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Staff Report   
City of Manhattan Beach 

  
 

TO:  Honorable Mayor Ward and Members of the City Council 
 
THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager 
 
FROM: Sherilyn Lombos, Deputy City Manager 
 
DATE: June 20, 2006 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Contract with MDA Johnson Favaro for Development of a 

Community Facility Strategic Plan 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The Facility Strategic Plan sub-committee (Mayor Pro Tem Tell & Councilmember Aldinger) and 
staff recommend that the City Council a) accept the presentation from MDA Johnson Favaro 
regarding their proposal for a community facility strategic planning process; b) authorize the City 
Manager to enter into an agreement with MDA Johnson Favaro for $385,000 plus an additional 
not-to-exceed $85,000 for reimbursable expenses; and c) appropriate $230,000 from General Fund 
Reserves for this project. 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATION: 
During the budget deliberations on June 6, the City Council appropriated $250,000 from the 
Capital Improvement Fund for this project.  Since the proposal for this project totals $480,000, an 
additional $230,000 needs to be appropriated.  Sufficient reserves are available in the General Fund 
Reserves. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
At the October 18, 2005 City Council meeting, the City Council approved moving forward with a 
community facility strategic planning process with the ultimate goal of having a road map for the 
next 10 to 15 years for community facilities.  The Council allocated $250,000 from the CIP fund 
and appointed two Councilmembers to the sub-committee.  The sub-committee met on December 
1, 2005 and made the decision to release a Request for Qualifications (see attached).  The RFQ was 
intended to solicit firms with experience in community visioning, design development and strategic 
planning for community facilities.  The RFQ was released in January 2006 and sent to a total of 15 
firms; 5 firms responded with statements of qualification. 
 
On March 23 and 24, 2006, the sub-committee, plus the City Manager, the Deputy City Manager 
and two School Board Members (Ida VanderPoorte and Amy Howorth) interviewed four firms.  
The original goal of the interviews was to gain additional information about an approach or process 
for the community facility strategic plan.  The four firms that were interviewed were: 
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- Moore Iacofano Goltsman, Inc.  This is the firm that did our Downtown Strategic Plan over 10 
years ago.  The team that interviewed with the sub-committee was a completely different team 
than 10 years ago; the sub-committee felt that while MIG was fairly strong in the community 
engagement area (although there was some disagreement as to whether their unique techniques 
would be effective in our community), they did not have a strong architecture and design 
component. 

 
- MK Think.  It was unclear to the sub-committee the depth of this firm in any of the components 

(community engagement, architecture or design).  The firm has done a large number of school 
projects, but it was felt that their experience and focus was in a different direction than what the 
City is looking for. 

 
- Thornhill Associates / DMJM H&N, Inc.  Thornhill Associates most recently led the 

Manhattan Beach Chamber of Commerce’s Strategic Planning effort.  It was felt by the sub-
committee that Thornhill Associates strength is primarily in business planning.  The team that 
was being proposed had never worked together as a team and it was unclear if that would be an 
impediment to the ultimate outcome of the project. 

 
- MDA Johnson Favaro.  Recent relevant experience includes the West Hollywood Parks Master 

Plan.  The team included the two principals who made an exciting and relevant presentation 
covering all of the areas we were looking for along with interesting concepts and ideas. 

 
After interviewing the four firms, the entire group agreed that one firm, MDA Johnson Favaro had 
all of the components we were looking for in this process (see attached statement of qualifications). 
 It was agreed by all that while other firms had components of what we were looking for, no other 
firm had the entire package that included the community engagement plus the architecture, urban 
design, cost estimation, etc. with relevant municipal experience. 
 
The sub-committee decided to contact MDA Johnson Favaro and request a proposal from them for 
the community strategic planning.  Early in May the two principals of MDA Johnson Favaro, Jim 
Favaro and Steve Johnson came to Manhattan Beach and spent several hours doing more in-depth 
interviews with key staff and getting more information about the facilities and properties that will 
be included in this process.  They then presented their detailed work plan and associated fee 
proposal for the entire process to the sub-committee on May 19, 2006.  Since that time staff has 
done a significant amount of due diligence on the scope and fee proposal including talking to other 
cities, comparing billing rates, and discussing scope reductions with the MDA Johnson Favaro 
team.  The results of those efforts will be fully discussed in the next section. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The sub-committee has been very clear that at the end of the community facility strategic planning 
process, the City should have the following: 
 
- Clear priorities for community facilities for the next 10-15 years. 
 
