
OFFICE Of THE O I ^ Cl bf^ 
O A K L A N D 

CiTY OF OAKLAND 
2013 OCT 31 PM 3: ^^GENDA REPORT 

TO: DEANNA J. SANTANA FROM: Brooke A. Levin 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR Interim Director, PWA 

SUBJECT: Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project DATE: September 11, 2013 

City Administratoi^ A (j . Date . / / L 
Approval 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1.3. 5 and 6 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve a resolution authorizing the award of a 
construction contract to McGuire & Hester, the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, for the 
construction of the Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project (C371810) in the amount of Five 
Hundred Forty-Three Thousand, Eighty-Six Dollars and Zero Cents ($543,086.00) in accordance 
with the project plans, specifications and contractor's bid and rejecting all other bids. 

OUTCOME 

Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to execute a construction 
contract with McGuire & Hester for the Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project (Project No. 
C371810) in the amount of $543,086.00 and reject all other bids. 

BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The City of Oakland receives approximately $1 million per year from the Measure B countywide 
sales tax that is earmarked for pedestrian and bicycle improvements. The adopted budget 
allocates 25% for pedestrian related traffic signal improvements projects. 

To select intersections for pedestrian safety improvements, collision records for a five-year 
period were reviewed citywide. Locations with the highest number of pedestrian collisions 
citywide were selected for improvement. 

The project will install accessible and audible pedestrian signal equipment, pedestrian 
countdown signal heads, vehicle detection system and accessible curb ramps at the following 
intersections shown in Attachment A: 
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• Shattuck Avenue and 55̂ ^ Street 
• 40̂ ^ Street and Market Street 
• 7̂^ Street and Brush Street 
• Fruitvale Avenue and East 27'̂  Street 
• MacArthur Boulevard and 82"** Street 
• Oak Street and \2^̂  Street 

ANALYSIS 

On May 9,2013, two bids were received by the City Clerk for the construction of the project. One 
of the bids was from McGuire & Hester at $850,774 and the second bid was from Bear Electrical 
at $829,202. Both bids were significantly above the Engineer's Estimate which was $673,000. 
Staff analyzed the bids and concluded that the work caimot be performed within the project 
budget. 

Staff restructured the project and repackaged the construction document such that some of the 
materials could be fiamished by the City. The revised Engineer's Estimate was $543,086. On July 
25, 2013, the following four bids were received for the repackaged project, and as shown in 
Attachment B: 

• McGuire & Hester at $543,086.00 
• St. Francis Electric at $574,220.00 
• Phoenix Electric at $661,753.20 
• Tennyson Electric, Inc. at $754,572.00 

On August 9, 2013, three of the four bids were deemed non-responsive because they failed to 
meet the minimum L/SLBE participation requirement. McGuire & Hester is the lowest 
responsive and responsible bidder, and staff recommends the award to McGuire & Hester. See 
Attachment C for Contract Compliance Bid Analysis. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST 

Residents and businesses in the project area will be notified prior to the beginning of the 
construction work. 

COORDINATION 

The project scope was internally coordinated within the Public Works Agency. This report has 
also been coordinated with the department of Contract Compliance, Budget Office and City 
Attorney's Office. 
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COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS 

Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to award and execute a 
construction contract with McGuire & Hester in the amount of $543,086.00. 

1. AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDATION/COST OF PROJECT: 
Construction Cost: $543,086 

2. COST ELEMENTS OF AGREEMENT/CONTRACT: N/A 

3. SOURCE OF FUNDING: 
Measure B Fund (2212); Transportation Services Organization (92246); Signal and 
Safety Devices Account (57412); Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project (C371810): 
$543,086 

4. FISCAL IMPACT: 
Approval of this resolution will authorize the City Administrator to award and execute a 
construction contract in an amount of $543,086.00 for the Pedestrian Safety Improvement 
Project. 

PAST PERFORMANCE, EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP 

McGuire & Hester's last performance evaluation was Satisfactory. See Attachment D for 
Contractor Evaluation completed on November. 3, 2010. 

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES 

Economic: McGuire & Hester has a valid City of Oakland business tax license. The award of 
this contract will yield business tax revenues to the City of Oakland, and generate economic and 
job opportunities for Oakland residents. | 

Environmental: The improvements will improve the environment by promoting and improving 
pedestrian and bicycle safety, thereby reducing dependency on combustible engines, congestion 
and vehicle emissions, and improving the quality of life. 

Social Equity: The improvements will provide improved accessibility and safety for walking 
and bicycling to employment and services for Oakland residents and visitors who use street 
corridors. 
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CEQA 

The project consists of modifying existing facilities. Therefore, it is exempted under the 
Categorical Exemption of Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15301 - Existing 
Facilities. A Notice of Exemption has been filed with the County. 

For questions regarding this report, please contact Ade Oluwasogo, Supervising Transportation 
Engineer, at 510-238-6103. 

