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EXECUTIVE SuMMARY, BACKGROUND, 

ScoPE, METHODOLOGY, AND CoNCLUSION 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The California Department ofTransportation (Cal trans), Audits and Investigations (A&I) audited 
reimbursed project costs totaling $4,929,693, to Orange County, John Wayne Airport (JWA) 
and found project costs totaling $1 ,598,006 did not comply with respective agreement provisions 
and state and federal regulations. 

BACKGROUND 

Caltrans A&I performs incurred cost audits to ensure Caltrans is meeting its legal and fiduciary 
responsibilities, and that state and federal funds are properly expended by local government 
agencies. This audit was performed to determine whether project costs claimed by and 
reimbursed to JWA were allowable, adequately supported, and in compliance with the respective 
agreement provisions, and state and federal regulations. 

The audit included costs incurred on the Departure Viaduct Seismic Retrofit project, BRLOZE
5955(037), during the period of July 1, 2011 , through December 31 , 2013. 

SCOPE 

The scope of the audit was limited to financial and compliance activities. The audit of JWA's 
financial management system included interviews of JWA staff necessary to obtain an 
understanding of JWA's financial management system. The audit consisted of transaction 
testing of claimed costs to evaluate compliance with Title 2 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 225; Title 48 CFR Chapter 1 Part 31; Title 49 CFR Part 18; Title 23 CFR; Cal trans ' Local 
Assistance Procedures Manual; and requirements stipulated in Orange County's Agreement with 
Caltrans. Our field work was completed on June 29, 2015, and transactions occurring 
subsequent to this date were not tested and, accordingly, our conclusion does not pertain to costs 
or credits arising after this date. 

JW A is responsible for the claimed costs, compliance with applicable agreement provisions, state 
and federal regulations, and the adequacy of its financial management system to accumulate and 
segregate reasonable, allocable, and allowable costs. Because of inherent limitations in any 
financial management system, misstatements due to error or fraud may occur and not be 
detected. Also, projections of any evaluation of the financial management system to future 
periods are subject to the risk that the financial management system may become inadequate 
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because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with the policies or 
procedures may deteriorate. 

METHODOLOGY 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. The audit was less in scope than 
an audit performed to express an opinion on the financial statements ofJWA. Therefore, we did 
not audit and are not expressing an opinion on JWA's financial statements. 

An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in 
the data and the records selected. An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used 
and significant estimates made, and evaluating the overall presentation. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on our audit, we determined: 

• 	 Reimbursed costs totaling $1,598,006 (see Attachment I) are questioned. 
• 	 Procurement procedures and documentation need improvement to comply with state and 

federal regulations. 
• 	 Grant management needs improvement. 
• 	 Contract provisions did not comply with state and federal requirements. 
• 	 Construction payment methodology was not adequately supported or in compliance with 

contract terms. 

VIEWS OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS 

Our findings and recommendations consider JWA's response dated March 17, 2016, to our 
January 2016, draft report. Our findings and recommendations, JW A' s response, and our 
analysis of the response are set forth in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report. 
A copy of JWA' s full response is included as Attachment IV. 

This report is intended as information for Caltrans management, the California Transportation 
Commission, The Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, and 
JWA. This report is a matter of public record and will be posted on Caltrans A&I website. 
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If you have questions, please contact Lisa Moreno, Auditor, at (916) 323-7885, or Cliff Vose, 
Audit Manager, at (916) 323-7917. 

SUE MORRILL, CPA 
Chief External Audits - Local Governments 
Audits and Investigations 

April 29, 2016 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


FINDING 1 - Procurement Procedures, Practices and Policies Need Improvement 

The County of Orange, John Wayne Airport (JWA) did not procure professional services in 
accordance with state and federal regulations, and its procurement policies need to be updated to 
comply with state and federal requirements. 

The audit included testing JWA's procurement of two professional service contracts, T.Y. 
Lin/IDS and JOA. Specifically we found the following deficiencies: 

Architectural Engineering (A&E) Contract-T.Y. Lin/IDS 
Capital Improvement Project Management Services - JOA 
JWA could not provide documentation to show that the required independent cost estimates were 
prepared prior to accepting proposals for both procurements as required by Title 49 Code of 
Federal Regulations (49 CFR) 18.36, and the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) 
Chapter 10. JWA stated that a cost estimate was prepared for the A&E procurement but could 
not find it and that they saw no reason to prepare a cost estimate for project management 
procurement because it was going to be a contract with costs based on time and material. 

In addition, JWA, could not provide documentation to show that they performed the required 
cost/price analysis, requested pre-award audits, negotiated cost to ensure fair and reasonable 
price, or negotiated profit as a separate item for either contract as required by 49 CFR 18.36, and 
the LAPM Chapter 10. JWA staff stated they negotiated the hourly rates for the project 
management procurement and that separate profit negotiations was not required since profit is 
part of the hourly rates and/or were unaware of the requirements. 

Without an independent cost estimate, cost/price analysis, pre-award audit, or cost and profit 
negotiations JWA cannot support that the procurement met federal and state regulations or that 
the contracts were executed at a fair and reasonable cost. 

Also, JWA did not maintain a complete record of when the proposals were received for the A&E 
procurement and for two of the six proposals received for the project management procurement 
as required by 49 CFR 18.36. Without adequate documentation of when proposals are received 
JW A cannot show if proposals were submitted by the due date and time identified in the RFP. 
JW A staff stated that proposal packaging was time stamped when received but did not know why 
the packaging was not in the contract file or concluded the documents may have been in boxes 
that were later destroyed. 

As of August 31, 2013, Caltrans had reimbursed JWA for the TY Lin/IDS contract in the amount 
of $1 ,298,531 of which $72,023 were state funds and $1 ,226,508 were federal funds. Also 
Cal trans has reimbursed JW A for the JOA contract in the amount of $299,4 75 of which $34,349 
were state funds and $265,126 were federal funds. 

4 




Procurement Policy 
The County Contracting Manual §3.6-105 (3) sets the threshold for the use of informal 
procurements at $175,000 which JWA has adopted. Under 23 CFR 172 the current small 
purchase threshold for A&E services using federal funds is $150,000. For A&E services using 
only state funds the California Government Code 4529.12 does not identify any minimum 
threshold, and for all other service contracts California Public Contract Code sets the maximum 
amount at $5,000. JWA staff were unaware of the state and federal regulations and were 
following Orange County polices. 

Without policies and procedures that reflect state and federal laws and regulations, the County 
has a risk of not procuring contracts in compliance with state and federal regulations which could 
result in questioned costs and/or invalid procurements. 

See Attachment II for detailed criteria. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend JWA implement procurement practices, and train staff accordingly, and 
maintain records sufficient to detail the significant history of the procurement process as required 
by 23 CFR 172 (which superseded 49 CFR 18.36), and the LAPM Chapter 10 to include but not 
limited to: 

• Maintaining all procurement records for review. 
• Prepare cost estimate prior to accepting proposals. 
• Perform cost/price analysis. 
• Negotiate price and profit as separate items and maintain documentation of negotiations. 
• Document and maintain records of when proposals are received. 
• Performing pre-award audits. 

In addition we recommend Cal trans Division of Local Assistance (DLA) consult with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) to determine if the $1,491 ,634 in federally 
reimbursed costs associated with these procurements should be reimbursed. DLA also should 
determine ifthe $106,372 in state reimbursed costs associated with the procurements should be 
reimbursed. 

JWA RESPONSE 

JWA did not fully comply with federal regulations however the contracts were procured in 
accordance with state law and county policy. JWA indicated negotiations were held on the TY 
Lin contracts between March 22 and May 30, 2000, with a reduction in contract price on the 
signed June 27, 2000, contract. JWA indicated they believe their procurement policies are in 
accordance with state law and that the procurements we reviewed were not small purchase 
procurements. Also, all proposals that were submitted that resulted in the JOA contract were 
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kept and are on file. The files are open for review at any time. See Attachment IV for JWA's 
full response. 

AUDITOR'S ANALYSIS OF JWA RESPONSE 

The agreement between Orange County and Caltrans required adherence with federal regulations 
and the LAPM when using federal funds. Although the procurements that resulted in JOA and 
TY Lin/IDS contracts may have followed state law and county policy when initially procured, 
the failure of the procurements to meet federal law makes their costs ineligible for 
reimbursement using federal funds. JWA referenced meetings to negotiate the TY Lin/IDS 
contract but provided no documentation to support these meetings occurred. 

The current policy on small purchases is not in compliance with state and federal regulations. 

The auditors were in JWA's office for several weeks and were never given the proposals that 
resulted in the JOA contract. Since that time no additional support has been provided. 

The finding remains. 

FINDING 2 - Grant Management Needs Improvement 

JWA did not submit a Request for Reimbursement (Invoice) to Cal trans at least once every six 
months as required by Program Supplement 12-5955-M023-Rl- !STEA, and billed for non
participating costs. Specifically we found the following exceptions: 

JWA submitted Invoices from six and a half months to almost 14 months apart. If an Invoice is 
not submitted within six months of each other the project may be considered inactive and may 
lose allocated funds. In addition, submitting Invoices over six months apart could be considered 
a breach of contract which could result in the suspension of payments on the overdue Invoices 
and the project. Further, not submitting Invoices timely impacts the timeliness of Caltrans 
oversight and increases the risk of billing for unallowable or unreasonable costs. JW A staff 
thought that they could bill Invoice's annually. 