- A defined approach for achieving the priorities, including recommendations on next steps, and 

specific phases. 
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- The ability to move immediately to the next step, i.e., the final product should be sufficiently 
clear and comprehensive that there will not be an opportunity for the plan to collect dust on a 
shelf waiting for the next phase.  This assumes that not only is the plan clear and 
comprehensive but that the process to get there will have created significant community 
enthusiasm and momentum. 

 
MDA Johnson Favaro’s approach to our project is appealing in several ways.  One, they have a 
proven track record of creating community momentum around potentially challenging projects.  
They have several examples of projects that had previously been contentious, divisive and did not 
have full Council support that they were able to create agreement and ultimately momentum for the 
projects.  One of the ways they accomplish this is through visualization and option development.  
They create pictures to react to; they sketch the ideas; they bring models that can be touched and 
manipulated; all ultimately giving stakeholders the opportunity to express ideas, see the feasibility 
of their ideas, and watch as their ideas get transformed into projects.  The MDA Johnson Favaro 
team has two separate skill sets that the sub-committee and staff have come to believe are vital to 
the success of this project: they have the community engagement component, plus they have a very 
strong architecture and urban design component.  We did not see these two skill sets in any other 
firms we interviewed.  In order to get the same mix, we believe we would have to hire at least two 
firms. 
 
MDA Johnson Favaro’s work plan includes four phases for a total of 52 weeks.  The four phases 
are: 
 
- Mobilization, 3 weeks. 
 
- Reconnaissance & Analysis, 17 weeks.  Activities include: 

o Assemble & review existing documents 
o Document existing sites and facilities graphically 
o Analyze the existing sites, facilities use patterns and their physical status 
o Document near term and long term facilities needs 
o Analyze existing  traffic & parking; identify real estate opportunities and challenges 
o Meetings to be held during this phase include those with the project sub-committee, the 

project steering committee, the Parks & Recreation Commission, the City Council, 
community groups, the School District, City departments, and a city-wide community 
meeting 

 
- Option Development, 26 weeks.  Activities include: 

o Program distribution alternates 
o Facilities site area needs and configuration alternates 
o Master plan and master plan implementation alternates 
o Qualitative imagery 
o Alternate traffic & parking scenarios; analysis of potential real estate opportunities & 

challenges 
o Cost estimation for alternate site and facilities development  
o Meetings to be held during this phase include those with the project sub-committee, the 

project steering committee, the Parks & Recreation Commission, the City Council, 
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community groups, the School District, City departments, and a city-wide community 
meeting 

 
- Final Documentation, 6 weeks.  Activities include: 

o Finalize master plan regulating and illustrative plans 
o Property acquisition and/or project implementation 
o Qualitative imagery 
o Opinion of probable construction costs for Phase I projects  
o Meetings to be held during this phase include those with the project sub-committee, the 

project steering committee, the City Council, and a city-wide community meeting 
 
For each of these four phases, the two principals will be hands-on and actively involved.  They are 
not just the face of the organization; they do the actual work as well.  Jim Favaro and Steve 
Johnson will make a presentation at tonight’s Council meeting explaining in depth their proposal, 
work plan specifics, ultimate outcomes, and process. 
 
The sub-committee and staff are strongly recommending awarding a contract to MDA Johnson 
Favaro for the community facility strategic planning process; however, the fee proposal came in 
significantly higher than what the City had originally budgeted.  The $250,000 we had originally 
budgeted for this project came from taking the amount we spent on the Downtown Strategic Plan 
ten years ago ($125,000) and doubling it.  While we did not do any market research to find out how 
much we might expect to pay for such a plan, in reality, this firm embodies two different and 
distinct skill sets, community engagement and architecture/urban design; we are essentially getting 
two teams in one consultant.  In addition to the two distinct skill sets this team brings to the table, 
they have essentially included the entire City in their study – focusing specifically on four main 
areas.  The value of those two factors is significant. 
 
