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CONTRACT AWARD — ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRUCTION, INC. (ECI)
Recommending the Board:
1. DECLARE Griffith Company, the first low bidder, to be non-responsive, as
discussed in this report;
2. RECEIVE and FILE Transmittal No. 4;

3. FIND Transmittal No. 5 to be unmerited, as discussed in this report;

4. DECLARE ECI, second low bidder, to be the lowest responsive, responsible
bidder, and award ECI| a contract for the Los Angeles Riverway West San
Fernando Valley Completion Project Vanalden Avenue to Balboa Boulevard (Re-
Bid) project for the Total Bid Amount of $83,992,694, as discussed in this report;
and

5. AUTHORIZE the President or two members of the Board to execute the contract
after approval as to form has been obtained from the City Attorney.

(W.O.: E190752B)
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CONTRACT AWARD TO ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRUCTION, INC. FOR THE LOS ANGELES
RIVERWAY WEST SAN FERNANDO VALLEY COMPLETION PROJECT VANALDEN AVENUE TO
BALBOA BOULEVARD (RE-BID) (WORK ORDER NoO. E190752B)

RECOMMENDING THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS (BOARD):

1. DECLARE Griffith Company (Griffith), the first low bidder, to be non-responsive, as
discussed in this report.

2. RECEIVE and FILE Transmittal No. 4.
3. FIND Transmittal No. 5 to be unmerited, as discussed in this report.

4. DECLARE EnvironmentalConstruction, Inc. (ECI), second low bidder, to be the lowest
responsive, responsible bidder, and AWARD ECI a contract for the Los Angeles
Riverway West San Fernando Valley Completion Project Vanalden Avenue to Balboa
Boulevard (Re-Bid) project (Project) for the Total Bid Amount of $83,992,694.00, as
discussed in this report.

5. AUTHORIZE the President or two members of the Board to execute the contract after
approval as to form has been obtained from the City Attorney.

TRANSMITTALS
1. Summary of bids received on February 11, 2026.

2. Copy of letter, dated March 2, 2026, from the Bureau of Contract Administration (BCA),
Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) to Giriffith.

3. Copy of letter, dated March 6, 2026, from Giriffith, to the City of Los Angeles (City) staff.

4. Communication No. 122697, copy of the letter dated February 24, 2026, from Mr. Aria Soroudi,
President, ECI to the Board.

5. Communication No. 122709, copy of the letter dated April 9, 2026, from Mr. Dan Leeper,
Regional Manager, Griffith to the Board.

6. Communication No. 122717, copy of the letter dated April 21, 2026, from Mr. Farid Soroudi,
CEO, ECI to the Board.
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DISCUSSION

Background

The Project’'s scope is construction of three miles of Class | bike path and pedestrian
path, as feasible, along the Los Angeles River in the West San Fernando Valley from
Vanalden Avenue to the west to Balboa Boulevard to the east. This scope also includes
five at-grade crossings, one under-crossing, fencing, lighting, landscaping, and other site
amenities (Figure Nos. 1 and 2). The contract duration is 1,095 calendar days.
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Figure No. 1 - Overall map of the bike path and greenway alignment
from Vanalden Avenue to Balboa Boulevard (Segments 1 and 2)

Council District Nos. 4 and 6 are supportive of the Project and have worked with the City,
and various government entities, to identify and support funding for this Project. Through
Council File No. 23-0559, the City and Metro formed a partnership to manage Measure M
funds for the Los Angeles River Bike Path Project, while Council File No. 22-0002-S18
resolved to support state legislation for funding the Project’s design and construction
before the 2028 Olympics.
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Figure No. 2 - Rendering of the Los Angeles River bike path and greenway

The Project has been reviewed for environmental considerations. It was determined
to be categorically exempt pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 under Atrticle Il of the City’'s CEQA Guidelines.

Bid Review

The Project was bid with two categories of bid items. The first category, “Total Base Bid,”
includes Bid Item Nos. 1 through 20. The subtotal of the bid amounts for Bid Item Nos. 1
through 20 is referred to as the “Total Base Bid Amount’. The second category,
“Deductive Alternative Bid Items,” includes Bid Item Nos. 21 through 25; whereas the third
category, “Additive Alternative Bid Items,” includes Bid Item Nos. 26 through 30. The sum
of the Total Base Bid Amount and the Additive and Deductive Alternative Bid Items is
referred to as the “Total Bid Amount”. The bid package stated that the award of the
contract would be based on the Total Base Bid Amount, without the Additive and
Deductive Alternative Bid Items.

