












































































































































































































































































SUMMARY STATEMENT Draft 
 
ITEM NO.    SUBJECT: (Amending 10-044 adopted August 18, 

2010) Implementation of Procedures for 
Sealed Bid Contracts and Contracts for 
Professional and Technical Services 

 
COMMITTEE:     Unfinished Business 
 
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:   N/A 
 
BOARD ACTION DATE:    December 15, 2010 
 
 
PROPOSAL:  That the Board amend Resolution 10-044, Implementation of Procedures 

for Sealed Bid Contracts and Contracts for Professional and Technical 
Services and amend DRPA Policy 303a, Engineering Request for 
Proposal- Non Brooks Method.   

 
PURPOSE:  To clarify the DRPA policies and procedures on selecting consultants for 

professional engineering services by amending recently adopted Board 
Resolution 10-044 and DRPA Policy 303a. 

 
BACKGROUND: On August 18, 2010, the Board adopted Resolution No. DRPA-10-044 – 

Implementation of Procedures for Sealed Bid Contracts and Contracts 
for Professional and Technical Services. On December 9, 2010, the 
Operations & Maintenance Committee met to review policy changes and 
DRPA current selection process identified in DRPA Policy 303a. 

 
The new policy arising from DRPA 10-044 is consistent with the current 
DRPA Policy 303a with two exceptions. (1) The new policy determined 
that “the rate or price to be charged by the firm” should be used as a 
part of the initial scoring process. The existing policy 303a requires 
Engineering Consultants to be reviewed and rated based on technical 
merit. Consultants are required to submit separate technical and price 
proposals.  After the technical evaluation has been completed, price is a 
factor in the recommendation of award of a professional services 
contract however; it is not a factor in the technical evaluation.  The price 
proposal is opened after a Consultant has been identified as technically 
qualified and recommended for consideration.  Engineering then 
negotiates the price with the selected firm based on the Engineer’s 
Estimate.  
 
The O&M Committee recommends that “the rate or price to be charged 
by the firm” become a factor after firms are deemed technically 
qualified and have been recommended as a part of the technical proposal 



SUMMARY STATEMENT   (Amending 10-044 adopted August 18, 2010)  
Unfinished Business: 12/15/10 Implementation of Procedures for Sealed Bid Contracts  
 and Contracts for Professional and Technical Services 
 

scoring process.  It is recommended that the DRPA 303a Policy be 
amended to provide for the price proposal of the selected firm and the 
other recommended firms be opened and reviewed.  The selected firm’s 
price will be negotiated to a “fair and reasonable” price based on the 
Engineer’s Estimate and price proposals of the remaining recommended 
firms. 
 
(2) DRPA Policy 303a requires that a Review Committee, consisting of 
Engineering staff and necessary PATCO or other department staff, is 
established to evaluate and score all technical proposals during the 
Engineering review.  Engineering prepares a Technical Review Memo 
and the Chief Engineer presents it to the “Consultant Selection 
Committee”. This committee is composed of the Chairman, Vice-
Chairman, and Chief Executive Officer.  Recent practice has been that 
the Consultant Selection Committee was made up of the Assistant to the 
Chairman, Assistant to the Vice-Chairman and the Deputy Chief 
Executive Officer.  The Consultant Selection Committee provided a 
selection for each Engineering professional services project and that 
selection was presented to the appropriate Committee of the DRPA 
Board and then to the Board.   

 
In recent Board actions, the Assistant to the Chairman and Assistant to 
the Vice-Chairman positions have been eliminated.  The new policy does 
not address the Consultant Selection Committee.   
 
The O&M Committee recommends that they participate in the selection 
process in lieu of the “Consultant Selection Committee” and work with 
the Chief Engineer in bringing recommendations to the Board. 

