Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee Meeting Notes (9/17/14) at 6:00 PM in Harrisburg University Auditorium

The Mayor offered an introduction.

Jackie Parker offered words of introduction as well.

Geoffrey Knight presented his PowerPoint.

Discussion of meeting schedules and the possibility of meeting once a month.

The possibility of meeting every third Thursday of the month was mentioned.

Ms. Hunt said third Thursdays would not work for her.

Mr. Manns said second Thursdays do not work for him to meet.

On the first Wednesday of the month, there will be updates by the Planning Bureau at Harrisburg Planning Commission meetings.

Geoff mentioned that the comprehensive plan effort would be a 15-18 month process, roughly.

Vision Statement activity:

Each participant was to write about 5 concepts that they want to share the most to help craft a vision statement for the purpose of inclusion in the RFP.  These concepts should each be 3 words or less.

Discussion of the interrelation between topics.

Mr. Fontana asked about how much conversation was expected between folks on the steering committee about where their subjects interrelate.  

Mr. Knight responded that the hope is these areas of interrelation will be identified during the meeting, that information is exchanged between members and that this is discussed between the meetings.

Selection Criteria Portion of Presentation

Mr. McKissick suggested that the References section should get more points.

Ms. Diamond thought that References should be combined with Previous Experience.  She didn’t understand what “Quality of Proposal” fully encompassed and thought it was a lot of points if it just meant a polished proposal with no typos.
Councilwoman Wilson said that previous relevant experience should be weighted.  Specifically this area could be weighted more if the committee sees previous work done in Pennsylvania.  She proposed bumping this up to 20 points and taking some points off of the Quality of Proposal.

Ms. Wilson asked why the PA experience factors in to the criteria.

Mr. Knight responded that the organizational/political structure is different in states like VA compared to PA.

Mr. McKissick also suggested that the committee take part in a 2-part proposal process.  He said the first part could just be the proposal with the 2nd part being the fee/costs in a separate envelope that weights into the selection of the team later.  He also asked about the amount of money available… is it $400,000 or $450,000?

Ms. Parker said that some money set aside in the Consolidated Plan to be used for data collection.

Mr. McKissick asked if there were other groups already undertaking the work.

Mr. Knight pointed back to the work already being done under the Consolidated Plan regarding data collection.  He said the goal was to have this information or where to find it ready for consultants.

Mr. Manns advised that the committee needed to make sure the contracted vendor is financially viable.  Are there any other outstanding lawsuits/litigation?  Have they been barred from doing business by any other municipalities/federal government?

Mr. Fontana agreed with the 2-part proposal process idea.

Ms. Wilson said that she thought consultants would be more willing to share their financial statements if they were short-listed.

Councilwoman Wilson responded that people will give the data because the work is so competitive and it’s expected.

Mr. Manns said that he typically finds the same thing.  He asks the firms for it and tells them that this will be sealed in a separate envelope.

Mr. McKissick asked if there could be a performance bond?  Although, he noted that design firms don’t do bonds, but he felt that they could definitely provide some financial statement or something of that nature.

Ms. Wilson asked if something else could be put into relevant experience relating to previous work done in similar-sized river cities.

Mr. Manns said that the approach under selection criteria seemed kind of undefined with broad terms.  He said that the consultants would probably define these, but if the Committee really wanted to incentivize these, they might have to provide a carrot…aka carve out the points separately.  For example:  WBE/MBE could be its own 5 points.

Ms. Wilson said they did a similar thing at Capital Region Water with the local presence, MBE.  She said firms will go out of their way to try to find this, if they know that it’s worth points.

Someone threw out the idea of 3 points specifically for WBE/MBE and 15 points for public engagement.

The Mayor suggested that public engagement be pulled out and given its own point valuation.  He said the goal was for the Committee to state their priorities through the scoring system, and as it stands now, we could pull out some points from the Quality of Proposal category.  He suggested 15 points for WBE/MBE and 15 points for Public Engagement.