Since the sub-committee and staff did not believe there was a realistic competitor to this firm for 
this project (without looking at two different firms), we undertook several efforts to determine if 
this fee proposal was within market.  First, we compared their billing rates with a number of other 
comparable firms.  We found out that they are very comparable, in fact, the billing rate for their 
principals are lower than almost every other firm we looked at (the caveat to that is that both 
principals are involved in all aspects of the project, which increases the overall cost).  Second, we 
checked MDA Johnson Favaro’s references; we talked to several of the contacts with projects they 
have recently worked on.  Across the board, their references say that they were well worth the 
investment and that they ended up with a product that exceeded their expectations.  Third, we 
approached MDA Johnson Favaro and asked them to narrow their scope and thus their fee.  They 
provided a letter with potential cuts (see attached).   While they were able to identify approximately 
$155,000 that could be cut, it was clear that in the long run, cutting would not benefit the City or 
this process.  If this is to be a valid, useful, long-term (15 year) strategic plan, then it was the sub-
committee’s opinion that we should do it right and over 15 years, considering potentially millions 
of dollars worth of projects, $480,000 is a reasonable investment.  Yes, the cost of their proposal 
could be cut but the City would end up with less public input (an important part of this project 
since the community is who will be defining priorities and buying into the long-term plan and its 
funding) and fewer sites that would be analyzed by the consultant (giving the City a less than 
comprehensive plan). 
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Other options we considered included reissuing a Request for Proposal to see if additional firms 
would respond.  The major downside to this option is the possibility of losing MDA Johnson 
Favaro to other projects.  We also discussed going back to the three firms that submitted 
qualifications to see if they would submit a proposal.  The sub-committee did not feel that was a 
valid option, as it was clear to everyone that none of the three firms would provide the product or 
process we are looking for.  If we did go back through a Request for Proposal process, we believe 
we would most likely have to hire a team of at least two types of consultants in order to match the 
skill set we are getting with the MDA Johnson Favaro team. 
 
There was also extensive discussion at the sub-committee level about the product and where we 
will be at the end of this.  The MDA Johnson Favaro team will address this issue during the 
presentation; however, it was the sub-committee’s final determination that the level of detail that 
comes out of this process will allow the City to immediately move toward funding phase I of the 
plan.  We will have a prioritized list of facility needs, where such facilities are to be placed, the 
programs they are to accommodate and the costs of realizing them. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
The Community Facility Strategic Plan Sub-Committee and City staff recommend that the City 
Council accept a presentation from the MDA Johnson Favaro team regarding their proposal for a 
strategic planning process, authorize the City Manager to enter into an agreement with MDA 
Johnson Favaro to carry out their proposal for $385,000 plus an additional not to exceed $85,000 
for reimbursable expenses (which includes additional consultants such as real estate, cost 
estimation and traffic), and appropriate $230,000 from General Fund Reserves to fully fund this 
project. 
 
Attachments: A. Request for Qualification 
  B. MDA Johnson Favaro Statement of Qualifications 
  C. Letter dated May 29, 2006 outlining potential cuts 



 

 City of Manhattan Beach 

Request for Qualification (RFQ) 
 

Summary of Requested Services 
The City of Manhattan Beach is requesting statements of qualifications from firms experienced 
in providing services in community visioning, design development and strategic planning for 
community facilities.   
 
Notice to Consultants 
The City of Manhattan Beach intends to undertake a process of competitive bidding to select a 
project consultant for the process of creating a facilities strategic plan.   The City invites 
statements of qualifications from parties, either in an individual capacity or as consortia.  The 
intent of this request is for pre-qualification and not for receiving bids.  The City’s objective is to 
select an entity which has the research capability and community-based participation experience 
as well as technical expertise to successfully guide the City in developing a facilities strategic 
plan. 

The selection process involves a Request for Qualification followed by a Request for Proposal 
process entailing a detailed evaluation of eligible bidders’ proposals.  Eligible bidders would be 
required to submit their detailed project proposals in response to the RFP document. 

