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Contract/Amendment amount:
Proposed amount $32,520,157 + Prior award(s) $0 = Total $32,520,157

Purpose of Contract/Amendment: Operate Cityride paratransit services in various communities.

Yes No N/A* 8. Contractor has complied with: Yes No N/A*
1. Council has approved the purpose X A. Eaual Emclovmt. Occtv.lAffrm. Action X

2. Appropriated funds are available in 2005-06 X B. Good Faith Effort Outreach X

3, Meets Charter Section 1022 requirements X C. Equal Benefits Ordinance X

4, Proposals have been reauested X D. Contractor Responsibiltv Ordinance X

5. Risk Management review completed X E. Siaverv Disclosure Ordinance X

6. Standard Provisions for Citv Contracts X
"",,).:;:!7. Workforce that resides in the City: 47% "/' ,.,:'t', ,'" :',:, ," :' \) /N/A;,::nõfa- :':".,"'"

SUMMARY

The General Manager of the Department of Transportation (DOT) requests approval to negotiate and
execute a contract with MV Transportation, Inc. (MV) to operate the City's three paratransit (dial-a-
ride) services. These services operate in three areas of the City: Area 1 in San Fernando Valley,

Area 2 in Central Los Angeles and Area 3 in South Los Angeles. DOT selected this proposer through
a proposal process, and the costs of the services are funded through budgeted Proposition A funds.
The total cost of the contract with MV for all three areas is approximately $32.5 millon.

BACKGROUND

The Cityride Program provides transportation services to senior and disabled residents. One of the
components of the program is dial-a-ride service, which serves approximately 85,000 passengers per
year at a current annual cost of approximately $6,749,000. Of this amount, the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority provides approximately $1.1 million and the Los Angeles County Department
of Public Works provides $218,000 in funding. The remainder is funded by the City's Proposition A
Budget.
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The areas are currently operated as follows: Connex TCT, Inc. (Connex) operates Areas 1 and 2,
while the Watts Labor Community Action Committee (WLCAC) operates Area 3. These contracts
became effective in September 1998 and expired in September 2003. The contracts were extended
on a month-to-month basis, initially due to time required to transition to new services providers and
later because of a dispute regarding the recommended provider. DOT made a recommendation for a
new Cityride provider, Southland Transit, Inc. (STI) in October 2004; however, Council rejected
DOT's recommendation and all proposals associated with the selection process initiated in December
2003. DOT was directed to release a new RFP that would include a driver training program for new
hires, encouragement of participation by smaller firms and modifications to the way labor costs for
incumbent contractor employees would be addressed. The most recent month-to-month extensions
for Connex and WLCAC expire on June 13, 2006 and June 28, 2006, respectively. Given that DOT
usually requires approximately 45 to 60 days to perform a changeover between contractors, the
Department may need to issue a Notice to Proceed based on Mayor and Council approval of this item
prior to the existing contract's expiration, to avoid a disruption of service.

Request for Proposal Process

In December 2004, DOT distributed a Request for Proposals (RFP) to firms that had expressed
interest in providing transit services to the City. The RFP was also advertised in newspapers (the
Daily Journal, La Opinion and the Sentine/), plus Passenger Transport magazine and the City's
website. Solicitation of interest letters were mailed to 150 firms, and 35 RFPs were distributed; six
proposals were received. Proposers could bid on the individual services areas or any combination of
service areas. A selection panel was formed that included DOT staff and representatives from the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and Access Services, Inc., a non-profit firm
committed to improving the mobility on public transit of persons with disabilities. The selection panel
scored the proposals based on the following standard criteria:

.

Qualifications of proposer, including experience operating service of similar size and scope
and understanding of the RFP and its requirements: 20 points;
Qualifications of proposed staff, including the relevant experience of the proposed project
manager, key personnel and the number of hours of staffing dedicated to the service: 20
points;
Operating methodology, including training and evaluation programs, maintenance schedule
adherence and adequacy and convenience of proposed facilities: 20 points; and,
Cost effectiveness, or costs in relation to proposed dedication of staff resources including

project management; perceived value in relation to cost: 40 points.

.

.

.

Proposal Scoring

The selection panel unanimously selected MV because the firm demonstrated strong management
capacity, showed positive experience in its current contract engagement with the City and submitted
a proposal that would be the lowest cost to the City. MV offers a cost that is approximately $550,000
lower than the next lowest bidder, STI. The MV proposal was fully responsive to the requirements of
the RFP. Scoring of the proposers by raters is included on Page Seven of DOT's November 9, 2005
report.



CAO File No.
0220-00210-0205

Page
3

DOT reports that MV's proposed fuel costs were in line with prices for gasoline at the time that
proposals were submitted. The proposed contract contains a provision stating that "in the event that
circumstances arise beyond the Contractor's control that significantly affect the cost of operation (i.e.,
substantial fuel price increases), the City would be willing to discuss... the possibility of adjusting the
hourly rate." Given the recent dramatic rise in fuel costs, it is possible that DOT will recommend an
amendment increasing compensation for the proposed contract in the future for this purpose. DOT is
meeting with the General Services Department and the City Attorney to determine ways to deal with
rising fuel costs and the impact on transit operations in the City. The Departments will report back
shortly with their strategies. Further, DOT proposed adding a line item to its 2006-07 Prop A Budget
that would identify funding for fuel adjustments approved by the Mayor and Council for transit
contracts; this source of funding could be applied if necessary for this contract.

Proposed Contract

The proposed contract offers improvements over the current contracts to increase cost effciency and
better serve passengers. These include the following:

. Stricter vehicle operating and maintenance standards to better protect and maintain the City's

fleet, such as requiring an Assistant Project Manager, Safety and Training Manager and an in-
house driver-training program;

. Enhanced reporting requirements, including requiring trip denial, incoming calls and
reservationists performance reports;

. Shortened customer hold times (three minutes or less) when booking trips over the phone;

. Telephone-monitoring softare;

. Automated dispatching and scheduling systems;

. A minimum standard for passengers per hour;

. Incentives when ridership for a specific area is more than two passengers per revenue hour,

cost per revenue hour is proposed to be increased by 2.5 percent; when ridership is 2.5
passengers per revenue hour, an additional increase of 2.5 percent will be earned for that
area. It is possible that an increase during the life of the contract wil be necessary to

accommodate this, and details regarding the potential cost appear below; and,
. Requirement to offer employment to affected employees of the incumbent contractors

providing existing Cityride service.

Contract Funding

Since the existing contracts commenced in September 1998, DOT estimates that the Cityride
contracts have cost $44,600,400 over the past seven-and-one-half years. This amount includes two
cost-of-living increases for both providers and one miscellaneous adjustment for each (for Connex,
workers compensation and lease costs; for WLCAC, workers compensation, insurance and
maintenance costs.
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The contract with MV will cost $32,520,157 for the five-year term, and breaks down annually as
follows:

. Year One =

. Year Two =

. Year Three =

. Year Four =

. Year Five =

$6,454,006
$6,168,387
$6,447,560
$6,634,196
$6,816,008

(includes training, driver recruitment and start-up labor costs)

The proposed first-year contract cost represents a decrease over the average hourly rate contained in
the previous contracts for routes included in Cityride Dial-a-Ride Services ($57.85 average per hour
for Connex and $59.77 average per hour for WLCAC, compared with $49.63 for the first year of the
Cityride contract). This decrease is based on the competitive nature of the proposal and the extended
length of the proposed contract. No additional vehicles will need to be purchased for this service at
this time.

