
  
 

 
 
 

 

FAC Meeting 09/09/10 
 Agenda Item 3.1 

Memorandum 
 

DATE: August 31, 2010 
 
TO:  Finance and Administration Committee  
 
FROM:  Arthur L. Dao, Executive Director 
  Anees Azad, Finance and Administration Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Year-End Investment Report for ACTIA 
 
 
Recommendations: 
Staff proposes that the Commission approve the FY 2009-10 Year-End Investment Report as 
presented.  
 
Summary: 
• For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010, the combined investment income (ACTA and 

ACTIA) was $8.2 million compared to the budget of $6.2 million.  For the prior year, FY 
2008-09, the combined investment income was $18.8 million (12 months) compared to a 
budget of $17.5 million.  

 
• The reduction in interest earnings is due to the lower interest rates and lower amount 

invested. 
 
• The portfolios managed by investment advisors were in full compliance with the Investment 

Policy and the returns have exceeded applicable benchmarks and comparators in every 
category. 

 
Discussion: 
Staff, with the assistance of outside investment advisors, manages over $300 million in ACTA and 
ACTIA investments.  The long-term returns on these investments are crucial to the delivery of the 
Authority’s capital projects and programs.  In all aspects of treasury management, the objective has 
been strict internal control and compliance with the Authority Investment Policy.  This Policy 
prioritizes (1) Safety, (2) Liquidity and (3) Return on investments as the primary objectives.   
 
Background: 
During the fiscal year 2004-05, the banking and investments function was gradually transferred from 
the County to the Authority.  All this became practical when ACTA/ACTIA opened new bank 
accounts with Union Bank and implemented the new accounting software (Fundware). These steps 
allowed check writing and basic banking capabilities along with the custodial accounts for 
investments management. 

To view the Board packet in its entirety, please visit our website at www.actia2022.com 
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The investment function was initiated after the Investment Policy was approved in July 2004.  
Gradual increases were made to the invested balance over time as the cash needs were refined in 
partnership with the projects control staff and consultants. 
 
Currently, staff, through the accounts payable consulting contract, manages the full range of banking 
capabilities, from disbursements to wires and ACH transfers.  Staff has also implemented the Union 
Bank “Positive Pay” system that allows only previously confirmed transactions/checks to clear and 
all other electronic and manual bank debits are rejected.  This is a necessary safeguard in today’s 
environment of electronic and paper-check fraud. 
 
Investments Status Report (Schedule A): 
At year-end, June 30, 2010, ACTA/ACTIA had a combined balance of $308 million in various cash 
and investments.  The prior year balance was $347 million.  The $39 million reduction is a result of 
the combined expenses (capital, program and administration) exceeding the combined revenues by 
this amount.  This information is summarized on the attached Investment Status Report (Schedule A) 
together with an estimate of the average investment returns.  The investment results are presented in 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) format to facilitate comparison with the year-
end financial statements and with other comparable investment/cash pools.   
 
As reported in the Investment Status Report, ACTA posted interest earnings of $5.8 million against 
a budget of $4.0 million and ACTIA posted interest earnings of $2.3 million against a budget of $2.2 
million (due to higher balance).  The ACTA portfolio averaged about a 3 % return and the ACTIA 
portfolio averaged 1.9% return for the year, compared to a budget of 2%.   
 
This fiscal year’s average yield of 2.5% compares favorably against LAIF’s average yield of 0.66%. 
 The dollar impact of this performance is $5.9 million in incremental returns over LAIF.  However, 
the average yields for qualifying investments and terms has already dropped to below 0.5% and the 
reported level of returns is not expected to continue into the next fiscal year. 
 
Investment Advisors Performance Report (Schedule B):  
The Authority contracts with two competing investment advisors, Chandler Asset Management 
(Chandler) and PFM Asset Management (PFM), to manage its investment portfolio.  These 
managers have implemented two different investment strategies in managing the Authority accounts. 
 Chandler strategy avoids interest rate anticipation by aligning maturities to the actual cash needs, 
while PFM flexes the terms in anticipation of future rate changes.  The two strategies also differ on 
asset allocations and terms, within the framework of the Investment Policy. 
 
