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CITY OF PITTSBURGH
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: Mackin Engineering Company

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:  Supplemental-Consultant Services - Heth's Run

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR

EXPIRATION DATE: 1 year/City Funds
DATE ADVERTISED: N/A

PROPOSAL DUE DATE: N/A

BIDS SENT (NUMBERY): N/a

BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER): Ni/a

REJECTED BIDS N/A

(NAME / REASON):

VENDORS SUBMITTING N/A

"NO BID" (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME): N/A
DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY

RECOMMENDING AWARD: City Planning/Mayor's Office
WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST

RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)? N/A

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR

AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE Sole Source-approval from MBE/WBE Committee

EXPLANATION




CITY OF PITTSBURGH
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: Urban Design Ventures

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:  Consultant Services

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR

EXPIRATION DATE: 1 Year/CDBG
DATE ADVERTISED: September 23, 2008
PROPOSAL DUE DATE: October 8, 2008
BIDS SENT (NUMBERY): $

BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBERY): 2

REJECTED BIDS 0

{NAME / REASONY):

VENDORS SUBMITTING 0

"NO BID" (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME): 0
DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY

RECOMMENDING AWARD: City Planning
WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST

RESPCNSIBLE BIDDER(S)? No

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR Award made by a panel of three individuals who reviewed the proposals
AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE according to the critorla established as per HUD requirements-
EXPLANATION _price was only one factor




BID TITLE:

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR
EXPIRATION DATE:

DATE ADVERTISED:
PROPOSAL DUE DATE:
BIDS SENT (NUMBERY):
BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER):

REJECTED BIDS

(NAME / REASON):

VENDORS SUBMITTING
"NO BID" (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME):

DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY
RECOMMENDING AWARD:

WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST
RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)?

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR
AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE
EXPLANATION

CITY OF PITTSBURGH
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

Conservation of City-Owned Artworks

4£7¢44

\_-_——/

The bid is for the conservation of 3 city-
owned artworks currently in storage. The
cost of this conservation work is paid for
by a grant from the Richard King Mellon
Foundation.
December 31, 2010
August 19, 2006
September 22, 2006
2
2
Intermuseum Conservation Co. This firm
was rejected because McKay Lodge had
the lower bid.
Department of City Planning
McKay Lodge Conservation Laboratory Inc.

YESk ] no[ ]




CITY OF PITTSBURGH

AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: Design Services Agreement with INDUSTRIAL ARTS CO-OP/Tim Kaulen

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR

EXPIRATION DATE: Expiration: May 30, 2010
DATE ADVERTISED: NIA
PROPOSAL DUE DATE: N/A
BIDS SENT (NUMBER): N/A
BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER): N/A

REJECTED BIDS

(NAME / REASON): N/A

VENDORS SUBMITTING

"NO BID" (NAME): NIA

LATE BIDS (NAME): NIA

DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY

RECOMMENDING AWARD: City Planning

WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST

RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)? NO

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR City Planning awarded this contract to a specific local artist
AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE as a completion of an existing project/contract that had expired
EXPLANATION

Contract Name/Contract Number




CITY OF PITTSBURGH ?« ?40 %

AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: PLANPGH - Cultural Heritage Plan

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:  Professional Services

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR

EXPIRATION DATE: February 1, 2010 - August 1, 2011

DATE ADVERTISED: July 2, 2009

PROPOSAL DUE DATE: July 31, 2009

BIDS SENT (NUMBERY): 0

BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBERY): 3

REJECTED BIDS Peter J. Smith & Co - rejected by ittee vote; sub Itants not pre-qualified by PHMC (funding agency)

(NAME / REASON): Phillips Preiss Shapiro - rejected by committee vote; sub-consultants not pre-qualified by PHMC (funding agency)
Clarion Associates, LLC - rejected by committee vote; sub-consultants not pre-quatified by PHMC (funding agency)

VENDORS SUBMITTING None

"NO BID" (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME): None

DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY Department of City Planning

RECOMMENDING AWARD:

WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST No

RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)?

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR This is a fixed budget project, and the Department felt that the consultants who submitted bids under the fixed

AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE budget amount did not have the qualifications or experience to perform the tasks related to the Plan. In

EXPLANATION addition, all of the other bids would have had to have been revised, as their sub-consultants were not pre-

qualified by the funding agency for a later phase of the work on this Plan.