It should be noted that the incentive opportunities described above may result in a need to increase
the appropriation to the contract. The maximum incentive would be five percent, resulting in an
increase to the contract ceiling of $1,626,007 to a maximum of $34,146,164 only if the maximum
number of allowable services hours under the contract are operated.

DOT identified a deficit in a July 6,2005 report (C.F. 04-0555-S1) regarding its ten-year Proposition A
forecast. In the report, DOT projects a $37.9 million deficit as early as 2009-10. Full funding was
included in both the 2005-06 Proposition A Local Transit Assistance Fund and the ten-year Prop A
forecast; however, adjustments will need to be made in Prop A to either revenues or expenditures in
order to accommodate the ongoing cost of this contract. Funding for each future contract year will be
subject to approval annually by the Mayor and Council through the Budget process.

It is acknowledged that the Council has expressed concern regarding "bundling" routes (soliciting
RFPs that include multiple transit routes) to achieve savings, stating that fewer businesses are able to
participate in transit operations contracts given the large-scale operating requirements. The price
difference between DOT's recommended provider, MV, and the lowest cost "unbundled" proposal
(MV/Laidlaw) would cost approximately $4.1 million more than MV. Also, the Council has expressed
an interest in encouraging partnering between large, established transit providers and community-
based organizations. The lowest cost option fitting that description (ConnexlLCAC) would cost
approximately $3.6 million more than MV. These options, because of their higher costs, MV's
superior overall evaluation score and the structural deficit identified in the Prop A 10-Year Forecast
described above, cannot be recommended.

It is also acknowledged that the Council has expressed concern regarding the long-term nature of
transit contracts such as the Cityride contract, and has recently encouraged the Department to begin
issuing contracts that are for a shorter term, such as three years with two one-year options to renew.
Because the RFP language indicated that the proposed term would be five years, the contract must
reflect that length of engagement.
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Miscellaneous Provisions

MV complies with all contract-related City ordinances, including Equal Employment
Opportunity/Affirmative Action, Good Faith Effort Outreach, Equal Benefits, Contractor Responsibility
and Slavery Disclosure Ordinances. The City Attorney and Risk Manager have reviewed the
proposed contract. MV is an MBEIWBE prime contracting firm based in California.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Council, subject to the approval of the Mayor, authorize the General Manager, Department
of Transportation, to negotiate and execute a contract with MV Transportation, Inc. to operate the,
Cityride services for five years at a cost not to exceed $32,520,157, contingent upon Mayor and
Council approval of funding for each year and subject to approval of the City Attorney as to form.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Sufficient funding is available for the proposed contract in the Proposition A Local Transit Assistance
Fund during 2005-06 and 2006-07 for the Cityride Paratransit operation. Funding for each contract
year, subject to the availability of funds, will be approved annually by the Mayor and CounciL. The
total for the proposed contract over a five-year term is $32,520,157. The proposed contract is in
compliance with the City's Financial Policies; however, while sufficient funds are currently available in
the Budget for this purpose, future-year budgets may not be able to support the costs proposed by
DOT if adjustments are not made to address the Proposition A projected deficit.

WTF:KDU:06060110c
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Date: November 9,2005

To: Honorable Antonio Vilaraigosa, Mayor
Attention: June Lagmay, Legislative Coordinator

f ~. 1F es T. Banerjee, Interim Gen 1 Manager

pe arment of Transportation
From:

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION TO AWAR CONTRACT
OPERATION OF CITYRIDE PARTRASIT SERVICES

FOR THE

SUMMAY

In December 2004, the City of Los Angeles Deparment of Transportation (LADOT) issued a
Request for Proposals (RFP) for the continued operation of Cityride dial-a-ride (DAR) services
throughout the City. RFP respondents were invited to submit proposals for any combination of
the following three service areas: Areas 1 (San Fernando Valley), Area 2 (Central), and Area 3
(Southern). The following six respondents submitted proposals by the RFP's proposal due date
of March 4, 2005: MY Transportation, Inc. (MY); Southland Transit, Inc. (STI); Connex Transit;
Watts Labor Community Action Committee (WLCAC); Connex Transit - WLCAC Goint
ventue proposal) and Laidlaw Transit. All six submitted proposals were deemed to be. ,
responSive.

An evaluation panel was formed consisting of representatives from the Los Angeles County
Deparment of Public Works (LADPW), Access Services, Inc. (ASI) (the Americans with
Disabilties Act (ADA) mandated regional paratransit agency for Los Angeles County), and
LADOT. The panel evaluated each proposal based on the evaluation criteria established in the
RFP. The evaluation panel considered a total of twenty-eight (28) different contract award
options involving the six respondents and the three Cityride DAR service areas (see Attachment
1), with the eleven (11) lowest cost contract award options ultimately evaluated and scored by
the paneL. The panel deemed the remaining 17 contract award options as not viable based on
their significantly higher costs (which were over 20 percent higher than the lowest cost
recommended contract award option involving MV Transportation).

This report contains the evaluation panel's recommendation that a contract be awarded to MY
Transportation, Inc. to operate the Cityride DAR services for all three areas of the City. The
evaluation panel rated MY Transportation first based on the strength of its proposal, including
the lowest proposed total contract cost. In addition, MY Transportation was rated highly by the
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panel based on its signficant experience operating paratransit services similar to those contained
in the RFP. MV Transportation is one of the largest paratransit operators in the country, with
significant local DAR experience in the Los Angeles area including a major DAR contract with
ASI in Los Angeles County. MV Transportation also operates several Communty DASH
services under contract to the City. MV Transportation is a Californa-based, minority and
woman-owned business enterprise (MBEIWE).

A proposal submitted by STI to operate Cityride DAR Areas 1-3 was raned second by the
evaluation paneL. The panel rated STI's proposal highly under each of the RFP's evaluation

criteria, but the proposal was not rated as highly as MV Transportation's recommended proposal
based on a slightly higher proposed operating cost (see Attachment 1). MV Transportation's
contract experience with similar paratransit contracts was also rated slightly higher by the paneL.

A joint ventue proposal to operate Cityride DAR Areas 1-3 submitted by the two incumbent
contractors, Connex Transit and the Watts Labor Community Action Committee (WLCAC), was
rated thrd overall by the evaluation paneL. While both Connex and WLCAC featue extensive
experience operating paratransit services, their joint proposal was not rated as highly as the
proposal submitted by MV Transportation based on the comparable level of experience offered
by MV Transportation along with its significantly lower proposed total contract cost. MV
Transporttion's proposed total contract cost for Areas 1-3 was approximately $3.7 millon (or
11.2 percent) less expensive than the joint proposal submitted by Connex and WLCAC.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Council:

Authorize the General Manager, Department of Transportation, to execute a five-year contract
with MV Transportation, Inc. to operate the existing Cityride dial-a-ride services for Areas 1,2,
and 3, subject to the approval of the City Attorney as to form and legality.