Contractually, the investment advisors are paid about 8 basis points for the investment services.  In 
FYE 2009-10, the cost of this service was $206,158  This equates to less than one-tenth of one 
percent times the invested amount.  Prior to 2004 when the investments were maintained with the 
County Treasurer, the fees paid to the Alameda County Treasurer’s Office was about 20 basis points, 
which would amount to about $560,000 on an investment balance of $280 million.  This amounts to 
an annual savings of $354,000 to the Authority. 
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Schedule B details the investment advisors’ performance during the past six months.  The 
Performance Report is organized as follows: 
 
1. Compliance with Investment Policy:  This is a result of comparing the Investment Policy 

requirements with the investments purchased.  Key factors of the investment policy are 
acceptable credit ratings of the instruments, proper diversity of investments, terms compliant 
with cash needs and prohibited investments.  Last year three securities were downgraded 
below the Policy minimum requirements.  Both Advisors followed the Policy guidelines and 
notified the Authority of the events with recommendations that the securities be held to 
maturity.  These events and recommendations were reported to the Board, as required by the 
Investment Policy.  No losses resulted from these downgraded securities. 

 
2. Liquidity:  This section provides the investment balances by agency and advisors.  Last July 

both ACTA and ACTIA capital expenditure horizons were shortened to accommodate 
upcoming commitments. 

 
3. Interest Earnings:  This section provides the interest earnings for each advisor maintained 

account. 
 
4. Bench Marks:  Items 4a and 4b provide the comparison with the County and LAIF.  Item 

4c/d shows the current year benchmark used by the investment advisors.  Effective July 2009 
the benchmarks were modified to reflect the shortened cash flow horizons.  The Performance 
indicators estimate the total returns on investments managed by the advisors. 

 
5. Asset allocation summary: This section indicates the asset allocation at June 30, 2010. 
 
6. Duration:  This section indicates the average term of the investments in each portfolio.  As 

one can see, the durations for the current investments were reduced from prior year levels. 
 
7. Cost of Investment services:  This section shows the cost of investment advisor services, 

which are not included in the returns above. 
 
Compliance with ACTA/ACTIA Investment Policy: 
Staff and the investment advisor teams have followed the Investment Policy approved by the Board 
last year.  The choices of securities purchased, the asset allocations, and the liquidity aspects of the 
policy are all in compliance.  This aspect of the investment function is reviewed by the auditors and 
will be covered as part of the annual audit report to the Board.  
 
In summary, staff and both advisors (Chandler and PFM) have accomplished the following: 
• Complied with the Authority Investment Policy 
• Delivered on the Authority’s liquidity requirements 
• Exceeded returns compared to alternative investment options (County and LAIF) and 
benchmarks 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
On a combined GAAP basis, the interest earnings were $8.2 million for the FY 2009-10, or $2.0 
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million better than budget.   
 
Attachments: 
1. Investment Status Report-Schedule A 
2. Investment Advisors’ Performance Report-Schedule B 
3. Investment Detail. 
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Memorandum 

 
 

DATE: September 2, 2010 
 
TO: Finance and Administration Committee  

 
FROM: Arthur L. Dao, Executive Director 

Arun Goel, Associate Transportation Engineer  
 

SUBJECT: Approval of the ACTIA Semi-Annual Local Business Contract Equity (LBCE)  
Program Utilization Report of Local Business Enterprise and Small Local   
Business Enterprise for the Period of January 1, 2010 through June 30, 2010 

 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the attached Semi-Annual LBCE Program 
Utilization Report for the payment period of January 1, 2010 to June 30, 2010. The contracts and 
contract payment data which serve as a basis for this report have been reviewed and accepted by the 
Authority’s contract equity consultant L. Luster and Associates. 
 
Summary: 
In the current reporting period there were a total of 31 active contracts with LBCE Program goals. Of 
these contracts roughly 92% of payments or $7.1 million went to firms certified as Local Business 
Enterprises (LBE) and 52% of payments or $4.0 million went to firms certified as Small Local 
Business Enterprises (SLBE). In aggregate, the LBE goal of 70% and the SLBE goal of 30% for 
Administrative and Engineering contracts were exceeded. 
 
For these same contracts, 15% of payments or $1.1 million went to firms certified as Very Small 
Local Business Enterprises (VSLBE), 27% of payments or $2.1 million went to firms certified as 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE), 23% of payments or $1.8 million went to firms certified 
as minority-owned business enterprises (MBE), and 5% of payments or roughly $384,200 went to 
firms certified as woman-owned business enterprises (WBE). 
 