The Bureau of Engineering (BOE) staff recommends that this contract award includes the
Additive and Deductive Alternative Bid Items. The summary of the Total Base Bid Amounts
received for the Project is included as Transmittal No. 1 to this report.
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Bid Contractor Total Base Deductive Additive Total
No. Name Bid Amount Alternative Alternative Bid Amount
LBOI:;V Griffith $92,497,500.00 $10,159,000.00 | $1,892,000.00 | $84,230,500.00
nd
éi q ECI $103,615,928.00 | $21,092,510.00 | $1,469,236.00 | $83,992,654.00

The two bids received compared with the City Engineer’s estimate for the Total Bid Amount
of $68,620,834.00 are:

Business Codes:

MBE = Minority Business Enterprise EBE = Emerging Business Enterprise
WBE = Women Business Enterprise DVBE = Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise
SBE = Small Business Enterprise OBE = Other Business Enterprise
LBE = Local Business Enterprise LGBTBE = Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender
CBE = City Business Enterprise Business Enterprise
Bid* | Contractor Total Bid %
No. Name Amount High/Low % Pledged
MBE WBE SBE | LGBTBE
Low Griffith 22.75% 549% | 4.83% | 7.28% | 0.00%
. 84,2 . .
Bid (LBE) $84,230,500.00 High EBE | DVBE | OBE
6.78% | 0.20% | 13.81%
MBE WBE SBE | LGBTBE
2nd ECI 22.40% 13.90% | 0.00% | 0.93% | 0.00%
. 3,992,694. .
Bid (CBE) | $83:992694.00 1 g EBE | DVBE | OBE
0.00% | 0.00% | 29.11%

*Bid order determined by Total Base Bid Amount per bid package

ECI, second low bidder, listed their Total Bid Amount incorrectly. Staff corrected ECI's
Total Base Bid Amount in accordance with the procedures set forth in the General Instructions
and Information for Bidders. ECI was contacted and notified of corrections. The corrections
did not change the order of the bids.

Based on the range of bids submitted for this Project, staff believes these bids are
reasonable. The contract may be awarded to either of the above bidders, subject to
verification of all other bidding requirements.

Local Busiess Pference (LBP) Progiim

This Project is subject to the provisions of the City’s LBP Program. The City’s Los Angeles
Administrative Code (L.A.A.C.) Division 10, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 10.25 adopted
the LBP Program which was designed to increase local employment and expenditures in
the local private sector. All Bidders are eligible to participate in the LBP Program. The
City shall grant a 6.00 percent bid reduction of their Bid amount solely for Bid evaluation
purposes to those bidders who are certified as a Local Business Enterprise (LBE) firm. If
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the LBE is also a Local Small Business (LSB) and/or Local Transitional Employer (LTE),
they may be granted an additional 2.00 percent reduction for each ofthose certifications,

up to a total of 10.00 percent. The City shall grant a 10.00 percent bid reduction of their
Bid amount solely for Bid evaluation purposes to those Bidders who are certified as a City
Business Enterprise (CBE) firm. Ifthe CBE is also a LSB and/or LTE, they may be granted

an additional 2.00 percent reduction for each of those certifications, up to a maximum of
12.00 percent. Additionally, all non-LBE/CBE Bidders may be granted a 1.00 percent bid
reduction of their Bid amount solely for Bid evaluation purposes, up to a maximum of 5.00
percent, for every 10.00 percent of their bid that is to be performed by a LBE, CBE, LSB
and/or LTE subcontractor.

For this Project, the BCA verified that the first low bidder, Griffith, is a certified LBE and
the second low bidder, ECI, is a certified CBE. However, this did not affect the order of
bids and it did not affect the recommendation for award.

Business Inclusion Program (BIP)

On January 12, 2011, the Mayor issued Executive Directive No. 14 (ED 14) which created
the BIP. This program provides MBE, WBE, SBE, EBE, DVBE, and QBE firms an equal
opportunity to compete for and participate in City contracts. Additionally, the BIP requires
bidders to perform and document BIP Outreach via the internet utilizing the Los Angeles
Regional Alliance Marketplace for Procurement (RAMP) service.

