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Executive Summary

The City of Richmond’s Oversight Action Plan, which was prepared by Caltrans, included Caltrans
performing a process review of a Richmond federal-aid consultant contract and of a construction
contract. Part 1 of this process review is this compliance review of the Richmond consultant contract
for the design of the repairs to the Garrard Tunnel on Donman Drive. Part 2 of this process review
will be a compliance review of a Richmond federal-aid construction contract. Three fatal flaws have
been found in the solicttation and administering of Richmond’s federal-aid eonsultant contract which
has made the consultant contract ineligible for federal-aid funding. Consequently, the Division of
Local Assistance (DLA) will now take aetion to de-authorize the federal-aid funds that have been
authonized for this consultant contract.

Background

By letter dated October 1, 2010 (Attachment A), DILA notified the Federal Highway Administration
(FHW A) that as requested in FHWA’s letter dated July 2, 2010 (Attachment B), an initial “City of
Richmond Oversight Action Plan (Action Plan)” had been developed and was enclosed with the
DLA letter. The Action Plan stated the following in Item 3) B: ”Caltrans will also be performing two
process reviews of the City of Richmond’s non-ARRA federal-aid projects, one in the PE phase and
one in the Construction phase.” This Part 1 is the compliance review of a non-ARRA, federai-aid
eligible consultant contract in the Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase. Part 2 of this process review
will be a compliance review of a Richmond federal-aid construction contract. The selected
consultant contract provided design services for Richmond project #5137(029), which is the repair of
the Garrard Tunnel on Dorman Drive in the City of Richmond. This consultant contract was selected
for review because it was one of Richmond’s more recent federal-aid consultant contracts which
would demonstrate their current level of compliance with federal-aid requirements for the selection
of, and contracting with engineering consultants as specified in Chapter 10 “Consuitant Selection” of
the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM).

Findings, Observations and Recommendations

It was found that Richmond’s consultant selection process generally followed the LAPM
requirements and procedurcs of the federal qualification based selection requirements (Brook’s Act)
with these exceptions:

e The Request for Proposal (RFP) for the consultant contract was placed on Richmond’s website and also
advertised by “Bids On-Line” on 12/10/2008. Questions from interested proposers were received by
12/19/2008 and then quickly answered to all the proposers. A total of five proposals were received on
12/24/2008 (a two week period). Chapter 10 “Consultant Selection” states that four weeks are usually
allowed from the time the RFP is advertised until proposals are due. 23 CFR 635.12 “Advertising for
bids and proposals” requires a minimum of 3 weeks for advertising however this does not appear to
apply to consultant contracts in the PE phase. Two weeks is a very short advertising time period,
especially near the holiday season; but with the cost range between $150,000 and $200,000 and the fact
that Richmond received five proposals, competition was considered adequate so this exception should
not be considered a fatal flaw.
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A review of the advcrtised REP revealed:

(1) Richmond did not include Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) provisions in the solicitation,
Beginning May |, 2006 Caltrans implemented a Race Neutral DBE Program which continued until July
31, 2009 when a Race Conscious DBE Program was again implemcnted. Since the RFP solicitation was
advertised in December 2008, Race Neutral provisions and language should have been included in the
advcrtised RFP solicitation. Failure to include the DBE requirements in the solicitation is considered a
tatal law (see Chapter 10 “Consultant Selection,” pages 10-6b and -7, of the Local Assistance
Procedurcs Manual) and is a basis for determinming the consultant contract to be ineligible for federal-aid
funds. tronically, the consultant that was selected by Richmond was a DBE firm.

(2) Richmond included their Local Business Ordinance, Local Employment Program, and Living Wage
Ordinance in thc RFP which gave preference to Richmond residents and businesses. This preference was
included as one of the factors in the “Evaluation Criteria” which would give extra points for Richmond
residents or businesses in the scoring and selection of the consultant. The inclusion of this [ocal
preference is considered a fatal flaw (sce Chapter |2 “Plans, Specifications, & Estimate,” 12.10
Restricted Contract Provisions” page 12-27 of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual) and is a basis
for determining the consultant contract to be ineligible for {ederal-aid funds.