 
SUMMARY:  Amount:   N/A 

 Source of Funds:  N/A 
 Capital Project #:  N/A 
 Operating Budget:  N/A 
 Master Plan Status:  N/A  
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: N/A 
 Estimated Number of 
 Jobs Supported:  N/A 



 
 DRPA-10-xxx 
 Unfinished Business: December 15, 2010 
 (Amending 10-044 adopted August 18, 2010)  

Implementation of Procedures for Sealed Bid Contracts  
and Contracts for Professional and Technical Services 

 
RESOLUTION 

 
 
RESOLVED: That the Board amend Resolution 10-044, Implementation of Procedures for 

Sealed Bid Contracts and Contracts for Professional and Technical Services 
and amend DRPA Policy 303a, Engineering Request for Proposal- Non 
Brooks Method, in the form attached hereto. 

 
SUMMARY: Amount:   N/A 

 Source of Funds:  N/A 
 Capital Project #:  N/A 
 Operating Budget:  N/A 
 Master Plan Status: N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: N/A 
 Estimated Number of 
 Jobs Supported:  N/A 
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DELAWARE RIVER 
PORT AUTHORITY 

 
POLICIES & 
PROCEDURES MANUAL 

 

 SERIES NO.  303a  

 

SUBJECT: ENGINEERING REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL-NON BROOKS            
          METHOD 
 
DATE ISSUED:    TBD 

 
NEW 

 
  

 
REVISED 

 
  X 

 
 

 
 

 
REPLACES 
 
SCOPE 

 Series #303a, dated August 7, 1997 
 
Outlines procedure for Request for Proposal selection of consultants (not utilizing
the Brooks Method) by the Engineering Department. 

   
PROCEDURE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The procurement process begins with the Project Engineer completing a 
Contract Initiation Form and submitting it to the Director of Engineering. This 
form details the Responsible Contract /Project Individuals, Project and Contract
Details, Justification, and Authorization. 
 
An advertisement is prepared which requests statements of qualification; this
advertisement is publicly advertised on the DRPA website.  If deemed necessary 
by the Chief Engineer and the Project Engineer, the advertisement will be placed
in the Engineering News Record, other relevant publications, or internet based 
sites.  This is determined based on the size, complexity, or specialized nature of 
the planned project. 
 
A Review Committee is formed, consisting of approximately five professionals
(which may include professionals from Port Authority Transit Corporation-
PATCO), who individually review materials submitted in response to the
advertisement and rate the respondents according to prescribed categories, e.g.
experience of firm, professional personnel, etc.  When the reviewers convene 
and discuss their findings, a short list of the most qualified firms results.  On 
small projects, or if time does not permit, the advertising for statements of
qualification may be waived. 
 
The Project Engineer develops the Request for Proposal (RFP) concurrent with
the engineer's cost estimate.  The RFP contains a detailed Scope of Work for the
project, detailed instructions regarding information to be submitted with the RFP
and the schedule for the Proposal process.  The RFP, before being publicly 
offered, is reviewed by DRPA legal staff and the DRPA insurance consultant.
   
The short listed firms (usually including 4-7 firms) are sent the Request for 
Proposal.  A pre-proposal meeting and site visit may be scheduled.  Problem or
question areas, as well as any changes, are answered through the issuance of
addenda which are sent to all prospective proposers; these are usually sent
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PROCEDURE 
(cont'd.)  
 

certified mail, return receipt requested, but may be sent via an overnight service, 
if necessary or via email. 
 
Firms, which generally have 3-4 weeks to respond, are asked to provide 
technical and cost proposals, which must be separately submitted in sealed
envelopes. 
 
The Review Committee members then independently review the proposals and
evaluate them based on technical merit.   The Review Committee meets to
discuss and rank the proposals.  The Project Engineer prepares a memorandum, 
setting forth the Review Committee's evaluation of all of the technical proposals
received and identifying as "recommended" the firms that they have determined 
should be considered for the project because these firms have demonstrated that 
they possess the necessary technical qualifications and experience for the
project. After review of the Committee's evaluation, the Chief Engineer shall 
select one of these recommended firms to advance in the selection process.  In 
selecting a firm, the Chief Engineer will primarily rely on the Review 
Committee’s analysis of the proposals but may consider, among other things,
the project needs, the Review Committee's analysis of the proposals, the DRPA's 
experience with the firms under consideration, the bi-state jurisdiction of the DRPA, 
and the need to foster, develop, and maintain competition in the selection of firms 
performing work for the DRPA. 
 