In addition JWA submitted an Invoice, and was reimbursed, for $89,174 in costs that were not 
eligible for federal participation in invoice #2. The costs were incurred prior to the project' s 
authorization date. Only costs incurred after a projects authorization date are eligible for federal 
reimbursement. Although JWA subsequently identified and corrected the error on invoice #4, 
the correction did not occur until 433 days after invoice #2. This resulted in JWA being 
reimbursed for unallowable costs and holding the unallowable funds for over a year. That the 
error occurred and wasn't identified in the next billing cycle (invoice #3) shows that JWA's 
internal controls should be strengthen. 
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See Attachment II for detailed criteria. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend JWA update its grant procedures, and train staff accordingly, to ensure 
compliance with agreement provisions requiring that Invoices are submitted at least every six 
months and that grant management procedures are in place and followed to ensure that non
participating costs are not billed to Caltrans. 

JWA RESPONSE 

JWA agrees with the finding and stated they are instituting policy and procedures to address the 
finding. See attachment IV for full response. 

AUDITOR'S ANALYSIS OF JW A RESPONSE 

The JWA is addressing the finding. 

FINDING 3- Contract Provisions Needs Improvement 

We reviewed three JWA third party contracts and found they did not include provisions required 
by state and federal regulations, LAPM, and Master Agreements. Without the required state and 
federal contract provisions JWA risks not being able to enforce contract requirements and risks 
billing for costs not in compliance with state and federal regulations. The missing required 
contract provisions are noted below (see Attachment III for details by contract): 

• 	 A provision that clearly identifies the end date of the contract. 
• 	 A provision which state that subcontractors/consultants are bound by all regulations of 

the contract. 
• 	 A provision stating that payments can only be made on costs incurred and paid by the 

consultant. 
• 	 A provision for a three year record retention period that identifies the start of the three 

year period is after the final voucher reimbursement. 
• 	 A provision that gives the right to audit to state and federal representatives for contracts 

funded by federal grant, or to state representative for contracts funded by state grants. 

JWA was unaware of all provisions required by state and federal regulations, the LAPM, or the 
Master Agreement between the County and Caltrans. The above deficiencies are based on the 
requirements of 1998 federal-aid master agreement between the County and Caltrans, however, 
the current 2008 Federal-aid master agreement between the County and Caltrans includes 
additional contract provisions not noted above. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend JWA update its contracting procedures, and train staff accordingly, to ensure all 
third party contracts comply with all current state and federal regulations, master agreement, and 
the LAPM as they pertain to third party contracts provisions. 

See Attachment II for detailed criteria. 

JWA RESPONSE 

JWA agrees with the finding and stated they are instituting policy and procedures to ensure that 
the procedures in the LAPM are following in the future. See attachment IV for full response. 

AUDITOR'S ANALYSIS OF JWA RESPONSE 

The JWA is addressing the finding. JWA also needs to ensure that all state and/or federal 
regulations are also meet in the future. 

FINDING 4- Construction Management Needs Improvement 

JWA made line item construction payments on an unsupported basis not called for in the 
contract. Further, the documents used to support costs claimed for a construction change order 
were inconsistent. Specifically we found these exceptions: 

Measurable bid items not billed under contract terms and documentation provided did not 
support quantities billed. 
We could not verify the reasonableness of line item quantities billed by JWA in progress 
payments for construction costs. JWA used a percentage of completion process on progress 
payments for construction line items that were bid on a measurable basis (i.e. pounds, tons, liner 
feet, etc.). We reviewed JWA's construction management documentation that should support the 
percentage of completion used to determine costs claimed for payment such as Field Daily 
reports, special inspection reports, photos, weekly meeting discussions, and monthly progress 
reports and schedules. Based on our review of the documentation provided we found nothing 
that mentioned a percentage of completion or specified quantities of measurable-bid-items used 
or completed for each progress payment period. Additionally there was no intermediary 
documents (calculation sheets, weight tags, and separate item sheets for each contract item) that 
reconciled and translated the work completed from measurable items to percentage completed or 
percentage completed to measurable items. 

JWA staff said the payments were based on precise engineered quantities _prescribed in the 
construction plans and the percentage of work completed was observed and confirmed in the 
field by the Construction Manager and Resident Engineer, however, we found no documentation 
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that supported staff statements. Further, JW A staff said the percentage complete was based on 
daily field observations, review of the contractor's daily report, special inspections, weekly 
meeting discussions, and monthly progress reports and schedules, however, nothing in these 
documents supported their statement or the percentages billed. Finally, JWA staff stated they 
determined that if the project was built as specified, it would require only the quantity of material 
identified in the bid documents and that the quantity would be billed as a percent complete, 
however, the bid documents and final contract do not stipulate this methodology. 

As of August 31 , 2013, Cal trans has reimbursed JWA for the contract with SEMA Construction 
Inc. in the amount of$4,143,862 of which $475,301 were state funds and $3,668,561 were 
federal funds. 

Billing for costs not identified in the contract and cost variances between documents for 
contract change order #3: 
We reviewed the contractor cost proposal and daily extra work reports prepared by JWA to 
support contract change order #3 and identified the following issues and inconsistencies between 
the two documents: 

• 	 Unallowable mark-up on sales tax was applied in the contractor cost proposal from costs 
forwarded from the daily extra work reports. 

• 	 The bond markup of one percent was included on the contractor cost proposal but not 
included in the daily extra work reports. 

• 	 Daily extra work reports were not signed by contractor. 
• 	 The contractors cost proposal included an overcharge of $32 due to charging sales tax on 

top of sales tax, but this overcharge was not included in the daily extra work reports. 
• 	 Allowable labor markup was not applied on the labor surcharge in the contractor cost 

proposal. 
• 	 Charges dated March 16, 2012, by subcontractor Penhall, were classified as labor in 

contractor cost proposal while it was broken down into equipment and labor in daily extra 
work reports. 

The variance and errors appeared to be caused by staff mistakes and the contractor' s staff being 
unfamiliar with JWA contractor cost proposal process. The issues and inconsistencies identified 
above increase the risk that costs claimed may not be supported or allowable. 

See Attachment II for detailed criteria. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend JWA implement policies and procedures, and train staff accordingly, to comply 
with the documentation requirement under LAPM, Chapter 16, Section 16.9 "Construction 
Records and Accounting Procedures." 
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In addition, we recommend Cal trans DLA review the JW A progress payment supporting 
documentation to determine the reasonableness of quantities billed and costs claimed on the 
project. 

JWA RESPONSE 

JWA agrees that line item payments were made on a different basis than contract terms however, 
accomplishments and payments were reviewed and accepted by project stakeholders that were 
independent from the construction company. JWA believes that the most efficient process was a 
monthly review and assessment by independent project stakeholders. See attachment IV for full 
response. 

AUDITOR'S ANALYSIS OF JWA RESPONSE 

No additional support was provided by JWA. The finding remains. 

AUDIT TEAM 

MarSue Morrill, Chief, External Audits - Local Governments 
CliffVose, Audit Manager 
Lisa Moreno, Auditor 
Ramzi Mazhar, Auditor 
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ATTACHMENT l 

Audit Universe and Questioned Costs 


County of Orange - John Wayne Airport 


Projects Audited (July 2011 - December 2013) 

Project Name 
John Wayne Airport Departures 

Viaduct and Spurs 

Total Audited I 
Questioned 

Costs 
Federal Project Number BROLZE-5955(037) 

Federal State 
Total Cost During Audit Period $ 4,364,257 $ 565,436 $ 4,929,693 

Finding 1 Questioned costs 
TY Lin/IDSJOA $ 1,226,508 $ 72,023 $ 1,298,531 

JOA 265,126 34,349 299,475 

Total $ 1,491,634 $ 106,372 $ 1,598,006 



II 

ATTACHMENT 

AUDIT FINDINGS CRITERIA 

Finding 1 

Title 49 Code ofFederal Regulations (49 CFR), Part 18.36 (f) (1) states "Grantees and sub 

grantees must perform a cost or price analysis in connection with every procurement action 

including contract modifications. The method and degree of analysis is dependent on the facts 

surrounding the particular procurement situation, but as a starting point, grantees must make 

independent estimates before receiving bids or proposals. 

Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) Chapter 10.2, Estimated Cost of Consultant Work, 

states "An independent cost estimate is needed to ensure that consultant services are obtained at a 

fair and reasonable price ..." 

49 CFR 18.36 (b) (9) states "Grantees and subgrantees will maintain records sufficient to detail 

the significant history of a procurement. These records will include, but are not necessarily 

limited to the following: rationale for the method of procurement, selection of contract type, 

contractor selection or rejection, and the basis for the contract price." 

49 CFR Part 18 Section 18.36 (f) (2) states "Grantees and subgrantees will negotiate profit as a 

separate element of the price for each contract in which there is no price competition and in all 

cases where cost analysis is performed ..." 

LAPM Chapter 10.1 , Pre-Award Audit, states "Consultant contracts in excess of$250,000 

require a pre-award audit. The pre-award audit examines the consultant's accounting, estimating, 

and administrative systems; proposed costs; quantities; and financial condition." 