(3) The RFP included the requirement that each consultant provide their cost data (hourly rates, etc) with
their proposal and did not require that the proposals be sealed which allows the consultants to be
competcd based upon their proposed costs which is not allowed under the fedcral Brooks Act. This is
contrary to Chapter [0 “Consultant Selection” wherein it states if cost proposals are requested from all
competing firms, the cost proposals must bc sealed and once the highest rated proposer {based upon
qualifications) is identified, then the cost proposal of the highest rated proposer is opened and
negotiations commence with the highest ratcd proposer. Should negotiations not be successful, then
negotiations are ended with the highest rated proposer and negotiations commence with the second
highest rated proposer after opening their cost proposal. Richmond stated thcy did not compete the five
consultants based upon their submitted cost data. Never the less, not having sealed cost proposals is
considered a fatal flaw (see Chapter 10 “Consultant Selection,” pages 10-1 and -20 of the Local
Assistance Procedures Manual) and a basis for deterrnining the consultant contract to be ineligiblc for
federal-aid funds.

The Richmond staff was very helpful and cooperative, and actively participated with Caltrans in the review.
Each of the above exceptions/fatal flaws was discussed and fully understood by the Richmond staff in

attendancc.

Iv.

History

The amount ($158,000) of the Richmond consultant contract was under the audit threshold of $250,000,
therefore no pre-award audit was required; the selected consultant was the “Crosby Group.” The review was
conducted on November 3, 2010 at Richmond’s Public Works Office, 450 Civic Center Plaza. The
questionnaire used was from Process Review Plan #10-02 “Consultant Selection’ and was completed during
the review (Attachment C). The following participants were in attendance at the review:

Eric Kwan, City Engineer, City of Richmond
Andy Yeung, Engineering Staff, City of Richmond
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Melissa Tigbao, Engineer I, City of Richmond

Nam Nguyen, DLAE Staff, Caltrans District 4
Louis Schuman, DLAE Staff, Caltrans District 4
Eugene Shy, Process Revicw Engineer, Caltrans HQ

V. (soal of Review

The primary goal of the review was to determine the level of compliance Richmond is achieving in
following the requirements for selecting engineering consultants for federal-aid projects. This goal was
achieved by the identification of the exceptions (non-compliant areas) in Richmond’s selection of the
consultant and the administering of this contract for design services. A secondary goal was to
communicatc to Richmond what changes and/or improvements are needed for Richmond to be fully
federal-aid compliant in selecting and contracting with engineering consultants. This goal was
accomplished thru detailed discussions between the Richmond representatives and Caltrans
representatives that participated in the review.
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Geteher 1, 2010

Mr., Walter Waidclich

Division Adminisiraior

Federal Highway Administration. Calitornia Division
630 Caprtol Vigll. Suite £-100

Sacramento. O B3314-4708

Attention: Ms, Karen Bobo. Director. Local Prograins

n

Subject: Citv o Richumond Oversight
Dear Mr. Waidelich:

in responsc to veur Ictter dated July 2. 2610, in which the Federal thighsvay Admingstration
requested that the Caiifornia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) develop a plan for
sToviding additional vversight of the City of Richmond’s {Tity) federal-aid projects. we have
develoned an imGal “City of Richmond Oversight Action Plan™ (Plan) which is enciosed for vour

mformation.

This imitial Plan is envisioned as a “living document™ which ts expected o e frequently revised
as Caitrans works with the City o help them to identify and take corrective action to overcome
their deficiencies in the federal-aid program. Working to manage this Plan 1 conjunction with
the City will be Svivia Fung, District £ Local Assistance Engineer. and her staft. Svivia will be
the Caitrans single point of contact regarding this Plan and the City. She expeets to meer with the
City of Richmoend monthiy or as needed. Sylvia has scheduled her next mecting with the City {or
Gewober i, 2010, o discuss and impiement the enclosed Plan.