After a firm is selected from the list of recommended firms, the Chief Engineer shall 
inform the Project Engineer. The price proposal of the selected firm and other 
recommended firms will be opened.  A cost analysis shall be performed on cost 
factors provided by the selected firm. Negotiations commence with the selected
firm; negotiations cover items such as the overhead cost rate, hourly rates,
appropriateness of the classification of personnel, comparison to the engineer's 
estimate and price proposals of the other recommended firms, and other 
relevant factors. If a fair and reasonable cost proposal can be negotiated, a 
recommendation to award the work to the selected firm will be advanced. 
 
If the negotiations do not result in a fair and reasonable cost, negotiations are 
concluded with that firm and another one of the recommended firms shall be 
selected by the Chief Engineer.  
 
Negotiations with the second selected firm shall commence.  This format is 
followed until an agreement can be reached with a firm or until a determination 
is made to either re-advertise or abandon the project. 
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PROCEDURE 
(cont'd.)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROCEDURE FOR 
AMENDING RFP 
 

 Once negotiations have been successfully completed with a firm, a Summary 
Statement and Resolution is then prepared by the Chief Engineer.   
 
The Chief Engineer will recommend a firm in a Summary Statement and 
Resolution to the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Committee for its review 
and approval. The O&M Committee will work with the Chief Engineer to bring 
final recommendations to the Board for action.  Upon approval at the 
committee level, the Summary Statement and Resolution are submitted to the 
full Board of Commissioners for discussion and approval. Once approved, 
the Governor of New Jersey has a ten day veto period. 
 
After the Governor's veto period has passed, the consulting agreement is 
prepared by the Project Engineer and is sent by the Chief Engineer to the DRPA 
Legal department for review and approval. Then the agreement is sent to the 
consultant for execution, to Legal for final sign-off and finally to the Chief 
Executive Officer for signature. 
 
Amendments to an RFP prior to receipt of proposals sometime become necessary 
to make changes in requirements, delivery schedules, opening dates, and the like,
or to correct defective or ambiguous information. Should such changes become 
necessary, they will be accomplished by issuance of an Addendum to the
Solicitation documents. 
 

 
 

 When issuing Addenda, the following will apply: 

  A. The Addendum will be sent to each prospective proposer to whom the RFP 
has been furnished. 
 

B. The Addendum will be issued in a reasonable time (not less than five (5)
days) before the scheduled receipt of proposals to allow proposers
sufficient time to consider the Addendum in their proposals. 
 

C. Any information given to a prospective proposer concerning Solicitation
documents will be issued simultaneously to all other prospective proposers
as an Addendum. 

 
D. The Addendum will clearly state the changes made and whether or not the 

proposal due date is changed. 
 
E. The Addendum will include instructions to proposers for acknowledging

receipt of the Addendum and information concerning the effect of failure to
acknowledge or return the Addendum sent to all interested parties. 
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PROTEST 
PROCEDURE 

 A Proposer may file an objection and protest the Proposal process if the
Proposer believes there have been improprieties in the process.  Such
objections and protests must be filed within ten (10) days of the deadline for
receipt of Proposals. 

 
Protests must be filed in writing with the General Counsel.  Verbal protests will
not be accepted under any circumstances.  The protest must contain the
following information: 1) Name, address and telephone number of the protesting
party; 2) Protested RFP identified; 3) Statement of the grounds for the protest
and supporting documentation; and 4) Remedy sought by the protesting party.
Only issues originally raised by the protesting party will be discussed throughout
the protest period. 
 
Upon receipt of the written protest, the General Counsel shall provide copies to
the Chief Executive Officer and the Director of Engineering.  The Director of
Engineering shall, within five (5) days of the notification from the General
Counsel, conduct an investigation into the allegations and report to the General 
Counsel. 

   
  Following a review of the Director of Engineering's report, and any other

pertinent information, within seven (7) days after receipt of the written protest,
the General Counsel shall advise the protesting party of the staff's recommended 
action. 
 