Mr. Knight responded that a different scoring matrix would be sent out.

The Mayor also stated that the cost of the plan is very relevant to this project.  Applicants should be aware of this and the cost should be reflected in the scoring.  One challenge is that the City will first have to see what the costs are and then lobby for those.  He wasn’t sure if a separate envelope with the financials/costs was the best way to go about the process.

Mr. Knight suggested providing 10 points for a realistic budget.

Mr. McKissick pointed out that it is the sub-categories, broken out, that will really define the Quality of Proposal.

Mr. Fontana wanted to go back to the 2-part envelope process and felt that this could still be effective.  The Mayor and Mr. Fontana agreed that this might work if the cost issue was addressed and emphasized at the front-end, that it is a crucial part of the RFP.

Ms. Wilson stated that the adage is true that you get what you pay for.  She cautioned that the committee should look at the costs separately after the proposals are examined.  She also said that the committee can use the quotes to negotiate with the firm that’s chosen.  She asked if the Planning Bureau had considered publishing the current budget with the RFP document.

Mr. Knight said maybe they could have a reference to it and have the budget posted on a website.

Mr. McKissick stated that in all reality, it is important to give firms an idea of the scope of the project.

Further Discussion of Project Cost.

Mr. Knight said that he had already put a call into APA asking about what this kind of undertaking might cost.

There is money in an economic development “silo” from the State, but Ms. Parker was not sure that this could be accessed.

Mr. Fontana asked if there would be a shortlist before the full RFP proposals come.

Mr. Knight responded that the Planning Bureau would shortlist the proposals and that the firms that were shortlisted would be interviewed by the entire Steering Committee.

Discussion about the length of time needed for respondents.

Mr. McKissick pointed out that 6 weeks may not be too short for respondents to reply.  He asked if an RFI would make more sense first.  He said that it is likely we would receive better proposals from firms that knew they were shortlisted already.

Ms. Wilson stated that the letter of interest and a statement of qualifications can be solicited from firms first.  This letter of respondents can be provided to all and circulated.  This creates better partnerships later.

Mr. Davis said that they had had a similar situation and used an RFQ.

Mr. McKissick said that for an RFI, really just 3 weeks were needed for a response because firms have most of that background documentation readily available.

Ms. Wilson agreed that this part of the process was just asking for basic information.

Mr. Davis said that the background check/reference check could be done at this stage.

Ms. Diamond brought up the fact that 2 or 3 weeks’ lead time may be needed just to allow firms to find out about the RFI.

Mr. Knight responded that maybe December 15th would be a better target for submittal of a proposal.

Discussion of difference between RFQ and RFI

Mr. Manns mentioned that an RFQ is almost the same as an RFP (the only thing not included is the pricing).  To his department, the methodology is part of the qualification.  The RFI process to him it seems, will get information from firms and whittle that down for the RFQ.
Ms. Wilson responded that the Methodology and Approach are shown in the RFP stage, but you can examine references and relevant experience (maybe not MBE/WBE) at that stage.  Then you can announce the finalists and ask those to submit for an RFP.

The Mayor agreed that this was a sensible way to work.  He also added that we could look at the criteria used for the Streetlight RFP.

Mr. Fontana mentioned that there was a very real probability that there would be a new administration entering soon (for PA Governor) and that though the budget might be tight, firms may want a high visibility project.

Mr. Knight mentioned that identifying stakeholder groups would be part of next steps.

The Mayor suggested that committee members send an email if needed.

Discussion about Stakeholder Groups:

Ms. Marshall (Hall Manor rep.) was not sure exactly what Mr. Knight referred to when he discussed the need to identify “community leaders”.  

Mr. Knight explained that it could be anyone who has influence in the community and is able to interact with a variety or large number of people.

Ms. Hunt (Allison Hill rep.) asked how Allison Hill was defined. 

Mr. Knight responded that he had thought it would encompass Allison Hill and South Allison Hill.