49 CFR Part 18, 18.36 ( d) (1) states, " Procurement by small purchase procedures. Small 

purchase procedures are those relatively simple and informal procurement methods for securing 

services, supplies, or other property that do not cost more than the simplified acquisition 

threshold fixed at 41U.S.C.403(11) (currently set at $150,000). If small purchase procedures are 

used, price or rate quotations shall be obtained from an adequate number of qualified sources." 

California Government Code 4529 .12 states "All architectural and engineering services shall be 

procured pursuant to a fair, competitive selection process ..." 
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49 CFR 18.42 (b) states in part, "records must be retained for three years from the starting date 
specified in paragraph ( c) of this section." 

49 CFR 18.20 (b) (6) states, "Accounting records must be supported by such source 
documentation as cancelled checks, paid bills, payrolls, time and attendance records, contract 
and sub grant award documents, etc." 

49 CFR 18.36 (b) (9) states, "Grantees and subgrantees will maintain records sufficient to detail 
the significant history of a procurement. These records will include, but are not necessarily 
limited to the following: rationale for the method of procurement, selection of contract type, 
contractor selection or rejection, and the basis for the contract price." 

Federal Master Agreement 12-5955(R) - Article V, states in part "All of the above referenced 
parties shall make such AGREEMENT and PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT material available at 
their respective offices at all reasonable times during the entire PROJECT period and for three€ 
years from the date of the final payment to ADMINISTERING AGENCY under any 
PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT." 

LAPM Chapter 10, Section 10.7 , Subtitle "Review and Approval of Agreement" , second 
paragraph states, " The "Consultant Agreement Reviewers Checklist" (Exhibit 10-C) and 
"Consultant Agreement Outline" (Exhibit 10-D) in this chapter shall be used to ensure that 
required documentation has been provided. A "Cost Proposal" (Exhibit 10-H in this chapter), 
must include the costs of materials, direct salaries, payroll additions, other direct costs, indirect 
costs, fees, and backup calculations." 

LAPM Chapter 20, Section 20.2, Subtitle "Unrecoverable Project Deficiency "first paragraph 
states, "An Unrecoverable Project Deficiency is defined as "a deficiency of such magnitude as to 
create doubt that the policies and objectives of Title 23 of the USC (or other applicable federal 
codes) will be accomplished by the project," (quote from "PS&E Certification") and the project 
has proceeded to the point that the efficiency cannot be corrected. This level of deficiency shall 
result in the withdrawal of all or a portion of the federal and/or state funds from the project." 

In addition, Examples of some of the most common (found by Caltrans and FHWA) 
Unrecoverable Project Deficiencies (Federal) and the forth example is not complying with 
A&E consultant contract pre-award audit requirement. 

23 CFR, Chapter 1, Part 172, Section 172.5 (a) (2) states, "Small purchases. Small purchase 
procedures are those relatively simple and informal procurement methods where an adequate 
number of qualified sources are reviewed and the total contract costs do not exceed the 
simplified acquisition threshold fixed in 41 U.S.C. 403(11). Contract requirements should not be 
broken down into smaller components merely to permit the use of small purchase requirements. 
States and subrecipients of States may use the State's small purchase procedures for the 
procurement of engineering and design related services provided the total contract costs do not 
exceed the simplified acquisition threshold fixed in 41 U.S.C. 403(11)." 
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PCC 10335.5 (c) states in part, "The following consulting services contracts are exempt from the 
advertising and bidding requirements of this article: ... (5) Contracts in an amount ofless than five 
thousand dollars ($5,000)." 

Finding 2 

Program Supplement 12-5955-M023-Rl- ISTEA (executed on June 29, 2011) for the project 
BRLOZE-5955(037), Provision No 3 states, " ADMINISTERING AGENCY agrees, as a 
minimum, to submit invoices at least once every six months commencing after the funds are 
encumbered for each phase by the execution of this Project Program Supplement Agreement, or 
by Sate's approval of an applicable Finance Letter." 

Master Agreement No. 12-5955 dated 2/20/1998 - Article IV-Point 2 states, "State and Federal 
funds will not participate in PROJECT work performed in advance of approval of the 
"Authorization to Proceed." The parties shall execute a PROGRAM SUPPLEMENT between 
STATE and ADMIMSTERING AGENCY subsequently incorporating the "Authorization to 
Proceed." 

LAPM Section 5.3 states, "Time period for which claimed Federal participating costs were 
incurred and paid for each phase of work. Costs incurred prior to the Federal authorization date 
(FNM 76) are not eligible for Federal reimbursement." 

Finding 3 

LAPM effective June 2001- Chapter 10-Exhibit 10-D "Consultant Agreement Outline"-Point B2 
titled "Time of Beginning and Completion" states, "A time must be set for beginning work under 
the agreement." 

LAPM Effective June 2001 and the one effective June 2008, Chapter 10, Section 10.l second 
paragraph under "Subcontracted Services" states, "Ifa subcontract for work or services to be 
performed by such firms exceeds $25,000, the subcontract shall contain all required provisions 
of the prime contract." 

For current engineering contract, see current LAPM, Chapter 10-Section 10.l - Title 
"Subcontracted Services" second paragraph states, "Ifa subcontract for work or services to be 
performed exceeds $25,000, the subcontract must contain all required provisions of the prime 
contract." 

For current Construction Contracts, see LAPM Chapter 16-Section 16.6- Title "Procedures" , 
subtitle " 2- Subcontracting , first paragraph states, " All subcontracts shall be in the form of a 
written agreement and contain all pertinent provisions and requirements of the prime contract 
including all or a portion of the federal boiler plate specifications. " 

Master Agreement No. 12-5955 dated 2/20/1998 

• 	 Article IV-Point 3 states "Administering Agency may submit invoices in arrears for 

reimbursement ofparticipating PROJECT costs on a monthly or quarterly progress basis 
once the Project Program Supplement has been executed by STATE and the PR-2 has 
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been executed by FHW A. The total of all amounts claimed, plus any required matching 
funds , must not exceed the actual total allowable costs of all completed engineering 
work, right of way acquisition, and construction." 

• 	 Article V states, " ... Administering Agency and any third party under contract with 
ADMIMSTERING AGENCY shall retain all original records to the project financed with 
Federal funds and shall make records available upon request by Federal and State 
representatives. Following final settlement of the project costs with FHWA entire 
records/documents may be microfilmed by the Administering Agency, but in any event 

shall be retained for a period of three years from ST A TE payment of the final voucher, or 
a four-year period from the dare of the final payment under the contract, whichever is 

longer. The Administering Agency shall retain records/documents longer if required in 
writing by State. Both Federal and State representatives has the right to audit." 

For future engineering contracts, see current LAPM Section 10.8, Title "Invoices [or Progress 
Payments]" first paragraph states "Payments to the consultant are to be in arrears. In other words, 
the consultant must have actually incurred and paid the costs before invoicing the local agency." 

Finding 4 

2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A, C Basic Guidelines, states "1- Factors affecting allowability of 
costs. To be allowable under Federal awards, costs must meet the following general criteria: .... . 
J. Be adequately documented." 

LAPM Chapter 16, Section 16.9 Construction Records and Accounting Procedures states "On 
"State Administered" projects, the procedures outlined in the State' s Construction Manual shall 
be followed. On "Locally Administered" projects, a similar accounting system should be used. 
The essential elements of the system are as follows: 

1- It must contain a file of source documents supporting payments made to contractors. 
Source documents shall be any written record(s) prepared by the administering agency 
which clearly record: 

• 	 To what specified portion ofwork it applies; 
• 	 The necessary measurements and/or calculations by which the quantity is 

determined; and 
• 	 The name of the individual who made the determination. 

2- The calculations on source documents are to be checked in accordance with good 
engineering practice and the name of the checker included thereon. Checking should be 
performed as soon as practicable, but in any event prior to payment of a final estimate. 
Quantities from source documents must be entered in the appropriate project records. 

3- Weighmaster certificates are source documents and must be validated by a representative 
of the administering agency at the point of delivery. 

4-	 It should contain a separate item sheet for each contract item and each other appropriate 
accounting category such as; adjustments of compensation; extra work payments; 
payments for materials not yet incorporated into the work; and deductions. " 
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Attachment III 


List of Contract Provision E xceptions 


County of Orange, John Wayne Airport 


Contract Provisions 

Consultant I Contractor 

Require that 

sub-

consultants 
bound by all 

regulations 
in the 

contract 

Right to 

Audit by 

stale and 
federal 

government 

Costs 

b illed 

monthly I 
quarterly 
in arrears 

Three Year 

Record 
Retention 

Contract 

identifies 

a start 
and end 

date 

Require to 
comply with 

48 CFR, Ch 
1, Part 31 

Require to 
comply with 
49 CFR Part 

18 

Maintain 

accounting 
system that 

accumulates 

and segregates 
costs 

Accounting 

System 
conform 

with 

Generally 

Accepted 
Aaccounting 

Repayment of 

unallowable 

costs due to 
audit 
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be on 
letterhead 

with address 

included 

Travel & 
Subsistanc 

e billed at 

State DPA 
rates 

Equipment 

Clause 

Confidentia 

lity of data 
clause 

JOA " v v " # # # # # # # # # 

TY Lin " " " " # # # # # # # # # 

SEMA " v v " # # # # # # # # # 

..J - Identifies required provisions missing. 