Respectfiilly submitted, 

BROOKE A. L E V I N 
Interim Director, Public Work Agency 

Reviewed by: 
Michael Neary, P.E., Assistant Director 
Department of Engineering and Construction 

Wladimir Wlassowsky, P.E. 
Transportation Services Division Manager 

Prepared by: 
Ade Oluwasogo; P.E. 
Supervising Transportation Engineer 
Transportation Services Division 

Attachments 
Attachment A - Plans for the Construction of Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project 
Attachment B — Engineer's Estimate 
Attachment C - Contract Compliance Bid Analysis 
Attachment D - Contractor Evaluation 
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Attachment C 

INTER OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
CITY OFOAKIAND 

TO: Si Lau 
Transportation Engineer 

SUBJECT: Compliance Analysis 
Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 
C371810 

F R O M : Deborah BaniesrT| /fy-- ie^^ 
Manager, Contracts &Compliance ' 

DATE: August 9, 2013 

City Administrator's Office, Contracts and Compliance Unit reviewed four (4) bids in response to the above 
referenced project. Below is the outcome of the compliance evaluation for the minimum 50% Local and Small Local 
Business Enterprise (L/SLBE) participation requirement, a preliminary review for compliance with the Equal 
Benefits Ordinance (EBO), and a brief overview of the lowest responsible bidder's compliance with the 50% Local 
Employment Program (LEP) and the 15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program on the bidder's most recently completed 
City of Oakland project. 

Responsive to L/SLBE and/or 
EBO Policies Proposed Participation 
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McGuire & 
Hester $543,086.00 100% 7.84% '92.16% 0.00% NA 100% 5% $515,931.70 Y 

Comments: McGuire & Hester met the minimum 50% L/SLBE participation requirement. The firm is 
EBO compliant 
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St. Francis 
Electric $574,220.00 0% 0% 0% 0% NA 0% 0% NA Y 

''phoenix Electric $661,753.20 47.87% 0% 47.87% 0% NA • 0% 0% NA Y 
Tennyson 
Electric, Inc. $754,572.00 11.21% 0% 11.21% 0% NA 0% 0% NA N 

Comments: All of the above firms, failed to meet the minimum 50% L/SLBE participation requirement. Therefore, 
the firm is deemed noh-responsive. The firm is not EBO compliant. 
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For Informational Purposes 
CITY 
O A K L A N D 

Listed below is the lowest responsible bidder's compliance with the 50% Local Employment Program (LEP) 
and the 15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program for the lowest bidder's most recently completed City of Oakland 
project. 

Contractor Name: McGuire & Hester 
Project Name: Uptown Art Park 
Project No: P130191 
Date: 5/10/2013 

Was the 50% LEP Goal achieved? Yes If no, shortfall hours? 0 

Were all shortfalls satisfied? NA If no, penalty amount 0 

15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program 

Was the 15% Apprenticeship Goal achieved? Yes If no, shortfall hours? 0 

Were shortfalls satisfied? NA If no, penalty amount? • 0 

The spreadsheet below provides details of the 50% LEP and 15% Apprenticeship Programs. Information provided 
includes the following data: A) total project hours, B) core workforce hours deducted, C) LEP project employment 
and work hour goal; D) LEP employment and work hours achieved; E)# resident new hires; F) shortfall hours; G) 
percent LEP compliance; H) total apprentice hours; I) apprenticeship goal and hours achieved; and J) Apprentice 
shortfall hours. 
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804 0 50% 402 100% 402 0 0 100% 121 15% 121 0 

Comments: McGuire & Hester met the Local Employment Program's 50% resident hiring goal with resident 
employment and met the 15% Oakland Apprenticeship Program goals with 61 on site and 61_off site hours. 

Should you have any questions, you may contact Vivian Inman at (510) 23 8-6261. 



OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

Contracts & Compliance Unit 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM 

PROJECT NO.: 0371810 

PROJECT NAME: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

CONTRACTOR: McGuire & Hester 

Engineer's Estimate: 
543,086.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: 
$516,931.70 

Contractors' Bid Amount 
$543,086.00 

Amount of Bid Discount 
$27,164.30 

1. Did the 50% local/small local requirements apply? 

OverfUnder Engineer's Estimate 
0.00 

Discount Points: 
5.00% 

YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? 

a) % of LBE partidpation 
- b) % of SLBE participation 

c) % of VSLBE participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? 

c) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts?, • 

(If yes, list the percentage received) 

5. Additional Comments. 

YES 

92.16% 

NA 

0.00% 

YES 

5.00% 

Per the project manager trucking Is not regulred on this project. 