This Project was advertised with anticipated participation levels of 10.00 percent MBE,
4.00 percent WBE, 25.00 percent SBE, 8.00 percent EBE, and 3.00 percent DVBE, and
with mandatory BIP documentation requirements. Currently, the LGBTBE certification is
not required as part of the BIP Outreach but is tracked for statistical purposes. The
Mandatory Subcontracting Minimum (MSM) requirement for this Project is 25.00 percent.
The OCC, based on a review of the documents submitted, reported the following:

1. Based on the Total Base Bid Amount, the first low bidder, Griffith pledged participation
levels of 5.00 percent MBE, 4.40 percent WBE, 6.63 percent SBE, 6.17 percent EBE,
0.19 percent DVBE, 0.00 percent LGBTBE, 12.58 percent OBE and 23.28 percent
MSM. Per the Bid Proposal Package, "Award of the Contract willbe based on the
responsive and responsible bidder having the lowest "Total Base Bid Amount." [which]
includes all the work specified in Bid Items 1 through 20 without considering the Bid
Amounts entered for the Additive/Deductive Alternative Bid Section (Bid Items 21
through 30)." As such, this percentage was calculated after subtracting the Fixed Cost
Items of $850,000.00 from the bidders' Total Base Bid Amount of $92,497,500.00.
Griffith did not pass their BIP Outreach evaluation and failed to meet the Project's
MSM requirement. Therefore, it is recommended that their bid be deemed non-
responsive.
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Based on the Total Bid Amount which includes bid alternates, the first low bidder,
Griffith, pledged participation levels of 5.49 percent MBE, 4.83 percent WBE, 7.28
percent SBE, 6.78 percent EBE, 0.20 percent DVBE, 0.00 percent LGBTBE, 13.81
percent OBE, and 25.59 percent MSM. MSM percent was calculated after subtracting
the Fixed Cost Items of $850,000.00 from the Total Bid Amount.

Griffith failed to pass their BIP Outreach evaluation, which was conducted utilizing the
Los Angeles RAMP service. Specifically, they failed the BIP Indicator 6: Negotiation
in Good Faith requirement. Staff notified Griffith on March 2, 2026 of their failure to
meet the BIP requirement (Transmittal No. 2).

Communication Received

In a letter dated March 6, 2026, Griffith claimed that the this was a clerical omission
that did not reflect their actual outreach efforts. They argued the Bid Proposal allows
for correcting documentation when substantive outreach has been performed
(Transmittal No. 3).

Stafs Response

The Project's Bid Specifications state, "Allbids/ responses received, regardless of
whether or not the bidder outreached to the subcontractors, must be submitted and
included on the online Summary Sheet... Allpotential subcontractors with whom the

bidder has had contact outside of RAMP must be documented on the online Summary
Sheet. A bidder's failure to utilize the RAMP's Summary Sheet function willresult in
their RFB response being deemed non-responsive."

Therefore, Staff's recommendation remains unchanged.

Griffith pledged the following subcontractor utilization:

Gender/Ethnicity Codes:

(] = African American HA = Hispanic American
APA = Asian Pacific American [0J = [Jubcontinent Asian American
NA = Native American C = Caucasian

M = Male F = Female
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MBE/WBE/
SBE/EBE/
DVBE/OBE/LGB| Gender/ | % of
Subcontractors TBE Ethnicity Bid Dollar Amount
Fehoko Concrete, Inc. (Fehoko) MBE, SBE, EBE | M/APA | 5.49% $4,620,751.00
AZ Construction, Inc. dba Ace Fence Co. WBE F/APA 2.27% $1,910,874.00
California Earth Transport, Inc.! WBE F/C 1.17% $ 988,380.84
3531 Dispatch, Inc.2 (3531 Dispatch) SBE, DVBE 0.20% | $ 172,262.79
MB Professional Service, Inc.? WBE F/C 0.80% $ 673,020.00
Claddagh Paving Corp. SBE, EBE 0.64% | $ 535,340.00
Top Hand Heavy Equipment Rental,
LLC* (Top Hand) WBE, SBE, EBE F/C 0.32% $ 272,499.48
24 Hour Sweeping, Inc.’ SBE, EBE 022% | $ 187,619.40
California Griqding Specialties, Inc. dba WBE, SBE F/HA 0.16% $ 132,175.00
Austin Enterprise
V&E Tree Serv1cq, Inc. dba V&E SBE 0.14% $ 115,000.00
Landscape & Maintenance
Nold’s Equipment, Inc. (Nold’s)* WBE, SBE, EBE | F/HA 0.11% $ 94499.28
Trans Cal Services, LLC’ MBE, SBE, EBE M/AA 0.00% $ 0.00
MSL Electric, Inc. OBE 4.30% $3,624,500.00
DrillTech Drilling & Shoring, Inc. OBE 3.44% $2,896,508.00
Martinez Steel Corp. OBE 2.59% $2,183,400.00
Crown Fence Co. OBE 2.29% $1,930,076.20
Cal Stripe, Inc. OBE 0.97% $ 819,024.28
Adkan Engineers® OBE 0.21% $ 180,000.00

Note: Subcontractors

may be certified in multiple certification categories;

therefore, per the requirements

of ED14, the dollar amounts were credited toward multiple pledged participation categories.