# - Identifies missing provisons not required by the Master Agreement in place at the time of the contract award date; however, they are required by the subsequent Master Agreement. 




JOt-NW\'m. 

AIRPORT 


ORANGI! COUNTY 

Barry A. Rondinella, 
A.A.E.IC.A.E. 

Airport Director 

3160 Airway Avenue 

Costa Mesa, CA 

92626. 4608 

949.252.5171 

949.252.5178 fax 

www.ocair.com 

March 17, 2016 

Ms. MarSue Morrill, CPA 
Chief External Audits - Local Governments 
California Department ofTransportation 
Audits and Investigations MS-2 
1304 0 Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Subject: Response to Draft Audit Report - County of Orange John 
Wayne Airport Incurred Cost Audit P1575-0048 January 2016 

Dear Ms. Morrill: 

Pursuant to your staffs request and in accordance with Section 19.5 in the California 
Department ofTransportation's Local Assistance Procedures Manual, please find John 
Wayne Airport's response to the subject draft audit report. 

If you have any questions, please contact Kenneth Wong at John Wayne Airport at (949) 
252-6056. 

Barry A. Ron ella, A.A.E./C.A.E. 
Airport Director 

cc: William Lewis, Assistant Director, Caltrans/ Audits & Investigations 
Cliff Vose, Audit Manager, Caltrans/ Audits & Investigations 
Lisa Moreno, Auditor, Caltrans/ Audits & Investigations 
Ryan Chamberlain, Director, Caltrans/District 12 
Jim Kaufman, District Local Assistance Engineer, Caltrans/ District 12 
Mark Denny, Chief Operating Officer, County of Orange 
Courtney Wi~rcioch, Assistant Ahport Director, John Wayne Airport 
Lawrence Serafini, Deputy Airport Director, JWA/Facilities 
Mariane Teschner, Deputy Airport Director, JWA/ Finance & Administration 
Samer Marei, Airport Development Manager, ]WA/ Facilities 
Paul Albarian, Senior Deputy County Counse~ JWA/Legal Services 
Kenneth Wong, Manager,JWA/Quality Assurance & Compliance 

s142654
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ATTACHMENT IV
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Responses to Findings and Recommendations 

California Department of Transportation 


Audits and Investigations 


County of Orange John Wayne Airport 

Incurred Cost Audit P1575-0048 


January 2016 


Summar::y Response Statement 
On January 20, 2016, representatives of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Audits 
and Investigations met with John Wayne Airport to discuss the draft audit report "County of Orange 
John Wayne Airport Incurred Cost Audit P1575-0048 January 2016." This report directed responses 
to findings and recommendations to John Wayne Airport, which are included below. 

Findings. Recommendations and Responses 

Finding 1- Procurement Procedures, Practices and Policies Need Improvement 

Caltrans Audits and Investigations: "The County of Orange, John Wayne Airport QWA) did not 
procure professional services in accordance with state and federal regulations, and its procurement 
policies need to be updated to comply with state and federal requirements." 

John Wayne Airport Response to Finding 1 

JW A agrees in part and disagrees in part with Finding 1. 

Explanation for Failure to Comply with CFR and LAPM 

1. T.Y. Lln/IDS Contract: 

JWA conducted its Request for Proposal (RFP) for Architectural-Engineer (A-E) services for the 
Seismic Retrofit design work on December 3, 1999 and presented a ranked slate ofqualified A-E firms 
to the Board of Supervisors on March 7, 2000 wherein T.Y. Lln/IDS was selected as the highest 
ranked firm. Thereafter JWA was directed to enter into negotiations with T.Y. Lln/IDS. On June 
27, 2000, upon completion of successful negotiations, the Board awarded T.Y. Lln/IDS a contract for 
design of the seismic remediation project. 

JWA's original intent was to pay for the costs of the seismic retrofit project with Airport funds. 
However, after the contract was awarded, our contractor T.Y. Lln/IDS advised us that the project 
might be eligible for Caltrans grant funding. It was at this point, after JWA had awarded the contract 
to T.Y. Lln/IDS, thatJWA submitted its application for the Caltrans grant funds. 

JWA uses different contract language for federally funded and non-federally funded contracts. 
Because JWA originally planned to use Airport funds for the Seismic Retrofit project, it used its non
federally funded contract language for the T.Y. Lln/IDS contract. Similarly it did not comply with 
Caltrans's Local Assistance Procedures Manual requirements because the procurement process and 



contract award had taken place before it decided to apply for the Caltrans grant. Therefore at the time 
of procurement JWA did not consider compliance with the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) or 
Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM). Instead,JWA's focus at the time was to comply with 
State law and County policy. Moving forward, JWA will be more diligent in its contracting practices 
to ensure compliance with the CFR and LAPM on its future federally funded and Caltrans grant 
funded projects. 

2. TOA Contract:-
Over the past 25 years, JWA has privatized a portion of its project management function by using 
private A-E firms to assist in project management of Airport projects. Firms are selected through a 
competitive selection process and used by the airport on an "on call" and "as needed" basis, providing 
services such as developing and administering design and construction contracts and inspection of 
design and construction work to ensure compliance with contract documents and building codes. 

The JOA contract referenced in this audit was awarded in 2009. The selection process started in 
December 2008 and twelve (12) firms responded to the solicitation. Of the twelve firms, six (6) firms 
were selected by the evaluation panel to be interviewed. Scores were tallied and ranked to determine 
the top firms. JOA and Burier Engineering were selected as primary firms and Mendoza & Associates 
was selected as an alternate. On April 7, 2009 the Board of Supervisors approved the ranked list and 
authorized negotiations with the two primary firms. Upon conclusion ofnegotiations, contracts were 
awarded on June 23, 2009. 

JWA agrees that it did not fully comply with the CFR and LAPM in connection with the award of 
contract to JOA. This oversight was based on the airport's historical practice ofusing A-E firms, such 
as JOA, on an "on call" basis to assist with project management services. However, JWA did comply 
with state law and County policy in its award of contract to JOA. (See Attached April 7, 2009 
Agenda/Minute Order with ranking information and other documents from the SOQ selection 
process.) Moving forward, JWA will be more diligent in its A-E contracting practices to ensure 
compliance with the CFR and LAPM on future federally funded and Caltrans grant funded projects. 

Lack of Documentation Pertaining to Independent Cost Estimates. Negotiation. and 

Maintenance of Procurement Proposals 


1. T.Y. Lin/IDS Contract: 

Independent Cost Estimates: 

We are not aware of a requirement under state law that requires independent cost estimates for non
federally funded contracts. As discussed above, the T.Y. Lin/IDS contract was awarded before JWA 
knew it would be applying for the Caltrans grant funds, therefore JWA had no reason to comply with 
the CFR or LAPM at the time it procured the A-E services at issue in this audit. 

California Government Code requires that selection of A-E firms be based not on price but instead 
on "demonstrated competence and on the professional qualifications necessary for the satisfactory 
performance of the services required." (California Government Code §4526) JWA procured these A
E services pursuant to a "fair, competitive selection process" as required under California law. (See 
California Government Code §4529.12) JWA conducted a competitive process and evaluated a total 



of seven firms. The top three firms were interviewed on February 3, 2000, based on the following 
criteria: 

• Presentation/Communication Skills 
• Technical Content 
• Project Manager/Key Team Members 
• Project Understanding 
• Project Schedule 

The top firm (f.Y. Lin/IDS) and an alternate firm CW· Koo & Associates) were selected by the Board 
of Supervisors and JWA was authorized to negotiate an agreement with T.Y. Lin/IDS for the project. 
(See Attached March 7, 2000 Agenda/Minute Order) 

While we agree that we did not prepare independent cost estimates prior to entering into negotiations 
with T.Y. Lin/IDS, we recently conducted a review of rate averages for similar services and the rates 
negotiated with T.Y Lin/IDS are with.in national norms. (See Attached Rate Comparison Chart) The 
attached rate comparison chart provides support for JWA's claim that it received fair and reasonable 
prices for the services that T.Y Lin/IDS provided. 

Records of Negotiations: 

JWA records indicate that Airport staff met with representatives ofT.Y. Lin/IDS to conduct contract 
negotiations on at least seven (7) occasions between March 22, 2000 and May 30, 2000. The Meeting 
Agenda for the March 22 meeting contains topics such as Schedule Overview, A-E Contract 
Negotiation Overview and Discussion ofScope. The Agenda and other documents contain notations 
and comments which provide evidence that negotiations between the parties took place. 

Additionally, T.Y. Lin/IDS' April 21, 2000 documented fee proposal for A-E services totaled 
$473,920. After several rounds of negotiations, the parties agreed to a $50,210 reduction in the 
contract total and onJune 27, 2000, the Orange County Board of Supervisors awarded T.Y. Lin/IDS 
a contract for $423,710. This reduction in contract total provides additional evidence that negotiations 
were conducted in good faith prior to award of contract to ensure a fair and reasonable price. 

Records of Proposals: 

While we agree that our records could be more complete, part of our difficulty in locating all the 
proposals associated with this procurement is based on the fact that the solicitation took place over 
fifteen (15) years ago. Many of the staff involved in the solicitation and ranking no longer work for 
the County. JWA's current practice is to maintain all proposals for at least seven (7) years from project 
completion and we will be revie\ving our current practices with current staff to ensure proposals are 
properly maintained and filed. 



