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Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: AC Transit Board of Directors 

FROM: David J. Armijo, General Manager 

13-326a 
September 10, 2014 

SUBJECT: Consulting Services for Computer Aided Dispatch/ Automated Vehicle Location 
System 

ACTION ITEM 

RECOMMENDED ACTION(S): 

Consider awarding a contract to The IBI Group for Project Management/Owner's Representation 
assistance in the planning, engineering and implementation of the District's Computer Aided 
Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location (CAD/AVL) System. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

This project will result in the replacement of the District's current CAD/AVL system. The new 
system will be implemented through four contracts: this consultant's contract, the voice 
communications contract, the data communication contract, and the CAD/AVL system 
application contract. This will provide experienced CAD/AVL engineers and project managers to 
act as extensions of the District staff, permitting the District to have cost -effective, specialized 
experts, which is not available within existing staff. Reporting to the AC Transit project manager, 
the consultants will advise and oversee all aspects of the project, including procurement, design, 
and testing system installation and components. 

This procurement was conducted through a competitive Request for Proposal methodology. 
Staff solicited 10 firms, of which two were small/local/Disadvantaged Business Enterprises. 
Three firms responded to the solicitation and were evaluated by a three-person panel. The panel 
found the recommended awardee to be the most qualified. The primary factors influencing the 
panel's determination of most qualified include the IBI Group's CAD/AVL implementation 
experience, their comprehensive work plan included in the proposal, and commitment to the 
full support of the AC Transit CAD/AVL project. 

This contract is a firm-fixed price contract valued at $1,525,806, with a period of performance 
from contract award for 48 months. Of the total contract value, $421,000 is for goods and 
services from small/local/Disadvantaged Business Enterprises. 



Report No. 13-326a 
Page 2 of 5 

BUDGETARY/FISCAL IMPACT: 

The funding breakdown for this contract is as follows 

Fund Source Total 

FTA Section 5307 $1,220,645 

1-Bond PTMISEA $305,161 

Total $1,525,806 

From the table above, the $1,525,806 contract value is comprised of FTA Section 5307 grant 
funding in the amount of $1,220,644.80, with a District match of $305,161.20. No additional 
funds are required to award this contract. 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 

This project will replace the District's XEROX CAD/AVL and associated communications systems, 
and is comprised of four contracts: the consulting contract that is the subject of this report, a 
contract for data communications, one for voice communications and one for implementation 
of the CAD/AVL application. 

This contract will provide experienced consultants to augment existing District staff and provide 
specialized technical expertise that is not available within existing staff. For example, this 
contract will provide technical guidance in the areas of procurement and contract 
administration ofthe CAD/AVL, radios, and voice communication contracts. The consultants will 
provide technical recommendations on the types of voice communication radios best suited for 
the District's needs and assistance with their programming. In addition, the contract will 
develop a comprehensive systems specification manual and assist the District in its evaluation 
of the proposed design. The contract will also provide training to District employees on how to 
adapt District processes to the new system and make maximum use of the new capabilities 
provided by it. Operational support for the period immediately after the system is operational 
will also be provided and is critical to ensuring a smooth transition to the new system. The 
contractor's specialized expertise and experience will be a vital component of both planning for 
integration testing and execution of it. These tests will ensure that all components of the 
system work together as seamlessly as possible. Finally, this contract will provide supervision of 
the installation of all on board equipment on the vehicles. 

Procurement Type and Timeline. The procurement used for the subject contract is a 
competitive proposal, as defined by FTA Circular 4220.1F Rev 3. 

The procurement proceeded according to the timeline in Table 1; the results of the solicitation 
are in Table 2. 
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Table 1. Procurement Timeline. 

Action 
Board authorization to issue solicitation 
Solicitation issued 
Pre-bid conference 

Solicitation closed 
Evaluations complete 

Table 2. Solicitation Results. 

Metric 
Number of firms solicited 
Number of local firms solicited 
Number of disadvantaged business enterprises solicited 
Number of firms that responded 

Number of firms determined to be responsive 
Number of firms evaluated 

Date 
October 9, 2013 

July 15, 2014 
July 28, 2014 

August 15, 2014 

August 27, 2014 

Value 
10 
2 
1 

3 
2 
2 

The RFP was posted on the AC Transit website and advertised in the Oakland Tribune. As this is 
a competitive proposal, staff convened an evaluation panel comprised of representatives from 
AC Transit and San Mateo County Transit. The panel evaluated proposals in accordance with 
the evaluation criteria listed in the solicitation and shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. Proposal Evaluation Criteria. 