BACKGROUND

LADOT's Cityride program provides transportation services to individuals in the City of Los
Angeles age 65 or over and to persons with disabilities. There are approximately 85,000 active
registered Cityride clients in the program. Cityride is an innovative user-side subsidy program
that enables seniors and persons with disabilities to use subsidized transit scrip to purchase
transportation on the MTA bus/rail system, franchised City taxis and City-operated dial-a-ride
(DAR) transportation services at a substantial discount to the actual costs for service.

The predominant use of Cityride scrip is to purchase monthly passes to ride the existing MT A
(Metro) bus and rail system. Approximately half of the 85,000 active Cityide clients use their
subsidized transit scrip to purchase monthly MT A Elderly and Disabled passes, accounting for
an estimated 14 milion passenger trips per year. Cityride clients makng use of City franchised
taxicab service accounts for approximately 800,000 passenger trips per year, while the Cityrde
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DAR service operated by LADOT under a contract with private providers caries approximately
200,000 anual passenger trips. Those Cityride clients accessing the MT A bus and rail system,
which requires that passengers travel to and from the transit stop locations, are generally more
mobile than clients that depend primarly on taxicab and/or City operated DAR services (curb-to-
curb services). Cityride clients utilizing City operated DAR services tend to require more
assistance for ineir trips, which are primarily for medical purposes, relative to clients utilizing
MT A bus/rail and taxicab services.

There are a total of seventy-three (73) City-owned DAR vehicles operating in three designated
Cityrde DAR service areas serving the entire City of Los Angeles. The Cityide Program's DAR
service areas and service vehicles include:

DAR Area 1 - San Fernando Valley

The general boundares are Mulholland Drive to the south and the City boundares to the north,
west and east, generally bordered by the Cities of Calabasas and San Fernando and the County
areas of Topanga Canyon and Chatsworth. The curent contracted service provider for Area 1 is
Connex West, LLC. There are curently 32 City-owned DAR vehicles assigned to this service
area.

DAR Area 2 - Central

The general boundares are Mulholland Drive to the north, the Santa Monica Freeway (1-10) to
the south, and the City boundaries to the west and the east. The curent contracted service

provider for Area 2 is Connex West, LLC. There are curently 16 City-owned DAR vehicles
assigned to this service area.

DAR Area 3 - Southwestern. Southeastern. and Harbor

The general boundares are the Santa Monica Freeway (1-10) to the north, City boundary to the
west, east' and south. The curent contracted service provider for Area 3 is the Watts Labor
Community Action Committee (WLCAC). There are currently 25 City-owned DAR vehicles
assigned to this service area.

The Cityrde DAR also serves several Los Angeles County unncorporated areas adjacent to the
City of Los Angeles through a contract with the County of Los Angeles. For this service, the
City receives approximately $200,000 anually from the County and approximately $2.7 milion
anually in Incentive Funds from the Los Angeles County Metropolian Transportation

Authority (MTA).
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Curent Cityride Dial-A-Ride Operations

In 1998, the City entered into an agreement with Connex West (now Connex Transit) and
WLCAC to provide DAR services throughout the City for the Cityride program. Connex was
contracted to operate service in Area 1 (San Fernando Valley) and Area 2 (Westside, Central,
and Eastside) for a five-year tenn, from September 14, 1998 to September 13,2003, for a total
contract cost not to exceed $17,785,000. WLCAC was contracted to operate service in Area 3
(Southwest-Southeast-Harbor) for a five-year tenn, from September 28, 1998 through September
27, 2003, at a total contract cost not-to-exceed $9,525,000. The contractor responsibilities
include: taking client reservations for trips, scheduling trips, hiring drvers, administration, and

the operation and maintenance of City-owned vehicles.

The Deparment had released a request for proposals (RFP) for the continued operation of
Cityride DAR services on December 2nd, 2003. The Deparment submitted a report to the
Council and Mayor, dated March 3, 2004, that recommended a contract award to a finn named
Southland Transit, Inc. (STI) for the operation of DAR services in Areas 1, 2 and 3. At its
meeting on September 28, 2004, the City Council rejected all proposals received in response to
the Cityride RFP dated December 2, 2003 and directed the Deparment to engage in a new
proposal process. At its meeting on January 5, 2005, the City Council noted and fied the
Deparment's report dated October 15, 2004 in response to issues raised at previous
Transportation Committee meetings concernng the Cityride DAR RFP. The Departent's report
included discussion of its intent to include a few selected modifications to the DAR RFP,
including: 1) a requirement that all finns must include a driver- training program for new hires,
2) written encouragement of paricipation by smaller finns in the RFP process, and 3)

modifications to how projected labor wages for incumbent contractor employees would be
accounted for in the RFP. The Transportation Committee agreed that all its concerns were
addressed and no fuher action was required.

The original existing contracts with Connex and WLCAC have been amended by the City
Council on a number of occasions to allow for ongoing review of the Deparent's original
recommended contract award by the City, and subsequently for the release of a new RFP by the
Deparment (as directed by the City Council). The most recent six-month contract extensions
with Connex and WLCAC were authorized by the City Council at its meeting on June 7, 2005, to
allow time for the City to consider the contract award recommendation contained in this report.
These curent contract extensions expire in December 2005.

DISCUSSION

On December 17, 2004, the Deparment re-released its RFP to solicit proposals for the continued
operation of Cityride DAR services for Areas 1, 2, and 3 covering the entire City of Los Angeles.
The RFP allowed for the submittal of stand-alone proposals for each of the three individual
service areas and/or any combination of the individual service areas including all three service
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areas. A total of seven potential contract service options were available to prospective proposers.
The purose of allowing proposers to submit a combined proposal for multiple service areas in
response to the RFP was to provide a means of evaluating and achieving potential economies-of-
scale cost saving efficiencies that could be available to the City.

In keeping with the Deparment's goal for quality service, the RFP required stricter operating
and vehicle maintenance standards for these services along with enhanced reporting

requirements. The RFP also introduced fuher quality assurance measures such as customer hold

times to book trips over the telephone. The RFP required telephone-monitoring softare and
provided the option of proposing an automated dispatching and scheduling system. The RFP also
set a minimum standard for passengers per hour with incentives to the contractors to increase the
effciency of the service and reduce per passenger cost. All of these requirements serve the goal
of improving service quality and effectiveness in the City's DAR services. The RFP also

, required that the selected contractor(s) offer employment to affected employees of the incumbent
contractor(s) working on the curent DAR service areas in compliance with the City's Worker
Retention Ordinance.

Contractor Selection

On November 23, 2004, LADOT issued a letter of solicitation of interest to over 150 firms to
determine their interests in receiving a copy of the Deparent's RFP for the provision of DAR
services in Cityride Areas 1, 2 and 3. The RFP was advertised in a number of publications
including the Daily Joural, La Opinion, Sentinel, and the American Public Transit Association's

(APTA's) Passenger Transport magazine. The RFP was also advertised on the City's website.
On December 17,2004, the Deparment circulated the RFP to the 35 prospective proposers who
had expressed an interest in receiving a copy.