Contract Name/Contract Number ~ PLANPGH - Cultural Heritage Plan Contract




49407

CITY OF PITTSBURGH Sy p p 4
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: PLANPGH - Cuitural Heritage Plan

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION: Profosalonal Sarvicos

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR

EXPIRATION DATE: February 1, 2010 - August 4, 2011

DATE ADVERTISED: July 2, 2009

PROPOSAL DUE DATE: July M, 2009

BIDS SENT (NUMBER): 0

BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER): 3

REJECTED BIDS petar J. Smlin & Co - rojacted by committea vote; aub.consultants not pre-qualified by PHMC (tunding agency)

(NAME / REASON): Pnliiips Prolss Shapiro - rejscted by committos vots; asub-conaultants not pre-quatified by PHMC (funding agency)
Clarion Aasoclatss, LLC . rejacted by committaa vats; sub-consultania not pre-qualifind by PHMC (funding agancy)

VENDORS SUBMITTING Nene

"NO BID* (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME). Ngne

BEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY Department of Clty Planning

RECOMMENDING AWARD:

WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST No

RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)?

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR This is a fixed budget project, and the Departmant feit that the conaultants who submitted bids under the fixed

AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE budget smount did not have tha qualificstions or expariance to perform tho tazka related to the Plan. In

EXPLANATION addition, all of the other bids would have had to have baen roviaed, as thelr sub-conaultants were not pre-

qualified by the funding agency for 8 later phaso of the wark on this Plan.

e —e e
Contract Neme/Contract Number PLANPGH - Cultural Herltage Plan Contract
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CITY OF PITTSBURGH
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

BID TITLE: The Tool Design Group/Bicycle Route and Signage Network Plan

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:  Development of a City-wide bicycle network that will feature wayfinding and destinations
signs and pavement markings.

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR
EXPIRATION DATE: 1211110
DATE ADVERTISED: 10/12/09
PROPOSAL DUE DATE: 11/12/09
BIDS SENT (NUMBER): 0

BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER): 17
REJECTED BIDS

(NAME / REASON): 0
VENDORS SUBMITTING

“NO BID" (NAME): 0

LATE BIDS (NAME): 0
DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY
RECOMMENDING AWARD: Department of City Planning
WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST
RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)? No

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR Contract was awarded by a selection committee comprised of City staff (City Planning and

AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE Public Works), PennDOT, SPC and BikePGH. The selection committee selected the

EXPLANATION consultant based on the proposed scope of services, relevant experience, personal
qualifications, response to the RFP, budet and schedute, WBE/MBE requirements and past
experience with the firm. A short list of § consulting firms were interviewed by the
selection committee.




BID TITLE:

SPECIFICATION DESCRIPTION:

CONTRACT DURATION AND/OR
EXPIRATION DATE:

DATE ADVERTISED:
PROPOSAL DUE DATE:
BIDS SENT (NUMBER):
BIDS RECEIVED (NUMBER):

REJECTED BIDS
(NAME / REASON):

VENDORS SUBMITTING
"NO BID" (NAME):

LATE BIDS (NAME):

DEPARTMENT / AUTHORITY
RECOMMENDING AWARD:

WAS AWARD MADE TO LOWEST
RESPONSIBLE BIDDER(S)?

IF NO, DEPARTMENT AND/OR
AUTHORITY MUST PROVIDE
EXPLANATION

Contract Name/Contract Number

CITY OF PITTSBURGH
AWARD JUSTIFICATION FORM

SMART Corridor Transit Revitalization District (TRID) Planning Studies

Professional Services

August 18, 2010 - May 31, 2011

December 14, 2009

February 5, 2010

0

13

Parsons Brinckerhoff - Brought in for interview, but rejected by vote of Management Committee
AECOM - Brought in for Interview, but rejected by vote of Management Committee

Nelson-Nygaard - Brought in for interview, but rejected by vote of Management Committee

Madden Planning - Brought in for interview, but refected by vote of Management Committee

WRA - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee
WRT - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee
BBP - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee
EConsult - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee
4ward Planning - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee
Jones, Lang, LaSallo - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Management Committee

IBlI Group - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Manag nt Committee
HRA - Rejected by aggregate rating of proposal by Manag t Committee
None

None

Department of City Planning

No

This is a fixed budget project, and the Management Committee for the Plan felt that the
consultants who submitted bids under the fixed budget amount did not have the qualifications
or experience to perform the tasks related to the Plan.

Transit Revitalization Investment District Planning Study