6. Date evaluation completed and returned to Contract Admln./(nltiating Dept. 

8/9/2013 

Reviewing 
Officer: 

Approved By: 

Date 

8/9/2013 

Date: 8/9/2013 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDER 1 
Project Name: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

Pro]octNo.: C 3 7 1 8 1 0 Engineers Est: 543,086.00 Under/Over Engineers Estimate: 

Discipl ine Prime & S u b s Locat ion Cert 

Status 

LBE SLBE \ ^ L B E Total U S L B E Total TOTAL For Tracking Only Discipl ine Prime & S u b s Locat ion Cert 

Status 

LBE SLBE \ ^ L B E 

LBBSLBE Trucking Trucking Dollars Ethn. MBE WBE 

PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 

C * PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 C 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 
PRIME 
Subcontractor 

McGuire & Hester 

Ray's Electric 

Oakland 

Oakland 
CB 

CB 

42,594.00 

600,492.00 

42,594.00 

500.492.00 

42,594.00 

500,492.00 

J42.594.00 

7.84% 

$500,492.00 

92.16% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

£543.086.00 

100,00% 

$0.00 

100.00% 

$0.00 

100.00% 

$543,086.00 

100.00% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

$0 

0.00% 

Requirements: 
Tfw 50% requirements is a comlwiation of 25% LBE and 25% SLBE parlidpation 
AnSLBEIirm can be comtad 100% Inwards acWewiglho 50% requirements. ^ T A t L B E f S L B E P 

. •p^^ 60%' l iBE/Si iBEp:^^- ' 

Ethnicity 
U=AAiC3fiAiiKtican 

U = Asian Indian 

HP=Asian PaciEc 

C = CsiicB^an 

H^HIspadc 
HA=Native American 
0= Other 
NL = NotU$tBd 
W=Mut«ple Ownership 

LBE = UcalBiisinetsEiiterpriu UB ̂  UnccrtiBed BusbiCM 

SLBE - SmaD Local Buibiess Enterprise CB=Certtfled Business 

Total laoSLBE-Al l Ccftified Local and Small Local Businenn MBE=: Ulnortty Bu^nees Enterprise 

HPLBE" Nonprofit Local Business Enterprise WBE = Women Business Enloiptlio 

NPSLBE = NonProfrt SnuO Local Business Enterpriie , 

Ethnicity 
U=AAiC3fiAiiKtican 

U = Asian Indian 

HP=Asian PaciEc 

C = CsiicB^an 

H^HIspadc 
HA=Native American 
0= Other 
NL = NotU$tBd 
W=Mut«ple Ownership 

Page 1 



OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

Contracts & Compliance Unit 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM 

O A I C L A N E 

PROJECT NO.: C371810 

PROJECT NAME: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

CONTRACTOR: St. Francis Electric 

Engineer's Estimate: 
543,086.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: 
' NA 

Contractors' Bid Amount 
$574,220.00 

Amount of Bid Discount 
NA 

Over/Under Engineer's Estimate 
-31,134.00 

Discount Points: 
0.00% 

1. Did the 50% local/small local requirements apply? YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? 

a) % of LBE participation 
b) % of SLBE participation 

c) % of VSLBE participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the USLBE Trucking requirement? 

c) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts? 

(If yes, list the percentage received) 

NO 

0.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 

NO 

0.00% 

NO 

0.00% 

5. Additional Comments. 

The firm failed to meet the minimum 50% L/SLBE participation requirement. Therefore, the firm is 
deemed non-responsive. 

6. Date evaluation completed and returned to Contract Admin./lnitiating Dept. 

8/9/2013 

Date 

Reviewing 
Ofncer: 

Approved By: 

Date: 

Date: 

8/9/2013 

8/9/2013 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDER 2 
Profftct Name: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

Project No.: C371810 Engineers E s t 543,OS6.O0 Undercover Engineers Estimate: 

Discipline Prime & Subs Location Cer t 

Status 

LBE SLBE VSLBE Total U S L B E Total TOTAL For Tracking Only Discipline Prime & Subs Location Cer t 

Status 

LBE SLBE VSLBE 

LBE/SLBE Trucking True III ng •dollars ethn. MBE W/BE 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

NL PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 
C 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 C 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

PRIME 
Sign A Stripe 
Supplier 

SI. Francis Electric 
Bayslde Stripe & Seal 
Jam'Services 

San Laarrfro 
Petaluma 
LJvermore 

UB 
UB 
UB 

-

426,520.00 
7,700.00 

140,000.00 

$0.00 

0.00% 

so.oo 

0.00% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

$0.00 

100.00% 

$0.00 

100 00% 

$574,220,00 

100.00% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

SO 

0.00% 

R e q u i r e m e n t s ; 
Tha 50%rDqu l remenu i t i combtna l ia io f25% L B E and 25% S L B E partidpation. A n S L B E 
Cim can be counted 100% towards achievina the 50% rsqidrEinanla, 