Note: Subcontractors

may be certified in multiple certification categories; therefore, per the requirements of

ED14, their dollar amounts were credited toward multiple pledged participation categories.
IThis firm was bid listed by Griffithas a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $1,647,251.40 was

credited at sixty (60) percent.

This firmis a trucking broker; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $1,148,418.60 was credited at fifteen

(15) percent.

3This firm was bid listed by Griffithas a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $1,121,700.00

credited at sixty (60) percent.

was

4This firm was bid listed by Griffithas a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $454,165.80 was

credited at sixty (60) percent.

SThis firm was bid listed by Griffithas a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $312,699.00

credited at sixty (60) percent.

%This firm was bid listed by Griffithas a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $157,488.80

credited at sixty (60) percent.

was

was

"Trans Cal Services, LLC was bid-listed to perform ‘Job Coordinator’ work totaling $48,900.00. However,
because this firm is providing services that do not provide a Commercially Useful Function, their amount
was not credited towards the subcontractor participation percentages above.

8 This firm was bid listed by Griffith as a supplier; therefore, its pledged dollar amount of $300,000 was
credited at sixty (60) percent.
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2. Based on the Total Base Bid Amount, the second low bidder, ECI, pledged palJicipation
levels of 11.27 percent MBE, 0.00 percent WBE, 0.75 percent SBE, 0.00 percent EBE,
0.00 percent DVBE, 0.00 percent LGBTBE, 23.60 percent OBE, and 35.92 percent
MSM. MSM percent was calculated after subtracting the Fixed Cost Items of
$850,000.00 from the Total Bid Amount. ECI passed their BIP Outreach evaluation,

which was conducted utilizing the RAMP system.

Based on the Total Bid Amount which includes bid alternates, the second lowbidder, ECI,
pledged participation levels of 13.90 percent MBE, 0.00 percent WBE, 0.93 percent SBE,
0.00 percent EBE, 0.00 percent DVBE, 0.00 percent LGBTBE, 29.11 percent OBE,
and 44.39 percent MSM. MSM percent was calculated after subtracting the Fixed Cost
Items of $850,000.00 from the Total Bid Amount.

ECI pledged the following subcontractor utilization:

Gender/Ethnicity Codes:

AA= African American HA= Hispanic American
APA= Asian Pacific American SAA= Subcontinent Asian American
NA= Native American C= Caucasian
M= Male F= Female
MBE/WBE/
SBE/EBE/
DVBE/OBE| Gender/
Subcontractors /LGBTBE | Ethnicity | %of Bid| Dollar Amount
Golden Bay Fence Plus Iron Works, Ind. MBE M/HA 13.90% $11,678,895.00
Trussworks International, Inc. SBE 0.93% $ 777.950.00
J KExcavation & Grading Co., Inc. QBE 13.84% $11,621.950.00
MSL Electric, Inc. QBE 4.32% $ 3.624,500.00
DrillTech Drilling & Shoring, QBE 4.22% $ 3.543,986.00
Inc QBE 2.53% $ 2,123.200.00
Hardy & Hager) Ing, QBE 1.99% $ 1,674,709.00
Superior Pavement erinqs, LLC QBE 0.92% $ 771,324.00
Edsons Pavers, Inc. QOBE 0.75% $ 629,019.00
Baia Signs Group, Inc. dba Sign Pro OBE 0.55% $ 465,000.00

Note: Subcontractors may be certified in multiple certification categories; therefore, per the requirements of
Executive Directive No. 14, the dollar amounts wel] credited towa ] multiple pledged palJillipationcategories.

Protes!(
Communicallon Received
ECI's Bid Protest of Griffith

In a letter dated February 24, 2026 {Transmittal No. 4), ECI protested Griffith's bid for this
Project and requested that the City deem several aspects of Griffith's Bid Proposal as
noncompliant. ECI provided the followingreasons for the above-mentioned request:
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1.

ECI asserts that Griffith failed to meet the Project's MSM of 25 percent. ECl's
calculation of $21,882,027.12 for subcontractors and vendors falls short of the
required $22,911,875.00, meaning Griffith's bid must be rejected as non-responsive.

