
CITY OF OAKLAND 

RlbO >- I 
OFFICE OF THE CIT i C i ' ^»* tp r 

OAKLAND,. / - «r'• 

AGENDA REPORT 
TO: DEANNA J. SANTANA 

CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

SUBJECT: Award Sewer Construction Contract 

FROM: Vitaly B. Troyan, P.E. 

DATE: September 11, 2012 

City Administrator 
Approval J Date 

7 COUNCIL DISTRICT: 6 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution awarding a construction contract to 
Pacific Trenchless, Inc. for the Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded by 
Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502 - Project No. 
C312510) in the amount of One Million Three Hundred Twenty Thousand Three Himdred 
Ninety-Four Dollars ($1,320,394.00). 

OUTCOME 

Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to execute a construction 
contract with Pacific Trenchless, Inc. in the amount of $1,320,394.00. The work to be completed 
under this project is part of the City's annual Sanitary Sewer Rehabilitation program. The work 
is located in Council District 6 as shown in Attachment A. 

This project will rehabilitate existing sewer pipes, reduce rain-related sewer overflows, and 
improve sewer pipe conditions in the area. 

BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

On August 16, 2012, the City Clerk received three bids for this project. 

Company Location Bid Amount 
Pacific Trenchless, Inc. Oakland $1,320,394.00 
J. Howard Engineering, Inc. Burlingame $1,388,410.00 

Andes Construction, Inc Oakland $1,421,027.00 

Engineer's Estimate $1,496,670.00 

Pacific Trenchless, Inc. is deemed the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, and therefore is 
recommended for the award. 
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The project is required as part of a program mandated by the California State Water Resources 
Control Board to reduce the infiltration and inflow of storm water into the sanitary sewer system, 
thus reducing wet-weather sewer overflows. 

ANALYSIS 

Construction is scheduled to begin in December 2012 and should be completed by September 
2013. The contract specifies $1,000.00 in liquidated damages per calendar day if the contract is 
not completed within 200 working days. The project schedule is shown in Attachment B. 

Under the proposed contract with Pacific Trenchless, Inc., Local Business Enterprise/Small Local 
Business Enterprise (LBE/SLBE) participation of $1,110,55.00 (87.75%) exceeds the City's 50% 
LBE/SLBE requirement. The contractor shows $12,000.00 (100%) for trucking, exceeding the 
50% Local Trucking requirement. The contractor is required to have 50% of the work hours 
performed by Oakland residents, and 50% of all new hires are to be Oakland residents. The 
LBE/SLBE information has been verified by the Social Equity Division of the Department of 
Contracting and Purchasing, and is shown in Attachment C. 

Staff has reviewed the submitted bid for this work and has determined that the bid is reasonable 
for the current construction climate. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST 

The project area improvement and merchants associations have been notified in writing about 
this project. The project is in a residential area and residents will be notified before construction. 
Notices will include a description of the work, schedule, and City and Contractor contact 
information. 

COORDINATION 

Offices consulted in the preparation of this report are the following: 
• Office of the City Attorney 
• City Budget Office 

• Public Works Agency - Department of Infrastructure and Operations 

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS 
Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to award a construction contract 
to Pacific Trenchless, Inc. in the amount of $1,320,394.00. 
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1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION/COST OF PROJECT: 
The Engineer's estimate for the work is $1,496,670.00. 
The contractor bid price is $1,320,394.00. 

2. COST ELEMENTS OF AGREEMENT/CONTRACT: $1,320,394.00 

3. SOURCE OF FUNDING: 

FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT 
Sewer Service Fund (3100); Capital Project - Sanitary Sewer Design 
Organization (92244); Sewers Account (57417); Project C312510 

$1,320,394.00 

4. FISCAL IMPACT: 

Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to award a construction 
contract to Pacific Trenchless, Inc. in the amount of $1,320,394.00. This project will 
rehabilitate existing sewer pipes, reduce rain-related sewer overflows, and improve sewer 
pipe conditions in the area, and reduce ongoing maintenance costs. 

PAST PERFORMANCE, EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP 

The Contractor Performance Evaluation for Pacific Trenchless, Inc. from a previously completed 
project is included as Attachment D. 

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES 

Economic: The contractor is verified for Local Business Enterprise and Small Local Business 
Enterprise (LBE/SLBE) participation by the Social Equity Division of the Department of 
Contracting and Purchasing. The contractor is required to have 50% of the work hours 
performed by Oakland residents, and 50% of all new hires are to be Oakland residents, which 
will result in dollars being spent locally. 

Environmental: Replacing sanitary sewers will minimize sewer leakage and overflows, thus 
preventing potential harm to property, groundwater resources and the bay. The contractor will 
be required to make every effort to reuse clean fill materials and use recyclable concrete and 
asphalt products. Best Management Practices for the protection of storm water runoff during 
construction will be required. 

Social Equity: This project is part of the citywide program to eliminate wastewater overflows, 
thereby benefiting all Oakland residents. 
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CEOA 

A Negative Declaration for sewer rehabilitation projects was adopted by Ordinance No. 10876 
C.M.S. and with approval by City Council on June 23, 1987. 

For questions regarding this report, please contact Gus Amirzehni, Engineering Design and 
Right-of-Way Manager, 510-238-6601. 

Respectfully submitted. 