\ 
; j i . S L B E 2 5 % i 

^ , S O % i t B E / S L B E l 4 5 ; 2 
l ^ ^ ^ T R U C k l N G - ^ ? / ^ 

Ethnicity 
U 'A lncnAma ican 

Al • AsKi hdiai 

AP-AswPa>«c 

C " f ^ a r i r g q l j M i 

hlA = HalivB AiDoican 

D-ODiH 

UL-^NolUried 

U O - l U M o O a n e n h v 

L3E> Local Budnau EntuprlM LIB ' Unortlllad BudiwM 

SLBE = Small Local B U S I M H EntMpifia CB = Ciitin«d Bui inau 

Toll! LBEfSLBE = All CMUfM Local n ) SmaU Local B u i l n i i u * M B E - Minority B u s l r w a * EnterptUa 

NPLBE = NonProHt Local B w l w n Entarprtn W B E = Women B u i l n a a a E n t c r p r t u 

NPSLBE-NonPromSBHU Local B in l rwnEi i t i fp i l i i . ' 

Ethnicity 
U 'A lncnAma ican 

Al • AsKi hdiai 

AP-AswPa>«c 

C " f ^ a r i r g q l j M i 

hlA = HalivB AiDoican 

D-ODiH 

UL-^NolUried 

U O - l U M o O a n e n h v 



Q A I C L A N E 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

Contracts & Compliance Unit 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM 

PROJECT NO.: C371810 

PROJECT NAME: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

CONTRACTOR: Phoenix Electric Co. 

Engineer's Estimate: Contractor's' Bid Amount Over/Under Engineer's Estimate 
543,086.00 $661,753.20 -118,667.20 

Discounted Bid Amount: Amount of Bid Discount Discount Points: 
NA NA 0.00% 

1. Did the 50% local/small, iocal requirements apply? ' YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? NO 

a) % of LBE participation 0.00% 
b) % of SLBE participation 47.87% 

c) % of VSLBE participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? NA 

c) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 0.00% 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts? NO 

(If yes. list the percentage received) 0.00% 

5. Additional Comments. 

The firm failed to meet the minimum 50% L/SLBE participation requirement. Therefore, the firm is 
deemed non-responsive. 

6. Date evaluation completed and returned to Contract Adminilnitiating Dept. 

8/9/2013 

Reviewing 
Officer: 

r~\ Date 

l^JJij0X^^^^^ ^ - Date: 8/9/2013 

Approved By. S aAa.v\^li^nJLA^ Date: 8/9/2013 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDERS 
Project Name: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Reb id )^ 

Project No.: C371810 Engineers E s t 543,086,00 Under/Over Engineers Estimate: 

Discipline Prime & Subs Location Cer t 

Status 

LBE SLBE VSLBE Total U S L B E . Total TOTAL For Tracldnq Only Discipline Prime & Subs Location Cer t 

Status 

LBE SLBE VSLBE 

LBE/SLBE Trucking Trucking Dollars Ethn. MBE WBE 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

A P 330,753.20 PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

C 
PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

H ' 5.000.00 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

H 125,000.00 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

NL 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 
C 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 C 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

PRIME 
Traffic Relocation 
Saw Cutting 
Concrete Work 

Concrete Supplier 
Subcontrador 
Bedric Materials 

Phoenix Electric Co. 
Lineation Marltlngs 
Bayllne Cutting & Coring 
A J W Construction 

Central Concrete 
Beliveau Engineering 
Francisco Electric 

San FrsndscD 
Oakland • 
Berkeley 
Oakland 

Los Angeles 
Oakland 
Oakland 

UB 
UB 
UB 
C B 

UB 
C B 
C B 

125,000.00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

125,000 00 

150,000.00 
41,800.00 

330,753,20 
2,200,00 
5,000,00 

125,000.00 

• 7,000,00 
150,000 00 

41,800,00 

$0.00 

0.00% 

$316,800.00 

47.87% 

$0.00 

0.00% 

$316,800.00 

47.87% 

$0.00 

100.00% 

$0,00 

100.00% 

$661,753,20 

100,00% 

$335,753.20 

50.74% 

$0 

0.00% 

Requ i rements : 
The 50% requiramanls l i a combination ol 35% LBE and 25% SLBE parlidpabon. An SLBE 
Gnncanbe counted 1(X>%lowardsachtevingIhe50%requicements 'elDTALLBE/SLBES 

Ethnicity 
AA • Alicai Amncin 

AI = A B D bid 21 

AP-AsmPuilk: 

NAiNsdveAriKrion 
O-Ohor • 

U0 = tlldSftoOmecatp 

• 
LBE-LocilBuibnMiEntarprtia _ (JB-UnctrtlfltdBuiIruti _ 
SLBE e smill Local BuilriMi EniafpilM CB-C*ttin«d Bu«ln*» 
Jatii LBETSLBE- An CwUrM Local aid Snail Local BuilnniM MBE - Minority Business Enterprise 
NPLBE • NonProlH Locd ButbiMt EirtorprfM - WBE B Women Buslnau Enterprise 
NPSLBE • NonPront Etnil Locil Bmbiais Entarpriaa 

Ethnicity 
AA • Alicai Amncin 

AI = A B D bid 21 

AP-AsmPuilk: 

NAiNsdveAriKrion 
O-Ohor • 

U0 = tlldSftoOmecatp 



OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

Contracts & Compliance Unit 

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM 

Q A K L A N E 

PROJECT NO.: C371810 

PROJECT NAME: Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) 

CONTRACTOR: Tennyson Electric, Inc. 

