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Public Utilities Advisory Board 

Report on Public Hearing on the Missouri City Project 

July 6, 2017 

 

Background 

The Public Utilities Advisory Board (PUAB) took action on June 15, 2017 to not recommend 

awarding a contract with Environmental Operations Inc (EOI) for the sale, demolition and 

remediation of the Missouri City power plant. The PUAB based this action on several factors 

including: 

 The EOI bid was nearly twice as much as the lower bid from Commercial Liability 

Partners (CLP). 

 it was not evident that the evaluation of bidders followed the criteria stipulated in the 

RFP 

 The Proposed Evaluation document was more favorable towards CLP than EOI. 

 Both bidders had deficiencies in their bids.  However, the City Council only instructed 

IPL staff to negotiate with EOI  to resolve their deficiencies. It was not clear why 

negotiations were not conducted CLP.  

 

The PUAB had many questions about the bid process and the apparent plan of the City Council  

to award a contract with EOI.  The PUAB asked the City Council to respond to 18 questions.   

On June 26, 2017 the City Council approved the first reading of a resolution to award a contract 

with EOI.  On that date the City Council asked the PUAB to conduct a public hearing on the 

Missouri City project.  Conducting public hearings is one of the responsibilities of the PUAB 

under the City Charter. The PUAB conducted the public hearing on July 6, 2017.   

Findings of the Public Hearing 

Approximately 40 people attended the public hearing.  While the PUAB has not had a recent 

public hearing this is the largest number of attendees for any previous hearing or meeting of the 

PUAB, which shows the widespread community interest of the project.  

The PUAB received Council response to the 18 questions five minutes before the public hearing. 

There was not sufficient time for the PUAB to review and discuss the responses to the questions. 

The participants attending the hearing were given the opportunity to either speak in favor, 

against or neither in favor or against awarding a contract to EOI.  

The owner of  EOI was the only person who spoke in favor of the awarding the contract to his 

firm.  He defended the company’s past experience which had come into question in a series of St 

Louis Post Dispatch articles.  A representative of CLP was not invited nor chose to speak at the 

hearing. 
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Six people spoke against awarding the contract to EOI.  The comments centered around: 

 The PUAB should have been given the opportunity to be involved in the review process 

before the City Council instructed IPL to negotiate only with EOI.  There was concern 

that responsibilities of the PUAB under the City Charter were not followed. 

 There was concern that the City Council rushed their decision without input from the 

PUAB. 

 There was concern that awarding the contract with EOI would result in higher utility 

rates.  This could adversely affect businesses coming to or staying in Independence. 

 Awarding a contract with the high bidder could adversely affect low income IPL 

customers if an environmental rider was used to pay for the project. 

 Public trust in the City Council was jeopardized by the process taken to award the 

contract with EOI. 

Five people spoke neither in support or opposition to award the contract with EOI.  The 

comments generally were: 

 The project should be delayed until more information is provided on the process and after 

receipt of the consultant studies being conducted. 

 Concern was expressed about the environmental impact of the site clean-up. 

 The PUAB input should have been sought before the City Council directed staff to 

negotiate with EOI. 

 A question was raised why the Mo. City plant needed to be torn down. 

 Elderly persons on fixed incomes could be adversely affected if the high bidder costs 

were recuped with an environmental rider  . 

At the conclusion of the public testimony, PUAB members made the following points: 

 Attendance and input by the public at the hearing was appreciated. 

 Concern was expressed about the lack of transparency of the bid process and that bids 

were not evaluated according to RFP criteria. 

 The public needs more answers to what occurred beyond the answers provided to the 18 

questions. 

 IPL staff were commended in trying to provide available information to the PUAB.   

 The City Council should delay taking any action on proceeding with a contract with EOI. 

The PUAB then passed a motion recommending that the City Council delay a vote on the Mo. 

City project until the PUAB had more time to review the matter in more detail.  

The PUAB did not have sufficient time to prepare this report before the City Council took action 

on July 10, 2017 to pass the second reading on a resolution to award a contract with EOI.  
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Summary and Recommendations: 

There was wide spread community interest and questions about the process used to award the 

contract to EOI.  There was equal concern by the PUAB and the public in the City Council not 

considering the recommendations of the PUAB and the findings of the public hearing.   

The PUAB respects the decision made by the City Council as the Governing body of the City.  

Due to public interest in the process used to make the decision to award the contract with EOI 

the PUAB feels there are lessons to be learned from this experience for future major projects.   

The PUAB makes the following recommendations to IPL, the City Manager and the City 

Council for future major bid projects. 

1. RFPs should be clear on how proposals are to be evaluated and how points are used to 

evaluate bid criteria. 

2. There should be adherence to bid evaluations and assessment of points as outlined in the 

RFP. 

3. The experience and qualifications of major subcontractors should be assessed as well as 

the experience and qualifications of the prime bidder. 

4. IPL should adhere to the new Independence Public Procurement Policy.  IPL should 

make a presentation of the new Procurement Policy to the PUAB. 

5. If there is a major discrepancy in costs proposed by the high and low bidder then 

negotiations should be conducted with both bidders to determine their best and final 

offers. 

6. The PUAB should be more involved in the bid process including how the RFP is written 

and how the responses are evaluated. 

7. The City Council should await input from the PUAB before taking action on any major 

project unless there is an emergency situation. 

8. The City Council should follow Sec 3.18 of the City Charter as it relates to the PUAB. 

Sec 3.18 …The council shall not pass any ordinance, resolution, motion or other 

proposition which relates to any matter of policy or planning of a public utility operated 

within the city without first giving the board the opportunity to submit to the council, 

within a reasonable time, the board’s findings and recommendations relating to such 

matters. The council may determine what constitutes a “reasonable time” for the purposes 

of the preceding sentence. In case the council passes such an ordinance, resolution, 

motion or proposition contrary to a board finding or recommendation, the council shall, 

upon request by the board, communicate its reasons to the board for its passage… 

Request 

As per Sec 3.18 of the City Charter, the PUAB requests that the City Council provide to 

the PUAB and public the reason(s) why the Council took two actions contrary to PUAB 

recommendations. 