VITALY B. TROYAN, P.E. 
Director, Public Works Agency 

Reviewed by: 

Michael Neary, P.E., Assistant Director, 

PWA, Department of Engineering and Construction 

Reviewed by: 

Gus Amirzehni, P.E., Engineering and R.O.W. Manager 

Prepared by: 

Allen Law, P.E., Supervising Civil Engineer 
Engineering Design & R.O.W. Management Division 

Attachments: 

Attachment A - Project Location Map 
Attachment B - List of Bidders and Project Construction Schedule 
Attachment C - Contracts & Compliance Unit Compliance Evaluation 
Attachment D - Contractor Performance Evaluation 
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Attachment A 

Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, 
Greenridge Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502 - Project No. C312510) 

Project Location 



Attachment B 

Rehabilitation Of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded by 
Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge Drive, and Keller Avenue 

(Sub-Basin 85-502 - Project No. C312510) 

Project Construction Schedule 

ID Task Name Duration Start Finish 

Qtr4 
2012 
Qtr1 [ Q t r 2 | Q t r 3 | Q t r 4 

2013 
Qtr l | Q t r 2 | Q t r 3 |Qt r4 

Project No. C312510 283 days Thu 8/16/12 Mon 9/16/13 

Construction 200 days Mon 12/3/12 Fri 9/6/13 



Attachment C 

Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge 
Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502) 

Department of Contracting and Purchasing 
Compliance Evaluation 



INTER OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
CITY OF OAKLAND 

TO: Jimmy Mach 
Civil Engineer 

StJBJECT: Compliance Analysis 
For Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers 
Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge 
Drive and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85:502) 
Project No. C312510 

FROM: Deborah Barnes 

DATE: September 11,2012 

The City Administrator's Office, Contracts and Compliance Unit, reviewed three (3) bids in response 
to the above referenced project. Below is the outcome of the compliance evaluation for the minimum 
50% Local and Small Local Business Enterprise (L/SLBE) participation requirement, a preliminary 
review for compliance with the Equal Benefits Ordinance (EBO), and a brief overview of the lowest 
responsible bidder's compliance with the 50% Local Employment Program (LEP) and the 15% 
Oakland. Apprenticeship Program on the bidder's most recently completed City of Oakland project. 

The above referenced project contains Cured in Place Pipe (CIPP) specialty work. The Standard 
Specifications for Public Works Construction, "Greenbook", page 10 section 2-3.2 (Attachment A) 
describes how specialty work may be addressed. Based upon the Greenbook and per the specifications, 
the CEPP specialty, items have been excluded firom the contractor's bid price for purposes of 
determining compliance vrith the minimum 50% L/SLBE requirement. 

The spreadsheet below is a revised format specifically for this analysis. The spreadsheet shows: 
Coluron A - Original Bid Amount; Column B - Specialty Dollar Aniount submitted by the contractor; 
Column C - Non-Specialty Bid Amount (difference between column A and B); Column D - Total 
Credited Participation; Column E - Earned Bid Discounts as a result of the total credited participation 
and Column F - Adjusted Bid Amount calculated by applying the earned bid discount to the Original 
Bid Amount (column A). 
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•.•'".•'""!/;>•'. Pacific Trenchless, 
Inc. Slj20.394 S54,839 J],265,555 87.75% 1.19% 86.57% 0.00% 100% 87.75% 5% $1,257,116.25 Y 

J. Howaid 
BnsineerinK. Inc S1,368,4I0 $58,377 $1,330,033 88.65% • 2.33% 86.32% 0.00% 100% 88.65% 5% $1,321,908.35 Y 
Andes 
Construction, Inc. 11,421,027 $125,599 $1,295,428 90.81% 0.62% 88.65% 3.08% 100% 92.35% 5% $1,356,255.60 Y ' 

Comments: As noted above, all firrns exceeded the minimum 50% Local/Small Local Business 
Enterprise participation requirement. All firms are EBO compliant. Per the L/SLBE program 
VSLBE/LPG participation has been double counted towards meeting the requirement. 
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For Informational Purnoses 

Listed below is the lowest responsible bidder's compliance with the 50% Local Employment Program (LEP) 
and the 15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program for the lowest bidder's most recently completed City of Oakland 
project. 

Contractor Name: Pacific Trenchless, Inc 
Project Name: Rehab of SS in the Area off Alvarado Road ... Evergreen 
Project No: C2828H 

Was the 50% LEP Goal achieved? Yes If no, shortfall hours? 

Were al! shortfalls satisfied? Yes If no, penalty amount 

15% Oakland Apprenticeship Proaram 

Was the 15% Apprenticeship Goal achieved? Yes If no, shortfall hours? 

Were shortfalls satisfied? Yes If no, penalty amount? 

The spreadsheet below provides details of the 50% LEP and 15% Apprenticeship Programs. Information provided 
iiicludes the following data: A) total project hours, B) core workforce hours deducted, C) LEP project employment 
and work hour goal; D) LEP employment and work hours achieved; E)# resident new hires; F) shortfall hours; G) 
percent LEP compliance; H) total apprentice hours; I) apprenticeship goal and hours achieved; and J) Apprentice 
shortfall hours. 

50% Local Employment Program (LEP) 15% Apprentlcesbip Program 
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1002 0 50% 501 100% 501, 0 9 100% 150 15% 150 0 

Comments: Pacific Trenchless Construction exceeded the Local Employment Program's 50% resident hiring 
goal with 100% resident employment and met the 15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program goals witli 75 on-site 
hours and 75 off-site hours. 

