Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee Meeting Notes (1/28) at 6:00 PM in Harrisburg University Auditorium

Members present included:  

Bryan Davis
Shaun Donovan
Evelyn Hunt
Jacqueline Marshall
Wayne Martin
Jackie Parker
Eddie Ruth
Manuel Valentin

After discussing last month’s Meeting Minutes, Staff began the presentation by reminding Steering Committee members of the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan.  

All attendees had previously submitted their scoring matrices and these were entered into the spreadsheet.

Staff began the meeting by reviewing the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan.

The rest of the evening’s discussion centered on the merits of 6 different RFP submittals received from RFP: ATS, SEPMI, DELTA, OPA + ARUP, CHPlanning and HOK, TFG

Discussion began with City Staff sharing pros and cons from their perspective on the RFPs submitted by the consultants followed by discussion and comments among the committee as a whole on each RFP submittal.

SEPMI Discussion

The first RFP reviewed was submitted by the Social Entrepreneurship and Place-making Institute (SEPMI).  Mr. Knight felt that he did not have any significant pros to discuss in favor of the proposal.  Neither did Ms. Parker or Mr. Spatz.  Mr. Knight did state that it provided a unique approach to developing a comprehensive plan, and it showed a different take on what the document could be.

Mr. Knight mentioned several cons to this proposal.  It seemed to him as though the process was designed to reach a pre-determined end.  The whole proposal was sculpted to meet the mission of what their Institute offers.  It didn’t seem as though they had worked on projects with the same geographical scope and topical depth as is required for a comprehensive plan, though he realized they were a mish-mash of individuals with different strengths.  It was very economically focused, but was lacking in regards to transportation, infrastructure and other elements. 

Ms. Parker felt that they had not referenced Harrisburg in their submittal very much – almost as if once they got hired, they would figure it out.  

Mr. Spatz said it seemed as though they hadn’t considered the weight that the City was putting on public participation and local firms.  

One member agreed that their public engagement was not adequate as well as their lack of commitment to a physical presence.  She noted that many people in the city like to contribute their two cents and will want to comment.  Another member agreed that they didn’t have the presence needed, and their proposal was not clear as to where the public engagement meetings would occur.

ATS Discussion

The second RFP discussed was ATS.  Mr. Knight did not have any pros to share.  Neither did other Staff.  

Mr. Knight mentioned several cons, the first of which was the submittal’s grammar and spelling mistakes.  They were also really heavy on the bios rather than the actual proposal.  

A member agreed with those comments, and said he thought they did not have the necessary experience or knowledge.  Another member stated that she gave them low marks, but she did give them higher points for integration of local firms and companies.

Mr. Spatz mentioned that the references concerned him (they referenced themselves).  A member asked whether Mr. Knight had called references.  Mr. Knight responded that further research was really focused on the other four submittals that were higher quality.

Delta Discussion

The third RFP discussed was Delta Development Group.  Mr. Knight said that a pro for this submittal was the emphasis on data, which could help with creating benchmarks for measuring future progress.  He also thought it was the best written; though it lacked visuals.  

Ms. Parker stated that she had worked with Delta before.  She said she knew their work product.  Though she hasn’t always been happy with their product, she recognized that a lot of the team would be new.  She thought that overall the RFP was good and that it was more specific to Harrisburg than a boilerplate submittal.  She noted that they also provided their financials.  She was impressed by the level of detail they provided (even though it was not an entirely positive picture), but she said they were stable and had income.  

Mr. Spatz said he appreciated the amount of public meetings and their specificity regarding a website.  He also liked the achievable timeline set and their emphasis on market forecasts.

A member had a question about an aspect of Delta’s proposal involving contact with stakeholders.  She noticed that they had said they would conduct stakeholder interviews by phone.  She wasn’t sure how many people they would be speaking with or how this would be done.

A general comment this member had about the process was that she would have liked to have the group go over a workshop or something so that the committee would have known what to look for within the RFP submittals.  Mr. Knight acknowledged that he understood this concern, but he said the value in having a variety of people from the community involved in the process is that it ensures that the product chosen will be legible to the layperson.  The document is meant to be accessible and useable to everyone.