A pre-proposal conference was held by LADOT on January 13,2005 to discuss major issues and
to answer questions from potential proposers. Foureen (14) firms attended the pre-proposal

conference. Representatives from the City's Deparment of Public Works/Bureau of Contract
Administration and LADOT were also in attendance to answer questions pertaining to the City's
various contact requirements including MBE/WBE/OBE Outreach Effort, Contractor
Responsibility Ordinance, Equal Benefits Ordinance and the Living Wage and Service
Contractor Worker Retention Ordinance.

The Deparment received a total of six (6) responses to its RFP by the proposal due date of
March 4,2005. The six respondents to the Deparment's RFP included: MV Transportation, Inc.
(MV); Southland Transit, Inc. (STI); Connex Transit, Inc.; Watts Labor Community Action
Committee (WLCAC); Laidlaw Transit Services, Inc.; and a joint ventue proposal submitted by
Connex and WLCAC (Connex- WLCAC). All six respondents were determined to have
submitted responsive proposals. The table below shows the seven potential proposal options and
the proposals submitted by firm for each option.
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Cityride Dial-A-Ride
Proposals Submitted for Each Contract Option

Proposals MV STI Connex Connex- WLCAC Laidlaw
Submitted WLCAC
Area 1 X X X X
Area 2 X X X X
Area 3 X X

Areas 1 and 2 X X X
Areas 1 and 3
Areas 2 and 3

Areas 1,2 and 3 X X X X

x = Proposal submitted by firm for specified contract option.

The selection panel, consisting of representatives from the City's Deparment of Public Works
(LADPW), Access Services, Inc. (ASI) and LADOT evaluated all written proposals and
interviewed representatives from each of the five responsive finns. All proposals were evaluated
based on the following categories:

RFP EV ALVA TION CRITERIA

Rating categories: Points

1. Qualification of Proposer
2. Qualification of Proposed Staff
3. Operating Methodology
4. Cost Effectiveness

Total:

20
20
20
40
100 (per rater)

The panel detennined that the proposal submitted by MV Transportation, Inc. for Areas 1, 2 and
3 was the best and most responsive proposal based on the evaluation criteria established for this
RFP. The table below sumarizes the eleven (11) highest raned potential City c'ontract award
options out of the twenty-eight (28) total under consideration. All six respondents to the

Deparment's RFP are included in the table below. All potential contract award options not
raned in the top 11 below have total proposed costs that were more than 20% of the most

responsive proposal; these remaining seventeen (17) potential contract award options were not
deemed viable by the evaluation paneL.
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Evaluation Scores

Cityride DAR Areas 1, 2, and 3

Proposers Raters

Rank Area1 Area 2 Area 3 A § ~ Total Scores
1 MV MV MV 97 98 95 290
2 STI STI STI 94 90 92 276
3 CONNEX- CONNEX- CONNEX- 87 88 83 258

WLCAC WLCAC WLCAC
4 MV MV LAIDLAW 83 85 79 247
5 STI STI LAIDLAW 80 81 77 238
6 MV MV WLCAC 76 76 73 225
7 STI STI WLCAC 74 73 70 217
8 STI MV LAIDLAW 71 72 69 212
9 STI MV WLCAC 70 70 68 208
10 STI CONNEX LAIDLAW 67 69 65 201
11 CONNEX CONNEX LAIDLAW 65 68 64 197

Qualifications of Proposer and Staff

MV Transportation has proposed an experienced project management and support team. As
required by the RFP, MV's proposal for Areas 1, 2 and 3 includes a dedicated project manager
and maintenance manager, along with dedicated assistant project managers and maintenance
managers. MV's proposal also featued excellent corporate support, specifically in the proposed
automated dispatching system. MV is based in California and is a minority and woman-owned
enterprise (MBE/WBE).

The panel believed that MV, one of the largest paratransit service operators in the nation, had the
requisite experience necessary to effectively operate the Cityride DAR services contained in the
RFP. MV received excellent recommendations from curent clients as par of LADOT's
background investigation, including ASI in Los Angeles County. MV Transportation's local
contracts with ASI include a total fleet size (140) and average daily ridership (1,700 daily
passenger trips) that are approximately double the size relative to the combined Cityride DAR
contracts for Areas 1-3. In addition, MV is the curent contractor for the City's Communty
DASH Package Four contract that consists of DASH Boyle HeightsÆast LA, DASH E1
Sereno/City Terrace and DASH Pico Union! Echo Park (highest ridership DASH service). MV
also curently operates the DASH Watts service under contract to the City.
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STI also has proposed an experienced project management and support team. As required by the
RFP, STI's proposal for Areas 1,2 and 3 includes a dedicated project manager and maintenance
manager, along with two dedicated assistant project managers. STI's executive management is
locally based and helps strengthen the project management staff. This team has a thorough
knowledge of the area and a considerable depth of paratransit experience in the region.

The panel believed that STI also has the experience necessary to effectively operate the Cityrde
DAR services contained in the RFP. STI currently operates a number of local paratransit
contracts in the Los Angeles County region, including a large contract with AS!. Whle STI has
no curent transit operating contracts with the City, ownership of STI (operating at that time
under the names R&D Transportation and San Gabriel Transit) had operated general demand
responsive paratransit services under contract to the Deparment as par of the Smar Shuttle
Program; ths program operated for approximately five years from 1997 to 2001 (program was
discontinued due to a discontinuation of fuding by the MTA and other operational issues).
STI's previous experience indicates that they have the abilty to effectively operate paratransit
services similar to those contained in the Deparment's RFP. As previously discussed, STI was
the firm recommended by the Deparent for award of a contract to operate Cityrde DAR Areas
1-3 as par of the previous RFP process (see Deparment's report dated March 3, 2004).

Connex is the incumbent contracted operator of Cityride DAR services in Area 1 (San Fernando
Valley) and Area 2 (Central). Connex has proposed a strong project management team with
experience providing paratransit services, and offers corporate support to assist the project
management team. Connex is an accomplished multi-national firm with considerable fixed route
and paratransit contract operating experience. Connex is also the curent contracted operator of
the City's Commuter Express services along with the Communty DASH Chesterfeld Square,
DASH Vermont/ain and DASH San Pedro services.

WLCAC is the incumbent contracted operator of Cityrde DAR services in Area 3. WLCAC has
operated Cityride DAR service in Area 3 since the inception of the Cityride Program in 1993.
WLCAC also currently operates a small contract (four vehicles) with the City's Deparment of
Aging to provide paratransit services. As with STI, WLCAC also operated Smar Shuttle
services (in the South Los Angeles area) under contract to the City from 1997 to 2001. In
general, WLCAC proposed an experienced operations management team.

It should be noted that LADOT has had ongoing concerns with WLCAC's performance under
the curent Cityride DAR contract in the area of service delivery. The level of service hours
operated by WLCAC has declined significantly over the term of the contract relative to the
allowable hours provided under the contract (currently less than 60 percent). The Deparment
believes that a shortage of available drivers resulting from WLCAC's lack of an in-house
training program for new drivers has contributed to this reduction in service hours operated.

The joint venture proposal submitted by Connex and WLCAC also included a strong project
management team with experience providing paratransit services. According to the submitted
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proposal, Connex is the responsible pary for delivering the services per the RFP requirements,
including the operation and maintenance of the City's fleet of DAR vehicles. WLCAC is
proposed to operate Area 3 under the joint ventue. The Deparment does not have any
experience working with this joint ventue or had the abilty to perform any background

investigation. The Deparment does have experience working with both Connex and WLCAC
individually, as discussed above.