Deborah Barnes, Manager ^ 
Contracts and Compliance 

Should you have any questions, you may contact Sophany Hang at (510) 23 8-3 723. 



CONTRACTS AND C O M P L I A N C E UNIT 
O A U L A N D 

Contract Compliance Division 
> 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORiVI 

. PROJECT NO.: C312510 

PROJECT NAIVIE: Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers Bounded by Mountain Boulevard. Greenridge 
Drive and Keller Avenue( Sub-Basin 85-502) 

CONTRACTOR: Pacific Trenchiess, Inc. 

Over/Under Engineer's 
Contractors Onainai Bid Estimate 

Engineer's Estimate: Amount Speclaitv Dollar Amount . 
$1,496,670.00 $1,320,394.00 $54,8'39.00 $176,276.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: Discount Points: 
Amount of Eld Discount Non-Specialtv Bid Amt. 

$1,257,116.25 $63,277.75 $1,265,555.00 5% 

1. Did ttie 50% requirements apply? YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? YES . 

b) % of LBE participation 1.19% 
c) % of SLBE participation 86.57% 

d) % of VSLBE/LPG Participation 0.00% 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? YES 

a) Total L/SLBE trucl<ing participation 100% 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts? YES 

(If yes, list the percentage received) 53^ 

5. Additional Comments. 

Bid item # 7 Is considered specialty worlt and was excluded from the total bid 
price for the purposes of determining compliance with the 50% L/SLBE 
requirement. 

6. Date evaluation completed and returned to Contract Admin./lnitlating Dept. 
9/11/2012 

Date 
Reviewing 
Officer: ^ . - r -«y-^ / ^ w x x Date: 9/11/2012 

Approved By: S ^ K I O D ^ - ^ Q/IO w i^Wio^ Date: 9/11/2012 



BIDDER 1 
Project 
Nama: 

Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge Drive and Keller Avenue( Sub-Basin 85-
502) 

03126-10 

Discipline Prime & Subs 

PRIME 

Trucking 
'Grind & 
Pave 

HOPE Pipe 
MH 
Materials 
Pipe 
Couplings 
Manhole 
Lining 

CIPP 

Pacific Trenchless, 
Inc. 

Williams Trucking 

AJW Construction 

P&F Distributors 

US Concrete, Inc. 
Mission Clay 
Products 
Contech of 
California 
Chlstian Brothers 
Lining/Co 

Project Totals 

Engineers Est : $1,496,670.00 

Locat ion 

Oakland 
Oakland 

Oakland 

Brisbane 

Livermore 

Oakland 

Stockton 

Aua Dulce 

Cert. 

Status 

CB 

CB 

CB 

UB 

UB 

CB 

UB 

UB 

LBE 

15,000 

$15,000 

1.19% 

SLBE 

1,053,555 

12,000 

30,000 

$1,095,555 

86.57% 

'VSLBE/LPG 

$0.00 

0 .00% 

Under/Over Engineers Estimate: $176,276.00 
Total 

L B E / S L B E 

1,053.555 
12,000 

30,000 

15,000 

$1,110,555 

87.75% 

L / S L B E 

Trucking 

12.000 

$12,000 

100% 

Total 

Trucking 

12.000 

$12,000 

100% 

*Non-Specialty 
Bid Amount 

1,053.555 

12,000 

30,000 

130,000 

12,000 

15,000 

13,000 

$1,265,555 

100% 

TOTAL Original 
Bid Amount 

Dollars 

1.054,324 
12,000 

30,000 

130,000 

12,000 

15.000 

'13,000 

54,070 

$1,320,394 

100% 

For Tracking Only 

Ethn. 

AA 

MBE 

12,000 

30.000 

$42,000 

3.32% 

WBE 

$0 

0.00% 
Requirements: 
The 50% requirment Is a combination of 25% LBE and 25% SLBE; 
participation. An SLBE firm can be counted 100% towards 
adiievrfhg the 50K requirement. A VSLBE and IPG's 
participation is double counted toward meeting the 

Legend LB^ •< Ucal Business Enterprise 
SLBE = Small Local Bî siness Enterprise 
VSLBE <• Vary Small Local Business Enterprise 
LPG = Locally Prwfuced Goods 

Total LBBSLBE AU Certified Local and Small Local Businesses 
NPLBE-: Nonprofit Local Business Enterprise ' 
NPSLBE ' Nonprofit Small Local Business Enterprise 

UB = Uncertified Business 

CB = Certified Business 
MBE - Mlnorl^ Business Enterprise 
WBE = Women Business Enterprise 

Ethnicl 

AA=African American 

Al = Asian frtdian 

iAP = Asian Padre 

C = Caucasian 
H = Hispanic' 
MA = Native American 
0 = OUier 
'«[. = No(L(s(ed 
MO = MultipteOwnefstiip 

* The above project contains specialty work. The Non-Speciaify Work Bid Dollars were used for the purposes of determining compliance with mininum 
L/SLBE participation requirement. 

50% 



CONTRACTS ANP COMPLIANCEUNIT 

Contract Compliance Division 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORIW 

O A K I - A N D 

PROJECT NO.: C312510 

PROJECT NAIVIE: Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge 
Drive and Keller Avenue( Sub-Basin 85-502) 

CONTRACTOR: J . Howard Engineering, Inc. 