For contracts without LBE or SLBE goals, roughly 31% of payments or $4.5 million went to LBE-
certified firms and 1.5% of payments or roughly $213,000 went to SLBE-certified firms. Of these 
contracts 0.2% of payments or about $32,100 went to DBE-certified firms, 0.2% or about $31,500 
went to MBE-certified firms, and 0.01% or $630 went to WBE-certified firms. 
 
There were a total of 318 firms certified with the Authority as of June 30, 2010, of which 54 were 
new certifications. Firms certified as of January 1, 2009, are categorized using the North American 
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Industry Classification System (NAICS) to increase solicitation of bidders from prime contractors and 
subcontractors, as well as to facilitate networking between firms. 
 
Background: 
In 1989, the Board established a program for the procurement of professional services. That policy set 
goals of 70% for LBE, 25% for MBE, and 5% for WBE. 
 
In 1995, the Board approved a program for construction contracts that set overall participation goals 
of 60% for LBE, 33% for MBE, and 9% for WBE. Those goals were based on a disparity study in 
addition to extensive public input from both the prime and minority contracting communities. 
Specific goals are set for each construction contract, based on biddable items and availability of 
LBE/MBE/WBE firms.   
 
As a result of the passage of Proposition 209 in 1996, and the United States Department of 
Transportation’s issuance of the final ruling on the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program in 
2000, the Authority suspended its MBE/WBE program and goal requirements. In lieu of the 
suspended MBE/WBE program, the Authority adopted two programs: the Local and Small Local 
Business Enterprise (LBE/SLBE) program for contracts funded with local dollars and the 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program for contracts funded with federal dollars. In 
January 2008, the Board subsequently adopted the Revised LBE/SLBE Program and renamed this 
program as the Local Business Contract Equity Program.   
 
The Boards approved modifications to the LBCE Program which were aimed at increasing SLBE 
participation in all areas of the Authority’s contracting opportunities, particularly with construction 
contracting. The revised program became effective for Authority-led contracts as of February 2008 
and for all Sponsor-led projects awarded after July 2008. 
 
The Authority currently does not have any federally assisted contracts requiring the application of the 
DBE goals and therefore none was reported.  Project sponsors that have contracts funded with federal 
or state funds are subject to federal and state oversight relative to DBE Program compliance and goal 
attainment reporting.   
 
On a semi-annual basis, staff prepares the LBCE Utilization Report to provide the status and progress 
on the utilization of: 
 
1. LBE/SLBE on active Measure B funded contracts awarded by the Authority and sponsoring 

agencies; and 
 
2. MBE/WBE participation on active contracts awarded by the Authority and sponsoring agencies 

that were exempted from the application of the Authority’s LBCE Program and goals. Measure B-
funded contracts exempted from the LBCE Program and goals were those that are also funded 
with Federal and/or State funds, with non-local funds, or with less than $50,000 in contract value. 

   
Utilization is determined by collecting and analyzing financial data relative to the amounts awarded 
and paid to LBE, SLBE, VSLBE, DBE, MBE, and WBE prime and subcontractors in three (3) 
contract categories: 
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1. Administrative Services Contracts – most of the contracts in this group are annually renewed 

administrative services contracts to assist the Authority in the administration of the Measure B 
Program. These services include affirmative action support, general counsel, federal and state 
legislative advocacy, auditors, financial advisors, information and computer services, and project 
controls, among others. 

 
2. Engineering Services Contracts – contracts in this group are primarily engineering services 

contracts to assist the Authority in the development and delivery of capital projects. 
 
3. Construction Contracts – contracts in this group are specific to construction contracts awarded to 

builders of transportation facilities such as roadway and transit improvements. 
 
Key information monitored and reported includes LBE, SLBE, VSLBE, DBE, MBE, and WBE 
utilization on all active contracts as of June 30, 2010. 
 
Summary of Results for Current Reporting Period: 
As shown in Table 1 of this report, the LBE goal of 70% and the SLBE goal of 30% were exceeded in 
both the administrative services contract and engineering services contract categories where the 
LBCE Program is applicable. There were no active payments on construction contracts with 
applicable goals during this reporting period. 
  