We would also fike to take this opportunity 1o cxpress our thanks for vour letter dated

August 9. 2010, ransmitting the findings regarding the City. Of the 51 pages of Endings. 28
nages consisted of the City’s Single Audit Report (Report) for the vear ending July 30, 2008,

The three Department of Transportation findings on pages 9. 13, and 22 of this report are
currently being addressed. along with the other findings, oy the City in response to the Report.
Shouid you have any quesuons regarding the feregoing. please contact Sylvia by telephone at
{310) 286 322() or by email at: Sylvia Fungludot.ca.gov.

8 nccrclv
DIING '( D g 'WB{(\:{ Chief
Division of Local Assistanee

Inclosure

i fayaveves mobilite geross Ceadfforme ™



My, Walter Wardelich
Cetober 12010

Page 2

Martin Tuttle. Deputy Director. Caltrans, Planning and Modal Programs

Cl
Svlvia Fung, Distriet Local Assistance Engineer. Caltrans. District 4
J & =

Cizetrwn pmpreyes mohfiey across Cadiforn
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CiTY OF RICHMOND OVERSIGHT ACTION PLAN

A. Action Needed: Richmond to develop and adogt 2 uniform filing system and standard
operating procedures (SCP} for construction contract administration of ail Federai-aid
projecis for the City. The SOP {or the administration of Federal-aid orojects should
include items such as the level of construction oversight by resident engineers and
inspectors as well as a process for approving contract change orders.

3. Status: City of Richmond letter dated 5/24/2010 {o John Brewsier states that City has
impiemented "A file folder system,..for ail federally funded projects.” Aiso that "the City
further commits 0...create standard operating procedures for the City's internal
adminisiration of federaily funded projects to promote uniformity and consistercy;"

. Scheduie: DILAE to verify implementation by 7 October 2010.

A. Action: Needed: Perform a financial audit of the City's internal controls. FHWA is
willing o meet with Caltrans if additional information is needed for this item. FHWA would
itke i¢ review the scope and schedule for the audit orior o Caltrans commencing the
audit.

B. Status: HQ Division of Local Assistance is coordinating with Audits & investigations
to determine the oracticality of the requested audit. CLAE and FHWA needs to be
invoived in the development of the scope of the audit.

C. Schedule: FHWA, and Caltrans HQ, BLAE, and A&! to discuss the audii scope by
telenhcne conference during week of September 27, 2010.

A. Action Needed: Psrform additional project delivery oversignt for Federaily-funded,
non-ARRA projects.

8. Staius: Currently the City of Richmond has 11 federal-aid grojects. The Citv of
Richmend's ARRA project, which is a construction proiect, is being closely cversighted by
Caltrans construction oversight engineer who is aiso groviding training. Caltrans wiil also
be perfcrming two process reviews of the City of Richmond’s ron-ARRA federai-aid
projects, one in the PE ohase and one in the construction phase.

C. Schecule: Cversight by Caltrans construction oversight engineers of ARRA project
is in crogress. Caltrans canstruction oversight engineers conducting training of DLAE
staif ic cerform oversight of non-ARRA projects in progress. Process reviews to be
comupieted by December 31. 2010.

A, Action Needed; Close oui Federal-aid projects that were auihorized for construction
more than three years ago and are not actively in the construction pnase.

8. Status: DLAE staff is currently working with City to remove grojects from mactive list.
An inveice has geen submitted and approved oy the DLAE staff for cne project that is in
the PE phase. Inyoice for another project was submitted but rejected by DLAE staff and
to he re-submitted by the City of Richmond. DLAE is assisting the City to close out

several other projects which requires the City to provide pertinent necessary documents.

C. Schedule: Targei date is December 31, 2010 for City of Richmond and DLAE to
jointly close out projecis no longer active in the construction phase.