Engineer's Estimate: 
543,086.00 

Discounted Bid Amount: 
$0.00 

Contractors' Bid Amount 
$754,572.00 

Amount of Bid Discount 
$0.00 

Over/Under Engineer's Estimate 
-211,486.00 

Discount Points; 
0.00% 

1. Did the 50% local/small local requirements apply? YES 

2. Did the contractor meet the 50% requirement? 

a) % of LBE participation 
b) % of SLBE participation 

c) % of VSLBE participation 

3. Did the contractor meet the L/SLBE Trucking requirement? 

c) Total L/SLBE trucking participation 

4. Did the contractor receive bid discounts? 

(If yes, list the percentage received) 

NO 

0.00% 
11.21% 

NA 

0.00% 

NO 

0.00% 

5. Additional Comments. 

The firm failed to meet the minimum 50% L/SLBE participation requirement. Therefore, the firm is 
deemed non-responsive. 

6. Date evaluation completed and returned to Contract Admin./lnitiating Dept. 

8/9/2013 

Reviewing 
Officer: 

Approved By: 

Date 

Date: 

Date: 

8/9/2013 

8/9/2013 



LBE/SLBE PARTICIPATION 

BIDDER 4 
p ro jec t N a m e : Pedestrian Safety Improvement (Rebid) ^ . 

P r o j e c t NO.: C 3 7 1 8 1 0 E n g l n e s r s E s t : 543,086.00 

* 
Under/Over Engineers Estimate: 

1 
D i s c i p l i n e Prime & Subs Location C e r t ' 

S t a t u s 

LBE ' SLBE VSLBE Total USLBE Total TOTAL For Tracking Only D i s c i p l i n e Prime & Subs Location C e r t ' 

S t a t u s 

LBE ' SLBE VSLBE 
LBE/SLBE Trucking Trucking Dollars Etfin. MBE WBE 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

C P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 H 64,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

P R I M E 

Concre te & A / C 

Tennyson Elec±ic, Ina 
A J W Cons ln ic t ion 

Ltvermore 
Oak land 

UB 
CB 84,602.00 84,602.00 

. 669,970 00 
84,602.00 

$0.00 

0.00% 

- $84,602.00 

11.21% 

$0.00 

0 00% 

$84,602.00 

11 21% 

SO.OO 

100 00% 

$0 00 

100.00% 

$754,572.00 

100.00% 

$84,602 00 

11.21% 

$0 

0.00% 

Requirements: 
TlKi 50% loqulrBmenis Is a camUnBtlon ol 25% L B E and 25% S L B E participation. A n S L B E 
(inn can bo counled 100K lowoida achiaving the 50% rsquirBnients. |!S|rBE25%f. •mktwi t t lOTALLBE/SLBE! ! 

E t l i n l c l t y 

U • African Amcnoan 

U ' Aaan h i m 

C-Canaaan 

H-Hkpank: 

FiArNaSvo^nerica^ 

O.Oftar 

LBE • Loot Builnatt EntMprlM ' UB • UnutUfM B in inu * 

SLBE • Sititll Loctl B t i i l M u Errtarpdu C B - Cirtltltd B in lnn t 

Total LBEfSLBE - A l CMtHkd Locd ind Sonll Local B m l i u u a M B E » Minority B u i l n e s i En te rp r iM 
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ATTACHMENT D 

m.. Project Number/Title: 

Work Order Number (if applicable): 

Contractor 

Date of Notice to Proceed: 

Date of Notice of Completion: 

Date of Notice of Final Completion: 

Contract Amount: 

Evaiuator Name and Title: 

Schedule L-2 
City of Oakland v 

Public Works Agency 
CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

7-e-/es/^^'^ -^T>^^cA^^ rnP- /'/^Mr Pfff^e^j P/^<trv 

The City's Resident Engineer most familiar vi/ith the. Contractor's performance must 
complete this evaluation and submit it to Manager, PWA Project Delivery Division, within 30 
calendar days of the issuance of the Final Payment. 