TABLE 1 – Contracts with LBCE Program Goal Requirements 
LBE/SLBE Contracts: Goals = 60%-70% for LBE;  20%-30% for SLBE 

Payments from January 1, 2010 through June 30, 2010 
Contract Type Number of 

Contracts  Payment Amount LBE 
% 

SLBE 
% 

VSLBE 
% 

DBE 
% 

MBE 
% 

WBE 
% 

Administrative 19 $1,904,092.69 90% 73% 52% 44% 44% 8% 

Engineering 12  $5,744,053.41 93% 45% 2% 22% 16% 4% 

Construction 0 $0.00 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

All Industries 31 $7,648,146.10 92% 52% 15% 27% 23% 5% 

 
Table 2 below summarizes participation of local and small local firms, as well as firms owned by 
disadvantaged minorities or women on contracts that were exempt from the Authority LBCE Program 
goals. Per policy, the LBCE Program was not applied to these contracts, either because they are 
jointly funded with federal and/or state funds, non-local funds, or because they are less than $50,000 
in contract value. Nevertheless, 31% of payments in this contract category went to certified local 
firms, 2% went to small local firms, 0.2% went to disadvantaged firms, 0.2% went to minority-owned 
firms, and 0.004% went to woman-owned firms. 
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TABLE 2 – Contracts Exempt from LBCE Program Goal Requirements 

Payments from January 1, 2010 through June 30, 2010 
Contract Type Number of 

Contracts   
Payment Amount LBE 

% 
SLBE 

% 
VSLBE  

% 
DBE 

% 
MBE 

% 
WBE 

% 

Administrative 1 $14,435.36 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Engineering  12 $6,303,131.91 33% 3% 0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.01% 

Construction1,2  4 $7,906,826.95 30% 0.3% 0% 0.02% 0% 0% 

All Industries 17 $7,387,434.04 31% 2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0%3 

1  Includes construction contracts pending close-out 
2   Includes construction contracts where Caltrans is the sponsor – Caltrans DBE program applies (currently race-neutral   program 

applies to contracts included in this report) 
3  Share of payments to Women Business Enterprises is 0.004%. 
 
Reporting Process: 
Data collection on all active and open contracts began on July 1, 2010, by surveying prime 
contractors and subcontractors for verification of payment amounts and timing. For the current 
reporting period 62 payment verification survey forms were sent to prime contractors and 
subcontractors. Approximately 65% responded during the allotted time. 
 
The Authority utilized the same method of reporting from the last reporting period—July through 
December 2009—which included an automated summary of processed payments by vendor (similar 
to a bank statement) and an automated utilization report generated from an in-house database (see 
Attachment 1: Contract Equity Utilization Report).  
 
In regards to billing and timely receipt of payment, approximately 98% of the respondents indicated 
that they had not experienced any billing-related issues and 88% indicated that they had received 
timely payments from the Authority/sponsors/prime contractors. None of the billing and payment-
related issues reported to the Authority required the assistance of the Contract Equity consultant and 
all issues were resolved prior to the development of this report. 
 
The participation and statistics, which serve as a basis for this report, have been independently 
reviewed and verified by the firm L. Luster and Associates. As stated in the attached letter from L. 
Luster and Associates (see Attachment 2: Independent Review of ACTIA Semi-Annual Contract 
Equity Utilization Report Data), this report was found to be materially accurate and complete. 
 
Certification Update: 
Table 3 below summarizes by contract type the number of active firms certified with the Authority 
and new firms that were certified since January 1, 2010. Prior to January 1, 2010, there were 277 
active firms certified with the Authority. By June 30, 2010, the Authority’s list of certified firms had 
grown to 318, an increase of 14.8%.  All 318 firms are certified LBE, 215 firms or 67.6% of the total 
number of certified firms are certified SLBE, and 142 firms or 44.7% are certified VSLBE.  
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Since January 1, 2010, 79 firms were certified with the Authority, all of which were new 
certifications. Of these firms 17 certifications or 21.5% of the new certifications were processed and 
approved in conjunction to construction and administrative contracting opportunities. 
 
As of January 1, 2009, all certified firms are categorized using the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) to increase solicitation of bidders from prime contractors and 
subcontractors and also to facilitate networking between firms. 
 

Table 3 – Certified Firms by Contract Types 

Contract Type LBE1 SLBE2 VSLBE 
# of New Firms 
Certified this 

Reporting Period 

Administrative/Engineering 47 32 27 47 

Commodities/Vendors 11 8 5 11 

Construction 21 7 4 21 

TOTAL 79 47 36 79 

1 Includes SLBE and VSLBE certified firms 

2 Includes VSLBE certified firms 
 
Outreach Activities Update: 
The contract equity consultants continued to undertake its outreach activities for RFPs released during 
the reporting period. There was a total of one RFP released by the Authority: it was a professional 
services contract. In addition, there was also one construction contract procured by the City of 
Hayward. 
 