Enqinear's Estimate: 

$1,496,670.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: 

$1,321,908.36 

Contractors' Original Bid Specialty Dollar Over/Under Enfllneer-s 
Amount Amount Estimate 

$1,386,410.00 $68,377.00 $108,260.00 

Discount Points: / 
Amount of Bid Discount Non-SPBClattv Bid Amt. 

$66,501.65 $1,330,033.00 5% 

1. Did the 50% requirements apply? YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? 

b) % of LBE participation 
c) % of SLBE participation 
d) % of VSLBE/LPG Participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? 

a) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 

4. Did ttie contractor receive bid discounts? 

(If yes, iistthe percentage received) 

5. Additional Comments, 

YES 

2.33% 
6_6.32% 
0.00% 

YES 

100% 

YES 

5.00% 

Bid Item #7 is considered specialty work and was excluded from the total bid price for 
the purposes of datermlninq compliance with 'the 50% L/SLBE requirement. 

6. Date evaluation compteled and returned to Contract Admln./lh1tlatin9 Dept. 

Reviewing 
Officer: 

Approved By: 

Date: 

Date: 

9/11/2012 
Date 

9/11/2012 

9/11/2012 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDER 2 
Projsct Name: Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sew/ers Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenr idge Drive and Kel ler Avenue( Sub-Bas in 85-502) 

Project No.: C312510 Engineers Est $1,49E,G7a.OO Under/Over Engineers Estimate: $108,260.00 

•Iaclpl1n« Prima & Subs L o c a t i o n CarL 

Status 

L B E S L B E - V S L B E f l J K S T o t a l 

L B E / S L E E 

U S L B E 

T r u c k i n g 

Total 

TrucUng 

' N o n - S p e c i a l t y T O T A L O r i g i n a l 

B i d A m o u n t B i d A m o u n t 
For Tracking Only 

Ethn. MBE WBE 

PRIME 

TfuckinQ 

T r u c k i n g 

Saw Cutting 

C I P P 

HDPE Pipe 
Manhole 
Materials 

Pipe Couplings 
Readymix 

Concrete 

Recycle Mat. 

Mantioto Lining 

J. Howard 
Engineering. Inc. 

Williams Trucking 

C J C T r u c k i n g 

Bay Line 

Insltuform Tech 

P & F Distiubutors 

U,S, Concrete 

Mission Clay 

Right Away Ready 

Inner City 

Conlecti o( CA 

Oekjsnd 

Oakland 

O a k l a n d 

Berkeley 

Antelope 

Brisbane 

Livermore 

Oakland 

Oakland 

Oakland 

Stockton 

CB 

ca 
C B 

UB 

UB 

UB 

UB 

CB 

ca 
CB 

UB 

1.094,033 

la.ooo 

1 6 , 0 0 0 

1,094,033 

1 9 , 0 0 0 

1 9 . 0 0 0 

19.000 

I B . 0 0 0 

1 9 , 0 0 0 

i f i . o o o 

17.000 

14.000 

16.000 

17.000 

14.000 

16,000 

1.094,033 

19.000 

1 9 . 0 0 0 

6.D0C 

126,000 

10,000 

17,000 

14.00D 

16.000 

S,000 

1.087,033 

19,000 

1 9 . 0 0 0 

6.000 

B5,377 

126.000 

10.000 

17.000 

14.000 

16.000 

9.000 

AA 19.000 

3,0OQ 

Project Totals $31,000 

2.33% 

51.148,033 

86.32% 

$0 

0.00% 

$1,179,033 

88.65% 

$38,000 

100% 

$38,000 

100% 

$1,330,033 

100% 

$1,388,410 

100% 

$44".000.00 

3.17% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

Requ i rements : 
TheSOMtequlrment )i a comblnatkin at ZS% IBEand ZSK S l ^ E 
parlklpactarl. An SLBE firm can be counted lOOK towards achieving 
the 50M requirement, A VSLBE and LPG's participation l i double 
counted toward mealing the req i^ rement 

euinlcity 
AA • Aiiicsvi A imic in 

W> Asa i hdiat 

A P - A c s i F a d E c 

L e g e n d l-^E ' l-°<il B intneu EnlitpriM 

SLBE • SmlH Loc^ Butlnan Entaipiha 

VSLBE > V«T S n i d t oed Btoloaaa EoIupi lM 

LPO • Locdfer ProducKl Good* 

' Totd LBEfSLBE • A l C f r t i lM Local and SmtU Local B u l n a i M i 

NPLBE ' NonPtolU Local B inbut t tnbrpri** 

NPSLBE ' Nonf torn Smal l o c ^ Bin lnw* Entaipdii 

U8 » UncwtlOad BuitiWH 

C B > C a ( t I M 8 u ( l t « u 

WSE " Mnwity B i o l m u E n M p d i * 

WBE " Women Bnbun Eotwprtn 

.C 'Ctuaata 

HA-rfXIwAnwKm 

0-Oem 

W:>NDiLJ]Ad 

MO = Mijilii)JeOvmerstiip 

The above projsct contains specialty work. The Non-Specialty Work Bid Dollars vrare used for ttie purposes of determining compliance witti mininum 50% L/SLBE participation 
requirement 



CONTRACTS AND COMPLIANCE UNIT 

Contract Compliance Division 

PROJECT E V A L U A T I O N F O R M 

O A K L A N D 

PROJECT NO.: C3125iO 

PROIJECT NAI\flE: Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers Bounded by WloiJntain Boulevard, Greenridge 
Drive and Keller Avenue{ Sub-Basin 85-502) 

COMTRACTOR: Andes Construction, inc. 