. Griffith improperly listed two fence subcontractors, Crown Fence and Ace Fence Company,

for the same scope of work (Bid Item No. 14). Furthermore, Griffith cannot lawfully
agree to self-perform this specialty work as it lacks the required C-13 fencing
license, necessitating the exclusion of both subcontractors from the MSM
calculation.

. Griffith's listing of Fehoko is invalid because it failed to describe the scope of work

or identify bid item numbers, viclating bid form requirements and Public Contract
Code section 4104(b). This omission created an unfair, post-deadline advantage,
as Griffith could later reshape its bid, an incurable error that ECI asserts makes
Griffith’s bid nonresponsive and requires rejection.

. Griffith failed to identify the materials or services for three vendor listings: Top Hand,

Nold’'s , and 3531 Dispatch. This omission creates a similar unfair advantage by
allowing Griffith to seek post-bid relief, meaning these three listings must be
excluded from the MSM tally and should cause the Board to find the bid non-
responsive.

Griffith listed two trucking vendors, California Earth Transport and 3531 Dispatch,
without specifying distinct scopes for their respective services. As the bid
documents require distinct scopes, ECI argues that at least the dollar value for
3531 Dispatch must be excluded from the MSM tally.

ECI closes by formally requesting that the City deem Griffith’s bid non-responsive based
on the presented information. Consequently, ECI requests that the City award the Project
to them.

Griffith’s Protest of ECI's Bid

Griffith submitted a protest against ECI’s bid in a letter dated April 9, 2026 (Transmittal No. 5),
requesting the City find several aspects of ECIl's Bid Proposal noncompliant. Griffith
provided the following reasons for its request to reject ECI's bid:

1.

Griffith alleges that ECI failed to properly certify its bid bond according to bid
document requirements. This is based on ECI including only one signature on the
Bid Bond instead of the required two.

. Griffith also contends that ECl's responses to the Contractor Responsibility

Ordinance {CRO) contain material inaccuracies.

. Griffith claims ECI| misrepresented Golden Bay Fencing (Golden Bay) as a

Caltrans-certified MBE when it is only certified through the City. Griffith argues that
treating this misrepresentation as immaterial while disqualifying Griffith for minor
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errors reflects an inequitable application of the City’s IFB, thus ECI's bid contains
material errors that require it to be found non-responsive.

Griffith concludes its letter by requesting that the City reject ECI’s bid as non-responsive.

It should be noted that Griffith’s letter exclusively introduced new arguments protesting
ECI's bid. The letter did not address any of the statements presented in Transmittal No. 2.

ECI’s Response to Griffith’s Bid Protest

ECI responded to Griffith’s bid protest in a letter dated April 21, 2026 (Transmittal No. 6).
The following points summarize ECI's responses to Griffith's claims:

1. ECI first argues that Griffith’s protest was submitted after the required 14-calendar
day submission window, violating the rules set forth in the General Instructions and
Information for Bidders. Griffith’'s protest is an illegitimate reaction to its own
non-responsive finding for failing the 25.00 percent MSM, not a legitimate
challenge to ECI’s bid.

2. ECI clarifies that the Unanimous Written Consent (corporate resolution) submitted
with the bid expressly authorizes Farid Soroudi, who owns 100.00 percent of the
company shares, to execute all necessary documents. The bid bond form requires
only authorization, not a specific wording or structure, and the resolution confirms
Soroudi's authority to solely bind ECI.

3. ECI counters the CRO allegations by stating that neither AS Construction nor
Ecology Construction constitutes the “operation of a similar business.” AS Construction is
a non-operating holding company with no transactions, while Ecology Construction
is a dormant company with an expired license that ceased functioning years ago.

4. ECI confirms Golden Bay is certified as an MBE through the City, which is the
correct and most applicable certification for a City project. ECI| argues that any
error in listing the certifying agency is a waivable clerical error that did not create
an unfair competitive advantage, as the City still receives complete MBE
participation from a properly certified firm.

ECI closes by requesting that the City deny Griffith’s untimely and unmerited bid
protest. ECI| also requests that the City find ECI to be the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder.

Staff Response
Staff reviewed the documents submitted by ECI and Griffith, and made the following
determinations with respect to the items enumerated in the aforementioned bid protest
communications:

1. Staff reviewed Griffith’s pledged subcontractor utilization, as discussed in the BIP
section of this report. Staff determined that Griffith failed to meet the 25.00 percent
MSM requirement, as it only pledged a subcontractor participation level of 23.84