Submittal Deadline 
Statements of qualification will be received only at the City of Manhattan Beach, 1400 Highland 
Ave, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 between 8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, but 
no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, January 20, 2006.  All applications received after the 
appointed hour for submittal, whether by mail or otherwise will be returned unopened.   
Statements of qualification may not be submitted by facsimile machine or email.   

Submit Statements of Qualifications to: 
City of Manhattan Beach 

City Manager’s Office 
1400 Highland Ave. 

Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
Attention: Sherilyn Lombos 
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I. Description of the City of Manhattan Beach 
The City of Manhattan Beach is located 19 miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles on the 
southerly end of Santa Monica Bay and 3 miles from LAX airport. It is a beach city with 2.1 
miles of beachfront and 40 acres of recreational beach area.  Manhattan Beach is home to 33,852 
people as of the 2000 Census with just over 14,000 households.  Incorporated in 1912, 
Manhattan Beach is a general law city with eight departments, 267 full-time and over 125 part-
time employees.  Operating under the Council-Manager form of government, policy direction is 
provided by a five member City Council elected at large in staggered four-year terms with a 
rotating Mayor system. 

II. Purpose of the Community Facility Strategic Plan 
 
The City of Manhattan Beach will be soliciting proposals to assess the needs for community 
facilities throughout the city and to develop a “Facilities Strategic Plan” with recommendations 
by the consultant for community involvement, design, utilization and construction.  With 
numerous community facility needs expressed over the years, the City is initiating a development 
plan to meet user needs and priorities and generate enthusiasm to build new projects as part of 
the Capital Improvement Plan.  The strategic plan will serve as a foundation for enhancing the 
quality of life and activities in the City by increasing recreational capacity.  We are request for 
qualifications at this stage and proposals will be requested under a future RFP.  
 
III. Planned Scope of Services 

Critical skills for the Facilities Strategic Plan include community process and facility evaluation.  
It is recognized that one firm may not have all of the required skills; therefore, firms with some 
or all of the required skill sets are encouraged to submit statements of qualifications as teams 
with expertise and experience in project management, survey development, community process 
and planning, building and concept design, and job estimation.  Statements of qualifications may 
include experience outside this requested scope with appropriate relevance.  The following 
phases have been identified by staff as being essential to the development of a plan. 
 
Phase 1: Community Needs Assessment 
 
The goal of the needs assessment phase is to facilitate the open exchange of information amongst 
all community stakeholders and formulate a vision to help with the identification of priorities.  
The consultant team will coordinate with City staff concerning goals, objectives and logistics of 
generating relevant input, participation and support of the community on the projects.  The 
community involvement process may include, but not limited to, walking tours, internet 
outreach, survey development and administration, focus group discussions, visioning workshops 
and/or town hall meetings for a thorough assessment of public needs, insights and aspirations.  
 
Phase 2:  Facility and Property Survey and Evaluation 
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The facility evaluation phase will include review and tracking of existing programs and 
activities, whether seasonal or ongoing, as well as surveying the physical condition of existing 
sites and other available properties.  It may also include a structural analysis of the facilities, the 
coordination with City staff, and collaboration with City Departments, the School District and 
other property holders to accurately assess the level of utilization and condition and to determine 
the potential and enhancement strategies of existing and possible properties. 
 

Existing facilities to be evaluated  Available/Possible Properties 
Scout House     School District maintenance facility 
Joslyn Hall     School District land -LaDera 
Begg Pool     Library Land and Building Purchase 
Manhattan Heights Community Center 
Live Oak Park Hall 
Live Oak Park Basketball Courts 
School District Basketball Courts (Begg) 

 
Phase 3:  Design Concept and Cost Estimate Phase 
 
Based on the needs assessment phase, the facility/property evaluation phase and City Council 
directives, the consultant will provide a design for the community facilities.  Focused on a 
balance between renovation and reconstruction of existing facilities and new facility 
development, the concept will reflect the consideration for and inclusiveness of the various target 
population.  
 

Potential Facilities 
99-seat Performing Arts Center 
Indoor swimming pool and recreation center/complex 
Senior Center 
Teen Center 
Boys and Girls Scouts Facilities 
Skateboard Park 
Indoor gymnasium 
Library 
Parking for new facilities’ patrons 

 
IV. Submittal Format 
The prospective consultants shall substantially follow the following format when preparing the 
statement of qualification.  