Contractors' Orfffinaf Sid 
Engineer's Estimate: 

$1,496,670.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: 

$1,356,256.60 

OvBr/llnder Hnt̂ ineer's 
Amount Speclaitv Dollar Arpount Estimate 

$1,421,027.00 $125,599.00 $75,643.00 

Discount Points: 
Amount of Bid Discount Non-Speclaltv Bid Amt 

$64,771.40 $1,295,428.00 5% 

1. Did the 50% requirements apply? 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? 

b) % of LBE participation 
c) % of SLBE participation 
d) % of VSLBE/LPG participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? 

a) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts? 

(If yes, list the percentage received) 

5. Additional Comments. 

YES 

0.62% 

3.08% 

YES 

100% 

YES 

•5:00% 

Bid Item #7 is considered specialty work and was excluded from the total bid 
price for the purooses of determining conffpliance with the 50% L/SLBE . 
requirement. Proposed VSLBE/LPG participation is valued at 1.54%. however 
per the L/SLBE Program a VSLBE/LPG's participation Is double counted 
towards meeting the requirement 

6. Date.evaluation completed and returned to ContractAdmln./lnitiating Dept 

9/11/2012 

Reviewing 
Officer; 

Approved By: 

Date: 

Date: 

Date 

9/11/2012 

9/11/2012 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDER 3 
Project Mama: Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers Bounded by Mountain Boulevard. Greenridge Drive and Keller Avenue( Sub-Basin 85-502). 

C312S10 E n g i n e e r s E s t : (1 .49E,G70.00 U n d a r f O v s r E n g i n e e r s E d j i n a t e : $75,643.00 

D l s O p I i n a P r i n i e & S u b s L o c a t i o n C e r t 

S ta tus 

L B E S L B E • - V S L B E n - P G Total 

LBE/SLBE 

U S L B E 

T r u c k i n g 

T o t a l 

T r u c k i n g 

' N o n - S p e c i a t t y 

B i d A m o u n t 

T O T A L 
O r i g i n a l B i d 

A m o u n t 
D o l l a r s 

For Tracldng Only 

Elhn. IWBE WBE 

P R I M E 

Saw Cuufng 

Trucklno 
Precast 
HDPE Pipe 
Pipe Rltings 
Rehab Mat. 
AC Mat. 
OR lUlat. 
Concrete 
lUlaterlal 
Felt Mat. 
Resin Mat 

Pip fittings 

AB Material 

A n d e s Cona i ruc l i on , Inc. 

B a y Line 

Foslon Tnjcl(ing 
U S Concete 
ISCO 
Mission Clay 
Contech 
Gallagher & Buric 
Outra I^terial 

Right Away Ready • 
Maslerliners 
ComposKes 

Greoigers 

Inner-City 

Oak land 

Berke ley 

Oakland 
Livennore 
Louisviiie 
Oakland 
Stockton 
Oaldand 
San Rafeal 

Oakland 
HammorKl 
Sacramento 

Hayward 

Oakland 

C B 

UB 

CB 
UB 
UB 
CB 
UB 
CB 
UB 

CB 
ua 
UB 

UB 

CB 

1 , 1 3 3 , 4 2 8 

10,000 

3,000 

5,000 

20.000 

$5,000 

1 , 1 3 3 , 4 2 8 

10,000 

3,000 

20,000 

,5,000 

$5,000 

10,000 10,000 

1 , 1 3 3 . 4 2 8 

5.000 

10,000 
15,000 
80,000 

3.0OO 
9,000 

20,000 
3,000 

5,000 

$2,000 

$10,000 

1,244,527 

5.000 

10,000 
15,000 
60.0DO 
3.000 
9.000 

20,000 
3,000 

5,000 
e.ooo 
8.500 

. $2,000 

$10,000 

1 . 1 3 3 . 4 2 8 

5,000 

AA 10,000 

Proiect Totals $8,000 

0.62% 

$1,148,428 

8B.65% 

$20,000.00 

1.54% 

$1,176,428 

90.81% 

$10,000 

100.00% 

$10,000 

100.00% 

$1,295,428 

100.00% 

$1,421,027 

100.00% 

$1,148,428 

88.65% 

$0 

0.00% 

Requirements; 
The SOX rcqulrmeni b a combln i t lon of 2S% LBC and 2 S K SLBE partlelpittDrt. 
An SLBE firm can be counted lOOK towards achieving iha SOK requirenwnl . 
A V51.8E and LPG' i partldpatlon ia doubia counted toward meetine Ctn 
requirement. 

