

	CITY OF PETERSBURG, ALASKA

	REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

	
ENGINEERING CONSULTANT SERVICES

PETERSBURG PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
RASMUS ENGE MEMORIAL BRIDGE EVALUATION 

	

	PROPOSAL DUE DATE

	2:00 PM, January 19, 2012




	The City of Petersburg, working in conjunction with Denali Commission, is seeking proposals for engineering consultant services related to the Rasmus Enge Memorial Bridge Evaluation
project. For more information, contact Assistant Public Works Director Chris Cotta at (907) 772-4430 Ext. 26 or chrisc@ci.petersburg.ak.us. 















1.0  GENERAL INFORMATION

	1.1 Purpose

This is a Request for Proposals (RFP) for engineering consultant services to evaluate Rasmus Enge Memorial Bridge (also known as Sing Lee Alley Viaduct), a traditional wooden plank/stringer bridge, and provide ROM estimates for both rehabilitation and full replacement scenarios. A cost/benefit analysis shall also be performed comparing life cycle costs of rehabilitation (partial replacement) vs. full replacement. Once the City decides which strategy is preferred, the Consultant may be retained to design the selected option.

	
	1.2 Background

Rasmus Enge Memorial Bridge is approximately 400’ long x 20’ wide. Construction is traditional wood trestle design, with creosote piles supporting creosote pile caps/stringers. Piles are braced with 4x12 creosote timbers. The decking is untreated 4x12 material, with treated bull railing, hand rail posts and hand rails. Due to the age of the structure and rather extensive deterioration of the bridge in recent years, the City desires to evaluate whether the bridge should be rehabilitated, or if replacement may be a better long term option.

	1.3 Questions

	Any questions regarding this proposal are to be submitted to:

		Chris Cotta, Assistant Public Works Director 907-772-4430

	8:00 a.m. to noon; 12:30p.m. to 4:30 p.m. local time Monday through Friday.

	1.4 Preparation Costs

	The City shall not be responsible for proposal preparation costs, nor for costs including attorney fees associated with any (administrative, judicial or otherwise) challenge to the determination of the highest ranked proposer and/or award of contract and/or rejection of proposal.  By submitting a proposal each proposer agrees to be bound in this respect and waives all claims to such costs and fees.

2.0 RULES GOVERNING COMPETITION

	2.1 Examination of Proposals

	Proposers should carefully examine the entire RFP and any addenda thereto, and all related materials and data referenced in the RFP.  Proposers should become fully aware of the nature of the work and the conditions likely to be encountered in performing the work.

 	2.2 Proposal Acceptance Period

	Award of this proposal is anticipated to be announced within 21 calendar days of the deadline of January 19, 2012, although all offers must be complete and irrevocable for 45 days following the submission date.

	2.3 Confidentiality
 
	The content of all proposals will be kept confidential until the selection of the Contractor is publicly announced.  At that time the selected proposal is open for review.  After the award of the Contract, all proposals will then become public information.

	2.4 Proposal Format

	Proposals are to be prepared in such a way as to provide a straight forward, concise delineation of the proposer's capabilities to satisfy the requirements of this RFP.  Emphasis should be concentrated on 1) conformance to the RFP instructions; 2) responsiveness to the RFP requirements; 3) completeness and clarity of content.

	2.5 Signature Requirements

	All proposals must be signed.  A proposal may be signed: by an officer or other agent of a corporate vendor, if authorized to sign contracts on its behalf; a member of a partnership; the owner of a privately-owned vendor; or other agent if properly authorized by a power of attorney or equivalent document.  The name and title of the individual(s) signing the proposal must be clearly shown immediately below the signature.

	2.6 Proposal Submission

	Five  (5) written copies of the proposal must be received by the City prior to the date and time specified in the cover letter.  All copies of the proposals must be under sealed cover and plainly marked “Rasmus Enge Memorial Bridge Evaluation”.  Proposals shall be delivered or mailed to the following addresses and must be received prior to 2:00pm on Thursday, January 19, 2012.

			Physical Address			Mailing Address
			Public Works Office			City of Petersburg Public Works
			303 S 2nd Street			PO Box 329
			Petersburg, AK 99833		Petersburg, AK 99833
	
	2.7 News Releases

	News releases pertaining to the award resulting from the RFP shall not be made without prior written approval of the City staff member listed in Section 1.3.

	2.8 Disposition of Proposals

	All materials submitted in response to this RFP will become the property of the City of Petersburg.  One copy shall be retained for the official files of the Purchasing Department and will become public record after award of the Contract.

	2.9 Oral Change/Interpretation

	No oral change or interpretation of any provision contained in this RFP is valid whether issued at a pre-proposal conference or otherwise.  Written addenda will be issued when changes, clarifications, or amendments to proposal documents are deemed necessary by the City.

	2.10 Modification/Withdrawal of Proposals

	A respondent may withdraw a proposal at any time prior to the final submission date by sending written notification of its withdrawal, signed by an agent authorized to represent the agency.  The respondent may thereafter submit a new proposal prior to the final submission date; or submit written modification or addition to a proposal prior to the final submission date.  Modifications offered in any other manner, oral or written will not be considered.  A final proposal cannot be changed or withdrawn after the time designated for receipt, except for modifications requested by the City after the date of receipt and following oral presentations.

