completed technical evaluations on February 3, 2003.  The Proposal Evaluation Team selected Carter Burgess as the most qualified Proposer shown.  

The cost proposal shall be opened upon Board approval of this recommendation.  The final negotiated amount will comply with all requirements of MTA Procurement, including fact-finding, clarifications, cost analysis, and pre-award audit before the Contract is awarded and executed.  Staff has not disclosed the MTA’s Estimate positions since it will jeopardize staff’s ability to negotiate the best and lowest price possible for the MTA.  Should MTA be unable to conclude negotiations with Carter Burgess, staff requests authority to negotiate and enter a contract with the next most qualified Proposer Carter Burgess.

 EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS
The Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) completed its evaluation of the written proposals on Wednesday January 22, 2003.  The PET invited all 4 Proposers to make Oral Presentations beginning Thursday January 30, 2003.  The Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) completed its evaluation of the oral presentations on Monday, February 3, 2003.  The results of the evaluations are summarized below. 

	Proposer Ranking


	Written Proposal

Tech. Eval. Score*
	Oral Presentation

Tech. Eval. Score
	Total Score

	1. Carter & Burgess bBBBurgessBurgess
	
	
	

	2. URS/ACG
	
	
	

	3. Ch2M Hill
	
	
	

	4. Axiom
	
	
	


COLOR

   RANGE
Excellent

                               A comprehensive and thorough proposal


(Blue)

                               of exceptional merit with one or more





                               major strengths.  No weaknesses or only 





                               minor correctable weaknesses exist.

Very



                   A proposal, which demonstrates over-all
                 

Good


                         competence.  One or more major strengths

(Green)

                               have been found, and strengths outbalance




                                    any weaknesses that exist.  Any major weak-




                                    nesses are correctable.

Good


                         A proposal which shows a reasonably sound

(Yellow)

                         response.  There may be strengths or weak-





                               nesses, or both.  As a whole, weaknesses,





                               not offset by strengths, do not significantly





                               detract from the offeror's response.  Major 







                          weaknesses are probably correctable.

Fair




                   A proposal that has one or more weaknesses.
                 
(Orange)


                         Weaknesses have been found that outbalance







                          any strengths that exist. Major weaknesses 







                          can probably be improved, minimized, or corrected.

Poor




                  A proposal that has one or more major weaknesses
(Red)





                  which are expected to be difficult to







                         correct, or are not correctable.

The PET evaluated the capabilities of each firm and its team of subcontractors, in accordance with the Evaluation Criteria in the RFP Documents for the following subject areas:

· Proposer Team Capabilities and Experience

· Staff Positions Identified in Attachments A, B, and C to the Scope of Service 35%

· Construction Management Plan.

The PET identified strengths and weakness of each responding proposal, which are reflected in the above ranking.
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LIST OF SUBCONTRACTORS

CONTRACT NO.  MC067

PRIME CONTRACTOR

Carter Burgess

SMALL BUSINESS
SUBCONTRACTORS
     

1. Cabrinha Hearn & Associates 

2. E.W. Moon, Inc.

3. Frank Cardenas & Associates

4. J.L. Patterson

5. Safework

OTHER SUBCONTRACTORS

1. Booz Allen Hamilton

2. DMJM Harris

3. Gateway Science & Engineering

4. Jacobs Associates

5. Kellogg Brown Root

6. LKG-CMC, Inc.

7. Nimyo Moore

SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION

The Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) participation goal established for this contract is thirty percent (30%).  A review of the cost proposal by the Small Business Diversity Office will be done for Carter and Burgess, upon approval by the CEO and 72 hours before the recommendation to negotiate and award is presented at the March Construction Committee Meeting.   Until that time cost proposal must remain sealed.   All Proposers identified in their technical proposals that the 30% DBE goal would be achieved or exceeded.  In accordance with the MTA DBE Program a final review of the DBE goal for negotiated procurements will be done after completing negotiations.  
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