In the event that the protesting party is not satisfied with the staff's
recommendations, the protesting party may, within five (5) days, file with the
Secretary of the Authority, a written appeal to the Chief Executive Officer, setting 
forth the reasons for disagreement with the Authority's response, and, if desired,
requesting a personal appearance before the Chief Executive Officer or his
designated representative. 
 
The Chief Executive Officer may, in his sole discretion, consider only the record, 
or may grant the protesting party a further opportunity to be heard. The action of
the Chief Executive Officer shall constitute an exhaustion of the remedies
available to the protesting party. 

 





 Deferred to Compensation Committee, 11-17-10 

 

SUMMARY STATEMENT  
 
ITEM NO.    SUBJECT: Chief Engineer, Director of Engineering 
 
COMMITTEE:     New Business 
 
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:   N/A 
 
BOARD ACTION DATE:    November 17, 2010 
 
PROPOSAL:  That the Board approves the appointment of Michael Venuto to serve as 

DRPA Chief Engineer and Director of Engineering. 
 
PURPOSE:  To formalize the status of the Chief Engineer function that has been 

performed by Mr. Venuto as Acting Chief Engineer. 
 
BACKGROUND: Mr. Venuto has served in the DRPA Engineering Department in a 

variety of roles since 2000.  He has also served as head of the Ports of 
Philadelphia and Camden.  Mr. Venuto has performed all of his 
functions with distinction.  It is important that DRPA has a successful 
and strong leader in the position of Chief Engineer as we take on a large 
volume of challenging projects in the forthcoming years.    

 
SUMMARY:  Amount:   Salary in Grade E 4 

 Source of Funds:  Operating Budget 
 Capital Project #:  N/A 
 Operating Budget:  included in 2010 and 2011 
 Master Plan Status:  N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: Michael Venuto 
 



 

 

 DRPA-10-140 
 New Business: November 17, 2010 
 Board Date:  November 17, 2010 
 Chief Engineer, Director of Engineering 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
 
RESOLVED: That the Board of Commissioners of the Delaware River Port Authority 

appoints Michael Venuto to the position of Chief Engineer – Director of 
Engineering effective upon expiration of the New Jersey Governor’s Veto 
period.  

 
SUMMARY: Amount:   Salary in Grade E 4 

 Source of Funds:  operating budget 
 Capital Project #:  N/A 
 Operating Budget:  included 2010 and 2011 
 Master Plan Status: N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: Michael Venuto 
  







SUMMARY STATEMENT          
    
 
ITEM NO. SUBJECT: Consideration of Pending DRPA 

Contracts (Between $25,000 and $100,000)  
 
COMMITTEE:   New Business    

   
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:   N/A     
 
BOARD ACTION DATE:   December 15, 2010 
 
 
PROPOSAL: That the Board consider authorizing staff to enter into contracts as shown 

on the Attachment to this Resolution.    
 
PURPOSE: To permit staff to continue and maintain DRPA operations in a safe and 

orderly manner.   
 

BACKGROUND: At the Meeting held August 18, 2010 the DRPA Commission adopted 
Resolution 10-046 providing that all DRPA contracts must be adopted at an 
open meeting of the DRPA Board.  The Board proposed modifications to 
that Resolution at its meeting of September 15, 2010; specifically that all 
contracts between $25,000 and $100,000 be brought to the Board for 
approval.  The contracts are listed on the Attachment hereto with the 
understanding that the Board may be willing to consider all of these 
contracts at one time, but if any member of the Board wishes to remove any 
one or more items from the list for separate consideration, each member 
will have that privilege.    

 
SUMMARY: Amount: N/A 
 Source of Funds: N/A 
 Capital Project #: N/A 
 Operating Budget: N/A   
 Master Plan Status: N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: N/A  



 DRPA-10-155  
 New Business:  December 15, 2010 

Board Date:  December 15, 2010 
Consideration of Pending DRPA Contracts  

(Between $25,000 and $100,000) 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

 
RESOLVED: That the Board authorizes and directs that subject to approval by 

counsel and the Chief Executive Officer, staff proceed to negotiate 
and enter into the contracts listed on the Attachment hereto.   