	2.11 Not Used

	2.12 Late Submissions

	PROPOSALS NOT RECEIVED PRIOR TO THE DATE AND TIME SPECIFIED IN THE COVER LETTER WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED AND WILL BE RETURNED UNOPENED AFTER RECOMMENDATION OF AWARD.

	2.13 Rejection of Proposals

	The City of Petersburg reserves the right to reject any or all proposals if determined to be in the best interest of the City.

	2.14 Equal Employment Opportunity Reporting Requirements

	The successful proposer shall be required to execute and return such forms as may be necessary to the Equal Employment Opportunity Contract Compliance Officer in accordance with Alaska Statute and the Petersburg Municipal Code, prior to the award of a contract.  Failure to complete and return the forms, or failure to meet the requirements of the Regulation, shall be grounds for not awarding a contract to that proposer.

SECTION 3 - SCOPE OF WORK
	
	3.1  Structural Evaluation and Report:

The focus of the structural evaluation shall be on the piles and pile caps, and any older bracing or reinforcement of these items. Much of the longitudinal bracing is relatively new (2008) and should require little inspection. All portions of the bridge above the pile caps shall be replaced regardless of the construction scenario, so any evaluation of these elements should be limited to sufficiency of the existing design for future incorporation into the new or rehabilitated bridge structure. 

Each pile cap, pile and brace shall be fully examined for: structural soundness; proper position; proper attachment; remaining service life; and any existing rot, damage, or other abnormal condition that may be present. Access to areas underneath the bridge is from the beach, so any personnel planning to carry out this inspection should be in good physical condition and able to navigate past obstacles that may be encountered, such as old piles and driftwood. Use of an extension ladder will probably be necessary as some pile caps are 18 feet or more above the tidelands. The City will supply a suitable ladder/s if advance notice is given (1 week).

	3.2  Utilities Evaluation and Report

Water and sewer utilities that run alongside and underneath the bridge shall be evaluated to determine if replacement or repairs are needed in the event the trestle is rehabilitated rather than fully replaced; and, if any of the utilities are in good enough shape to salvage and reuse in the event of bridge replacement. Utilities include: two sewer mains consisting of one force main and one gravity main; and one potable water main that is located in the tidelands under the bridge. Existing electrical utilities are known to be in good shape and will be reused.

A report listing all pertinent findings of the evaluation effort, shall be provided to the City no later than 14 calendar days after the physical inspection of Sing Lee Alley Viaduct is complete.

	3.3  Repair/Replacement ROM Costs and Cost/Benefit Analysis:

The Consulting Engineer shall prepare ROM cost estimates for design and construction of both partial and full replacement scenarios, incorporating comments received from the City, ADOT’s most recent bridge inspection report, and the structural and utilities analyses performed by the Consulting Engineer. Along with the ROM costs, the Consultant will supply a detailed cost benefit analysis of rehab vs. replacement. The ROM cost estimates and analysis must be formulated subsequent to the City’s review of and comment on the structural and utility evaluation report, so the City’s input on potential repair/replacement strategies can be incorporated into the estimates. The due date for ROM estimates and cost/benefit analysis will be 30 calendar days after the City submits comments on the structural and utilities evaluations. All design cost estimates must provide for the future bridge to remain true to the original design; preserve the historical and cultural identity of the structure; and maintain or increase the structure’s current load ratings. 

ROM costs provided should include design services and documents as described below. 	
Design documents shall contain, at a minimum: 

1. Cross-sections of typical bridge segments: end, straight, curve.
2. Overhead view of stringer layout for each typical cross-section.
3. Grade, dimension, species, finish, and treatment data for all wood products.
4. Type, grade, dimension, and finish data for all hardware.
5. Estimated quantities for all repair/construction materials.
6. A brief written summary of the design elements and intent.
7. Vehicle load ratings for the finished structure.
8. Preparation of project manual complete with stamped drawings.
9. Engineer’s estimate of construction costs for preferred alternative as designed.

	Other engineering services to be including in the ROM design estimate:

	     1.	Permitting as needed assuming Federal funding source.

	ROM construction costs should include:

1. Pre-bid teleconference and bid phase assistance by engineer.
2. Engineer’s attendance at pre-construction teleconference.
3. Contractor cost.
4. On site project inspection (full time).
5. Final inspection and close out services.

SECTION 4 - PROPOSAL AND SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

	To achieve a uniform review process and obtain the maximum degree of comparability, it is required that the proposals be organized in the manner specified below.  Proposals shall not exceed five (5) pages in length (excluding letter of transmittal, resumes, title page(s), index/table of contents, attachments, dividers or D/WBE forms if required).  Information in excess of those allowed will not be evaluated/scored.  One page shall be interpreted as one side of single lined, typed, 8 1/2" X 11", piece of paper.

	4.1 Title Page

	Show the RFP title and subject, the name of your firm, address, telephone number(s), name of contact person, and date.

	4.2 Table of Contents

	Clearly identify the materials by section and page number.