Laidlaw is also a national firm with extensive experience providing transporttion services,

including school bus, and fixed route and paratransit services. Whle Laidlaw curently has no
contracts with the City to operate transit service, Laidlaw has previously operated the City's
Commuter Express and selected DASH services under contract to the City. As with the other
firms, Laidlaw also proposed an experienced project management team.

Operating Methodology

MV submitted a responsive and comprehensive proposed operating methodology and was rated
highly in this category by the panel. MV's proposal, which included four of the seven potential
contract options including the combined operation of Areas 1, 2, and 3, included competitive
dedicated staffing hours, along with the highest proposed drver wages and benefits. MV also
submitted a thorough operating plan that included a strong driver training and safety program, a
comprehensive vehicle preventative maintenance program, an incentive program for both drivers
and mechancs that encourage safety and quality assurance, and a training program for
processing phone reservations in an expeditious and coureous maner. MV has also proposed an
automated dispatching and scheduling system that the proposed management team is extremely
proficient with and curently utilizes for its other local contracts including AS!. In addition,
MV's proposal for Areas 1, 2 and 3 went beyond the requirements of the RFP by including
access to its existing corporate call center to help with overfow calls durng peak periods to
reduce call hold times.

STI also submitted a responsive and comprehensive proposed operating methodology and was
rated highly in this category by the panel. STI's proposal, which included four of the seven
potential contract options including the combined operation of Areas 1, 2, and 3, included
competitive dedicated staffing hours. However, STI's proposed staff wages and benefits were
among the lowest of the firms proposing to operate Areas 1-3. STI proposed a thorough
operating plan, including a detailed driver-training program, and a quality vehicle preventative
maintenance program. STI also proposed an automated dispatching and scheduling system that
the proposed management team curently utilzes for its other local paratransit contracts. STI has
also proposed the highest number of road supervisors in an effort to help provide an optimum
level of oversight for the project.

Connex submitted a responsive and comprehensive proposal for Areas 1 and 2, for which they
are the incumbent operators, and was rated accordingly by the paneL. Connex proposed

competitive dedicated staffing hours and wages. Connex also proposed a thorough operating
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plan, including a detailed driver-training program, and a quality vehicle preventative

maintenance program.

WLCAC submitted a responsive stand-alone proposal for Area 3, for which it is the incumbent
contracted operator. The panel had concerns, in paricular, with the lack of detail associated with
the vehicle preventive maintenance and driver training programs proposed by WLCAC.
WLCAC proposed a driver-training program for new hires (Class B license training) through a
sub-contractor, which trains trck operators. The panel felt that this lack of an in-house training
program for new drvers could inhbit the abilty of WLCAC to maintain a full complement of
qualified drivers for the service. As previously discussed, this has been a concern of the
Deparent with respect to WLCAC's curent operation ofCityride DAR service in Area 3.

The proposal submitted by the Connex-WLCAC joint ventue included a responsive and
comprehensive proposed operating methodology, and was rated accordingly by the paneL.
Connex-WLCAC only submitted a proposal for the combined Areas 1, 2, and 3 service option.
Connex-WLCAC proposed competitive dedicated staffing hours. The panel, however, had some
concerns regarding the proposed wages for their "A" level mechancs, and the potential impacts
on their ability to attact and maintain quality maintenance personneL. Both MV and STI are
offering substantially higher wages for their "A" level maintenance personneL. Also, Connex-
WLCAC's proposed wages and benefits for drivers and other project staff were among the
lowest for Areas 1-3 relative to the other proposers.

Laidlaw also submitted a responsive and comprehensive operating methodology, for each service
Area individually and the combined option of all three service Areas, and was rated accordingly
by the paneL. Laidlaw proposed the highest level of staffing for Areas 1-3, and was among the
highest in terms of proposed staff salaries and benefits.

Cost Effectiveness

The cost-effectiveness criterion is defined as the relationship between the proposed cost and the
quality of the overall proposal, including the experience of the firm and proposed staff, and the
proposed operating methodology. Those proposals rated as most cost-effective by the panel are
not necessarily the lowest cost proposals submitted, but rather are considered to be of the highest
"value" to the City in terms of cost and service quality.

The selection panel evaluated cost proposals for each of the single-area options and the varous
combined-area options. The panel rated the proposal submitted by MV for the single contract
combined area option (operation of service Area 1,2 and 3) to be the highest in terms of overall
cost effectiveness.
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Proposed Costs

DAR Areas 1, 2 and 3

5-Year Cost Difference

Area1 Area 2 Area 3 5-Year Total Compared to Low Cost
Cost

MV MY MV $32,520,157 Low Cost
STI STI STI $33,068,477 $ 548,320 + 1. 7%
CONNX-WLCAC CONNX-WLCAC CONNEX-WLCAC $36,174,953 $3,654,796 +1 1.2%
MY MY LAIDLAW $36,716,306 $4,196,149 + 12.9%
STI STI LAIDLAW $36,893,769 $4,373,612 +13.5%
MY MV WLCAC $37,163,739 $4,643,582 +14.3%
STI STI WLCAC $37,341,202 $4,821,045 +14.8%
STI MY LAIDLAW $38,256,841 $5,736,684 + 17.6%
STI MV WLCAC $38,704,274 $6,184,117 +19.0%
STI CONNX LAIDLAW $38,916,847 $6,396,690 +19.7%
CONNX CONNX LAIDLAW $38,956,966 $6,436,809 +19.8%

As indicated in the table above, MV's combined service area proposal (Areas 1-3) was the
lowest cost proposal submitted among the top eleven highest rated potential contract options
evaluated. The next lowest cost contract award option submitted by STI, also for the combined
service contract award, was $548,320 higher (+ 1.7 percent) over the five-year contract term
relative to the recommended contract award to MV. The evaluation panel was encouraged that
the two proposals submitted by MV and STI were so close in cost, serving as a validation that
the proposed costs are reasonable for providing the required services in the RFP. The joint
ventue proposal submitted by Connex and WLAC for Areas 1-3 was approximately $3.7 milion
(+ 11.2 percent) more expensive than the recommended combined proposal submitted by MV.
As indicated in Attchment 1, there is significant economy of scale cost savings associated with
awarding a contract to operate Areas 1-3 to one firm rather than to two or three firms

(unbundled). Attachment 1 contains a comprehensive listing of all 28 varous contract award
options available for consideration by the City and the total five-year contract costs. The various
unbundled contract award options considered by the evaluation panel range from approximately
$4.2 milion (+ 12.9 percent) to $12.1 millon (+37.2 percent) more expensive relative to the
recommended contract award to MV.

The panel rated MV's combined proposal for Areas 1, 2 and 3 to be the most cost-effective of
the potential contract award options. MV's high score was based on the strength of its proposal,
including the experience of the firm, an excellent proposed project management team and a
comprehensive proposed operating methodology, along with significantly lower overall proposed
costs. MV's proposal was deemed to be the most cost effective by the panel, given the quality of
the overall proposal.