Whenever the Resident Engineer finds the Contractor is performing below Satisfactory for 
any category of the Evaluation, the Resident Engineer shall discuss the perceived performance 
shortfall at the periodic site meetings with the Contractor. An Interim Evaluation will be 
performed if at any time the Resident Engineer finds that the overall performance of a 
Contractor is Marginal or Unsatisfactory. An Interim Evaluation is required prior to issuance of a 
Final Evaluation Rating of Unsatisfactory. The Final Evaluation upon Final Completion of the 
project will supersede interim ratings. 

The following list provides a basic set of evaluation criteria that will be applicable to all 
construction projects awarded by the City of Oakland that are greater than $50,000. Narrative 
responses are required to support any evaluation 'criteria that are rated as Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory, and must be attached to this evaluation. If a narrative response is required, 
indicate before each narrative the number of the question for which the response is being 

. provided. Any available supporting documentation to justify any Marginal or Unsatisfactory 
ratings must also be attached. 

If a criterion is rated Marginal or Unsatisfactory and the rating is caused by the performance 
of a subcontractor, the narrative will note this. The narrative will also note the General 
Contractor's effort to improve the subcontractor's performance, 

ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES: 
Outstanding 
(3 points) 

Performance among the best level of achievemenfthe City has experienced. 

111 Satisfactory 
(2"points) 

Performance met contractual requirements. 

£( 

Marginal 
,(1 point) 

Performance barely met the lower range of the contractual requirements or 
perfonnance only met contractual requirements after extensive corrective 
action was tal<en. 1 

St'i 

Unsatisfactory 
(0 points) 

Performance did not meet contractual requirerfients. The contractual 
perfonnance being assessed reflected serious problems for which corrective 

^actions wer-eJnelTeoti-ve • — • — 
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WORK P E R F O R M A N C E 
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1 
Did the Contractor perform all of the work with acceptable Quality and 
Workmanship? • • • 

1a 
If problems arose, did the Contractor provide solutions/coordinate with the 
designers and work proactively with the City to minimize impacts? if "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. 

• 

I-

€] D 

2 
Was the work performed by the Contractor accurate and complete? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfectory", explain on the attachment and provide documentation. Complete 
(2a) and (2b) below. 

• • • 

2a 
Were corrections requested? If "Yes", specify the date(s) and reason(s) for the 
correction(s). Provide documentation. 

Yes 

• 

No 

2b 
[f corrections were requested, did the Contractor make the corrections requested? , 
If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. • • • 

3 
Was the Contractor responsive to City staffs comments and concerns regarding the 
work performed or the work product delivered? if "Marginal or'Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. 

• O 

4 
Were there other significant issues related to "Work Performance"? If Yes, explain 
on the attachment. Provide documentation. 

Yes 

• 

• 5 
Did the Contractor cooperate with on-site or adjacent tenants, business owners and 

• residents and work in such a manner as to minimize disruptions to the public. If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. 

• • . • 

6 
Did the personnel assigned by the Contractor have the expertise and skills required 
to satisfactorily perform under the contract? 'If "Marginal or Unsatisfactor/, explain 
on the attachmenb 

• • • 

7 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on work performance? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the • 
questions given above regarding work performance and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0, 1, 2, or 3. 

•0 

• 

1 

• 

2 3 

' • 1 
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1 a Did the Contractor complete the work within the time required by the contract 
(including time extensions or amendments)? D • n • 

If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment why the work was not 
completed according to schedule. Provide documentation. • • D D D 

Was the Contractor required to provide a service in accordance with an established-
schedule (such as for security, maintenance, custodial, etc.)? If "No", or "N/A", go to 
Question #8. If "Yes", complete (9a) below. 

Yes 

• 

No N/A 

• 

1 9a 
Were the services provided within the days and times scheduled? Jf "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment and specify the dates the'Contractor 
failed to comply with this requirement (such as tardiness, failure to report, etc.). 
Provide documentation. 

• • • • 

: 10 
Did the Contractor provide timely baseline schedules and revisions to its • 
construction schedule when changes occurred? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment. Provide documentation. 

• • • • • 

11 
Did the Contractor furnish submittals in a timely manner to ajlow review by the City 
so as to not delay the work? If 'Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the 
attachment Provide documentation. 

• n T- • 

Were there other significant issues related to timeliness? If yes, explain on the 
attachment Provide documentation. 

Yes- No 
12 

Were there other significant issues related to timeliness? If yes, explain on the 
attachment Provide documentation. • 

No Were there other significant issues related to timeliness? If yes, explain on the 
attachment Provide documentation. • 

No 

13 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on timeliness? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding tmeliness and the assessment guidelines. 
Check 0,1,2, or 3. 

0, 

• 

1 

• 

2 

¥ 
3 

• 

m 
m 
' # » 
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FINANCIAL 

14 
Were the Contractor's billings accurate and reflective .of the contract payment terms? 
If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. Provide documentation of 
occurrences and amounts (such as corrected invoices). 