2. TOA Contract:-
Independent Cost Estimates/Records of Negotiations: 

JWA agrees that it did not conduct an independent cost estimate prior to entering into negotiations 
with JOA and that it was not able to locate documentation related to its negotiations with JOA. 
However, JOA has consistently ranked highly in JWA procurements and the firm has provided 
exemplary service to JWA. Furthermore we recently conducted a review of rate averages for services 
similar to those provided by JOA and the rates negotiated with JOA are within national norms. (See 
Attached Rate Comparison Chart) The attached rate comparison chart provides support for JWA's 
claim that it received fair and reasonable prices for the services that JOA provided. 

Records of Proposals: 

JWA disagrees that it failed to maintain the proposals associated with the competitive procurement 
connected to the JOA contract in 2009. JWA currently has on file the proposals of all 12 firms that 
responded to the procurement and can arrange a review for Caltrans auditors at your convenience. 

Procurement Policy Issues 

Your audit references contracting monetary thresholds for "informal procurements" found in the 
County Contracting Manual §3.6-105, 23 CFR 172 and the California Government Code §4529.12, 
and states that "JW A staff were unaware of the state and federal regulations and were following 
Orange County policies." 

JWA disagrees that staff was "unaware of the state and federal regulations ...." As discussed above, 
in connection with the T.Y. Lin/IDS contract, JWA did not know that it would be subsequently 
applying for the Caltrans Grant. Therefore, it followed the County's contracting policies which 
complies with State law. 

Furthermore, JWA did not follow an "informal" procurement process in its contracts with T.Y. 
Lin/IDS or JOA. Instead both contracts were entered into after a formal RFP or Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ) competitive process had been conducted. Final selection was based on a 
standardized formal ranking process in accordance with the Federal Brooks Act, California 
Government Code §4526, and County policy. 

John Wayne Airport Response to Recommendation 1 

JWA agrees that staff would benefit from additional training with regard to procurement of A-E 
services and that such training should include items such as: 

• Records retention and filing; 
• Preparation of cost estimates prior to accepting proposals; 
• Performance of cost/price analysis; 

• Retention of formal negotiation documentation; 
• Documentation of receipt of proposals. 



While we agree that aspects of the process could be improved and that airport staff should have kept 
and maintained better records, for the reasons outlined above, we do not agree with the 
reconunendation that funds should be reimbursed. JWA's current practice is to maintain all proposals 
for at least seven (7) years from project completion and we will be reviewing our current practices 
\vith current staff to ensure proposals are properly maintained and filed. We will also be instituting 
policies and procedures to ensure that the procedures found in the LAPM are followed when seeking 
future grants from Caltrans. 

Finding 2 - Grant Management Needs Improvement 

Caltrans Audits and Investigations: "JWA did not submit a Request for Reimbursement (Invoice) to 
Caltrans at least once every six months as required by Program Supplement 12-5955-M023-R1-ISTEA 
and billed for non-participating costs." 

John Wayne Ai.q?ort Response 
JWA agrees that reimbursement requests submitted to Caltrans were not six months apart and in one 
instance billed for non-participating costs. Caltrans Audits and Investigations noted that JW.A self
reported and corrected the erroneous billing of reimbursed costs. In response to this Finding, we will 
be instituting policies and procedures to ensure that the procedures found in the LAPM are followed 
if and when JWA seeks future grants from Caltrans. 

Finding 3 - Contract Provisions Need Improvement 

Caltrans Audits and Investigations: "We reviewed three JWA third party contracts and found they did 
not include rovisions required by state and federal regulations, LAPM, and Master Agreements." 

John Wayne Air.port Response 
JWA agrees that certain provisions required by state and federal regulations, Caltrans' Local Assistance 
Procedures Manual, and Master Agreements were not shown in selected third party contracts. In 
response to this Finding, we will be instituting policies and procedures to ensure that the procedures 
found in the LAPM are followed when seeking future grants from Caltrans. 

Finding 4 - Construction Management Needs Improvement 

Caltrans Audits and Investigations: "JWA made line item construction payments on an unsupported 
basis not called for in the contract. Further, the documents used to support costs claimed for a 
construction change order were inconsistent." 

John Wayne Ai.q?ort Response 

Basis of Construction Payments 
JWA agrees that line item construction payments were made on a different measurable basis than the 
contract terms. However, JWA contends that line item construction payments were approved on a 
supported basis. The measurable lump-sum basis in the contract terms is stated on the units-of



delivery method and JWA approved construction payments on a work-in-place basis. JWA did not 
approve payments on the units-of-delivery method because the uninstalled materials accumulated at 
the job site but were.not physically installed in accordance with the construction specifications. The 
construction payments for all line items were contracted and paid on a lump-sum basis. 

JWA agrees that daily field reports did not show a percentage of completion or intermediary 
documents cited by Caltrans Audits and Investigations. JWA's daily field reports were prepared and 
reviewed by project stakeholders independent of the construction company. The daily field reports 
described the daily construction tasks accomplished but did not state a percentage ofwork completed. 
JWA received a monthly payment request from the construction company reporting a percentage of 
work completed and a narrative of accomplishments. The monthly payment request and narrative of 
accomplishments were reviewed and approved by project stakeholders independent of the 
construction company prior to payment. The project stakeholders independent of the construction 
company included the construction manager, project engineer, project manager, and JWA 
management. JWA determined that the most efficient process was a monthly review and assessment 
by independent project stakeholders. 

Construction Change Order No.3 
JWA agrees that inconsistencies exist between the cost proposal prepared by the construction 
company and work reports prepared by JWA for change order no. 3. However, JWA noted that the 
value of change order no. 3 was $8,071 or 0.15% of the total paid to the construction company 
amounting to $5,338,800. 

Claimed Project Construction Costs 
JWA contends that the costs claimed for project construction are entirely consistent with what a 
reasonable grant recipient would pay in the same or similar circumstances. JW A advertised lump-sum 
bids for the construction contract and received seven bids. The County of Orange Board of 
Supervisors awarded the construction contract to the lowest responsive bidder. The other lump-sum 
bids received and not accepted by the County of Orange were between 8.47% and 109.91° o greater 
than the original construction contract award. 
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Agenda Item 

AGENDA STAFF REPORT 

ASR Control 09-000373 ,.• ~ 

MEETING DATE: 04/07/09 

LEGAL ENTITY TAKING ACTION: Board ofSupervisors 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DISTRICT(S): 2 

SUBMITTING AGENCY/DEPARTMENT: John Wayne Airport (Approved) 

DEPARTMENT CONTACT PERSON(S): Alan L. Murphy 949-252-5183 

SUBJECT: Select A-E- Project Management Services, P640 & PlOl 

CEO CONCUR 
Concur 

COUNTY COUNSEL REVIEW 
Approval Not Required 

CLERK OF THE BOARD 
Discussion 

3 Votes Board Majority 

Budgeted: N/ A Current Year Cost: NIA Annual Cost: NIA 

Staffing Impact: No # of Positions: 
Current Fiscal Year Revenue: NIA 
Funding Source: Airport Operating Fund 280 & 281 

Sole Source: NIA 

Prior Board Action: N/A 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S) 

1. 	 Select two primary firms and one alternate finn from the following ranked list: 1) Butier 
Engineering, Inc; 2) JOA Group (Jeff Oviedo & Associates, Inc dba JOA Group); and 3) Mendoza 
& Associates to provide Project Management Services to John Wayne Airport. 

2. 	 Authorize the Airport Director or designee to negotiate agreements with the primary firms and 
submit them to the Board of Supervisors for approval. 

3. 	 In the event an agreement cannot be negotiated with a primary firm, authorize the Airport Director 
or designee to negotiate an agreement with the alternate firm and submit it to the Board of 
Supervisors for approval. 

SUMMARY: 

Select two primary Architect-Engineer (A-E) firms and one alternate to provide Project Management 
services to John Wayne Airport from the following ranked list: l) Butier Engineering Inc.; 2) JOA 
Group; and 3) Mendoza & Associates. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Two contract Architect-Engineering (A-E) finns currently provide Project Management (PM) services at 
John Wayne Airport (JWA). The current PM services contracts will expire on June 30, 2009. The project 
managers and field personnel to be provided by the proposed A-E finns will continue to manage ongoing 
and future projects at JWA. JWA's facilities inventory includes numerous buildings, parking structure 
equipment, systems, as well as paved surfaces and utilities. These facilities are maintained and 
augmented by an aggressive Airport Improvement Program (AIP). Projects include, but are not limited 
to, the rehabilitation and modification of building systems, design and construction of security 
improvements, design and construction ofnew structures, environmental projects, engineering studies and 
miscellaneous projects. These projects are primarily intended to maintain existing JWA facilities and 
ensure they are functionally efficient and in a good state ofrepair. 

Protect Management Services 

Over the past seventeen (17) years, the Airport has privatized a portion of its project management 
function. The firms currently providing project management services to the Airport are Jeff Oviedo and 
Associates (JOA) and Butier Engineering, Inc (Butier). Services include developing and administering 
design and construction contracts in accordance with County, State and Federal laws, regulations, policies 
and procedures. Also, included is inspection of construction work to ensure compliance with contract 
documents and building codes. The typical contract term is for one year with two one year renewal 
options for a maximum of three years. At the end of the final contract year the Airport solicits requests 
for qualifications from interested firms for the next project management contract. 