 
   
SUMMARY:             Amount:    N/A 

           Source of Funds:    N/A 
          Capital Project #:    N/A 
          Operating Budget:    N/A 
          Master Plan Status:    N/A 
          Other Fund Sources:    N/A 
          Duration of Contract:    N/A 
          Other Parties Involved: N/A 

 
 

OGC 
 
 

 

 
 
5811876 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Item # Vendor/Contractor Description  Amount Procurement Method Bids Received Bid Amounts Notes

1. Sissco $31,108.00 Formal bid
Sommerville, NJ

1. W.B. Mason Co., Inc. 61.30% Formal bid
Pennsauken, NJ

2. Office Basics, Inc. 54%
Boothwyn, PA

3. Art Press No bid
Barrington, NJ

Formal Bid.  Request for bid B0005494 
was publicly advertised and issued to 
nine (9) prospective vendors.  The bid 
was for a two year maintenance 
contract with an option to renew for one 
(1) additional year.  Sissco was the only 
bid received for the maintenance 
contract. Requesting approval to 
continue maintenance with Sissco for 
the option year under the contract.

1 Sissco, Inc (WBE)             
Sommerville, NJ

Maintenance Contract for 
the three (3) moveable 
maintenance platforms 
on the Ben Franklin 
Bridge for the period Jan 
1, 2011 - Dec. 31, 2011.

$31,108.00 

Formal Bid.  Request for bid B0005827 
was publicly advertised and issued to 
thirteen (13) prospective vendors.  
Three (3) bids were received and 
publicly opened on Dec. 10, 2010.  
Contract award is based on the highest 
discount offered from the 2011 United 
Stationers catalog.

1 W. B. Mason Co., Inc        
Pennsauken, NJ

Office supply 
requirements for the 
DRPA and PATCO for 
the period Jan 1, 2011 - 
Dec. 31, 2011.

$95,000.00      
(Not to 
exceed)

 
 





PORT AUTHORITY TRANSIT CORPORATION 
BOARD MEETING 

Wednesday December 15, 2010 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

and 
INDEX 

 
1. Roll Call 
 
2. *Report of General Manager – December 15, 2010 
 
3. Approval of November Minutes – November 17, 2010 (previously mailed)  
 
4. Approval of Operation & Maintenance Committee Report of November 17, 2010 
 
5. Adopt Resolutions Approved by Operation & Maintenance Committee of November 17, 2010 
       

PATCO-10-031 PATCO Fifty (50) Foot Hydraulic Articulating Overcenter Bucket 
Truck 

 
PATCO-10-032 Contract for IS Support for PATCO Fare Collection System 

 
6.       Approval of Finance Committee Report of December 1, 2010 
 
7.      Adopt Resolution Approved by Finance Committee of December 1, 2010 
 
   PATCO-10-xxx 2011 PATCO Operating Budget 
 
8. Monthly List of Payments – Covering the Month of November 2010 
        
9. Balance Sheet & Equity Statement – Dated October 31, 2010 
 
10.     New Business 
 
   PATCO-10-033 Consideration of Pending PATCO Contracts (between  

$25,000 and $100,000  
 

  PATCO-10-034 In Kind Support of Community Initiatives 
 
  PATCO-10-035 Deferral of PATCO Fare Increase to July 2011 

 
11.    Adjournment   
 
 
 
 

*No Attachment 

















































































SUMMARY STATEMENT          
    
 
ITEM NO. SUBJECT: Consideration of Pending 

PATCO Contracts (Between $25,000 and 
$100,000)  

 
COMMITTEE:   New Business    

   
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:   N/A     
 
BOARD ACTION DATE:   December 15, 2010 
 
 
PROPOSAL: That the Board consider authorizing staff to enter into contracts as shown 

on the Attachment to this Resolution.    
 
PURPOSE: To permit staff to continue and maintain PATCO operations in a safe and 

orderly manner.   
 

BACKGROUND: At the Meeting held August 18, 2010 the PATCO Commission adopted 
Resolution 10-046 providing that all PATCO contracts must be adopted at 
an open meeting of the PATCO Board.  The Board proposed modifications 
to that Resolution at its meeting of September 15, 2010; specifically that all 
contracts between $25,000 and $100,000 be brought to the Board for 
approval.  The contracts are listed on the Attachment hereto with the 
understanding that the Board may be willing to consider all of these 
contracts at one time, but if any member of the Board wishes to remove any 
one or more items from the list for separate consideration, each member 
will have that privilege.    