The panel also rated STI very highly for its combined proposal for Areas 1, 2 and 3. The panel
gave MV's proposal a slight advantage in the area of cost-effectiveness based on the proposed
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costs and experience. For the other criteria, the panel rated STI comparably to MV.

Whle the panel rated the proposal submitted by Connex-WLCAC joint ventue highly in the
areas of experience (firm and proposed staff) and operating methodology, the Connex- WLCAC
proposal was not rated as highly as those submitted MV and STI in terms of cost-effectiveness.
As discussed above, the lowest cost contract award option involving the Connex-WLCAC joint
ventue was nearly $3.7 milion (+ 1 1.2 percent) higher over the five-year contract term relative
to the recommended contract award to MV. The proposals submitted by Connex-WLCAC and
MV each featued experienced firms and staff, along with thorough proposed operating
methodologies. However, the panel could not justify recommending Connex-WLCAC for the
contract award given the significantly higher total cost compared with the combined area
proposal submitted by MV.

The lowest cost contract award option involving Laidlaw in any scenario, namely MV for Areas
1-2 and Laidlaw for Area 3, was substantially more expensive (+$4.2 milion) than the
recommended contract award to MV. The lowest cost contract option involving Connex (Connex
for Areas 1-2 and Laidlaw for Area 3) is $6.4 milion more costly, while the lowest cost contract
award option involving WLCAC (MV for Areas 1-2 and WLCAC for Area 3) is over $4.6
milion more costly relative to MV's proposed costs for all three areas.

The Deparent recognzes the potential concerns that might be raised about awarding a contract
to one firm to operate all three Cityrde DAR service areas, paricularly as it relates to the
potential for service disruptions resulting from incidents such as labor disputes. The Deparment
believes that this risk is extremely minimal given that, historically over the past 20 plus years of
operating contracted transit services, there has not been a single disruption of Cityrde DAR
services in the City due to a labor dispute. Furhermore, as discussed earlier in this report, the
Cityride DAR service is only one component of the overall Cityride Program, accounting for a
relatively small proportion of the total anual client trips.

City Contract Requirements

All of the evaluated proposals complied with the City's MBE/WBE/OBE Outreach Effort as well
as other City contract requirements including the Living Wage and Worker Retention Ordinance,
the Equal Benefits Ordinance, the Contractor Responsibilty Ordinance and the Child Support
Obligations Ordinance.

Attachment 2 is the proposed contract between the City of Los Angeles and MV Transportation,
Inc. for the operation ofCityride DAR Areas 1,2, and 3.
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FISCAL IMPACT

Adequate fuding has been included in the City's approved Proposition A Local Transit
Assistance (PALTA) Budget for FY 2005-06. Therefore, there is no impact on the budget.

Attachments



ATTACHMENT 1

CITYRIDE DIAL-A-RIDE
COMBINED PROPOSAL COST SUMMARY

AREAS 1, 2 & 3 - COMBINED PROPOSALS
Rank Operators 5-Year Total Cost From Lowest Cost % Difference

1 MV 1,2,3) .~mllal.~I£~.jü,~ili11 Lowest Lowest
2 STI (1,2,3) $33,068,477 $548,320 1.69%
3 Connex-WLCAC (1,2,3) $36,174,953 $3,654,796 11.24%
4 MV(1,2) + Laidlaw (3) $36,716,306 $4,196,149 12.90%
5 STI 1,2) + Laidlaw 3) $36,893,769 $4,373,612 13.45%
6 MV(1,2) + WLCAC (3) $37,163,739 $4,643,582 14.28%
7 STI 1,2) + WLCAC 3) $37,341,202 $4,821,045 14.82%
8 STI 1 + MV (2) + Laidlaw (3) $38,256,841 $5,736,684 17.64%
9 STI 1 + MV (2) + WLCAC (3) $38,704,274 $6,184,117 19.02%
10 STI 1 + Connex (2) + Laidlaw (3) $38,916,847 $6,396,690 19.67%
11 Connex(1,2) + Laidlaw (3) $38,956,966 $6,436,809 19.79%
12 MV 1 + STI (2) + Laidlaw (3) $39,133,437 $6,613,280 20.34%
13 Connex (1) + STI (2 + Laidlaw (3) $39,279,080 $6,758,923 20.78%
14 STI (1) + Connex 2) + WLCAC (3) $39,364,280 $6,844,123 21.05%
15 Connex (1,2) + WLCAC(3) $39,404,399 $6,884,242 21.17%
16 MV(1 + STI (2) + WLCAC (3) $39,580,870 $7,060,713 21.71%
17 Connex (1) + STI 2 + WLCAC 3 $39,726,513 $7,206,356 22.16%
18 STI (1) + Laidlaw 2 + WLCAC(3 $40,549,124 $8,028,967 24.69%
19 Connex (1) + MV 2 + Laidlaw (3 $40,743,119 $8,222,962 25.29%
20 Connex (1) + MV 2 + WLCAC 3) $41,190,552 $8,670,395 26.66%
21 MV (1) + Connex 2 + Laidlaw ( 3\ $41 ,257,482 $8,737,325 26.87%
22 MV (1) + Connex 2 + WLCAC 3 $41,704,915 $9,184,758 28.24%
23 Laidlaw (1) + STI 2 + WLCAC 3 $42,477,529 $9,957,372 30.62%
24 MV (1) + Laidlaw 2 + WLCAC 3 $42,889,759 $10,369,602 31.89%
25 Connex 1) + Laidlaw (2) + WLCAC (3) $43,035,402 $10,515,245 32.33%
26 Laidlaw 1) + MV 2) + WLCAC (3 $43,941,568 $11,421,411 35.12%
27 Laidlaw 1,2,3) $44,244,956 $11,724,799 36.05%
28 Laidlaw 1) + Connex (2) + WLCAC (3) $44,601,574 $12,081,417 37.15%

Note: Numbers in parentheses represent Cityride dial-a-ride service areas.



AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
AND MV TRANSPORTATION

FOR THE
OPERATION OF CITYRIDE DIAL-A-RIDE SERVICES IN AREAS ONE, TWO AND

THREE

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into the mm/dd/2005, by and between the City of
Los Angeles, a muncipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as the "City"), and MV
Transportation, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as the "Contractor").

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the City is desirous of obtaining services for the management and operation
of the Cityride Program's Dial-a-Ride services, known herein as Cityrde Area 1,2 and 3;

WHEREAS, the City issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) dated December 17, 2004,
locally and nationally for companies interested in providing such services, which RFP is on fie
in the offce of the City and is incorporated herein by reference;

WHEREAS, the Contractor has the management and techncal expertise and other assets
necessary for the operation of Cityride Program's Dial -a-Ride services;

WHEREAS, the Contractor submitted a proposal in response to the RFP, which proposal
is dated March 4, 2005, and is incorporated herein by this reference (collectively hereinafter
referred to as the "Proposal");

WHEREAS, the said Proposal was selected as the most responsive received by the City
Council and Mayor on mm/dd/2005 for said services; and

WHEREAS, the City has requested that the Contractor operate the Cityrde Program's
Dial-a-Ride services in Area 1,2 and 3, and the Contractor has agreed to operate the services
requested in the time and maner set forth in the RFP and Proposal incorporated into this
Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration ofthe mutual covenants and promises set forth
herein, the parties hereto agree as follows:
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SÈCTION I. INTRODUCTION AND CONDITIONS PRECEDENT

A. Paries to this Agreement

The Paries to this Agreement are:

B.