The finns recommended for selection in this ASR offer superior qualifications for JWA and, if selected, 
will allow the Airport flexibility in matching the project manager and field personnel with a specific 
project. Therefore, it is requested that the Board of Supervisors select two (2) primary finns and one (1) 
alternate finn to provide project management services at JWA. Airport staff will negotiate two (2) 
separate contracts with the selected firms and return said contracts to the Board for approval. In the event 
an agreement cannot be negotiated with either one of the primary firms, staff will negotiate an agreement 
with the alternate firm and return to the Board for approval. 

Selection Process 

A Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for project management services at JWA was solicited through 
JWA's website starting December 5, 2008. In addition, an advertisement requesting interested finns to 
submit Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) was placed in the Orange County Register on December 8, 9, 
18 and 19, 2008. Twelve (12) firms responded with an SOQ. They are: 1) Butier Engineering, Inc; 2) 
Caltrop; 3) CNC; 4) DMc Engineering; 5) Hill International; 6) JOA Group; 7) Leo A Daly; 8) Mendoza 
& Associates; 9) RLB Rider Levett Bucknall; 10) Swinerton Management Consultants; 11} Titus; and 12) 
URS. Of the twelve, six (6) firms were selected by the evaluation panel to be interviewed. The six finns 
were interviewed on February 18, 2009, by a panel comprised of four Airport staff members and one 
member of the Airport Commission. The SOQ and interviews counted as fifty percent (50%) each of the 
final score. The scores were tallied and ranked to detennine the top finns. A summary of the evaluation 
panel scoring of the written SOQ submittals and the interview performance is shown in Exhibit A. A 
summary of the top-ranked finns and their experience completing airport-related projects is shown in 
Exhibit B. 
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CEQA COMPLIANCE: 

Recommended action is not a project as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15379 (B)(2). 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

NIA 

STAFFING IMPACT: 

NIA 

EXHIBIT{S): 

Exhibit A: A-E Selection Summary 
Exhibit B: Architect-Engineer Slate 
Exhibit C: Scoring Sheet for Written Proposal 
Exhibit D: Scoring Sheet for Interviews 
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t:XHIBIT A 
JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 
A-E SELECTION SUMMARY 

Written SOQ Evaluation Summary (50% of Total) 

Evaluator 
Butier 

Engineering, 
Inc. 

JOA Group 
Mendoza& 
Associates 

Leo A Daly Caltrop 
Swinerton 

Management 
Consultants 

I 460 440 430 420 370 360 

2 465 440 410 395 415 380 

3 460 440 440 430 435 400 

4 450 450 340 360 330 330 

5 490 470 430 420 4SO 410 

Subtotal 2325 2240 2050 2025 2000 1880 

Interview Evaluation Summary (50% of Total) 

Evaluator 
Butier 

Engineering, 
Inc. 

JOA Group 
Mendoza& 
Associates 

Leo A Daly Caltrop 
Swinerton 

Management 
Consultants 

I 480 470 435 365 330 280 

2 480 465 450 415 400 435 

3 470 455 445 340 350 325 

4 485 470 435 270 285 305 

5 485 470 445 300 345 300 

Subtotal 2400 2330 2210 1690 1710 1645 

Combined Evaluation Summary 

Butier 
Engineering, 

Tnc 
JOA Group 

Mendoza& 
Associates 

Leo A Daly Caltrop 
Swinerton 

Management 
rnn1mltants 

Total 4725 4570 4260 3715 3710 3525 

Percentage 
of Total 

95 91 85 74 74 71 

Ranking I 2 3 4 5 6 
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Exhibit B 


ARCHITECT-ENGINEER SLATE 

JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES 


PROJECT NO. 280-280-4200-P640 AND 281-281-4200-PlOl 


The review committee convened on January 28, 2009 to evaluate twelve (12) proposals. The top 
six (6) finns were selected for an interview on February 18, 2009. Below is a list of the three 
highest scoring finns (listed in ranked order). The review committee recommends that the Board 
of Supervisors select the two highest ranked firms as primary firms and the third ranked firm as 
an alternate. 

1. 	 Bu tier Engineering, Inc. (staff of 35, Tustin) 
17782 East 17th Street, Suite 107, Tustin, CA 92780 

Representative Projects 

• 	 Construction of Parking Lot C, John Wayne Airport 
Provided construction management and inspection services for Parking Lot C 
which provides 1,100 parking spaces. 

• 	 Reconstruction of Landing Surfaces of Runway 1L-19R, John Wayne 
Airport 
Provided construction management services for milling and replacing 3 Y2 inches 
of Asphalt Concrete surface layer within the runway keel section and other 
aircraft high traffic areas. 

• 	 Martin Aviation Hangar and Museum Upgrade & Expansion, John Wayne 
Airport 
Provided construction oversight and inspection for this project. The existing 
facility was refurbished to allow for the interior and exterior to tie into a new 
32,000 square foot hangar expansion. 

2. 	 JOA Group (staff of 8, Costa Mesa) 

709 Randolph A venue, Suite B 

Costa Mesa, CA 92626 


Representative Projects 

• 	 Perimeter Road Reconstruction Phase II, John Wayne Airport 
Project management services provided for the design of pavement reconstruction, 
pavement rehabilitation, SIDA gate relocation and fence relocation for the North 
Perimeter Road project. 

• 	 JWA South Remain-Over-Night (RON), John Wayne Airport 
Provided project management services for the design of full project management 
services for relocating the South RON farther south and east of its previous 
location. 
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• 	 Fire Station No. 33 Replacement, John Wayne Airport 
Provided full-time project management services for the construction of the 16,500 
square foot aircraft rescue and firefighting facility. 

3. 	 Mendoza & Associates (Staff of 15, San Diego) 
9444 Balboa Avenue, Suite 270 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Representative Projects 

• 	 McClellan-Palomar Airport Terminal Redevelopment & Improvements, 
Carlsbad, California 
Providing construction management services for a new 18,000 square foot 
tenninal building, baggage screening areas, new aircraft ramp and three parking 
lots. 

• 	 San Francisco International Airport Master Expansion Proivam, San 
Francisco, California 
Provided project management and construction management services for Security 
and Special Systems expansion program and construction inspection of airport 
roadways and bridges. 

• 	 Oakland Airport Roadways Project, Alameda County Transportation 
Authority, Oakland, California 
Provided program management services for Airport Roadways project which 
included construction of concrete taxiway bridges at Oakland Airport's FedEx 
tenninal. 

2 of 2 
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ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

MINUTE ORDER 

April 07• 2009 

Suhmlrrlng Ar«nra•llJuartmaat; JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 

Sckct two primary and one alternate firms from 1111kod liat ror project management 5Crvi1:e11; and authorize negotiation 
ofagrecmcnl for Board approval - District 2 

The/Dllowfng waction taan llJI the Boanl o/BiqNrvi.ors1 
APPROVED AS Ri;COMMENDEO II OTHER D 

U1111.lmo111 C (I) NGUYEN: Y (2} MOORLACH: Y (3) CAMPBELL: Y (4) NORBY: X (5) BATES: V 

Volt Key: YmYts, N~No; An.Abstain; X•E.r.cused: B.O...Boart/Orrler 

Oocu111ea111ccomp.1aylo111l!ls mall~r: 

C Ruolutlon(s) 
0 Ordinances(s) 
0 Contr11:t(a) 

!tom No. 34 

Special Notas: 

I ccnlry 1h1t lhe rorogoina Is 1lNC111d airr1:.:1 cgpy oflhc Minute 01det 
.adop1ed bi· the Doon! or Supervisors, Orange Cnunty, SQ!e or Callfomia 
DARLF.1\1! J. BLOOM, Clerk of the Do>rd 

• 
Dy:.____________ 

OcpUI)' 

http://agendasearch.ocgov .corn/awsearch/Image Viewer .aspx 3/14/2016 
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A rF.NCWDl!JI .AGENDA ITEM TRANSMITTAL 

IA 	
CC:.OKIJVll!W 

l8J Concul:?'CONSENT 0 
0 Do !\or Concurv ("" I 11 	1llM<l01>§6N 181 

. • . PUBLIC IU!AlllNG 0 n ElltnlJ>.1_ --........~~~~~ 

-=To~:~B~O~A~R=o.,,o~r""s.,.,u""p1:'"'1t~v"'"'1'"s6Rr=s'"".""c"'q"'cyl""',.'F-Y=.,,.,..,,,o~r·'""o"'"RA~N~G.F.==.-~-Coi'iTACT FOK INFORMATION . 

Alan Murphy (949) 252·5183 
FROM: JOHN WAYNE AlRPORT ADMINISTRATIO!!_ ...•.~•.!11'! Owens __.~_9,_}2_5_2-_5_12-'6----~~~=---1 

UDJE SUPV. ST. 
Selection of Architect-Engineer 

March 7. 2000 Seismic Remediation - Elevated Roadways 5 
______ -----·---.. Pr~Jec~.Nitu!"_!>.!lr 2~~~~~-2_00_-_P8_3_4__________,_____---i 

SUM~AKYOf' REQUEST (Descrlpllon for Ag•n a): 

Select an Architect-Engineer firm and an attemate for the design of seismic upgrades for the Elevated Roadways at John 

wayne Airport 


ADDITIOPiAL DATA: 

See Page2 

CEQA CO~l'LtA'ICE: 

Recommended action l1i not a project as deftned by CEQA. 