Additional activities conducted by ACTIA and represented by L. Luster and Associates include 
providing LBCE Program and certification information and support, interagency outreach 
coordination, and regional transportation and transit agency business outreach coordination. 
 
Assumptions/Data Sources: 
1. Ethnicity and gender information in this report are compiled from Caltrans’ Certified DBE list 

and/or based on anecdotal submission information provided by the vendors. 
 

2. All percentages were calculated from cumulative actual payments to prime and subcontractors 
using an in-house database designed to track active contracts and compare results with the 
Authority’s accounting system. 
 

3. Surveys were sent to all vendors on active contracts; the responses were compiled, reviewed, and 
accounted for when possible. Errors in vendor reports were noted and clarifications were 
requested for follow-up. It was further noted that the interpretations by the vendors on information 
submitted and the information they had available were attributable to some discrepancies with 
information the Authority, prime and subcontractor collected. 
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Fiscal Impacts: 
Approval of this Report has no fiscal impact. 
 
Attachments:  

Attachment A – Contract Equity Utilization Report 
Attachment B – Independent Review of ACTIA Semi-Annual Contract Equity Utilization Report Data 
Attachment C – Letter from Supervisor Miley (dated August 9, 2010) – Commitment to Local 

Business Contract Equity (LBCE) 
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Nathan A. Miley, Vice-President  
Supervisor, District 4 

 
 

  Oakland Office     Eden Area District Office  
  1221 Oak Street, Suite 536    20993 Redwood Court 
  Oakland, CA  94612    Castro Valley, CA  94546 
  510-272-6694/510-465-7628 Facsimile   510-670-5717/510-537-7289  

     
district4@acgov.org  

 
 
August 9, 2010 
 
 
 
TO:  Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC) 
 
FR:  Nate Miley 

  
RE:  Commitment to Local Business Contract Equity (LBCE) 
 
 
 
It is important that ACTIA’s commitment to the Local Business Contract Equity (LBCE) 
program in light of the merger with the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) be maintained 
with ACTC.   ACTIA’s demonstrated commitment to its LBCE program must continue after the 
merger and that the ACTC adopt ACTIA’s assertive commitment to local business participation.   
 
 The LBCE Consultant for ACTIA with the active support of ACTIA staff was able to enhance 
ACTIA presence within the local contracting community and significantly increase the number 
of local firms obtaining ACTIA certification and participating in ACTIA’s contracting process.  
ACTIA has strongly supported the activities related to these increases, including helping with the 
establishment of a certification database, approving outreach plans and participating in outreach 
events. 
 
Through active outreach and streamlining of the certification processes, the LBCE consultant has 
increased the number of new certifications by 232% among Local Business Enterprises (LBEs), 
Small Local Business Enterprises (SLBEs) and Very Small Local Business Enterprises 
(VSLBEs).  Additionally, the merger provides an unique opportunity to further improve the 
LBCE program of ACTIA, such as: 
 

• Further streamlining the certification process, building upon the coordinated efforts of 
ACTIA, Alameda County, the City of Oakland and the Port of Oakland.  Because 
certification processes can be very time intensive and costly, ACTC can explore 
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minimizing its certification activities and increasing its acceptance of certification by 
other agencies.  The East Bay Interagency Alliance coordinated certification process has 
provided a strong foundation for this approach. 
 

• Sheltered bidding opportunities so that small businesses only bid against other small 
businesses.  The State of California and the Port already have these programs in place. 

 
• Extend Professional and Administrative Goals to ACTC Sponsors:  Currently ACTIA 

goals and preferences do not apply to Professional Services and Administrative Contracts 
completely or partially funded by Measure B and local funds but administered by 
Sponsors.  ACTC may wish to consider inserting a provision into the LBCE policy that 
ACTA Sponsored Professional Administrative contracts funded solely by Measure B and 
local funds will also be subject to ACTC LBCE goals. 

 
• Bonding Assistance Program for Smaller Local Contractors:  ACTC may wish to explore 

joining with Alameda County in extending bonding assistance to small local contractors.  
Bonding makes public contracting more accessible to a smaller contractor and assists 
them to develop the capacity of their businesses far beyond the initial project.  Moreover, 
bonding assistance programs can save sponsors significant project dollars by expanding 
and improving the pool of bidders. 