5) A. Action Needed: In letter of May 24, 2010, the City of Richmond stated “the City further
commits to the following:

{1) Create standard operating procedures for the Cily's internal administration of
federally funded projects o promote uniformity and consistency;

(2) Strictly adhere to file retention requirements per the Code of Federal
Regulations;

{3} Schedule monthly meetings between the Federai-Aid Project Coordinator and
all project managers {0 moniter staius and compliance of projects with the LAPM:

(4) Schedule monthly meetings to include relevant City staff as needed, the
rederal-Aid Project Coordinator and the DLAE to report on and discuss project
status and follow through;

{5) Develop a project tracking system of milestones for each active. inactive and
de-obligated project based on the FHWA FMIS database;

{6} Work with the DLAT project-by-proiect to iry to re-obligate funds on de-
obligaled projecls;

{7y Comply with Caitrans construction oversight procedures and meet with
Caltrans staff regarding any significant stages of construction;

{8) implement in-house training for City and Agency staff to reinforce SOPs, filing
system. and reporting reguirement.”

B. Status: DLAE has taken or olans to take the following actions:

their 10 federal aid projects and progress on their commitments listed above.
OLAE staff asked that this be provided to the DLAE by the end of the week
{September 17, 2010). DLAE has not been asked to participate in monthly
meetings with the City (item (4) above) so this item will be discussed with the City
by the DLAE as the DLAE and/cr staff plan to meet with the City each month for a
status meeting of ail their federal-aid projects.

1) DLAE staff recently requested that City of Richmaond provide a staius update of
Y

{2} City is working with DLAE staff in the re-obiigating of funds and submitung of
invoices to keep projects active.

{3) Inorder to assess and monitor City's progress on their improvement plan, and
10 ensure adequate self-sufficiency in their administration of federal-aid orojects,
DLAE staff is proposing the following to continue through September 30. 2011, (at
which time FHWA can assess if City of Richmond is still considerad an at risk

agency):

a. For Requests for Authorization to Proceed with PE, City will be reguired to
submit 10 DLAE a project schedule through completion at the time of field
review. This should be updaied quarterly at a minimum. Copy of
advertisement and RFQ/RFP for consultant servicas will be submitted to DLAE
for review. Selection procadures will be submitted ta DLAE prior to contract

tJ



award. Any proposec confract amendments wiil be submitted to DLAE for
review prior to execution.

0. DLAE wili set up meeting with Calirans District R/W staff, including new
District R/W Utilittes Coordinator and City staff to ensure sufficient
undersianding on RAY certification process. Discussion will include utility work

federal-aid project. Construction schedule will be revieweo and adjusted as
needed.

¢. On Requests for Authorization for Construction, PS&E wil! be reviewed by
DLAE, Calirans HG, and FHWA; all comments must be resolved and PS&E
updated with changes prior to authorization. A revised schedule to be
submitted to DLAE and copies of coniract advertisement and bid documents
(including all addenda) will be submitted to DLAE prior to contract award.
DLAE and Caltrans HQ will review to ensure that no significant revisions have
occurred since authorization to proceeo for construciion was received and that
all issues are addressed prior to contract award. DLAE and Caltrans HQ
construction oversight engineer will attend pre-construction conferences. HQ
construgtion oversight engineer witl review ARRA projects twice (near start and
end) to ensure adequate record retention and procedures/processes.

d. DLAE stafi and Calirans HQ construction oversight engineer will meet with
City staff prior ta City's acceptance of contract work 1o ensure city will have all
documents needed to close out projeci.

{4) FHWA letter dated August 9, 2010 siated that City of Richmond’s federal-aid
projecl No. 5137((G32) dic not have tha FHWA Form 1273 inciuded in the contract
documents which makes the contract inejigibte for federal reimbursement. DLAE
staff and Caltrans HQ te assist FHWA in this malter so that a FIN can be
expeditiously issued to close oui this item.

C. Schedute: City of Richmond o provide ihe foregoing mentioned schedules to the
DLAE so the DLAE staff can schedule and monitor the City of Richmond's actions and
the progress of their federal-atd projects.

