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Attn: Tricia Carey TCarey@portla.org 
Cc:    Susana Eldridge SEldridge@portla.org 
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RE: The City of Los Angeles Harbor Department On-Call Underwater Hard Hat Diving 
Services – RAMP ID # 215908 

Dear Purchasing and Contracts Analyst: 

Subsea Global Solutions, SGS US West Coast LLC (“SGS”), by and through its undersigned 
counsel, Winston & Strawn LLP hereby submits a timely post-award protest filed by SGS on November 
15, 2024, of the City of Los Angeles Harbor Department’s (“Harbor Department”) decision not to 
award a contract to SGS under Request for Proposal (the “RFP” or “Solicitation”), Regional Alliance 
Marketplace for Procurement (“RAMP”) ID # 215908.  Upon information and belief, SGS understands 
that the Harbor Department intends to award a contract pursuant to the RFP to American Marine 
Corporation (“American Marine”), an incumbent for over twenty years.   

This protest comes on the heels of a previous protest of this same procurement (i.e., RAMP ID # 
213372), filed on May 20, 2024. After the Harbor Department’s receipt of the previous protest, the Harbor 
Department cancelled the RFP on July 17, 2024, and issued the current RFP # 215908.  After months of 
a purported reevaluation, the Harbor Department’s November 13, 20241, four (4) sentence Non-Selected 

1 The Harbor Department e-mailed a copy of the letter to SGS on November 13, 2024.  The letter itself, however, is dated 
November 12, 2024. 

Transmittal 2
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Vendor Letter fails to address any of the concerns raised in the initial protest or provide SGS with any 
reason/s why its bid was unsuccessful.  SGS’s initial document requests were eminently reasonable as 
they sought transparency in the Harbor Department’s procurement process.  Thus far, SGS has not 
received any documents or explanations related to the Harbor Department’s non-selection of SGS and 
likely award to American Marine.  The Harbor Department’s reluctance to provide relevant procurement 
documents negatively impacts SGS’s ability to prosecute its bid protest challenging its elimination and 
the award decision to American Marine.    

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF PROTEST 

The apparent selection of American Marine is improperly based on its nearly-uninterrupted 
decades-long run as the incumbent contractor for the City of Los Angeles Harbor Department; rather than 
it offering either the most technically advanced or lowest price offer.  SGS respectfully urges the 
Purchasing and Contracts Analyst to again review the procurement record and render a new contract award 
decision in a manner consistent with the terms of the RFP.  Additionally, the Harbor Department should 
provide some level of transparency as to ensure its award decision is consistent with the terms of the RFP. 
As detailed further herein, this award should not be permitted to stand for the following reasons:   

 
First, SGS objectively should have received a higher score than American Marine.  This was 

argued in the previous protest and nothing substantively about American Marine’s technical capabilities 
has changed. Indeed, under Evaluation Criterion A (Firm Qualifications, Experience and References), 
SGS has performed these sorts of diving services for a longer duration of time, and over more varied 
contracts, than has American Marine.  It is again clear that there has been an undue emphasis on American 
Marine’s incumbency instead of the full breadth of technical capabilities.  This undue evaluative emphasis 
on work performed at this specific location, as the incumbent contractor, runs afoul of the RFP, and thus, 
renders this award decision unsupportable. 

 
Second, under Evaluation Criterion B (Organization, Personnel and Staffing), SGS previously 

argued that it has an objectively far superior proposal as compared to American Marine to include a well-
established dive team.  As argued, American Marine has lost 3 of its 6-person dive team and that still 
appears to be the case.  To be clear, because of the relatively small diving community in the LA area, 
personnel retirements do not go unnoticed. In fact, it is well-known that American Marine has lost a 
number of its experienced divers, yet, this was not properly considered in the evaluation. Accordingly, 
any positive assessments attributed to American Marine’s experienced dive team must again be re-
considered.  On the other hand, SGS’s larger and more experienced dive team remains fully in-tact, and 
thus, should have been assigned additional evaluative credit.  Insofar as these two proposals were similarly 
rated under Criterion B, that determination simply cannot withstand the most top-level scrutiny.  SGS 
proposed a deeper bench of experienced divers, and thus, should have received a superior rating. 