L e g e n d tBE = Local Bu i i iMn Enlaiprtaa 

SLBE - Small Local Suihaaa Enlarprtia 

VSLBE • w y SmiS aus&uia Enlwprlaa 

LPG • Localy ProdiKMl Good) 

Toll] LBBSLBE • AO CalliRwi Lec*l ind SmaU Locd Btcdaaaaa 

NFLBE - KMPraftt Local Bmlnaai Entwpifaa 

NPSLBE >> ttonPrellt Small Local Builnatt Enitrpiiu 

UB - UncartUlad But laca 

C a - C « U ( M B u i l n > i * 

MBE « Minority Bualncu Entnpriae 

WBE •> Women Buatnaaa Entaiprlse 

Ethnic 
W = Alncanflmeiicffli 

• Ai ix i hdsn 

W>-Ails>PadiE 

HA-Ns^ AmoricEi 

O'Ofm 

NL >Nol Udad 

MO'taJIfiilaOinrainhip 

* The above project contains specialty work. The Non-Specialty Work Bid Dollars were used for the purposes of determining compliance witti mininum 50% tJSLBE 
participation requirement. 

" Proposed VSLBE/LPG particlatjon is valued at 1.54%; however per the L/SLBE Program a VSLBEJLPG's participation is doutile counted towards meeting the requiremenL 
DOUIJIB counted percentage is reflected on the evaluation form and cover memo. 



Attachment D 

Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded by Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge 
Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502 

Contractor Performance Evaluation 



Schedule L-2 
City of Oakland 

Public Works Agency 
CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Project Number/Title: 

Work Order Number (if applicable): 

Contractor: 

Date of Notice to Proceed: 

Date of Notice of Completion: 

Date of Notice of Final Completion: 

Contract Amount: 

Evaluator Name and Title: 

The City's Resident Engineer most familiar with the Contractor's performance nriust 
complete this evaluation and submit it to Manager, PWA Project Delivery Division, vtfithin 30 
calendar days of the issuance of the Final Payment. 

Whenever the Resident Engineer finds the Contractor is performing below Satisfactory for 
any category of the Evaluation, the Resident Engineer shall discuss the perceived performance 
shortfall at the periodic site meetings with the Contractor. An Interim Evaluation will be 
perfonned if at any time the Resident Engineer finds that the overall performance of a 
Contractor is Marginal or Unsatisfactory. An Interim Evaluation is required prior to issuance of a 
Final Evaluation Rating of Unsatisfactory. The Final Evaluation upon Final Completion of the 
project will supersede interim ratings. 

The following list provides a basic set of evaluation criteria that will be applicable to all 
construction projects awarded by the City of Oakland that are greater than $50,000. Narrative 
responses are required to support any evaluation criteria that are rated as Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory, and must be attached to this evaluation. If a narrative response is required, 
indicate before each narrative the number of the question for which the response is being 
provided. Any available supporting documentation to justify any Marginal or Unsatisfactory 
ratings must also be attached. 

If a criterion is rated Marginal or Unsatisfactory and the rating is caused by the performance 
of a subcontractor, the narrative will note this. The narrative will also note the General 
Contractor's effort to improve the subcontractor's performance. 

ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES; 
Outstanding 
(3 points) 
Satisfactory 
(2 points) 
Marginal 
(1 point) 

Unsatisfactory 
(0 points) 

Performantce among the best level of achievement the City has experienced. 

Performance met contractual requirements. 

Performance barely met the lower range of the contractual requirements or 
performance only met contractual requirements after extensive corrective 
action was taken. 
Performance did not meet contractual requirements. The contractual 
perfonnahce being assessed reflected serious problems for vî hich corrective 
actions were ineffective. 
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WORK PERFORMANCE 

1 
Did the Contractor perform all of the work with acceptable Quality and 
Workmanship? 

i 
• D- • • 

1a 

If problems arose, did the Contractor provide solutions/coordinate with the 
designers and work proactively with the City to minimize Impacts? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. • D • • 

2 

Was the work performed by the Contractor accurate and complete? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment and provide documentation. Complete 
(2a) and (2b) below. • • • • 

2a 
Were con-ections requested? If "Yes", specify the date(s) and reason(s) for the 
correction(s). Provide documentation. 

^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
Yes 

• 

No ,N/A 

• 

2b 
If corrections were requested, did the Contractor make the corrections requested? 
If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. • • • 

3 

Was the Contractor responsive to City stafTs comments and concerns regarding the 
work performed or the work product delivered? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. • • • • 

4 
Were there other significant issues related to "Work Peri^onnance"? If Yes, explain 
on the attachment. Provide documentation. 

Yes 

• 

No 

5 

Did the Contractor cooperate with on-site or adjacent tenants, business owners and 
residents and work in such a manner as to minimize disruptions to the public. If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. • • • • 

6 

Did the personnel assigned by the Contractor have the expertise and skills required 
to satisfactorily perfonn under the contract?. If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain 
on the attachmerit. • • • • 

7 Oveirall} how did the Contractor rate on work performance? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the-
cluestions given above regarding work performance and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0,1,2, or 3. 

0 

• 

1 

• 

2 3 

• 
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TIMELINESS 

8 

Did the Contractor complete the work within the time required by the contract 
(including time extensions or amendments)? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain 
on the attachment why the work was not completed according to schedule. Provide 
documentation. 

• • • • 

9 

Was the Contractor required to provide a service in accordance with an established 
schedule (such as for security, maintenance, custodial, etc.)? If "No", or "N/A", go to 
Question #10. If "Yes", complete (9a) below. 

Yes 

• 

No Mlk 

Qa 

Were the services provided within the days and times scheduled? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment and specify the dates the Contractor 
failed to comply with this requirement (such as tardiness, failure to report, etc.).' 
Provide dbcumentatioh. 