A.     Cover Letter 

Introduce your firm and summarize your qualifications as they relate to your understanding of 
the project.  Please include the name and telephone number of a contact person in your firm. 
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B. Company Information 

The prospective consultant will provide the following information: 

 Full name and address of the company and year founded. 

 Legal status of company and tax identification number 

 Names of subsidiaries of parent company, if applicable. 

 Names of company owners and senior management team. 

 Resumes of proposed Project Manager(s) and individuals that will most likely participate in 
this project, including their titles. 

 Organizational chart describing team structure. 

 Descriptions of similar work performed, including dates, contact names and phone numbers. 

 Description of firm, consultant firms and experience of working together as a team. 

V.  Selection Process 

A. Pre-Qualification Criteria 

Submittals will be evaluated by a selection committee based on the following criteria: 

 Prior experience conducting community involvement process, needs assessment, and facility 
evaluation for strategic plan development in the public sector. 

 Experience of key personnel and familiarity of subject matter. 

 List of references. 

 Any other information the bidder may deem relevant to the qualification for the performance 
of the required work. 

B. Notification of Acceptance 

The City shall announce in writing the names of those consultants who meet pre-qualification 
requirements.  The announcements shall be made as soon as practicable after the receipt of 
statements of qualification.  The City reserves the right to add or remove consultants to/from the 
bid list through the bidding period.  All pre-qualified consultants will be invited to submit 
proposals for the project based on the details of the Request for Proposals. 
 

VI. General Conditions 

A.  Costs to consultants 
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Respondents to this RFQ will not be reimbursed by the City for any costs incurred in the 
preparation and submittal of the proposals.  Further, the request does not obligate the City of 
Manhattan Beach to accept any expressed or implied services.   

B.  Reservations 
 
The City Council reserves the right to reject any and all applications received, to take all 
submissions under advisement for up to 90 days after opening, to waive any informality on any 
applications, and to be the sole judges of the relative merits of the material mentioned in the 
respective submissions received.  The Council also reserves the right to reject any submissions that 
are not accompanied by the requested information.   
 
The undersigned has checked carefully the entire Request for Qualification.  By signing this 
document, I attest that I am authorized to contractually bind the company listed, and will meet 
the Proposal requirements if awarded a contract. 
 
Dated this _______________day of ______________________ 
 
____________________________ 
Print Name 
 
____________________________ 
Signature 
 
____________________________ 
Title 
 
____________________________ 
Name of Company 
 
____________________________ 
Business Address 
 
____________________________ 
City, State, Zip Code 
 
____________________________ 
Telephone Number 
 
____________________________ 
FAX 
 
____________________________ 
E-mail     
 

 











































































5898 Blackwelder Street, Ground Floor, Culver City, CA 90232           (Tel) 310-559-5720          (Fax) 310-559-8220          www.johnsonfavaro.com 

May 29, 2006 
 
Geoff Dolan 
City Manager 
City of Manhattan Beach 
1400 Highland Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 
 
Geoff, 
 
 In response to your request that we find ways to reduce the scope of our work and associated fees please 
consider the following: 
 
Fee Proposal: 
 
1. Outreach $ 135,000 
2 Reconnaissance & Analysis 90,000 
3 Option Development 130,000 
4 Final Documentation 30,000 
 Subtotal: $385,000 
5 Real Estate Analysis 5,000 
6. Traffic and Parking 20,000 
7. Cost Estimating 25,000 
 Subtotal: $50,000 

 
8. Reimbursables 35,000 

 
 Total: $470,000 
 
 
The following are potential cuts: 
 

Task Scope Reduction/Comments 
 

Savings 

Prime consultant work: 
 

 

Outreach Reduce meetings from eighty (80) to sixty (60) as follows: 
 
Bi-monthly steering committee meetings rather than monthly. Reduce 
from $38,000 to $19,000. Subcommittee and city staff will assist the 
consultant team in reading the desires, concerns and motivations of the 
steering committee members. 
 