NIA 

FUNPING SO RCES (S) 


Airport Operating Funds· 100'Ai NIA NIA 

WILL PROPOSAL REQUIRE Al>l>ll'IONAl. l'ERSUNNEL1° CONSISTENT WITH ROARD POLICY? 


[8JNO If' YES, !IIATE NUMBER_ PERMANEl\'T_LIMITED TERM [ 18JYES 0 NEW ITEM OR EXCEPTION 

RECOMMENblm AC."TION:· .•. ·-·· ---- - . • - -·-· 
1 Select an Architect·Engineer nrm and an Alternate from the following ranked litl. 

1) TY Lin lntemational / Integrated Design Service&, Inc. 2) W Koo & Associales, Inc. 3) Robert Bein, Wiiiiam Frost 
& AsSOC1ates 

2 	 Aulhorlze lhe Alrpor1 Director. or deslgnee, 10 negollate an agreement with Ille primary nrm and submit ii to the Board of 
Supervlson1 for approval 

J. 	 In the event an agreement cannot be negollatect with the primary firm, authorize lha Alrpor1 Director. or designee to 

ne obata an a reement with th• alternate firm and submit ii lo die Board of Supervisors fol' aeproval. 


.1 • C Appl ca ~)---·---- AffACHMENTS 

Counly Counael Architect-Engineer Slate 

Airport Commiss.on A-E Selaclion SumlTlal)I 


A-E Interview Evaluation Summery 
A-E Written Pro aal EvaluaUon Summa 

AIT PR:l4 AF.11lect1on dnc 

3/14/2016http://agendasearch.ocgov.com/awsearch/Image Viewer.aspx 
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ACF.NOA ITEM TRANSMJITAI. ,J\VA ARCHlTECT-ENGTNF.F.R SELE('TION 
PAGE2 SEISMIC REMF.nIATJO~ - F.J.lO:VATED ROADWAYS 

PROJECT NO. 280-l80-4200-PS34 

ADntTTONAL DATA: 

Background 

In March 1998, the Architect-Engineer firm of Parsons Brinckerhoff waa contracted to conduct a seismic 
structural analysis or the elevated roadways and bridges at John Wayne Airport (Project No. 280·280-1900· 

. 	P792). This performance based seismic analysis was undertaken due lo recent significant changes to building 
codes and Caltrans bridge design guidelines. The analyals was based on Caltrans guidelines outlined In 
Bridge Design Specifications. Bridge Design Aids, Memo to Designers. ACI code, and AASHTO Bridge Design 
Guide. The Parsons Brinckerhoff January 2000 report revealed that certain structural elements of the elevated 
roadways and bridges did not meet the desirable strength and/or performance requirements dunng an extreme 
site specific earthquake. While the 1tructures are safe for everyday use, it was recommended that a seismic 
retrofit be Implemented In order to meet the ' Immediate Occupancy· goal during a •100Ji In 50 years" 
earthquake. 

This project will correct the deflcienclllS described In the Parsons Brinckerhoff structural analysis of the 
elevated roadways and bridges The design will be performance based and will conform to tha recent changae 
In the Caltrana guldeUnes, ACI Code, and AASHTO Bridge Design Guide. The seismic retrofit will be designed 
with the elevated roadways and bridges con11dered as 'Essential Facilities' and the bridge performance level 
will be Immediate Occupancy for a "10% in 50 yeani• earthquake and Life Safety for a "2% In 50 years' 
earthquake. The range of structural retrofit item& Includes column Jacketing, bent cap retrofit. limited 
foundation Improvements and the strengthening of the connections ror various non-structural element' 

Review Process 

Proposals for this project were received from seven firms on January 7. 2000. A review committee composed 
of three Airport staff members and the contract project manager was estabB&had to review the written 
propoaala and identify the most qualified firms. The firms were rated on pre-estabtiahed criteria including 
technical expertise, qualifications of key personnel, and pro1ect approach. The top three firms were invited for 
interviews on February 3, 2000. Based on the review of the written proposals and the interviews, a short list of 
three ranked firms was prepared for aubmlllal to the Board of Supervisors for selectlon of a primary and 
altemata architect-engineer firm for this projact 

AIT P8l4 AEselecllon 

Page 1of1 

http://agendasearch.ocgov.com/awsearch/Image Viewer .aspx 3/14/2016 

http://agendasearch.ocgov.com/awsearch/Image


TY Lin/IDS 
March 7, 2000 Page 1of1 

Procurement Documents 
Page 3 of7 

JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 


P834; SEISMIC REMEDIATION -ELEVATED ROADWAYS 


ARCHITECT-ENGINEER SLATE 


The review committee convened on January 21, 2000. The committee evaluated a total of seven 
firms. The top three firms were Interviewed on February 3, 2000. Below is a ranked list of the three 
top firms. 

1. 	 I.Y. Un lntemational / Integrated Design Services. Inc.. - Staff of 100 <Santa Ana I San 
Bernardjnol 
250 N. Golden Circle, Suite 105, Santa Ana, CA 92705 

Representatjye Projects: 

Route 241 Structures. Orange County, CA - Designed three major sections of the Foothill 
Transportation Corridor. 

Caltrans Seismic Retrofit, CA- Designed the seismic retrofit of over fifty bridges and 

overcrosslngs. 


2. W. Koo & ~cie. ~· -!'ffo,29 csranael 
600 The Clti a ayest, ilite 10, range, CA 92868 


Representatiye Prolects: 


Loa Angeles International Airport, Los Angeles, CA - Designed the seismic retrofit of over 40% 

of the second level roadway structure. 

Carqulnez Straits Bridge Seismic Retrofit. Solano County, CA - Designed the seismic retrofit 
for the two hook ramps of the South approach. 

2. 	 ~~e Bein. William Frost & ~~osMa- Staff of 305 Clryine)
1 	 Alton Parkway, Irvine, • 

Repmsontatlye Prolects: 

Caltrans Phase II On-Call Seismic Retrofit, CA - Performed seismic evaluation of 34 bridges. 

Mid-Valley Parkway Bridge, Palm Springs, CA - Ceslgned the seismic retrofit for tile structure. 

The Review Committee recommends that the Board of Supervisors select a primary and an alternate 
from the above firms 

AIT P834 AE Stale 
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JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 

P834; SEISMIC REMEDIATION - ELEVATED ROADWAYS 


A-E SELECTION SUMMARY 


Written Proposal Evaluation Summary (50% of Total) 

Evaluator 
T.Y. LinI 

Integrated Design 
Services 

W.Koo& 
Aasocialee 

Robert Bein. 
William Frost & 

Associates 
1 490 460 430 

2 500 490 455 

3 480 436 405 

4 465 395 400 

Subtotal 1935 1780 1690 

Interview Evaluation Summary (50% of Total) 

T.Y. Lin I Robert Bein,
W. Koo&Evaluator Integrated Design William Frost &
Associates

Services Associates 
1 495 325 380 

2 415 340 365 

3 495 455 260 

4 4195 400 370 

Subtotal 1900 1520 1375 

Combined Evaluation Summary 

T.Y. Lin I 
Integrated Design 

Services 

W. Koo& 
Associates 

Robert Bein, 
William Frost & 

Associates 

TataI 3835 3300 3065 

Percentage of Total 
Avellable Points 

96 83 77 

Ranking 1 2 3 

213100 
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JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 

P834; SEISMIC REMEDIATION ·ELEVATED ROADWAYS 


A-E SELECTION - REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) 
Interview Evaluation Summery 

l!tta/ualDr 

1 

z 

3 

" 

I 

Firm: W Koo&Auac T.V Lin, IDS 

.WIUMion Cttlvrla Wel;llt 
Score W'S Score 

W'S(0-f) (o-IS} 

PllESl!NTATIOH I 
15 3 45 5 75COMllUlllCATION ilCIU.S 

l!OIHICAI. CONT£NT 25 3 75 5 125 
PllOJ!CT MNIMl!R / KEY 

30 3 90 5 150ITEAW MlMIERS 

if'RWECT UHDEllSl'AHCINO 25 4 100 5 125 

llRO.IECT SCl4EOULE 5 3 15 4 20 
Sutlalll: 325 495 

l'RESEHTATIDN I 
15 4 so 5 75ICO_,HICATION SKIU.S 

TICHlllCAL. COHTDIT 25 4 100 4 100 
""°-'ICT~ I KlY 

30 3 90 4 120T'IAM ll£M8EllS 

PRO.IECTUNDER5TAHCINQ 25 3 75 4 100 

llRO.IECT !CHl!DULI!: 5 l 15 4 20 
s-..1 3'0 415 

""IKNT•n•O•1 
MMUUNICATX»I Sl<tlil Ill 4 so fl 75 

ITICHN1CAI. CONT£HT 25 5 125 5 125 
PROJ&TMNWIEA l l<iOf 30 5 150 5 150ITEAM MllMIUS 

PllOJECT U'IDERSTAHOl'IG 25 4 100 6 125 

il>ROJECTSCttEOULE 5 4 20 4 2D 
SUbtolai 455 49' 

RUENTATION I 15 4 llO 5 75COMMUtllCATION SIW..S 
TKHNCN.. COllTlNT 25 4 100 5 125 
PRO/ECT PMHJ.GER 1ICEV 

30 4 120 5 150Tl!MI ll&MIEAS 

PROJECT UNOEA5TANCINO 25 4 100 5 125 

PllO.liCT SCHIOU\.& 5 4 20 4 20 
SullloCal ...... 485 

Total; 1520 1900 
Percentage: 76 95 

RBF &Assoc 

Score W'S
(1).1) 

3 '5 

4 100 

4 120 

4 100 

3 15 
3SO 

5 71! 