Ms. Hunt responded that really a Mt. Pleasant Hispanic representative was needed at the committee meetings.

The Mayor agreed and said that Allison Hill could be split into two and then Ms. Hunt could concentrate on a more defined area.  He mentioned a variety of stakeholders as being community advocates, churches, neighborhood organizations, leaders…he wanted a comprehensive index of community leaders.

Mr. Fontana asked about the definition of urban design and what that should encompass.

Mr. Knight responded that he had thought of this as more the physical dimension of urban form.

Ms. Diamond asked about the size of the list.  She said that a lot overlap.

Mr. Knight responded that the Planning Bureau wants as wide a list as possible and that it will get sorted out.

The Mayor took the opportunity to clarify what the Planning Bureau was asking for stating that what was needed was a comprehensive list with the organization, an individual of that organization, their contact information, and a comprehensive list of issues and concerns that can be given to the consultants.

Discussion about timing.  

Mention made of a meeting a week before the distribution of the RFI.  If the RFI would be released around October 15th, a meeting could be held around the 8th of October.

The Mayor suggested that time would be needed to collate and disseminate the contact info., info. about groups and issues of concern.  He suggested that there should be a deadline of October 1st for people to provide the information to the Planning Bureau.  He would like to see people then discuss it and comment on it for the next meeting.

There was also a question about the role of stakeholders.

Mr. Knight clarified that he is hoping the steering committee can coordinate meetings between stakeholders and consultants in the beginning of the process but that later, communication should flow more easily between consultants and stakeholders.

October 15th was set for the date of publication for an RFI.
The next meeting was set for October 8th at 6 PM (at Harrisburg University?).  At this meeting the list of groups, the RFI draft and the scoring criteria will be discussed.

Discussion about advertising RFI.

Mr. McKissick suggested govwin.com (run by deltek) and that it would be free.  http://www.deltek.com/products/govwin  He mentioned McGraw Hill Dodge as well.  http://construction.com/dodge/

Mr. Manns suggested Pennbid as well.  http://www.pennbid.net/welcome.php

Discussion about communication aspect of the project.

Ms. Davis said that she can help with the marketing of this.  She said that a policy is needed to deal with the media.

Ms. Hunt said that at one time the City had a community liaison who could play an important role in this too and would know a lot of people.  

Someone responded that Dave was on the Steering Committee but couldn’t be at this meeting.

The Mayor stated that if there are any inquiries about the process, those should be directed the Planning Bureau’s office and to Mr. Knight.
Ms. Davis and Mr. Knight agreed that they needed to work together to help people know how to talk about the comprehensive plan and to be able to respond to media requests in a prepared way.

Councilwoman Wilson added that she would need prepared information to provide back to City Council as well.

The Mayor agreed but said that there needs to be a warm body who can filter the information and answer the phone and that this should be the Planning Bureau.

Mr. Manns asked if there was any reference in the Strong Plan about getting technical assistance from the State for these kinds of projects.

Ms. Parker said that this was not a good idea and that they are difficult to work with.

Meeting ended around 7:47 pm.
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Meeting Summary:

Committee Members will brainstorm stakeholder groups relating to their expertise or community.  They will provide the organization name, the name of an individual in this group that can be contacted, and the contact information.  Furthermore, they will ask these groups for a list of issues/concerns that they may want addressed in the new comprehensive plan and provide this as well to the Planning Bureau.  This information will be sent to gknight@cityofhbg.com no later than October 1st.

The next Steering Committee meeting will be on October 8th at 6:00 PM at Harrisburg University Auditorium.  The contact list, list of issues, draft of the RFI, and the scoring criteria will be reviewed and discussed at the next meeting.

The Planning Bureau will compile the stakeholder information and list of issues.  They will also outline a new two-step RFI/RFP process with possible dates for publication and new scoring criteria.  Additionally, they will meet with Ms. Davis to craft a communication strategy/policy for this project.  The target deadline for publishing the RFI is October 15th.
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