• • • • 

10 

Did the Contractor provide timely baseline schedules and revisions to its 
construction schedule when changes occurred? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. • • • • 

11 

Did the Contractor furnish submittals in a timely manner to allow review by the City 
so as to not delay the work? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the 
attachment. Provide documentation. • • • • • 

.12 
Were there other significant issues related to timeliness? If yes, explain on the 
attachment. Provide documentation. 

Yes 

• 

No 

13 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on timeliness? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding timeliness and the assessment guidelines. 
CheckO, 1,2,or3. 

0 

• 

1 

• 

2 3 

• 
M 
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FINANCIAL 

14 

Were the Contractor's biliings accurate and reflective of the contract payment terms? 
If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation of 
occunences and amounts (such as corrected invoices). • 

15 

Were there any claims to increase the contract amount? If "Yes", list the claim 
amount. Were the Contractor's claims resolved in a manner reasonable to the City? 

Number of Claims: _ 

Claim amounts: $_ 

Settlement amDunt:$_ 

No 

s4 

16 

Were the Contractor's price quotes for changed or additional work reasonable? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation of 
occun^ences and amounts (such as corrected price quotes). • 

17 
Were there any other significant issues related to financial issues? If Yes, explain on 
the attachment and provide documentation. 

No 

18 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on financial issues? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding financial issues and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0,1,2, or 3. ' 
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COMMUNICATION 
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19 
Was the Contractor responsive to the City's questions, requests for proposal, etc.? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. • • • • 

20 
Did the Contractor communicate with City staff cleariy and in a timely manner 
regarding: 

20a 
Notification of any significant issues that arose? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment. • • • • 

20b 
Staffing issues (changes, replacements, additions, etc.)? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. • • . • 

20c 
Periodic progress reports as required by the contract (both verbal and written)? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. n • n • 

20d Were there any billing disputes? If "Yes", explain on the attachment Yes 

• 

No 

21 
Were there any other significant Issues related to communication issues? Explain on 
the attachment. Provide documentation. 

• 
Yes 

• 

No , 

22 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on communication issues? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding communication Issues and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0,1,2, or 3. 

0 

• 

1 

• 

2 

1 J 
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23 
Did the Contractor's staff consistently wear personal protective equipment as 
appropriate? If "No", explain on the attachment. 

Yes No 

• 

24 
Did the Contractor follow City and OSHA safety standards? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment • a D • 

25 
Was the Contractor warned or cited by OSHA for violations? If Yes, explain on the 
attachment 

Yes 

• 

No 

26 
Was there an inordinate number or severity of injuries? Explain on the attachment If 
Yes, explain on the attachment 

Yes 

a 
No 

27 

Was the Contractor officially warned or cited for breach of U.S. Transportation 
Security Administration's standards or regulations? If "Yes", explain on the 
attachment 

•- - . 5 
Yes 

• 

No . 

28 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on safety issues? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding safety Issues and the assessment guidelines. 
CheckO, 1,2, or 3. 

0 

• 

1 

• 

2 

0" 

3 

• 9^ 
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OVERALL RATING 

Based on the weighting factors below, calculate the Contractor's overall score using the 
scores from the four categories above. 

1. Enter Overall score from Question 7 

2. Enter Overall score from Question 13 

3. Enter Overall score from Question 18 

4. Enter Overall score from Question 22 

5. Enter Overall score from Question 28 

X 0.25 = _ 

X0.25= 

.X0.20= (Ui 0,^ 

0.< 

,X0.15= ^ 03 

xo.i5= OA 

TOTAL SCORE (Sum of 1 through 5): l . O 

OVERALL RATING: 

Outstanding: Greater than 2.5 
Satisfactory Greater than 1.5 & less than or equal to 2.5 

Marginal: Between 1.0 & 1.5 
Unsatisfactory: Less than 1.0 

PROCEDURE: 
The Resident Engineer will prepare the Contractor Performance Evaluation and submit it to 

the Supervising Civil Engineer. The Supervising Civil Engineer will review the Contractor 
Perfonnnance Evaluation lo ensure adequate documentation is included, the Resident Engineer 
has followed the process con-ectly, the Contractor Performance Evaluation has been prepared 
in a fair and unbiased manner, and the ratings assigned by the Resident Engineer are 
consistent with all other Resident Engineers using consistent performance expectations and 
similar rating scales. 

The Resident Engineer will transmit a copy of the Contractor Performance Evaluation to the 
Contractor. Overall Ratings of Outstanding or Satisfactory are final and cannot be protested or 
appealed. If the Overall Rating is Marginal or Unsatisfactory, the Contractor will have 10 
calendar days in virfiich they may file a protest of the rating. The Public Wori<s Agency Assistant 
Director, Design & Constmction Services Department, will consider a Contractor's protest and 
render his/her determination of the validity of the Contractor's protest. If the Overall Rating is 
Marginal, the Assistant Director's detennination will be final and not subject to further appeal. If 
the Overall Rating Is Unsatisfactory and the protest is denied (in whole or in part) by the 
Assistant Director, the Contractor may appeal the Evaluation to the City Administrator, or 
his/her designee. The appeal must be filed within 14 calendar days of the Assistant Director's 
ruling on the protest. Tiie City Administrator, or his/her designee, will hold a hearing with the 
Contractor within 21 calendar days of the filing of the appeal. The decision of the City 
Administrator regarding the appeal will be final. 