(U5
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Federal Highway Administration

LS Department ; 3y ndimi
of Transporiation California Division
Federal Highway B
Administration July 2, 2010

Ms. Cindy McKim, Director

Cajifornie Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 542873

Oakland, CA 94273-0001

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento CA 95814
(916) 498-5001

{916) 498-5C08 fax

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-CA

Attention: Mr. Marty Tuttle, Deputy Director, Planning and Modal Programs

Dear Ms. McKim:

SUBJECT: City of Richunond Oversight

The purpose of this letter is to request that the California Department of Transportation
{Caltrans) Division of Local Assistance develop a plan for providing additional oversight on City
of Richmond (City} Federal-aid projects. Based on recent reviews, the Federal Highway
Adminisiation California Division (FHWA) has concerns regarding the City's management of
Federal-aid projects. Additional aversight activities would verify that the City has the capacity
1o administer the Federal-aid program and may also identify any necessary improvements.

FE'W A 1¢ making this reguest based on o number of recent reviews. In February 2010, the
Department of Transportation Office of the Inspector Gensral (O1G) performed a review of local
agency projects in California. While a final report has not been produced, the review of City of
Richmeond projects raised concerns regarding the Caltrans’ oversight and the City’s management
of Federal-ai¢ projects, parlicuiarly in the area of construction management. Other reviews
which raised concerns of the City’s administration of Federal-aid funds mnclude FHWA’s
Construction Conwactor Payment Reviews for 2007 & 2008, FHWA's Inactive Obligation

Reviews and the City’s 2008 Single Audit Report.

As w result of the findings from these reviews, FHWA will be conducting additiona) project
reviews of those City of Richmond projects currently active in FFWA’s Fiscal Management
information System (FMIS). Until FHWFA’s review is complete, FHWA and Caltrans wiil
retain approval for pians, specifications & estimates packages prior to authorization for
construction und any related construction authorization modifications. The Cily will have to
adjust their project development schedules to account for the additional review and approval by




s ondy Mokl Director
dube 30200
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Catrans and FEW A, We request that Caltrans review the PS&E packages and forward to

PYURA with o recommeandation for approval. as appropriate.

i additlon to our project review, FHWA s requesting that Caltrans developr a briel oversight
wian (o prevent similay issues on future Federal-aid projects. The oversight plan should include,

A1 @ Jrinimum:

i1 Developing and adopting a uniform filing syslem and standard operating procedures
'SOP) for construction contract admimistration of all Federal-aid projects for the City.
The SOF ivr the administration of Federal-aid projects should inclade items such as the
level of construction oversight by resident engineers and inspeciors as well as a process
ior approviag contract change orders.
2y Performing o financial audit of the City’s internal controls. FEIWA is willing to meet
with Caltrang if additional information is needed for this item. FHW A would like to
review the scope and schedule for the audit prior to Caltrans commencing the audit.
Performing additional project delivery aversight for Federally-funded, non-American
Kecovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funded projects.
Closiug out Federal-aid projects that were authorized for construction more than three
wvears ago and are not actively in the construction phase.

Pizase provides the oversighi plan to FHWA within 30 days of the date of this letter.

Hased on the results of these additional reviews and audits, FHWA could unpose additional
sctions andfor issue @ federal ineligibility notice {(FIN). FHWA will work with Caltrans and the
v 1o resolve any deficiencies as expeditiously as possibie.

FEIVW A appreciates Caltrans and the City of Richmond meeting with us on April 15, 2010 to
disvuse this issue. We also undexstand that the City has already started to implement changes for
managing Federal-aid projects, and we will continue working closely with both the City and
“atirans. {f you have any additional questions, please contact Ms. Jean Mazur at
lean.mazar@del.gov or 916-498-5732.

Sincerely,

/77//, L /] / ? /
TANAAl o 4T 70
For

Walter C. Waidelich
Division Administrator
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CALIFORMIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF LOCAL ASSISTANCE
GARRARD BLVD TUNNEL 5137(029)

Consultant Selection Questionnaire

The following standards of review will be applied to each project selected:

1. Did this project follow the consultant selection process?
x Yes 0 No Comments: In general, there some exceptions as noted.