1. The City of Los Angeles, a municipal corporation, having its principal
offces at 200 North Main Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

2. The Contractor, known as MV Transportation, Inc. 360 Campus Lane,
Suite 201, Fairfield, California 91706.

Representatives ofthe Parties and Service of Notices

1. The representatives of the respective paries who are authorized to
administer ths Agreement and to whom fonnal notices, demands and
communications shall be given are as follows:

a. The representative of the City shall be, unless otherwse stated in
the Agreement:

James Lefton, Chief of Transit Programs
City of Los Angeles
Deparment of Transportation
100 S. Maine Street, 10th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

b. The representative of the Contractor shall be:

Keith Whalen
Executive Vice President
MV Transportation
360 Campus Lane, Suite 201
Fairfield, CA 94534

2. Notices. Fonnal notices, demands and communications to be given by
either pary shall be made in writing and may be effected by personal
delivery or by maiL. The notice of breach of Agreement, liquidated
damages, or perfonnance penalties wil be sent via certified maiL.

3. Changes. If the name of the person designated to receive the notices,
demands or communications or the address of such person is changed,
written notice shall be given, in accordance with this section, within five
(5) working days of said change.



SECTION II.

C.

D.

A.

Contract Modifications

This Agreement fully expresses all understanding of the paries concerning all
matters covered and shall, with the RFP and the addendums to the RFP which
takes precedence and MV Transportation proposal, constitute the total
Agreement. Except as may otherwise be provided herein, no addition to, or
alteration of, the paries, their offcers, agents or employees, shall be valid unless
made in the form of a written amendment to this Agreement, which is formally
approved and executed by the paries. No modification or addition to this
Agreement shall have any effect whatsoever unless set forth in writing and signed
by both paries.

Conditions Precedent

1. Required Facilities. The Contractor shall, prior to the commencement of
service, have all facilities required for all necessar fuctions in place for
the operation, administration and maintenance of service.

2. Personnel Position and Task Report. The Contractor shall, prior to the
commencement of service, and thereafter as per the RFP and addendum
revisions, provide the required Position and Task Report each month (see
Exhibit 22 of the RFP).

3. Insurance Requirements. The Contractor shall comply with all of the
insurance requirements under this Agreement. Exhbit I of Appendix A of
the RFP, incorporated herein by reference, describes in detail the
insurance coverage and amounts required by this Agreement.

4. Changes to Documentation. Changes to the foregoing documents
affecting the performance of the Contractor under this Agreement shall
receive City approval in writing before the Contractor may effect the
change.

5. Contract Assignment. This Agreement is not to be assigned to a substitute
contractor, a successor in interest, or a purchaser ofthe curent Contractor
without the permission of the City. This Agreement wil be terminated if
the City does not approve or grant permission to a subsequent contractor
to assume the services.

TERMS OF CONTRACT

Contract Period

1. This Agreementshall be in effect for five years from mmdd/2005 through

3



B.

SECTION III.

A.

mm/yy/201O.

2. City obligations under this Agreement are contingent upon the City's
abilty to obtain the fuds from the fuding agencies and the availabilty of
City fuds in this and subsequent fiscal year budgets to finance operating

costs of this contract. Either pary may tenninate this Agreement if the
City is unable after using its bonafide best efforts, to obtain fuding for
this Agreement.

3. The Contractor shall perfonn service hereinafter indicated strctly in
accordance with the tenns and conditions of this Contract.

4. Upon Tennination or completion of the contract tenn the Contractor shall
be responsible for retuing all vehicles to the City in the condition in
which they were received (with the exception ofnonnal wear and tear).
To insure the condition of each vehicle the City wil require a tu-over
inspection of all vehicles to evaluate their condition at the end of the
curent contract period.

Program Budget

1. For any change which does not significantly affect the scope of work as
set forth in the total Agreement, the period of perfonnance, payment or
any tenns or conditions included under this Agreement, a Change Notice
shall be prepared and signed by the CITY's Chief of Transit Services or

authorized representative and CONTRACTOR's Chief Executive Offcer.

CONTRACTOR DUTIES AND SCOPE OF WORK

Independent Contractor/Status of the Contractor

1. In rendering service hereunder, the Contractor shall be and remain an
independent Contractor. It is expressly understood and acknowledged by
the paries hereto that any amounts payable hereunder shall be paid in

gross amount, without reduction for any federal or state withholding or
other payroll taxes, or any other governental taxes or charges. The
Contractor is responsible for assuming and remitting any appliqable
federal or state withholding taxes, estimated tax payments, social security
payments, unemployment compensation payments, or any other fees or
expenses whatsoever.

2. The Contractor shall refrain from any action that would create or tend to
create obligations, express or implied, on behalf of the City, it being
understood that the Contractor is not and shall not be the legal
representative or agent of the City and that the Contractor shall not be
authorized to make any promise, waranty or representation except as

4
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B.

specifically provided for in this Agreement or as otherwise agreed to in
writing between the paries.

3. The City shall have no liability to any subcontractor(s) for payment
for service under this Agreement or other work performed for the
Contractor and any subcontract entered into by the Contractor pursuant to
the conduct of service under this Agreement. It shall be duly noted that
the responsibilty for payment for technical services or any other work
performed shall be the sole responsibilty ofthe Contractor.

4. All real property, vehicles, equipment (computers, copying machines,
etc.), purchased with capital and star-up fuds provided under this
Agreement, shall become the property of the City and shall be retued to

the City upon termination of this Agreement, except as provided
otherwse. All property purchased with fuds provided under this
Agreement shall be approved by the City, prior to the purchase, and used
and maintained by the Contractor as indicated in ths Agreement,
Addendum and in the RFP.

Service Delivery

1. The Contractor shall operate dial-a-ride services and related tasks in
accordance with the City's operating policies, standards and procedures
and the terms and conditions specified and indicated in this Agreement
and the RFP. The Contractor shall also be responsible for operating in
compliance with the governental codes, regulations, ordinances, and
directives applicable to such operations and as defined in this Agreement.

2. The Contractor shall be responsible to ensure that all services to be
operated as par of this Agreement shall be in compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990. The City is responsible
for the establishment of policy concernng ADA and the Contractor is
responsible for the implementation of said policy.

3. The City shall monitor the service in order to assess the performance of
the Contractor in delivering the service. The City shall maintain the right
to assess Performance Penalties against the Contractor, as set forth in the
RFP (Sections IV.F and V.D), based on the Contractor's failure to meet
the established standards. The standards and performance penalties
described in this RFP are applicable and thereto shall be charged as
described in the RFP.

4. The Contractor shall ensure that all City-owned vehicles and any non
City-owned vehicles dedicated to this program are used as specified by the
City for the purose of this Agreement at all times. Any changes to the
fleet shall be approved by the City and the Contractor in wrting. Use of
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6.

SECTION IV.

City-owned vehicles for any other puroses shall be approved in advance
by the City.