 
Third, under Evaluation Criterion C (Approach, Work Plan, Management, Safety Program, and 

Equipment), SGS also proposed a superior proposal.  Specifically, American Marine’s rating should have 
been lowered for its lack of quality of safety program and equipment.  For starters, America Marine is 
widely known to use heavier, antiquated diving gear, not at all keeping in line with modern day diving 



November 15, 2024 
Page 3 

 

CONTAINS PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL AND COMPETITIVELY SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

gear technology and industry standards.  In fact, American Marine performs its current dives with diving 
gear from the 1960s.  Obviously, this heavier diving gear poses significant risks to its divers and possibly 
for first responders, if such a need arises.  American Marine’s proposal should have been adversely 
assessed because of this increased safety risk.  SGS proposed a thorough safety program that includes 
modern, state of the art diving gear.  SGS’s safety program and equipment should have been yet another 
discriminator between the two proposals.   

 
Additionally, the widely-publicized unfortunate death of one of American Marine’s employees at 

the Port of Los Angeles underscores and highlights legitimate concerns associated with American 
Marine’s safety program generally.  As a result of this unfortunate accident, and during the pendency of 
the re-evaluation, an Occupational Safety and Health Administration (“OSHA”) investigation of this 
incident identified two serious violations and one willful violation, each underscoring critical lapses in 
safety protocol.  Indeed, because of such serious findings, the Harbor Department should have found 
American Marine to be ineligible for award.  It is highly unlikely that American Marine provided this 
accident as part of its proposal, and almost certain that the Harbor Department failed to consider this 
publicly available information before rendering its award determination.  The RFP, however, requires a 
vendor to provide “any accident reports from the prior four years.”  American Marine’s failure to provide 
this accident report, or in the alternative, the Harbor Department’s failure to consider this fatal incident, 
renders the award decision indefensible.       

 
Fourth, under Evaluation Criterion D (Rates, Fees and Budget Control), SGS proposed a lower 

price than did American Marine.  Upon information and belief, SGS understands that in addition to the 
aforementioned technical benefits, American Marine proposed a higher price than SGS.  This allegation 
can be easily addressed by a proper review of the daily rates for a three-person dive team.  If such a review 
is conducted, it will be clear that American Marine’s rates are higher than SGS’s.  

 
SGS was prejudiced because of an improper evaluation of the proposals.  The evaluation, and 

resultant award decision, largely ignored the contents of the proposals, and instead simply erred on the 
side of incumbency, irrespective of cost to the tax-payer and safety to the persons involved in contract 
performance.   

 
Any reasonable comparative review of the two proposals, evaluated in accordance with the RFP, 

will reveal that the underlying re-evaluations were flawed, and thus, the resultant award decision was also 
flawed.  At bottom, the contract award to an inferior proposal at a price premium, to a vendor with 
serious and willful OSHA findings cannot be justified.  
 

For these reasons, expounded below, this protest must be sustained and a new award decision 
should be made to SGS.  

    
TIMELINESS 

 On November 13, 2024, the Harbor Department advised SGS that it was not selected for award.  
See Exhibit A.  This protest is filed with the Harbor Department within three days from the date of the 
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Non-Selected Vendor Letter, and thus, is timely. See Los Angeles County Purchasing Policy & Procedure 
Manual Section 14.13.2 Protest of Award Procedures  

PARTIES 
 

The Protester is Subsea Global Solutions, US West Coast, LLC, headquartered at 1725 W. Pier 
D Street, Long Beach, CA 90802, Telephone: (562) 436-2701, Facsimile: (562) 436-2767.  All 
communications relevant to this protest, however, should be directed to the undersigned.   
 

The government entity is the Contracts and Purchasing Division, The City of Los Angeles Harbor 
Department, Attn:  Tricia Carey, Director, Contracts and Purchasing Division.  Ms. Carey’s e-mail address 
is TCAREY@portla.org  

JURISDICTION- INTERESTED PARTY STATUS 
 

SGS is an interested party eligible to protest this procurement decision as it is an actual offeror 
whose direct economic interest is affected by the Harbor Department’s intended contract award to 
American Marine.  The award decision was made contrary to the terms of the RFP.  But for the errors in 
the evaluation, SGS would have had a substantial chance of award pursuant to the RFP.   

 
REQUEST FOR STAY OF CONTRACT PERFORMANCE AND TREATMENT OF 

PROPRIETARY INFORMATION 

Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Purchasing Policy & Procedure Manual, Section 14.13.2 # 5, 
SGS respectfully requests that the Purchasing Agent delay the contract award until this matter is resolved.  
SGS also requests that its proprietary information, as well as any information that could result in a 
competitive advantage for other firms, be properly safeguarded from public release.  This includes abiding 
by established procedures for application for access to protected information, identification and 
safeguarding of that information, and submission of redacted copies of documents omitting 
protected/proprietary information. 