2. Did the locai agency use the Consultant Agreement Reviewers Checklist?
1 Yes x No Comments:

3. Was the need for a consultant justified?
x Yes 0 No Comments: Afso, City Councif reviewed and gave their

approval.

4. Was there evidence of advertisement for RFQs or RFPs in the following methods?

a. Professional publications/newsletters 7 Yes x No Commenis: Richimond used
"Bids Onfine” that connected to interested firms. Richmond placed RFP soficitation on
the "Bids Online” website.

b. Direct mailing notices from a register of known qualified consultants
i1Yes x No Comments: Using “"Bids Online”, sent out RFP 12/10/08, recefved

guestions 12/19/08, recejved 5 proposafs on 12/24/08

c. Did local agency use race-neutral means to facilitate DBE participation? (49 CFR Part 26.51)
0 Yes x No Comments: Richmond didd not mention DBE in the soficitation but

stated that the prime consuftant was a DBE.

5. Did the ads for the RFQs or RFPs include the following information:

a. Type of service solicited  xYes 0 No Comments:

b. Description of project x Yes 0 No Comments:

c. Deadline for receiving reply x Yes [T No Comments:

d. Address and telephone number x Yes 0 No Comments:

e. Name of contact information x Yes G No Comments:

f. A civil rights statement of EEQC assurances x Yes O No Comments: Addressed

City of Richmond residences only!



g. Evaluation criteria x Yes " No Comments: Zacluded City of Richmond’s

Local Business Ordinance, Local Emplovment Program, and Living Waage Ordinance as
one of the criferia.

h. Description of information that must be submitted x Yes 7 No Comments: Must
submit with proposai: Cover Letter, Confilict of Interest, Summary of Qualifications and
Experience, and a Schedule of costs and fees including reimbursable expenses.

6. Did the consultant selection advertisement and its geographical area match the project’s
complexity and cost? x Yes [0 No Comments: Proposed costs were under

$200,000 and 5 proposals were received,

7. Was evaluation criteria such as the following included:
a. Professional excellence, demonstrated competence and specialized experience of the firm
x Yes Li No Comments: Afse included doing bissiness and number of employees

fiving in Richmond,

b. Staffing capability, workioad and ability to meet schedules
x Yes T No Comments:

c. Principles to be assigned and education and experience of key personnel

x Yes ~ No Comments:

d. Nature and quality of completed work  x Yes " No Comments:

e. Reliability and continuity of firm x Yes - No Comments:

f. Other factors deemed relevant to the contract effort x Yes G No Comments;

Provided opportunity for competing firms to submit questions and all firms received the
Sarme answers.

8. Did the local agency foliow the federal Brooks Act (qualification based and without

considering cost) in evaluating the competing firms and in making their selection.
7 Yes 1 No Comments: 7he City of Richmond received cost data from each

proposer but the Citv stated thev did not use the cost data in making a selection.

9. Did the evaluation and ranking for this contract appear reasonable based upon the responses
filed? x Yes 7 No Comments:

10. Was a short list of at least the top 3 prospective consultants developed from the ranked firms?
xYes . No Comments:

11. Were there any unusual changes in the final ranking of the “short” list? If so, what was the

reason(s)?
~ Yes x No Comments:

12. Was the top ranked consultant selected? If not, what was the basis?
x Yes _ No Comments:



13. Were there any protests regarding the ranking and selection?

[ Yes x No Comments:

14. Did the local agency prepare a cost estimate prior to cost negotiations?

0 Yes x No Comments: Used their programming amount with adjustment for
infiatiosn.

15. Was the negotiated contract amount reasonable compared to the local agency's cost estimate?
x Yes 0 No Comments: City of Richmond said “Yes"?