• • 

15 

Were there any claims to increase the contract amount? If'Yes", list the claim . 
amount Were the Contractor's claims resolved in a manner reasonable to the City? 

Number of Claims: 

Claim amounts: $ 

Settlement amount:$ 

Yes 

• 

16 
Were the Contractor's price quotes for changed or additional work reasonable? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory', explain on the attachment. Provide documentation of 
occurrences and amounts (such as corrected price quotes). 

• • • 

17 
Were there any other significant issues related to financial issues? If Yes, explain on 
the attachment and provide documentation. 

Overall, how did the Contractor rate on financial issues? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding financial issues and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0,1, 2,. or 3. " . 
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COWIMUNICATION 
l l 

1 19 Was the Contractor responsive to the City's questions, requests for proposal, etc.? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory",.explain on the attachment. • • • 

^ 20 
Did the Conti-actor communicate with City staff clearly and in a timely .manner 
regarding: 

| 2 0 a 
Notification of any significant issues that arose? If "Marginal or Unsatisfactory", 
explain on the attachment a • ft • • 

! • 
20b 

Staffing issues (changes, replacements, additions, etc.)? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment, • • • • 

20c 
Periodic progress reports as required by the contract (both verbal and written)? If 
"Marginal or Unsatisfactory", explain on the attachment. • • • • 

20d Were there any billing disputes? ff "Yes", explain on the attachment. 
Yes 

•Q 

No 

• 

< 21 
Were there any other significant issues.related to communication issues? Explain on 
the attachment. Provide documentation. 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Yes 

• 

No 

• 

22 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on communication issues? 
The score for this category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding communication issues and the assessment 
guidelines. 
Check 0,1, 2, or 3. 

0 

. • 

1 

• 

2 3 

1 
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23 Did the Contractor's staff consistently wear personal protective equipment as 
appropriate? If "No", explain on the'attachment. ' 

Yes .No-

• ' 

24 Did the Contractor follow City and OSHA safety standards? If "Marginal or 
Unsatisfactory", explain on.the attachment. • • • 

25, 
Was the Contractor warned or cited by OSHA for violations? If Yes, explain on the 
attachment. 

Yes 

• • 

No' 

26 26. Was there an inordinate number or severity of injuries? Explain on the 
attachment. If Yes, explain on the attachment. 

Yes 

• 

No'5| 

''ID 

27 
Was the Contractor officially warned or cited for breach of U.S. Transportation 
Security Administration's standards or regulations? If "Yes", explain on the 
attachment. 

Yes 

• 

28 Overall, how did the Contractor rate on safety issues? 
The score forthis category must be consistent with the responses to the 
questions given above regarding safety issues and the assessment guidelines. 
Check 0,1, 2, or 3. 

0. 

• 

1 

• . 

2 

\ ^ 

3 

• 
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OVERALL RATING 

Based on the weighting factors below, calculate the Contractor's overall score using the 
scores from the four categories above. 

"1. Enter Overali score from Question 7 X 0.125 = • 

2. Enter Overall score from Question 13 X 0.25 = 

3. Enter Overall score from Question 18 X 0.20 =, 

4. Enter Overall score from Question 22 •71 X0.15 = O.J 

5. Enter Overall score from Question 28 % X0.15 = 0-3 

TOTAL SCORE (Sum of 1 through 5): 

OVERALL RATING: ' JfrnS^Tf^^j 

Outstanding: Greater than 2.5 
• Satisfactory Greater than 1.5 & less than or equal to 2.5 . 

Marginal: Between 1.0 & 1.5 
Unsatisfactory: Less than 1.0 

PROCEDURE: 
• The Resident Engineer will prepare the Contractor Performance Evaluation and submit it to 

the Supervising Civil Engineer. The Supervising Civil Engineei- wilt review the Contractor 
Perfonnance .Evaluation to ensure adequate documentation is included, the Resident Engineer 
has followed the process correctly, the Contractor Performance Evaluation has been prepared 
in a fair and unbiased manner, and the ratings assigned by the Resident Engineer are 
consistent with aJI other Resident Engineers using consistent performance expectations, and 
similar rating scales. 

The Resident Engineer will transmit a copy of the Contractor Performance Evaluation to the 
Contractor. Overall Ratings of Outstanding or Satisfactory are final and cannot be protested or 
appealed. If the Overall Rating is Marginal or Unsatisfactory, the Contractor will have 10. ' 
calendar days in which they may file a protest of the rating. The Public Works Agency Assistant 
Director, Design & Construction Services Department, will consider a Contractor's protest and 
render his/her determination of the validity of the Contractor's protest. If the Overall Rating is 
Marginal, the Assistant Director's determination will be final and not subject to further appeal. If 
the Overall Rating Is Unsatisfactory and' the protest is denied (in whole or in part) by the 
Assistant Director, the Contractor may appeal the Evaluation to the City Administrator, or 
his/her designee, the appeal must be filed within 14 calendar days of the Assistant Director's 
ruling on the protest. The City Administrator, or his/her designee, will hold a hearing with the 
Contractor within 21 calendar days of the filing of the appeal. The decision of the City 
Administrator regarding the appeal will be final. 