 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. Summary of Procurement  
 

On March 12, 2024, the Harbor Department issued the initial RFP, requesting proposals to provide 
on-call underwater hard hat diving and related services for wharf pile inspections, pile wrapping, vessel 
hull cleaning, wharf repair, and other miscellaneous services.  Exhibit B, Initial RFP (RAMP # 213372) 
at 2.   The proposed contract was for three years.  On May 9, 2024, SGS was notified that it was not 
awarded the contract and protested the decision immediately, with a supplemental protest filed on May 
20, 2024.  Exhibit C, Initial Protest.  On July 17, 2024, the Harbor Department cancelled the initial RFP 
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without any explanation.  Exhibit D, Cancellation Letter.  On July 19, 2024, the Harbor Department 
released a slightly revised RFP.  Exhibit E, Revised RFP (RAMP # 215908).  Vendors were required to 
submit proposals in response to the revised RFP by August 5, 2024.  Id. at 11.  SGS submitted a 
comprehensive, timely proposal in response to the revised RFP.  Exhibit F, SGS’s Revised Proposal.  The 
revised RFP provided the following summary: 

 

 
Ex. E at 6.    
 

B. RFP Requirements and Evaluation Criteria  
 
 With respect to the proposal, the RFP stated: 
 

 
 



November 15, 2024 
Page 6 

 

CONTAINS PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL AND COMPETITIVELY SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Id. at 11. 
 
 In relevant part, the RFP stated that proposals were to contain the following information: 
 

 
… 
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Id. at 12-13. 
 

 
Id. at 13. 
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Id. at 14. 
 

 
Id. at 15. 
 
 The RFP provided the following evaluation criteria and the evaluative significance/weight for each 
of the criterion: 
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… 

 

 
 
Id. at 56.  
 

C. Notice of Unsuccessful Offeror 
 

As mentioned, on November 13, 2024, the Harbor Department advised SGS that it was not selected 
for award.  See Ex. A.  This protest follows that notification since the Harbor Department apparently made 
the same award decision without any explanation about the basis for award or the serious concerns raised 
in SGS’s initial protest.  
 

GROUNDS FOR PROTEST 
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As forecasted, the Harbor Department conducted an objectively flawed evaluation of the 
proposals, running afoul of the RFP by over-emphasizing incumbency, ignoring significant RFP safety 
requirements,  and failing to consider objective technical and cost benefits associated with SGS’s proposal.  
As a result, the award decision to an inferior technical proposal, with increased safety risks, at a price 
premium, cannot be permitted to stand.  Months after the initial decision, it is now even more clear that 
the award to American Marine must be reconsidered.   

 
In reviewing an award decision such as this one, courts in California have held that the Agency 

must comply with the stated terms of the RFP.  See Eel River Disposal & Res. Recovery, Inc. v. Cnty. of 
Humboldt, 221 Cal. App. 4th 209, 236, 164 Cal. Rptr. 3d 316, 336–37 (2013) (“the letting of public 
contracts universally receives close judicial scrutiny” because deviations from strict adherence to 
competitive bidding standards may facilitate corruption or extravagance, or affect the amount of bids or 
the response of potential bidders.”) (internal citations omitted).  “The importance of maintaining integrity 
in government and the ease with which policy goals underlying the requirement for open competitive 
bidding may be surreptitiously undercut, mandate strict compliance with bidding requirements.”  Id.   

 
I. SGS Proposed a Superior Proposal Under Evaluation Criterion A  

 
SGS objectively should have received a higher score than American Marine, or, at an absolute 

minimum, the same score under Evaluation Criterion A (Firm Qualifications, Experience and References).  
Evaluation Criterion A would consider: “How long has the company been in business?  Has the company 
done similar work?  Level of expertise in subject matter areas?”  Ex. E at 56.  SGS has performed these 
sorts of diving services for a longer duration of time, and over more varied contracts that require more 
complex skill sets than has American Marine.  Indeed, SGS’s proposal provides the following detailed 
information relevant to Criterion A: 
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Ex. F at 7-11. 
 