 
•  ACTC may also want to take steps to ensure that its Procurement policies align with the 

LBCE program.  At this time the procurement policy does not include detailed 
procurement procedures and ACTIA staff responsible for procuring and administering 
contracts are utilizing different processes. 
 

• Local Hire Tracking and Requirements:  Currently there is heightened interest in 
generating jobs for local residents.  This reflects longstanding ACTIA intent and policy.  
However, ACTIA does not collect data that demonstrates its achievements in this area.  
ACTC may wish to consider requiring that contractors and sponsors submit local worker 
utilization reports (determined by residency of the worker).  In so doing, ACTIA would 
be able to report not only the amount of dollars it spends with local businesses, but also 
the number of jobs for local residents its projects generate. 

 
• These suggestions are made with the purpose of increasing local business development.  I 

strongly suggest that the LBCE Consultant and the appropriate staffs of CMA and 
ACTIA meet and bring a timely report with recommendations to ACTC for opportunities 
that support Local Business Contract Equity. 

If you have questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Robyn Hodges at 510-272-
3691 or robyn.hodges@acgov.org at your convenience. 
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Memorandum 
 

 
DATE: September 2, 2010 
 
TO: Finance and Administration Committee  

 
FROM: Arthur L. Dao, Executive Director 

 
SUBJECT: Approval of Amendment No. 1 to the Professional Services Agreement with 

Management Partners (L10-003) for project management assistance during the 
transition of the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) 
and the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) to the 
new Alameda County Transportation Commission (Alameda CTC). 

 
Recommendations: 
It is recommended that the Commission approve Amendment No. 1 to the Professional Services 
Agreement with Management Partners for project management assistance during the transition of the 
ACCMA and ACTIA to the new Alameda CTC for an amount not-to-exceed $25,000 for an amended 
agreement total of $75,000. 
 
Summary: 
The proposed agreement amendment will provide additional resources necessary for the coordination 
of project activities included in the Merger Action Plan, and to assist existing or contract staff 
designated with lead responsibility to plan, schedule, and ensure timely completion of the following 
tasks: 

1. Organizational structure and transition; 
2. Benefits analysis, recommendation and selection; 
3. Financial services integration; 
4. New salary and benefits resolution; and 
5. Successor CalPERS contract and transition. 

 
The proposed amendment would be for an amount not-to-exceed $25,000, for an amended agreement 
total of $75,000. 
 
Management Partners would serve in a general project management capacity to assist the new 
Executive Director with the implementation of specific remaining major initiatives to fully transition 
employees to the Alameda CTC and ensure business systems are in place to support the work of the 
new Commission and staff. 
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Discussion or Background: 
In January 2009, the ACTIA and ACCMA initiated a study and implementation plan to identify 
service sharing and/or consolidation opportunities between the two agencies. The study concluded 
that there were attractive opportunities for a range of service sharing and integration efforts, 
particularly in the areas of financial and administrative services and capital project delivery.  
 
The ACTIA and ACCMA Boards agreed to move forward with a possible merger and directed staff to 
develop a full merger implementation plan. The Boards established an Ad Hoc Committee with 
members from each Board of Directors to oversee and provide general direction during the 
development of the merger implementation plan. A Merger Implementation and Action Plan was 
prepared and presented to the two respective boards in January 2010. It identified steps and general 
timing for the actions needed to merge the staff and business activities of the separate transportation 
agencies into a new single organization.  
 
In March 2010, Management Partners entered into a contract with the ACCMA and ACTIA to 
provide assistance in the role of project manager with the Merger Implementation and Action Plan. A 
significant part of the work included providing support to an Ad Hoc Committee with members from 
each existing agency’s board of directors designated to oversee and provide general policy direction 
during the legal formation of the Alameda CTC. With the approval of the Joint Powers Authority 
(JPA), which created the new Alameda County Transportation Commission and the formation of 
standing committees to carry out the work of the new Commission, the role of the Ad Hoc Committee 
had effectively ceased. 
 