Another member mentioned that he really liked the travel kiosks aspect of Delta’s proposal.  A second member agreed saying that he liked the interactive nature of this idea rather than having people only being able to interact through facilitated meetings.  Mr. Knight said he was less sure about how effective something like that would be since there would be 5 kiosks up for just 4 hours a day.  He said a lot depended upon where and when kiosks were placed.  A different member agreed that the location would be very important in determining the success of the kiosks.

One con that Mr. Knight mentioned was that the photographer element seemed a little unnecessary (almost seemed like they were just trying to increase their DBE numbers).  

Mr. Spatz said he hadn’t been as impressed by the choice of their work samples and the format/selection of what they chose to show.  A member said it really became an issue of comparing them to stronger proposals.  He said they had weaker experience in PA cities.  They had done county work but not really in cities, but they had local firms and scored high there.

Mr. Martin said that Delta’s proposal was the strongest in terms of transportation and the whole multi-modal movement, pedestrian safety, etc.  He felt that they had been able to spell out the weaknesses in Harrisburg’s transportation system.

Ms. Parker noted that some of the analysis they listed won’t really be necessary because it will have already been done by the consultant team working on the Consolidated Plan.

The Ferguson Group Discussion

Mr. Knight said that a pro for the Ferguson Group was that they are doing the Consolidated Plan for federal grant monies related to housing, brownfields, parks and rec, and a market analysis.  He thought that a comprehensive plan being done by the same company could tie it all together better and save time and money on research making both documents a little more cohesive.  On the other hand, he was a little curious about how their federal compliance focus might detract from the creativity of what a comprehensive plan should be.  It seemed almost boilerplate.

Ms. Parker agreed.  She said that the City has enjoyed working with TFG and their data collection efforts on the Consolidated Plan, but their proposal was not strong for the comprehensive plan submittal.  She said she was disappointed in their presentation and in their extremely limited list of references.  

A member said she had difficulty finding information within their proposal related to how to score their RFPs.  She wanted a document that is easy to navigate and organized.  

Mr. Spatz mentioned that a slight pro was the mention of a bilingual element in the public outreach approach.

Mr. Knight reviewed some of the characteristics of the proposal.  They were limited in local firms, and they had limited experience in doing comprehensive area-type plans/waterfront plans.

OPA Discussion

In reviewing OPA/ARUP’s submittal, Mr. Knight noted that it seemed to provide a very thorough description of their philosophy.  He said he knew that they had done a lot of work in the city.  He thought that of all of the teams, they had the best Harrisburg-focused consultant team assembled and based in Harrisburg.  He felt it was important that the people doing the plan understand the city.  He thought they did a good job identifying the stakeholders and outlining their public outreach section.

Ms. Parker said that this got the highest score from her.  She appreciated that it was local, and addressed needs as to what the City was looking for in a plan.  She had just a couple cons.  She didn’t think there was a need to involve the Stevens & Lee law firm.  She was concerned about “crowdsourcing” turning into something resembling a PennLive blog comment section, but she said she could work with them.  

Mr. Spatz said that he agreed with what had been said.  He felt a value-added was the educational focus for them and the connection they wanted to have with the Harrisburg School District.  A con for him was the ambitious nature of their timeline (just 10 months).  Another con was that their RFP did not display the quality (mainly graphics/organization) that he would be looking for in a comprehensive plan.  He said it was his highest scoring though, and all those issues could be worked on.

A member said it was his second-highest scoring and close to the top scorer.  He had the same comments.  Another member said it was her overall best proposal as far as her scoring went.  A third member said she liked the youth forum aspect.

Mr. Knight mentioned that if the group was unsure of some things like “crowd-sourcing”, this could be a question that’s asked of them at the interview.  He was also wary of this feedback mechanism.

Ms. Parker acknowledged that OPA can sometimes be ambitious on projects, but she felt that if the committee made it clear that OPA was working for the City, then the agreement would work well.

A member said she couldn’t remember which proposal mentioned it, but she liked where she had read in a submittal that the whole city should be addressed.  The city had been broken down more into communities.  