Instead of considering the offerors’ full breadth of experience, to include SGS’s wide-array of 
relevant experiences, references (e.g., its identical work at the Port of Long Beach), and its execution of 
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even more complex work, the Harbor Department either failed to properly evaluate the proposals, or, 
applied improper evaluative weight to American Marine’s incumbent contract.  However, the RFP did not 
prioritize incumbency over more extensive, similar experience.  To be sure, any side-by-side analysis of 
the two proposal responses to Evaluation Criterion A, the most heavily weighted evaluation factor, should 
have unequivocally revealed that SGS is the more experienced and therefore superior offeror.  As such, 
for this reason alone, SGS reasonably should have been awarded this contract. 
 

II. SGS Proposed a Superior Proposal Under Evaluation Criterion B 
 
Under Evaluation Criterion B (Organization, Personnel and Staffing), SGS objectively has a far 

superior proposal to include a well-established dive team. Evaluation Criterion B considered: 
“Qualification and experience of proposed personnel for requested services?  Locally based firm or team?” 
Ex. E at 56.  It is widely known within the local industry that American Marine has recently lost half of 
its incumbent dive team, likely including those employees referenced in American Marine’s proposal.  
Specifically, American Marine has lost 3 of its 6-person dive team.  Accordingly, any positive assessments 
attributed to American Marine’s experienced, incumbent dive team were made in error, and thus, must be 
re-considered.  Based on the dearth of information received, it is unclear if the Harbor Department assessed 
benefits/strengths to American Marine’s approach because of its incumbency and its assumed dive teams.  
For example, in the Federal context, the Government Accountability Office (“GAO”) has reasoned that 
agencies may not “assume or infer that an offeror will perform a contract using a specific technical 
approach that is not included in the offeror’s proposal and cite that approach or benefit as a discriminator 
in favor of award.”  Native Energy & Tech., Inc., B-416783 et al., Dec. 13, 2018, 2019 CPD ¶ 89 at 5.  
Further, to the extent that American Marine falsely inflated its proposal by naming divers that were no 
longer employed by the company, the Harbor Department should have discredited the proposal based on 
the provision of false information. 

 
Whereas American Marine has lost half of its dive team, SGS’s experienced dive team remains 

fully intact, and as a result, should have been assigned additional evaluative credit.  If these two proposals 
were similarly rated under Criterion B, that determination simply cannot withstand an objective review.  
Indeed, SGS proposed a deeper bench of experienced divers and should have received a superior rating.  
SGS proposed the following lead divers and team:  
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Ex. F at 12-13. 
 
 SGS’s proposal continues to provide another 5 pages of clear, relevant detail associated with its 
staffing and organizational chart.  See id. at 14-19.  Again, if a side-by-side analysis is conducted, there is 
simply no way one can justify an award to American Marine.  Based on the limited information provided, 
it appears that the Harbor Department was guided by American Marine’s incumbency, rather than the 
actual dive teams proposed to meet the instant requirements; a fatal evaluative flaw.  SGS’s bid protest 
should be sustained for this reason alone.   
 

III. SGS Proposed a Superior Proposal Under Evaluation Criterion C 

Under Evaluation Criterion C (Approach, Work Plan, Management, Safety Program, and 
Equipment), SGS also proposed a superior proposal. To reiterate, Evaluation C considered: “Quality of 
proposed work plan to meet project requirements? Quality of project management? Quality of Safety 
Program and Equipment?”  Ex. E at 56.  Under this criterion, it is clear that American Marine should have 
been adversely impacted for its lack of quality of safety program and equipment.  It is well known within 
the industry that American Marine uses heavier, antiquated diving gear, not at all keeping in line with 
modern day diving gear technology and industry standards.  In fact, American Marine performs its current 
dives with diving gear from the 1960s.  This heavier, antiquated diving gear poses significant risks to its 
divers and possibly for first responders, if such a need arises.  There is no indication that America Marine 
has purchased newer diving equipment.  As such, American Marine’s proposal should have been adversely 
assessed because of this increased risk to safety.   
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By contrast, SGS proposed a thorough safety program that includes established tried and tested 
safety procedures, and modern, state of the art diving gear.  For example, SGS proposed the following 
Safety Program: 
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Ex. F at 50-51.  As for equipment, SGS provided detailed pictures and explanations of its proposed, 
modern equipment.  See id. at 58-96.  SGS’s equipment is objectively far superior to American Marine’s.  
 