16. Was there a pre-award audit?
G Yes x No Comments: Under the $250 000 audit threshold!

17. If there was a pre-award audit, were the auditor's recommendations followed by the local

agency and/or consultant?
01 Yes 7 No Comments: (identify the recommendations here) A/A4

18. Did the consultant meet the DBE goal or make a Good Faith Effort (assumes race conscious

requirements)?
[ Yes xNo Comments: Mo DBE race neutral or race conscipus information was

included in the solicitation, however the selected consulfant was a DBE.
19, Is the prime consultant a DBE? x Yes 0 No Comments:

20. Was the one of the four methods of payment specified in the contract:

a. Lump Sum
b. Actual cost plus fixed fee
c. Cost per unit of work

d. Specific rates of compensation
x Yes (1 No Comments: (Which one?) Specific rates of compensation

21, Was a scoping meeting held with the selected consultant and documented?
Response: Yes, a meeting was held but not documented!

22. Was there a local agency project coordinator for this contract? x Yes 1 No Comments:

(Who?) Matt Bonanno

23. How was the periodic review of the consultant's work documented?  Response? Periodically
reviewed for performance but no records were prepared to document the review,

24. Were progress reports submitted regularly by the consultant? x Yes [z No
Comments:



25. Did the Caltrans DLAE or Project Manager (and FHWA area engineer for full oversight projects)
have knowledge of the project and the consultant contract? x Yes 71 No
Comments: Ham (Caltrans) worked with Matt I (City of Richmond)

26. Is the Contract Administrator ensuring that the contractual obligations are being completed
satisfactorily? x Yes ri No Comments:

27. Did the consultant’s work progress to the satisfaction of the local agency and Caltrans (for the
projects on the SHS)? x Yes . No Comments: Project not on ific SHS!

28. What was the overall quality of the work? Response: Satisfactory!
29. Were there any cost overruns on this contract? [ Yes xNo  Comments:

30. Were there any major changes in the contract that required a contract amendment? If so, were
additional funds needed and was Caltrans’ (and, for High Profile Projects, FHWA's) approval

requested for the additional funding?
> Yes x No Response:

31. Was a performance evaluation of the consultant's work prepared after the completion of the
contract? 1 Yes x No  Comments: (please attach a copy of the evaluation) Action:

Richmond, as it is still not too late to prepare a performance evaluation of the
consuftant.

32. Were there additional costs to the local agency resulting from the consultant’s errors or

omissions? T Yes x No Comments:
33. Did the consultant have “Errors and Omissions” Insurance? x Yes .+ No
Comments:

34. Did the local agency (and/or Caltrans) obtain reimbursement for costs resulting from the
consultant contractor's errors or omissions, if any? i Yes x No  Comments:

35. Does the local agency have a consultant in a management position?
. Yes xNo  Comments: No contract staff in management positions’?

36. If the local agency has a consultant in a management position, what is thejr authority and have
there been any potential or actual “conflict of interest” with regard to the consultant contract being
reviewed? .. Yes i No Comments: Not applicablel

37. Are local agencies using consuitants in management roles? If so, how were these consultants
procured, what is their authority, and are there conflicts of interest (actual or perceived)? Not

applicabie!



38. Are local agencies using Personal Service Agreements only for services less than

$25,0007
U Yes T No Comments: Not applicable!

39. Is additional work being added to the original consultant personal service agreement and

does the additional work exceed the $25,000 threshold?
(1Yes 0 No Comments: Not applicable!

In order to verify the local agencies' responses to these questions for each selected project, the
following documentation is to be made availabie by the local agency at their office:

1.Copies of RFPs or RFQs yes
2.Documentation of DBE participation, when applicable n/a
3.Solicitation/advertisement records yes

4.1dentification of selection committee members yes

5.Evaluation and ranking records of proposing firms yes

6.Independent cost estimate no

7.Record of negotiations no

8.Pre-award audit, when applicable n/a

9.Executed consultant contracts and amendments yes

10.Minutes of construction engineering oversight/design progress meetings as applicable no
11.Documentation of progress and final payments yes

12.Consultant performance evaluation no

13.Consultant agreement reviewer's checklist (LAPM Exhibit 10-C) no

14.Final Voucher including consultant's accounting records documenting compliance with federal 48
CFR, Part 31 accounting reguirements. yes