Another member said that OPA was his highest, and he liked the connection they made to the schools as well as their specificity on the timing and location of public meetings.  Ms. Parker agreed and said it showed that they do know Harrisburg.  Mr. Knight said he liked how they broke out their meetings in detail and stated how they planned to use those meetings.

One member had a question about the status of ARUP as a “potential” partner.  Mr. Knight said it was his understand that they are firmly part of the team and that their contribution would be more toward the back-end, receiving the data from OPA and providing them with ideas about what’s being done elsewhere.  Another member noted that this same kind of status was connected with CSPM, which is the crowdsourcing firm; they were invited to participate.  The first member said that as he researched ARUP, he really liked their work and would like to see that vision to be brought to Harrisburg.  The other member noted that their bios were included so he thought there must be some willingness or agreement in place.  The first member said that throughout the proposal, there were references to ARUP so if they weren’t solidly a part of it, for him, the submittal would kind of fall apart.  He also liked the school district component and the citizen advisory council that was suggested.  He wasn’t really fond of crowd-sourcing and fundraising as part of the comprehensive plan.   He thought that that strategy would be more appropriate for a community project.  He also said he wasn’t too fond of the strong focus on downtown; however, in his opinion, they presented the best proposal.

CH Planning Discussion

Mr. Knight said that CHPLanning and HOK’s document was the best-looking one and kind of what someone thinks of when they are looking for a comprehensive plan.  

Mr. Spatz said he liked the issues-based approach and how issues cross-relate rather than creating silos of subject areas, though he had some concerns with this approach as well.  A member said he liked the issues-based approach focus.  It seemed to him that they had done their homework on existing plans and stakeholders.  He liked their public engagement with surveys and their local presence.  He liked the price of $180,000 for all the work and the ability to expand the scope with a savings of $20,000.

Ms. Parker said that when she was working in DCED, helping to fund the Union Square plan in Chester, she attended the charrettes and worked with them.  She said CH Planning gave a presentation similar to what the committee had received, but when the plan came back, it was inadequate.  It was sent back to be redone because it seemed like they hadn’t listened to the people that had participated in the charettes.  The work done by their partner Econsult was also sent back.

Mr. Spatz had some additional cons.  He felt that they didn’t have enough public meetings.  He was nervous about the “snapshot” proposal idea with some “in-depth analysis” (for more money).  He also didn’t like that they put it on the city to pay for office space compared to other proposals that didn’t have that cost wrapped in.  Additionally, their timeline was the longest, but there was also mention in their proposal that they thought this would be enough time to have a 90% draft comprehensive plan.  He felt that if it would take 18 months, the whole plan should be done and adopted.

A member said she was not pleased with their public engagement strategy.  She also felt that the pictures included in the proposal seemed to reflect City Island, Midtown and Front Street but that people in Harrisburg want to know what will be done in Allison Hill, Uptown, and Southside too.  If only the area along the river is fixed up, the effort will have been wasted.

Comparison of Firms

Mr. Knight then showed a comparison of the four top-rated firms in terms of key rubric elements.  

Afterwards, the ranking of the consultant teams was determined from the scoring rubrics provided by Steering Committee members.  Based on the rubrics the order was the following:

1.) OPA/ARUP
2.) Delta
3.) The Ferguson Group
4.) CH Planning/HOK
5.) SEPMI
6.) ATS

Note: The top two were within 0.1 points of each other.  The third and fourth were about 7 points below the top two choices and within 0.3 points of each other.  The fifth and the sixth were about 12 points below CH Planning and within nearly two points of each other, so the results were very stratified with two clear winners, two middle-of-the-pack, and two clear low-quality proposals.

Mr. Knight then reviewed comments from a reference for each of the top four consultants.  Below are some quick highlights from this part of the presentation:

Delta’s reference said they helped the clients save money when they ran into an unforeseen issue involving access to a park beyond a railroad.  They ran one of the best public meetings the borough had seen.  They got a glowing recommendation.

The Ferguson Group’s reference said they were pleased with how the consultant divided up work with the planning department in order to expand the scope and depth of work.  They could also handle “gotcha” questions on the spot but also make sure the questions were addressed later.  They received a very positive recommendation.