SGS’s safety program and equipment should have been yet another discriminator between the two 
proposals.  Additionally, the widely-publicized, unfortunate death of one of American Marine’s 
employees at the Port of Los Angeles underscores and highlights legitimate concerns associated with 
American Marine’s safety program. See https://ktla.com/news/local-news/worker-killed-in-port-of-los-
angeles-forklift-accident/  During the pendency of the re-evaluation, OSHA publicly released its 
significant findings associated with this incident.  Exhibit G, OSHA Inspection Detail; 
https://www.osha.gov/ords/imis/establishment.inspection_detail?id=1735443.015  
 

With respect to this incident, OSHA has identified two serious violations and one willful violation, 
each underscoring critical lapses in safety protocol.  For context, serious violations involve OSHA 
standards requiring employee safety training and communication systems (Standards 3203(A)(4) and 
3203(A)(7)).  A serious violation is issued when there is a substantial probability that an incident could 
result in death or serious physical harm.  In American Marine’s case, these findings indicate inadequate 
safety communication and employee training - core elements of a safe working environment that are 
crucial in commercial diving operations - where precise, real-time communication and strict adherence to 
protocols are essential to avoid potentially fatal incidents.  Further, OSHA assessed American Marine 
a willful violation based on its hazardous energy control (lockout/tagout procedures under Standard 
3314(D)), which involves securing dangerous machinery during cleaning, repairing, or servicing.  A 
willful violation is the most severe category, suggesting intentional disregard or indifference to OSHA 
requirements.  For an organization operating in complex, high-risk environments, such a finding reflects 
a troubling institutional approach to safety, especially given the unique risks in underwater construction 
and diving work, where mechanical operations and machinery use are integral.  This disregard for 
lockout/tagout procedures could be catastrophic during diving tasks, risking diver entrapment, delta-p, 
injury, or worse. 

 
Under even a top-level analysis, these significant violations indicate a systemic deficiency in 

American Marine’s safety culture, particularly concerning areas vital to diving operations.  Given the high 
level of risk associated with underwater construction, these safety failings, that resulted in a fatality, should 
have disqualified American Marine from award consideration.  Because of the severity of this accident, it 
is unlikely that American Marine provided any information associated with this incident as part of its 
proposal.  Moreover, it is almost certain that the Harbor Department failed to consider this publicly 
available information before rendering its award determination.  The RFP, however, requires a vendor to 
provide “any accident reports from the prior four years.” Ex. E at 15.  To the extent American Marine 
failed to disclose this accident report, or in the alternative, the Harbor Department’s failure to consider 
this fatal incident, renders the award decision indefensible.       

 
A side-by-side analysis of the two proposals will objectively confirm that SGS’s proposal is 

superior.  In sum, SGS’s proposal provides far greater safety assurances than does American Marine’s.  
This award decision simply cannot stand. 
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IV. SGS Provided a Superior Proposal at a Lower Price than did American Marine 
 
Lastly, under Evaluation Criterion D (Rates, Fees and Budget Control), upon information and 

belief, SGS proposed a lower price than did American Marine.  It is well-known in the industry that 
American Marine’s daily rates for a three-person dive team is higher than SGS’s.  In addition to the clear 
technical benefits associated with SGS’s proposal, American Marine proposed a higher price.  To be sure, 
the current decision erroneously awards this contract to an offeror that has fewer capabilities, increased 
safety risks, at a price premium.  Even assuming arguendo, the price difference between the two proposals 
is minimal, there is no reasonable basis to pay any price premium for an inferior proposal, particularly 
where safety is a well-known, legitimate concern. There is no indication that American Marine proposed 
a lower rate for its dive teams in response to this RFP.  Again, while there has been extremely limited 
transparency into the Harbor Department’s evaluation, this allegation can be easily addressed by a proper 
comparable review of the daily rates for a three-person dive team.  If such a review is conducted, it will 
be clear that American Marine’s rates are higher than SGS’s.  
 

While price is not the only factor, the Codified Ordinance of County of Los Angeles § 2.81.960 
requires that the priority be placed on awarding to low-priced bids: “Every award to other than low bid 
shall be made by a reviewing authority in the department superior to the assigned deputy purchasing 
agent.”  Indeed, Courts in CA have, in line with other jurisdictions, emphasized the importance of price 
in selecting a public contract awardee:   

 
Virtually all authorities on government procurement and public contract law define the 
competitive sealed bidding process employed by the County in this case as one in which “the 
award is made to the responsible bidder having the lowest responsive bid.” (ABA Section of 
State and Local Government Law, State and Local Procurement (2012) p. 64.) Both the National 
Association of State Procurement Officials and the National Institute of Governmental 
Purchasing define “competitive sealed bidding” as “[t]he preferred method for acquiring goods, 
services, and construction for public use in which award is made to the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder.” (Nat. Assn. of State Procurement Officials, State and Local Government 
Procurement: A Practical Guide (2008) at p. 307; Nat. Inst. of Governmental Purchasing, Public 
Procurement: Dictionary of Terms (2010) p. 27.) According to one authority, “[t]he competitive 
bidding process in public contracting presumes that award will be made to the qualified 
individual or firm submitting the lowest price quotations.” (Keyes, Encyclopedic Dictionary of 
Contract and Procurement Law (5th ed. 1992), p. 47, italics added.) 