Contractors who receive an Unsatisfactory Overall Rating (i.e.. Total Score less than 1.0) 
will be allowed the option of voluntarily refraining from bidding on any City of Oakland projects 
within one year from the date'of the Unsatisfactory Overall'Rating, or of being categorized'as" 
non-responsible for any projects the Contractor bids on for a period of one year from the date of 
the Unsatisfactory Overall Rating. Two Unsatisfactory Overall Ratings within any five year 
period will result in the Contractor being categorized by the City Administrator as non-
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responsible for any bids they submit for future City of Oakland projects within three years of the 
date of the last Unsatisfactory overall rating. 

Any Contractor that receives an Unsatisfactory Overall Rating is required to attend a 
meeting with the City Administrator, or his/her designee, prior to returning to bidding on City 
projects, the Contractor is required to demonstrate improvements made in areas deemed 
Unsatisfactory in prior City of Oal^land contracts. 

The Public Wori<s Agency Contract Administration Section will retain the final evaluation and 
any response from the Contractor for a period of five years. The City shall treat the evaluation 
as confidential, to the extent permitted by law. 

COMMUNICATING THE EVALUATION: The Contractor's Performance Evaluation has been 
commun/cated to the Contractor. Signature does not signify consent or agreement. 

Contractor / Date Resident Engineer / Date 
£j3!tz. 

SupervisirigfCivll Engineer / Date 
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n^egality 

OFFICE or THE Cl7 T CI fR> 

2012OCTT, PH P^KLAND CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. C.M.S. 

RESOLUTION: 

AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR TO AWARD A 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT TO PACIFIC TRENCHLESS, INC., 
THE LOWEST RESPONSIBLE, RESPONSIVE BIDDER FOR THE 
REHABILITATION OF SANITARY SEWERS IN THE AREA 
BOUNDED BY MOUNTAIN BOULEVARD, GREENRIDGE DRIVE, 
AND KELLER AVENUE (SUB-BASIN 85-502 PROJECT NO. C312510) 
IN ACCORD WITH PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE 
PROJECT AND CONTRACTOR'S BID IN THE AMOUNT OF ONE 
MILLION THREE HUNDRED TWENTY THOUSAND THREE 
HUNDRED NINETY-FOUR THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,320,394.00) IN 
ACCORD WITH THE PROJECT PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
AND THE CONTRACTOR'S BID 

WHEREAS, on August 16, 2012, three bids were received by the Office of the City Clerk of the 
City of Oakland for the Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers In The Area Bounded By Mountain 
Boulevard, Greenridge Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502 - Project No. C312510); 
and 

WHEREAS, Pacific Trenchless, Inc., a certified SLBE bidding as a prime, is deemed the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder for the project; and 

WHEREAS, there are sufficient funds in the project budget for the work. Funding for this 
project is available in the following project account: 

Sewer Service Fund (3100); Capital Projects - Sanitary Sewer Design 
Organization (92244); Sewers Account (57417); Project No. C312510; $1,320,394.00; 
and these funds were specifically allocated for this project; this project will help reduce 
the amount of sanitary sewer maintenance requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines based on the representations set forth in the 
City Administrator's report accompanying this Resolution that the construction contract 
approved hereunder is temporary in nature; and 

WHEREAS, the City lacks the equipment and qualified personnel to perfonn the necessary 
work, that the performance of this contract is in the public interest because of economy or better 
performance and that this contract is of a professional, scientific or technical nature; and 

WHEREAS, Pacific Trenchless, Inc. complies with all LBE/SLBE and trucking requirements; 



WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines that the performance of this contract shall 
not result in the loss of employment or salary by any person having permanent status in the 
competitive service; now, therefore, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Administrator is authorized to award a 
construction contract for the Rehabilitation of Sanitary Sewers in the Area Bounded By 
Mountain Boulevard, Greenridge Drive, and Keller Avenue (Sub-Basin 85-502 - Project No. 
C312510) to Pacific Trenchless, Inc., the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, in an 
amount not-to-exceed One Million Three Hundred Twenty Thousand Three Hundred 
Ninety- Four Thousand Dollars ($1,320,394.00) in accord with plans and specifications for 
the Project and contractor's bid dated August 16, 2012; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Council hereby approves the plans and specifications 
prepared at the direction of the Assistant Director of Public Works for this project; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Administrator is authorized to execute any 
amendments or modifications of the contract with Andes Construction, Inc. within the limitations 
of the project specifications; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Administrator, or her designee, is hereby authorized to 
reject all other bids; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the faithful performance bond and a bond to guarantee payment 
of all claims for labor and materials furnished and for the amount of 100% of the contract price 
and due under the Unemployment Insurance Act submitted with respect to such work are hereby 
approved; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the contract shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
Attorney for form and legality prior to execution and placed on file in the Office of the City 
Clerk. 

IN COUNCIL, OAKLAND. CALIFORNIA, 

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

A Y E S - B R O O K S . BRUNNER, DE LA FUENTE, KAPLAN, KERNIGHAN, NADEL, SCH/\AF, and 
PRESIDENT REID 

N O E S -

ABSENT -

ABSTENTION -
ATTEST: 

LaTonda Simmons 
City Clerit and Clerk of the Council 
of the City of Oakland, California 