Contractors who receive an Unsatisfactory Overall Rating (i.e., Total Score less than 1.0) 
will be-allowed the option of voluntarily-refraining frorn bidding on any City of Oakland projects • 
within one" year from the date of the Unsatisfactory (Dverall Rating, or of being categorized as' 
non-rehponsible for any projects the Contractor bids on for a period of one year from the date of 
•the_Uri5ati5;factQry_,r5veralli?afirrg: TwonzinssttsfactDrs^-Qverati-Ratinqs-v^^ 
period will result in the Contractor being categorized by the City Administrator as non-
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responsible for any bids they submit for future City of Oakland projects withjn three years of the 
date of the last Unsatisfactory overall rating. 

Any Contractor that receives an Unsatisfactory Overall Rating is required to attend a -
meeting with the City Administrator, or his/her designee, prior to returning to bidding on City 
projects. The Contractor is required to demonstrate improvements made in areas deemed. 
Unsatisfactory in 'prior City of Oakland contracts. 

The Public Works Agency Contract Administration Section will retain the final evaluation and 
any response from the Contractor for a peripd of five years. The City shall treat the evaluation 
as confidential, to the extent permitted by law. 

COMMUNICATING THE EVALUATION: The Contractor's Performance Evaluation has been 
communicS^Slf\lHContractor. Signature does not signify consent or agreement. 

Area Manager 
McGuire and Hester 

Contractor / Date 

£95//Z> 
Resident Engineer / Date 

Supervising Civil Ervgheer/ Dat itS 
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ATTACHMENT TO CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: ^ 
Use this sheet to provide any substantiating comments to support the ratings In the 
Perfonnance Evaluation. Indicate before each narrative the number of the .question for 
which the response is being provided. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 
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' ' l u Q ^ L A N D CITY COUNCIL .z^, ,^ . , . ,^^. , ,^ 
2013 OCT 3 I P H W ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ C i t r ^ o r n e y 

RESOLUTION NO. C.M.S. 

Introduced by Councilmember 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR OR HER 
DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WITH 
MCGUIRE & HESTER, THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE AND 
RESPONSIBLE BIDDER, FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (PROJECT NO. 
C37I810) IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR THE PROJECT IN THE AMOUNT OF FIVE HUNDRED FORTY-
THREE THOUSAND, EIGHTY-SIX DOLLARS AND ZERO CENTS 
($543,086.00) AND REJECT ALL OTHER BIDS 

WHEREAS, on July 25, 2013, four bids were received by the Office of the City Clerk for the 
construction of Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project (C371810); and 

WHEREAS, McGuire & Hester, is deemed the lowest responsive and responsible bidder for the 
Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project; and 

WHEREAS, there is sufficient fiinding in the project budget for the work in Measure B Fund 
(2212); Transportation Services Organization (92246); Signal and Safety Devices Account 
(57412); Pedestrian Safety Improvement Project (C371810); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City lacks the equipment and qualified personnel to 
perform the necessary work and that the performance of this contract is in the public interest 
because of economy and better performance; and 

WHEREAS, the City Administrator has determined that the performance of this contract shall 
not result in the loss of employment or salary by any person having permanent status in the 
competitive services; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED: That the contract for the construction of the Pedestrian Safety Improvement 
Project is hereby awarded to McGuire & Hester, the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, in 
accordance with project plans and specifications in the amount of five hundred forty-three 
thousand, eighty-six dollars and zero cents ($543,086.00); and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the plans and specifications prepared by the Public Works 
Agency for this project are herby approved; and be it 



FURTHER RESOLVED: That the contractor shall provide a faithful performance bond and 
payment bond to guarantee payment of all claims for labor and materials furnished and for the 
amount due under the Unemployment Insurance Act for one hundred percent (100%) of the 
contract amount prior to execution of the contract; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the City Administrator, or her designee, is hereby authorized to 
enter into a contract with McGuire & Hester on behalf of the City of Oakland and execute any 
amendment or modifications to said agreement within the limitations of the project 
specifications; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That all other bids are hereby rejected; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That the contract shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
Attorney for form and legality and placed on file in the Office of the City Clerk. 

IN COUNCIL, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA, , 20 

PASSED THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES - BROOKS, GALLO, GIBSON-MCELHANEY, KALB. KAPLAN, REID, SCHAAF AND PRESIDENT 
KERNIGHAN 

N O E S -

A B S E N T -

ABSTENTION -

ATTEST. 
LaTonda Simmons 

City Clerk and Clerk of the Council 
of the City of Oakland, Califomia 