Cut stakeholder meetings in half, from sixteen (16) to  eight (8), reducing 
fee from $14,000 to $7,000. Subcommittee and city staff will assist the 
consultant team in reading the desires, concerns and motivations of the 
stakeholders and interest groups. Stakeholders and interest groups  will 
attend the community meetings or rely on the web site to have their 
points of view heard. 
 
Cut city department meetings in half from sixteen (16) to eight (8), 
reducing fee from $14,000 to $7,000. City manager and deputy city 
manager will assist the consultant team in understanding desires, 

 
 

$19,000 
 
 
 
 

$7,000 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$7,000

M D A   J o h n s o n   F a v a r o 
A     r    c    h     i    t    e    c    t     u     r     e        a      n     d        U     r    b     a     n        D     e     s     i      g     n  
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concerns and requirements of various city departments affected by or 
having an influence on the planning of the sites and facilities. 
 

 Savings Subtotal: $33,000 

Reconnaissance & 
Analysis 

Eliminate Marine Avenue Park and Rosencrans Avenue Public Works 
Yard  from the project, except as part of city-wide community and 
recreation facilities reference map and narrative.  All remaining sites to 
be included as part of study through Reconnaissance & Analysis only.  
Existing conditions 3-D computer models and physical models created 
for only two of the sites. All others to be documented with 2-D diagrams  
only.  No detailed  record of existing facilities building programs—
existing floor areas will be limited to generalized gross foot print areas 
multiplied by number of stories. No preliminary report-- we will rely on 
drawing files and meeting notes to document the process and 
deliverables. Documents and meeting notes will be posted on web site; 
but  City staff will be responsible for assembling into single document  if 
so required. 
 

• Document Sites 
• Analyze Sites 
• Analyze Facilities 
• Summarize Findings 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$6,000 
$6,000 
$8,000 

$10,000 

 Savings Subtotal: $30,000 

Option Development  
Program distribution and facilities configuration studies will be limited to 
gross area and building footprints; no outline program broken down by 
use within any given facility.  Expansion needs will be determined by 
taking existing gross areas and multiplying by expansion factor (typically 
25%). 
 
Existing conditions 3-D computer models and physical models created 
for only the two sites selected at the conclusion of Reconnaissance and 
Analysis.   Computer models and physical models will be limited to 
purposes of  the study and illustration of  building mass site coverage, 
phasing and implementation-- no rendering or filling in of detail for 
presentation purposes. 
 
Minimal character/qualitative studies or imagery. Minimal 3-D 
presentation materials other than the models described above. This will 
be handled  substantively during subsequent later design phases. 
 

• Program Distribution 
• Sites & Facilities Configuration 
• Master Plan & Implementation Alternates 
• Qualitative Imagery 
• Consultation Coordination 
• Summarize Findings 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$2,000 
$5,000 
$9,000 

$20,000 
$2,000 
$6,000 

 Savings Subtotal: $44,000 

Final Documentation Two sites only included in the final report, except that all others will be 
included as part of city-wide reference map and narrative.  Minimal 
qualitative imagery.  
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• Finalize Regulating & Illustrative Plans 
• Qualitative Imagery 
• Consultant Coordination 
• Summarize Findings 

 

 
$1,000 
$2,000 
$2,000 
$3,000

 Savings Subtotal: $8,000 

Real Estate Analysis Eliminate. The City and the consultant MDAJF together have enough 
experience based on prior municipal and private sector work to make 
sound educated guesses on potential market value, development 
potential, private/public and public/public joint development opportunities 
etc. Should further analysis be required the city will draw on its own 
resources and/or request additional services of the consultant team for 
specific technical analysis and advice from Civic Enterprise Associates 
(Mott Smith) 

$5,000

Traffic & Parking Reduce from $20K to $5K. The master plan will not include analysis of 
traffic volumes in and out of sites either in the existing condition or 
proposed conditions, nor technically supported recommendations for 
entries, exits, lane supply and/or contours, parking requirements etc. 
The original proposal included work by the traffic consultant that would 
form the basis of future analysis required by any CEQA process. This 
work would be postponed until that process kicked in at a later date after 
the master plan, but before design. The consultant team has enough 
experience to understand global parameters for vehicular access 
circulation capacity as well as required parking capacity for existing and 
proposed conditions..  The proposed traffic consultant Meyer & 
Mohaddes (the same who worked on the City of Manhattan Beach 
General Plan and with whom MDAJF has and  is currently working on 
several projects ) will be available to the consultant team for review and 
comment as options are developed. 