3 75 

4 120 

3 75 

.. :w 
385 

3 45 

3 75 

3 eo 
I 25 

5 25 
.mu 

4 ISO 

3 75 

4 120 

4 100 

3 15 
370 

1a15 
69 
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JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT 

PBJ.4, SEISMIC REMEDIATION - ELEVATED ROADWAYS 


A-E SELECTION - REQUESTFOR PROPOSALS (RFP) 
Written Proposal Evaluation Summery 

fv11luafol 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Firm: HOR W Koo& Parsoos URS 
EnalnH""" Alaoc:. !lllnclelholl eo •tion T.Y Lin. IDS 

~lllMll/oll Crlterl• w.tgllt scort W'S Scart w-a kvrt W'S 
Seo,. 

W'S Seonr W'S
(O.SJ (NJ (IHJ (0.5) /0-5) 

TECKIDCAL EllPEllllSE 25 4 100 5 125 5 125 3 75 5 125 

N:T 1'£118ot&'lEl & JO 4 120 5 150 3 90 3 90 5 150UFEl''"CIS 
......110ACH1 25 4 100 6 125 4 100 3 76 s 125 
~NOllllTANDNG 

C~O•OFC::OST& 10 3 30 3 30 3 30 3 30 4 40lc:llEOUUi5 
MJ&QIJA'l1£ STAff ANO 

10 3 30 3 30 2 20 3 30 5 50.\VAl\AllUTY 

Subl011t 380 '41111 365 300 490 

TECllNICAL U'EftTlSI! 25 4 100 5 125 4 100 4 100 5 125 

KETPllllONllEl & 30 4 120 5 1eo 3 90 4 120 5 150AlllllDICH 
Al'f'llOACHI 

25 3 75 5 125 3 75 3 75 5 125UND£11STNIDINQ 
CONTllO• OF COIT & 10 3 30 5 50 3 30 3 30 5 50llClll!OIAEI 
jAO&QIMTI STAFF AND 
"VNIMUTY 

10 3 30 4 40 3 30 3 30 5 50 

Sublolll: ~ 490 325 ..,.,, 500 

lECHNICAL IJCPEllTlSI! 25 4 100 4 100 4 100 3 75 5 125 

KlHllllONNU.& 
30 1 30 4 120 1 30 2 eo 5 1110

lleflllEHW 

~-' 25 3 75 Ii 125 4 100 2 50 5 125
UllOlllSTANDINO 
~OLOPCQIT& 
ICHiDUlU 10 3 30 4 40 3 30 2 20 4 40 

io\OIQUAT! ITMF AHO 1() 3 30 5 5() 2 20 2 20 4 40
,_VAl~LllY 

liUblolll 265 435 735 ~Ill 225 410 

T!Cl1NICAI. eilPEJIT13E 25 4 100 .. 100 4 100 5 125 4 100 

IC5Y P'lll30NHlL & 30 3 llO 3 GO 3 90 4 120 5 150lllFlllENC!S 
APl'llOACICI 

25 5 125 5 t26 5 126 3 75 6 125UNO&ABTNIDIHll 
c;QNTIIOI. Of' COST a 10 4 40 4 40 3 30 3 30 5 50ICHID\JLH 
Ml1iOU.\111 ITMP AHO 10 3 30 4 40 4 40 3 30 4 40
AVAIUllllJlY 

SUbuut 31111 395 385 380 485 

Total: 1385 1780 1355 1260 1935 
Percentage: 89 89 88 63 97 

RBF& 
EOE lnU. Auoc:. 

Scol9 W"S Sc:ont 
W'S

(0.SJ ,,,.,, 
3 75 s 125 

3 &O 4 120 

4 100 5 125 

3 30 3 30 

3 30 3 30 

3l:I uu 

4 100 5 125 

3 90 5 150 

3 75 4 100 

3 30 .. "° .. 40 .. 40 

335 455 

1 25 4 100 

2 60 5 150 

3 75 3 75 

2 20 4 40 

3 30 4 40 

210 405 

4 100 4 100 

5 tSO 4 120 

3 75 4 100 

3 30 5 50 

3 30 3 30 

315 400 

1255 1890 

63 85 

1/20IOO 
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ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

MINUTE ORDER 

March 07, 2000 

SJduni11b1g Age11oiQcpgrtmr11t: JOHN WAYNl:: AIRPORT 

Select a primary and alternate architeciural-enginc:tring firm from l'llllkcd list for design of seismic upgrad~ for 

t:le\•o1.llld iuadways; and 11u1hnri7.c ncg01ia1ion of ugreemenl for Board approval • Di~trict S 


Thefollowlng ls action taken by the Board q/Supervfsors: 

APPROVED AS Rf.COMMF:NDl:D C OTHER Iii 

APPROVT!D AS RECO~NDED; SELECT.IIDT.Y. LIN INTI!RNATIONAIJISTEGRATF.0 DESIGN 

SERVICC.S. INC. AS PRIMARY l\NDW. KOO&. ASSOCIATC.S, INC. AS ALTF.RNATE 


Unanlmou.' C (I) SMITH: Y {l) SU.VA: Y (3) SJ>lT.lER: Y (4) COAD: X (5) Wll.SON: Y 

Yore Key: Y•Yts: N=No: A=Abs111i11: X-=E.t~ust1/; 8.0.=llrmrd Order 

Documents accompanying thl~ matter: 

0 Rci;olu1inn(s) 
a Ordinoncc~(~l 
0 Con1ractM 

ltcmNn. 77 

Special NocCli: 

l ccnlfy lh•l lhl: futc,uin~ ii a true anil <-um:~I copy of the Minute C'lllkr 
odopted hy the Rnanl nr Slil"'fvi!«lr<, Ot:1nK• ruunty. ~l~I• ul C•lirumia 
DARLE.'"E J. BUX>M. Clerk or the Boon! 

lly 

Ocpu1y 


• 
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John Wayne Airport 
Rate Comparison Chart 
Audit of Incurred Cost by the California Department of Transportation 

TY Lin/IDS 

TY Lin/IDS Low GSA High GSA Low GSA High GSA JWA 

Contracted Contracted CPI Adjusted CPI Adjusted Contracted 

Employee Classification 2016 Rate 2016 Rate 2000 Rate 2000 Rate 2000 Rate 

Project Manager $58.28 $202.10 $39.59 $137.29 $120.00 

QA/QC Manager $85.64 $151.73 $58.18 $103.07 $135.00 
Project Structural Engineer Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported $105.00 

Structural Engineer $76.72 $196.37 $52.12 $133.40 $85.00 
Civil/Traffic Engineer Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported $85.00 

Architect $80.80 $144.19 $54.89 $97.95 $80.00 
Geotechnical Engineer $59.05 $141.87 $40.11 $96.38 $85.00 
MEP Engineer Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported $85.00 

Construction Engineer $126.26 $181.76 $85.77 $123.48 $85.00 
Draftsperson $34.56 $97.46 $23.48 $66.21 $60.00 
Clerical/Support $26.27 $67.00 $17.85 $45.52 $45.00 

CPI January 2000 LA-Riv-QC 167.900 
CPI January 2016 LA-Riv-QC 247.155 

147.20%Percentage Increase 

JOA Group 

JOA Group Low GSA High GSA Low GSA High GSA JWA 

Contracted Contracted CPI Adjusted CPI Adjusted Contracted 
Employee Classification 2016 Rate 2016 Rate 2009 Rate 2009 Rate 2009 Rate 
Senior Project Manager 
Project Manager 
Associate Project Manager 
Field Representative 2 
Field Representative 1 
Engineering Technician 
Word Processor 
Principal Project Manager 
Construction Administrator 

$62.07 
$58.28 
$30.64 
$79.62 
$79.62 
$38.25 
$23.56 
$89.58 

$134.41 

$268.11 
$202.10 
$133.32 
$88.89 
$88.89 

$112.27 
$70.63 

$232.67 
$134.41 

$55.43 
$52.05 
$27.36 
$71.10 
$71.10 
$34.16 
$21.04 
$80.00 

$120.03 

$239.43 
$180.48 
$119.06 

$79.38 
$79.38 

$100.26 
$63.08 

$207.78 
$120.03 

$141.00 
$122.00 
$116.00 
$115.00 
$108.00 

$90.00 
$62.00 

$174.00 
$135.00 

CPI January 2009 LA-Riv-OC 220.719 
CPI January 2016 LA-Riv-OC 247.155 
Percentage Increase 111.98% 

Note ·The consumer price Index was used to translate hourly charge rates Into Inflation-free dollars. 
The analysis used the consumer price Index for the Los Angeles·Rlverslde·Orange County region as a 
deflator of the consumer's dollar value to find the comparable purchasing power. 