Evaluation Criteria Weighting 
Relevant past performance 20 
Technical approach to this project 22 
Project manager and team 18 
Cost 40 
Total 100 

Of the three firms responding to the solicitation one proposal was considered unresponsive. 
MACRO submitted a proposal that the District considered unresponsive for a number reasons. 
Chief among them is MACRO's failure to address major elements of the scope of work. For 
example, MACRO did not address the support for the move of the Operations Control Center 
nor did the proposal address training and operational support for operations controllers as they 
learn the new system. In addition, the MACRO proposal failed to address the requirement to 
develop test procedures and engineering support required to ensure all components of the 
system work together as designed. Moreover, the number of direct labor hours proposed in 
their work plan (3,796 over a four-year period) is inconsistent with the complexity of the 
project, and would jeopardize the project or lead to burdensome change orders. 

The panel's rankings are shown in Table 4. They found that the recommended awardee's 
submissions demonstrated a superior technical approach with a well-developed and 
comprehensive work plan. This included a well-experienced and proven team as demonstrated 
by the team's previous performance, the inclusion of additional technical information into the 
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proposal pertinent to the AC Transit project implementation, and a commitment to AC Transit 
to participate fully in every aspect of the project as shown by the project plan, schedule, and 
work plan. 

Table 4. Evaluation Result. 

Evaluation Criteria IBI Group MACRO URS 
Relevant past performance 20 11 6 
Technical approach to this project 20 16 14 
Project manager and team 17 9 9 
Cost 40 N/A 17 
Total 97 N/A 46 

The recommended contract is a firm-fixed price with a total value of $1,505,206, and a period 
of performance from contract award for 48 months. There are no option periods for this 
contract. 

Award of this contract to the recommended awardee would result in $421,000 going to 
small/local/disadvantaged businesses, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. Contract Value by Firm. 

Firm SLDBE Type Participation in $ 
IBI Group (Prime) N/A $901,206 
Eiger TechSystems Inc. DBE $101,000 
Forrest Telecom Engineering DBE $78,000 
Cambridge Systematics (Oakland, Ca) LBE $242,000 
Hatfield & Dawson Consulting and Engineering N/A $83,000 
Pericle Communications Company N/A $100,000 
Total Contract $1,505,206 

ADVANTAGES/DISADVANTAGES 

Award of this contract would permit staff to implement the Board's direction regarding this 
project (Staff Report 13-326). 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 

Do Nothing. The Board could opt to maintain the situation as-is, resulting in implementation 
delays or termination. 

Select an alternate awardee. The Board could override the staff recommendation and order 
contract award to an alternate awardee. This would lead to unpredictable consequences; 
among them is an increase in the probability of a protest. 

Order a re-competition. The Board could abandon this procurement and direct staff to re
compete the contract. This would be appropriate if the Board finds that statutory, regulatory or 
public policy interests have not been satisfactorily addressed by the procurement procedures. 
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This would delay project implementation while staff addresses the deficiencies in the 
procurement and re-conducts it. 

PRIOR RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS/POLICIES: 

Staff Report 13-326: Consider approval for solicitation of a Computer Aided 
Dispatching/Automatic Vehicle Location (CAD/AVL) system to replace its current system. 
Additionally, consider approval of a solicitation of Project Management/Owner's 
Representation Assistance in the planning, engineering, and implementation of the District's 
CAD/AVL system replacement. 

ATTACHMENT($): 

None 

Department Head Approval: Dennis W. Butler, Acting Chief Planning, Construction & 
Engineering Officer 

Reviewed by: Jon Medwin, Director of Purchasing and Materials 
James Pachan, Chief Operating Officer I Interim Chief Financial 
Officer 
Thomas O'Neill, Chief Information Services Officer 
Denise Standridge, Interim General Counsel 

Prepared by: Sandra Lewis-Williams, Information Systems Project Manager 
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