In addition to providing staff support to the Ad Hoc Committee, Management Partners has provided 
project management assistance during period in the following areas: 

• Resolving member agency policy issues in support of approval of the JPA 
• Analyzing issues and policies relating to employee benefits in anticipation of the transition of 

current agency employees to the Alameda CTC in the Spring of 2011 
• Ongoing employee communication 
• Preparing a new Administrative Code for the Alameda CTC 
• Recruiting of the new Executive Director 
• Analyzing information technology consolidation opportunities and plans 
• Analyzing telephone systems consolidation 
• Preparing a Financial Services Integration Plan and schedule 
• Ongoing planning and scheduling regarding a range of implementation plan activities 

 
Fiscal Impacts: 
Approval of the proposed action would increase the Commission’s commitment to Management 
Partners professional services agreement by an additional $25,000 for an agreement total of $75,000 
for fiscal year 2010/11. 
 
Attachments:  
Attachment A – Management Partners’ Proposal for Project Management Services to the               

Alameda CTC 
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2107 N. First Street Suite 470 www.managementpartners.com 408 437 5400 
San Jose, CA  95131  Fax 408 453 6191 

 
 
 

August 24, 2010 
 
 

 
Mr. Art Dao, Executive Director 
Alameda County Transportation Commission 
1333 Broadway, Suites 220 and 300 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Dear Mr. Dao:   
 
Management Partners is pleased to submit this proposal to continue providing project 
management assistance during the transition of the Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency (ACCMA) and the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) to 
the new Alameda County Transportation Commission (ACTC).  This letter outlines a scope of 
work for this project.  
 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE ASSIGNMENT 
In 2009 the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority and the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency initiated a study that identified service sharing and/or 
consolidation opportunities between the two agencies. The study concluded that there were 
attractive opportunities for a range of service sharing and integration efforts, particularly in the 
areas of financial services, administrative services and capital project delivery.  A Merger 
Implementation and Action Plan was prepared and presented to the two respective boards in 
January 2010.  The ACTIA and ACCMA boards agreed to move forward with the merger in 
February 2010 and the new Alameda County Transportation Commission held its first meeting 
in July 2010. 
 
In March 2010 Management Partners entered into a contract with ACCMA and ACTIA to 
provide assistance in the role of project manager with the Merger Implementation and Action 
Plan.  A significant part of the work during this period included providing support to an Ad Hoc 
Committee with members from each existing agency’s board of directors designated to oversee 
and provide general policy direction during the legal formation of the ACTC.  With the approval 
of the joint powers authority (JPA) creating the new Alameda County Transportation 
Commission and the formation of standing committees to carry out the work of the new 
Commission, the role of the Ad Hoc Committee has effectively ceased.   
 
In addition to providing staff support to the Ad Hoc Committee, Management Partners has 
provided project management assistance during this period in the following areas: 

• Resolving member agency policy issues in support of approval of the JPA 
• Analyzing issues and policies relating to employee benefits in anticipation of the 

transition of current agency employees to the ACTC in the spring of 2011 
• Ongoing employee communications 
• Preparing a new Administrative Code for the ACTC 
• Recruiting of a new Executive Director 

FAC Meeting 09/09/10 
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• Analyzing information technology consolidation opportunities and plans 
• Analyzing telephone systems consolidation 
• Preparing a Financial Services Integration Plan and schedule 
• Ongoing planning and scheduling regarding a range of implementation plan activities   

 
Management Partners has been requested to prepare this proposal to serve in a general project 
management capacity to assist the new Executive Director with the implementation of specific 
remaining major initiatives to fully transition employees to the ACTC and ensure business 
systems are in place to support the work of the new Commission and the staff. 
 
We have structured this proposal to emphasize the transition of merger activities from 
Management Partners to ACTC staff.  While external consultant assistance is necessary during 
the initial study and preliminary implementation phases of a governmental consolidation project, 
there needs to be a transition period to shift implementation work to agency staff once these 
initial stages are completed. Our approach in this final phase of work will be to transition 
consolidation actions and activities to ACTC staff. 
 
PLAN OF WORK 
 
To coordinate the project activities included in the Merger Action Plan and ensure timely 
completion of the component tasks, the ACTC is seeking continued project management 
assistance.  The role of the project manager will be to assist the new Executive Director in 
tracking and ensuring completion of the following tasks. 
 