$15,000

Cost Estimating Reduce from $25,000 to $10,000 No detailed unit based cost estimates 
of a pre-schematic nature will be produced. Simple facilities area ledger 
sheets will be created by MDAJF with lump sum, rule-of-thumb figures 
attached to global gross floor area numbers (i.e. community theater 
estimated as@ 8,000 GSF @ $450/SF with 9% annual escalation; 
parking for 100 at $25,000/space, etc). No pre-schematic outline 
programs will be produced (see above); hence cost estimates will not 
distinguish spaces nor include  cost/SF breakdowns within facilities 
(black box, back stage, public restrooms, loading dock service areas, 
etc).  The cost estimator will review and comment on the cost 
summaries produced by MDAJF during later phases of option 
development as options are narrowed. The estimates will include higher 
contingencies for unknowns (probably 30%)--that is higher factors of 
safety than that for the detailed cost estimates (usually 10%). 
 

$15,000

 Savings Subtotal: $35,000 

Reimbursables Reduction in scope of project will result in less demand for presentation 
materials, reproductions, etc. 

$5,000

   

 Savings Total: $155,000
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Comparison of fee proposal with fee after scope/fee reduction exercise: 
 
 Task/Discipline Proposed Work plan and Fee 

 
Work plan/Fee Reduction Exercise 

1. Outreach $ 135,000 $102,000 
2 Reconnaissance & Analysis 90,000 60,000 
3 Option Development 130,000 86,000 
4 Final Documentation 30,000 22,000 
 Subtotal: $385,000 270,000 
5 Real Estate Analysis 5,000 0 
6. Traffic and Parking 20,000 5,000 
7. Cost Estimating 25,000 10,000 
 Subtotal: $50,000 $15,000 
8. Reimbursables 35,000 

 
$30,000 

 Total: $470,000 $315,000 
The following is a summary of benefits and risks of the reduced scope of the work plan: 
 
Benefits: 
 

1. The City saves $155,000. 
Risks 
 

1. Potential misunderstandings, false expectations, undiscovered needs and/or concerns as a result of 
reduced program of community outreach . More dependency on City staff in understanding community and 
City priorities. 

2. Reduced capacity to inspire community wide support for facilities development and financial initiatives to 
fund such development. 

3. Less ability for the master plan to thoroughly consider all of the community’s options city wide, and 
therefore leave open the possibility for major changes of course in later years (hence, the potential for 
immediate obsolescence and/ or irrelevancy—the  “door stop” or “dust collector” phenomenon-- of the 
heretofore typical community master plan) 

4. Less certainty that needs are addressed in programmatic descriptions produced in the master plan; more 
reliance on future programming efforts,  hence reduced capacity to adequately  predict prior to bond 
measures or other funding initiatives the scope requirements of future facilities intended to address current 
and future needs. 

5. Less precision in the cost estimates, hence less reliability and increased requirement to “pad” the 
estimates with contingencies and factors of safety. 

6. Potential for less thorough understanding of the revenue generation possibilities of current City held real 
estate assets—through divestment, joint development and other mechanisms. 

7. Potential for fundamental revisions to master plan  in future program and design stages as a result of  
unforeseen gross dimensional and/or technical considerations not adequately predicted in the master plan 
(traffic and parking, facilities service requirements, etc) 

8. Potential delays in the regulatory process (CEQA, City Planning, etc) between master plan and building 
programming and design and/or community outreach process during building programming and design. 

 
On the issue of time and money, the following might give some perspective on why predictability, the avoidance of 
missteps and delays are important in the planning process:  The cost estimating community is advising that we 
should count on construction costs to be escalating at 9% per annum, or ¾% per month over the foreseeable 
future.  This means that a $50M construction project increases in cost at a rate of $375,000 per month. Thus 
efficiency and expediency—achieved through sound planning practices-- do matter fiscally speaking. By preparing 
well in the master plan  and preventing delays in future phases, even if we save just two months time we will have 
more than paid back the costs of the planning project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jim Favaro 