	4.3 Letter of Transmittal (Limited to one (1) page).

		4.3.1 Briefly state your firm's understanding of the services to be performed and make a positive commitment to provide the services as specified.

		4.3.2 Give the name(s) of the person(s) who are authorized to make representations for your firm, their titles, address, and telephone numbers.

		4.3.3 The letter must be signed by a corporate officer or other individual who has the authority to bind the firm. 


	4.4 Experience

		4.4.1 Detail the firm's experience in the same or similar areas of expertise, stability, and its adaptability to providing the required services.

		4.4.2 Provide at least three (3) references for which your firm has provided the same or similar services.  Include a point of contact, telephone number, and a brief description of the services provided.

	4.5 Project Manager

	Provide detailed information on the qualifications and experience of the Project Manager as it relates to the required services.  Include two (2) project reference contact name(s) and telephone number(s).

	4.6 Key Project Staff and Subconsultants

	Identify key project staff and subconsultants expected to provide services on behalf of the firm.  Resumes should be included for each of the individuals and subconsultants referenced.

	4.7 Available Resources
 
	Provide information on resources available to your firm, which indicates that you have access to the services necessary to perform the work.

	4.8 Consultant Location

	Describe the firm's location where the primary services are to be provided and the ability to meet in person with City personnel when required during the performance of the contract.

	4.9 Project Methodology and Approach

	Provide detailed information on the firm's methodology in meeting the scope of work requirements identified in Section 3.  Describe overall approach to include any special considerations, which may be envisioned.

	4.10 Not Used

	4.11 Not Used

	4.12 Schedule

	Provide a detailed schedule, including proposed milestone and overall completion dates, for accomplishing all services required in Section 3.
	
SECTION 5 - EVALUATION CRITERIA AND PROCESS

	5.1 Criteria

	The criteria to consider during evaluations, and the associated point values, are as follows:


	             1. Experience                                    	30 points
                        2. Project Manager                           	15 points
                        3. Key staff/sub - consultants           	10 points
                        4. Methodology/Approach                       	20 points
                        5. Available Resources                            30 points
                        6. Schedule					15 points
                        Total Points Available                             120 points


	5.2 Qualitative Rating Factor

	Firms will be ranked using the following qualitative rating factors for each RFP criteria:

					1.0 Outstanding
					  .8 Excellent
		 			  .6 Good
					  .4 Fair
					  .2 Poor
					  -0- Unsatisfactory

	The rating factor for each criteria category will be multiplied against the points available to determine the total points for that category.

EXAMPLE:  For the evaluation of the experience factor if the evaluator feels the response as provided was “Good” they would assign a “qualitative rating factor” of .6 for that criterion.   The final score for that criterion would be determined by multiplying the qualitative rating factor of .6 by the maximum points available (30) and the resulting score of 18 would be assigned to the experience factor.  This process would be repeated for each criterion.


	5.3 Evaluation Process

	A committee of individuals representing the City of Petersburg will perform evaluation of the proposal.  The committee will rank the proposal as submitted.  The City of Petersburg reserves the right to award a contract solely on the written proposal.

	The City also reserves the right to request oral interviews with the highest ranked firms (short list).  The purpose of the interviews with the highest ranked firms is to allow expansion upon the written responses.  If interviews are conducted, a maximum of three (3) firms will be short-listed.  A second score sheet will be used to score those firms interviewed. The final selection will be based on the total of all evaluators scores achieved on the second rating.  The same categories and point ranges will be used during the second evaluation as for the first.  The highest ranked proposer after the second scoring, if performed, may be invited to enter into final negotiations with the City for the purposes of contract award.

SECTION 6 - SELECTION PROCESS 

	The Proposer with the highest total evaluation points may be invited to enter into contract negotiations with the City of Petersburg.  If an agreement cannot be reached, the second highest Proposer may be contacted for negotiations.  This process may continue until successful negotiations are achieved.  However, the City reserves the right to terminate negotiations with any proposer should it be in the City's best interest.  The City of Petersburg reserves the right to reject any and all proposals submitted.

SECTION 7 - SAMPLE CONTRACT OR MINIMUM MANDATORY CONTRACT PROVISIONS

	In addition to carefully reading all of the information in the RFP, all Proposers must carefully read and review the attached sample contract (ATTACHMENT A).  The successful Proposer shall be required to enter into a Contract with the City of Petersburg, which will be substantially similar to the sample. 

	Therefore, the Proposer must make any proposed changes to the sample Contract that the Proposer desires.  All changes must be made legibly and conspicuously in red ink on all copies submitted.  Page(s) on which the change(s) appear must be tabbed as to be easily identified.  The respondent must also provide the rationale for all changes.

	IF NO CHANGES ARE MADE, THE PROPOSER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE ACCEPTED THE SAMPLE CONTRACT.  IF THE RESPONDENT MAKES CHANGES, SUCH CHANGES WILL BE CONSIDERED IN ANY NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE CITY OF PETERSBURG.  CHANGES MADE TO THE SAMPLE CONTRACT SHALL NOT BE CONSIDERED DURING PROPOSAL EVALUATIONS. 
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