Objective Lead Responsibility Completion Goal 
1. Organizational structure and 

transition 
Executive Director January 2011 

2. Benefits analysis, 
recommendation and selection 

Executive Director, Legal Counsel October 2010 

3. Financial Services Integration Finance Director/Finance Manager June 2011 
4. New Salary and Benefits 

Resolution 
Koff & Associates Dependent upon employee 

transition 
5. Successor CalPERS contract 

and transition 
Alameda CTC Administrative staff May 2011 

 
The role of the project manager will be to assist existing or contract staff designated with lead 
responsibility to plan, schedule and accomplish these objectives. Management Partners 
understands that specific employees or contract staff will be assigned to carry out and 
implement the activities required to accomplish the objectives within an agreed upon schedule 
for completion. As necessary, meetings will be convened to discuss progress against 
established goals and timelines.  Regular meetings with the new Executive Director will also be 
scheduled to ensure regular communication and report on emerging issues and generally on the 
progress of the major initiatives.  
 
 
MANAGEMENT PARTNERS’ TEAM 
Lynn Dantzker will serve as the principal consultant on this engagement to provide project 
management assistance.  She will be assisted by other Management Partners’ team members 
as needed and agreed to in advance by the new Executive Director. Lynn will be available as 
required on site.  Brief qualifications for the team members are provided below. 
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Lynn Dantzker, Senior Manager, has spent more than 30 years in California local government 
public service in management positions ranging from general city administration to community 
development. Lynn most recently served as Assistant City Manager in Fremont, California, 
where she was responsible for community development and development services in a one-
stop enterprise-based operation. She also handled redevelopment/housing in an in-fill 
environment, engineering and capital asset design/construction, street maintenance and solid 
waste management. Prior to that, Lynn was interim City Manager for Clayton, California, and 
spent 14 years with the City of Concord in a variety of positions, concluding as Deputy City 
Manager. Lynn’s most recent clients have been the Cities of Sunnyvale, Santa Clara and Tracy 
and Marin County. 
 
David Jensen, Special Advisor, is an expert in information technology operations and planning, 
problem solving and process development. He has more than 30 years of experience in 
information technology public management and law enforcement, retiring as chief technology 
officer for the City of Fremont, California, in 2006.  During his career, he gained a national 
reputation for innovative information technology advancements in municipal work.  David also 
was active in municipal information systems associations and was executive secretary in a Joint 
Powers Authority that managed a regional GIS database. He has extensive training and 
experience in IT strategic planning, policy development, and project management.  Dave is an 
active member of the Municipal Information Systems Association of California and the users’ 
groups for several municipal applications. 
 
Ray Durant, Senior Management Advisor, has spent over 39 years in accounting and finance, 
including 19 years with the City of Fremont where he became assistant finance director. Ray 
provides financial expertise and advice on the full range of municipal finance operations, 
assisting local governments with their accounting functions and budgets with an emphasis on 
analysis. He serves as an expert advisor to executive managers, helping them bring about 
prudent financial management decisions. He has authored comprehensive regulations detailing 
various entitlement and reimbursement processes. Ray also provides leadership assistance 
through helping to foster teamwork and evaluating performance against the organization’s 
goals.  
 
Tim Sullivan, Special Advisor, has more than 30 years of experience in federal and local 
government human resources.  He joined Management Partners in June 2008.  Tim’s areas of 
expertise include labor and employee relations, classification and compensation, human 
resources policy and procedure development and management training. He is an experienced 
trainer and certified mediator. Tim served as the labor relations manager and assistant human 
resources director for the County of San Mateo and as personnel director for the Internal 
Revenue Service’s San Jose District Office. He has also been a part-time professor at San Jose 
State University. 
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FEE PROPOSAL 
Due to the nature of project management, we are proposing to work on an hourly basis for the 
engagement.  This proposal suggests that a contract in the amount of $25,000 be authorized, 
which would provide about 150 hours of project management assistance (including expenses).  
The hourly rates to be charged are listed below. 
 

Management Partners’ Staff Hourly Rate 
Estimated 

Hours 
Lynn Dantzker, Senior Manager (Project Manager) $175/hour 95 
David Jensen, Senior Management Advisor $150/hour 20 

Ray Durant, Special Advisor $150/hour 25 

Tim Sullivan, Special Advisor $150/hour 10 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
Thank you for the opportunity to continue to provide assistance to you and the Alameda CTC. 
We look forward to assisting the agency with this project. Please feel free to contact either Lynn 
Dantzker or me to discuss our proposal.   
 
 
          Sincerely, 

 
          Andrew S. Belknap 
          Regional Vice President 
 
Accepted for Alameda CTC by: 
 
Name: ______________________________ 
 
Title: ______________________________ 
 
Date: ______________________________ 
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