 
See Eel River, 221 Cal. App. 4th at 233-34.  Moreover, in the face of municipal regulations prioritizing 
award to low-priced bids, the awarding agency cannot disregard this preference, even by making price 
of lower importance in the RFP.  See id. at 234. 
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V. The Department’s Refusal to Produce Relevant, Responsive Documents Obfuscates 
the Procurement Process 
   

SGS’s Initial Protest was accompanied by two formal California Public Records Act (“CPRA”) 
online request, submitted on May 9, 2024 and May 23, 2024 for relevant procurement documents.  
Additionally, SGS’s initial protest contained a request for any document that showed the Harbor 
Department’s best value trade-off decision, allowing the award to a higher priced proposal.  See Ex. C at 
20.  Notwithstanding SGS’s reasonable requests for a minimum level of transparency into the procurement 
process, the Harbor Department failed to produce a single responsive procurement document.  The 
Agency’s failure to provide any responsive documents clearly runs afoul of the “fundamental precept of 
the CPRA” —which is that—“governmental records shall be disclosed to the public, upon request, unless 
there is a specific reason not to do so.” Summary of the California Public Records act of 2004 at 2, 
available at, https://www.ucop.edu/uc-legal/_files/access-privacy/summary_public_records_act.pdf.  
Moreover, CPRA also requires that “[w]hen a copy of a record is requested, the agency shall determine 
within ten days whether to comply with the request, and shall promptly inform the requester of its 
decision and the reasons therefor.” Id. at 5 (emphasis added).  To be clear, and despite the fact that SGS’s 
initial document requests were made more than 5 months ago, it has yet to receive an explanation as to 
why its requested documents were never provided.  SGS intends to again seek, through a CPRA request, 
additional documents related to the initial and current bid protest; any denial of which would similarly be 
improper.  
 

VI. The Award Decision is Flawed 

Here, as detailed above, the Harbor Department made a number of fundamental evaluation flaws 
that, individually and collectively, render this award indefensible and prejudiced SGS.  Most fatal is its 
failure to evaluate the contents of the proposals in accordance with the RFP and accepting a higher-priced, 
higher-risk proposal that objectively could not reasonably be determined as technically superior to SGS’s 
proposal.  The Harbor Department must reconsider this award decision to American Marine, an inferior 
proposal at a higher price.   
 

PREJUDICE 

SGS is clearly prejudiced by the errors in this procurement.  Here, but for the procurement errors, 
SGS would have been awarded this contract.  

 
REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS 

 SGS requests the Harbor Department provide copies of all relevant documents that relate to the 
Harbor Department’s evaluation of proposals, best value trade-off decision, allowing the award to a higher 
priced proposal, and decision to award to American Marine instead of SGS.  See Codified Ordinance of 
County of Los Angeles § 2.81.960. 

CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF 
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For the reasons discussed above, SGS respectfully requests that the Harbor Department sustain 
this protest on all grounds and: 

1. Cancel the intent to award to American Marine.  

2. Re-evaluate proposals, including a new best value analysis in accordance with the terms of 
the RFP and applicable law. 

3. Award SGS this contract and its costs associated with its filing and pursuing this protest, 
including attorneys’ fees. 

4. Such other relief as the Harbor Department deems to be appropriate.  

 

Sincerely, 

       /s/ Kevin P. Simpson 

       Kevin P. Simpson 
       WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
       333 S. Grand Ave. 
       Los Angeles, CA 90071 
       Email: KPSimpson@winston.com 
       Telephone: 213-615-1700 
 

Elizabeth Leavy  
Frank DiNicola  
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
1901 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Email:  ELeavy@winston.com  

     FDinicola@winston.com  
Telephone: 202-282-5026 
Facsimile: 202-282-5100 
 
Counsel for Subsea Global Solutions, LLC 

 