The OPA/AB3 reference said they were polished when working with the public and with stakeholder groups and getting everybody on-board with the process.  They were actually willing to negotiate their initial budget down to come closer to other offers by adjusting the scope of work when Danville selected them (based on the high quality of their proposal).

CH Planning’s reference said there had been a lot of staff changes during the process, which made the project take a little longer than they had originally anticipated and the final budget exceeded the original budget.  However, the reference said that the public engagement aspect had gone well.

[bookmark: _GoBack] Mr. Knight noted that the references and budgets between the top two teams returned a pretty similar story for OPA versus Delta.  He felt that it was pretty clear from all of the discussion that the committee seemed to be in agreement on the top two teams as OPA and Delta and that both could be invited to interview next week.

Additional Discussion

A member asked where the money was coming from in order to pay for the comprehensive plan.  Ms. Parker mentioned that the sources included the Host Fee Fund, DCED, and “silos” of money (set up by the receiver).

The same member also asked whether this plan would outline things the City should already be doing or whether it would provide additional value.  Ms. Parker explained that this comprehensive plan would set the stage for future investment and development.  Mr. Knight agreed and said that the plan would give a vision to help prioritize and shape what the city does each year.  If it’s a large project, each year the City would work on a piece of that vision, but it could also be encouraging private projects to follow the vision.  The plan also helps back funding requests that go before Council, and it helps when the City asks for government money, grant money, etc.  

Another member mentioned that when he looked through the comprehensive plan RFPs, he was looking for discussion about issues related to parking.  He said that this was an issue that affected the core of the city, and this is one of his customers’ greatest concerns.  Ms. Parker responded that she is hoping this plan addresses economic vitality, and this will lead to a study of traffic flow and from there, parking will be examined.  The plan can’t address what’s already been done with Standard Parking, but it can focus on how to strengthen the downtown and increase foot traffic to allay parking concerns.  A different member said it could also be expanding other options like the fact that there is currently non-existent weekend transit.  He also said there are ideas out there in terms of parking vouchers, etc.  The member concerned about parking wondered if there was a way Standard Parking could be approached.  Mr. Knight noted that Standard Parking is a stakeholder, and they will ideally communicate with the consultant team and take in to account the reality of the parking situation Harrisburg has.

There was discussion about Council’s involvement in the selection of the consultants.  Mr. Knight explained that two council members are looped in on all emails and information related to the comprehensive plan.  The Steering Committee will make the selection and send the contract for City Council approval.

The date of the interviews will be on February 4th (ideally at Harrisburg University but time is TBD).  Committee members are invited to sit in on the interviews, but Staff will ask questions of the consultants.  Committee members who wish to ask questions can send them electronically to Geoffrey Knight by close of business on Friday, January 30th.  

Once the consultant team is selected, the process will more fully open up with public notices and advertisements.

Meeting Summary:

Staff provided members insight into how they scored the six RFP submittals by reviewing pros and cons of each RFP.  Members provided their own feedback as to how they viewed the submissions.  Each member’s scoring rubric was entered into a spreadsheet in order to average all scores and come out with the group’s top two scoring firms with the purpose of inviting these two teams to interview.  Of the six submissions, two scored 7 points higher than the third place proposal and these top two were within 0.1 points of each other.  This also reflected the discussion among Staff and Committee members.  It was decided that Delta and OPA would be invited to interview.

The interview will be held on February 4th (hopefully at Harrisburg University’s Auditorium) with the time to be decided.  Committee members are invited to sit in on the presentations.  While Staff will be asking questions of the consultants during the question and answer portion of the interview, members are invited to submit any questions they would have in advance of the interview (preferably by close of business on Friday, January 30th).  

The consultant team interviews will be on February 4th with the time and place TBD.  They will likely be held in Harrisburg University’s Auditorium during the day.

Action Items:
· If any member has a question of either Delta or OPA, they are encouraged to submit this question to Geoffrey Knight as soon as possible in advance of the consultant interviews at gknight@cityofhbg.com.  Staff will be asking questions of the consultants.
· Committee members are invited to sit in on and observe both interviews.
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