5. he City reserves the right to order a decrease in the fleet size or service
hours with a 3D-day notice to the Contractor, if the ridership does not meet
City goals and does not warant the vehicle service hours. The City
reserves the right to decrease service hours by up to 20% relative to the
hours contained in the RFP with no increase in the hourly rate. Any
additional service hours requested by the City over and above the
requirement of this Agreement wil be compensated at the Additional
Service Adjustment Hourly Rate indicated in the Proposal.

The Contractor shall comply with all applicable Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) contractual provision requirements as set forth in the
RFP (Section VIII and Exhibit 26). These requirements may also apply to
subcontractors of this contract and they therefore must also comply with
these requirements.

COMPENSATION

A. The City shall pay the Contractor for the satisfactory performance of the terms and
conditions of this Agreement.

1. The City shall pay the Contractor monthly amount equal to the number of
revenue service hours of operation times the hourly rate as indicated in
Exhibit A. Additional fuds are also available for star-up costs, service
performance bonus and additional service hours.

2. In an emergency, the City may ask the Contractor to provide bus service
according to routes and schedules developed by the City. The hourly rate
for the services shall be the Additional Service Adjustment Hourly Rate as
indicated in Exhibit A of this document.

3. The Contractor shall submit monthly claims for payment for revenue
service hours provided less farebox revenue generated along with
documentation thereof in the form and number required by the City within
the time specified by the City. In the event that the City assumes the
responsibility of counting the collected farebox revenues and directly
depositing such revenues in a City account then the Contractor shall submit
claims for payment only for the revenue vehicle hour provided.

4. Payments to the Contractor may be withheld by the City if the
Contractor fails to comply with the provisions of this Agreement.

B. Fare Revenue Collection

6



The following is a supplement to the Fare Collection and Accountabilty provisions
in the RFP and the ProposaL.

1. The Contractor's bus operators or other authorized personnel shall collect
from all passengers on each vehicle the amount of fare (including collection
of cash or Cityride scrip) detemmined in accordance with the RFPspecifications. '
The Contractor shall be responsible for providing security over collected
fuds, equipment in service, and all inventoried fareboxes and associated
equipment. The Contractor shall provide a revenue counting room equipped
with a vault and security devices that wil prevent theft or expose pilferage.

2. The Contractor shall ensure that all collected revenue are accurately
counted, and securely contained in a sealed bag with a tag attached
indicating the amount collected in each bag. The Contractor shall provide
LADOT's Accounting Division with monthy ban statements as a
verification of revenues collected.

In the event that there is a discrepancy between actual revenue counted and
the reported driver passenger counts by fare category, the Contractor shall
reimburse the City for any cash shortage exceeding 5%.

SECTION V. DOCUMENTS, RECORDS AND AUDITS

A. Audits and Inspections

1. At any time during nommal business hours and as often as the City may
deem necessary, the Contractor shall make available to the City for
examination, all of its records with respect to all matters covered by this
Agreement. The City shall have the authority to audit, examine and make
excerpts or transcripts from records, including all contracts, invoices,
materials, payrolls, records of personnel, conditions of employment and
other statistical data relating to all matters covered by this Agreement.

2. The City reserves the right to dispatch auditors of its choosing to any site
where any phase of the project is being conducted. The City auditors shall
be provided adequate and appropriate work space in order to conduct audits
and shall be allowed to interview any employees of the Contractor.

3. The City shall have the authority to make physical inspections and to require
physical safeguarding devices as locks, alars, safes, etc., to safeguard
property and/or equipment authorized by this agreement. In the event the
City requires equipment to be purchased beyond what was originally
proposed, the Contractor has the right to renegotiate the hourly rate to reflect
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SECTION VI.

SECTION VII.

the cost of the equipment.

4. If a fiscal or special audit determines that the Contractor has biled the City
for inaccurate or unsubstantiated revenue service hours or has reported
inaccurate farebox or other revenues in its bilings to the City, the
Contractor shall be notified and given the opportity to justify the

inaccurate bilings. The City shall determine the amount to be paid to the
Contractor during the period of audit. If the Contractor fails to respond
within fifteen (15) days from the notice date, the City shall make the final
determination of disallowed biled revenue service hours and/or umeported
farebox revenues and the findings will be incorporated in the final audit
report. Reimbursed over bilings shall be deducted from the Contractor's
curent or future invoices.

STANDAR CONTRACT PROVISIONS

Hereby incorporated by reference into this Contract is the following Standard
Provisions for City Personal Service Contracts, revised October 2003, which are
Attached hereto as Appendix A and included herein by reference.

MISCELLANEOUS

1. Neither party assumes any liability for failure to fulfill the terms and conditions of
this Agreement caused by events beyond the reasonable control of such pary.
Such events may include, but are not limited to the following: natual disaster, acts
of the governent in either its sovereign or contracted capacity, a failure or
shortage of fuel, water, fuel oil or other utilty or services, strkes, riots, fires,
floods, epidemics, war, insurrection or other national or local emergency, freight
embargo, impasse of routes due to construction, and unusually severe weather but
in every case the failure to perform must be beyond the control and without the
fault or negligence of either party or the Contractor's subcontractor(s).

2. In the event that circumstances arise beyond the Contractor's control that
significantly affect the cost of operation, (Le., substantial fuel price increases) the
City would be wiling to discuss, without obligation, the possibility of adjusting
the hourly rate pertinent to the changed circumstances, without any commitment
on the par of the City to make any such adjustment.

3. This Agreement, the RFP, and all Addenda to the RFP, and this Proposal and all
exhibits contain the entire understanding between the Contractor and City. No
modification or addition to this Agreement shall have any effect whatsoever uness
set forth in writing and signed by both paries hereto.

8



'-

4. Any item of work contained in either the RFP or the Proposal shall be performed
by Contractor as though it appeared in this Agreement. In the event of any
conflct, the terms of this Agreement and the RFP govern over the Proposal unless
specifically stated otherwise.

5. The failure of the City to insist upon strict performance by Contractor of any
provision hereunder in everyone or more instances shall not constitute a waiver of
such provision by City, nor shall, as a result, City relinquish any rights that it may
have under this Agreement.

6. This Agreement shall be binding on and insures to the benefit of the heirs,
executors, administrators and assigns of the paries hereto.
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EXHIBIT A

City ride Dial-a-Ride Area 1,2 and 3
Combined Service Rate

And
Line Item Expenses

Revenue Service Hourlv Rates

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Services
Cityride DAR Areas 1,2 and 3 $49.63 $47.4 3 $49.58 $51.01 $52.41
Hourly Rate

Additional Revenue Service Hourlv Rate

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Services
Cityrde DAR Areas 1, 2 and 3 $41.47 $41.93 $43.94 $45.26 $46.52
Hourly Rate

10



..

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City of Los Angeles and the Contractor have caused this
Agreement'o be executed by their duly authorized representatives.

Executed for:
The City of Los Angeles

Executed for:
MV Transportation

Wayne K. Tanda
General Manager
Deparment of Transportation

Keith Whalen
Executive Vice President

Date: Date:

Approved as to Form and Legality: ATTEST:

Rockard J. Delgadilo, City Attorney Fran Marinez, City Clerk

Shelley 1. Smith
Assistant City Attorney

City Clerk
City of Los Angeles

Date: Date:

Council File Number:

Contract Number:
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