 
SUMMARY: Amount: N/A 
 Source of Funds: N/A 
 Capital Project #: N/A 
 Operating Budget: N/A   
 Master Plan Status: N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: N/A  



 PATCO-10-033  
 New Business:  December 15, 2010 

Board Date:  December 15, 2010 
Consideration of Pending PATCO Contracts  

(Between $25,000 and $100,000) 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

 
RESOLVED: That the Board authorizes and directs that subject to approval by 

counsel and the Chief Executive Officer, staff proceed to negotiate 
and enter into the contracts listed on the Attachment hereto.   

 
   
SUMMARY:             Amount:    N/A 

           Source of Funds:    N/A 
          Capital Project #:    N/A 
          Operating Budget:    N/A 
          Master Plan Status:    N/A 
          Other Fund Sources:    N/A 
          Duration of Contract:    N/A 
          Other Parties Involved: N/A 

 
 

OGC 
 
 

 

 
 
5811876 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Item # Vendor/Contractor Description  Amount Procurement Method Bids Received  Bid 
Amounts 

Notes

1. Jenkins Electric $27,060.00 Formal bid
Charlotte, NC

2. Relay Specialties No bid
Oaklyn, NJ

3. Allied Electronics No bid
Moorestown, NJ

Formal bid.  RFB 10-0037 was publicly 
advertised and issued to five (5) 
prospective vendors.  Three (3) bids 
were received and publicly opened on 
November 30, 2010.

1 Jenkins Electric                 
Charlotte, NC

Purchase of 30 ea 
Potentiometers.  
Equipment used with 
master controller for 
PATCO transit cars.

$27,060.00 
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SUMMARY STATEMENT          
    
 

ITEM NO. SUBJECT: Deferral of PATCO Fare 
Increase to July 1, 2011  

 
COMMITTEE:   New Business    

   
COMMITTEE MEETING DATE:   N/A   
 
BOARD ACTION DATE:   December 15, 2010 
 
 
PROPOSAL: That the Board consider deferring the PATCO fare increase from January 

1, 2011 to July 1, 2011.    
 
PURPOSE: To realign the PATCO fare increase with the bridge toll increase scheduled 

to take place on July 1, 2011.   
 

BACKGROUND: At the DRPA Board Meeting held December 9, 2009, the DRPA Board 
adopted Resolution DRPA-09-096 amending Resolution DRPA-08-064 to 
defer the date of the bridge toll increase originally scheduled for September 
1, 2010 to July 1, 2011.  At the December 9, 2009 PATCO Board Meeting, 
the PATCO Board adopted PATCO-09-013, which amended PATCO-08-
004 by deferring the PATCO fare increase scheduled to occur on 
September 1, 2010 to January 1, 2011.  The PATCO Board now wishes to 
realign the timing of the PATCO fare increase with the bridge toll increase 
by deferring the PATCO fare increase to July 1, 2011. 

 
SUMMARY: Amount: N/A 
 Source of Funds: N/A 
 Capital Project #: N/A 
 Operating Budget: N/A   
 Master Plan Status: N/A 
 Other Fund Sources: N/A 
 Duration of Contract: N/A 
 Other Parties Involved: N/A  



 PATCO-10-035 
 New Business:  December 15, 2010 

Board Date:  December 15, 2010 
Deferral of PATCO Fare Increase to July 1, 2011 

 
 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

 
RESOLVED: That the Board authorizes amendment of the current PATCO Fare 

Schedule (Attachment A to PATCO-09-013) to defer the scheduled 
January 1, 2011 fare increase to July 1, 2011.   

 
   
SUMMARY:             Amount:    N/A 

           Source of Funds:    N/A 
          Capital Project #:    N/A 
          Operating Budget:    N/A 
          Master Plan Status:    N/A 
          Other Fund Sources:    N/A 
          Duration of Contract:    N/A 
          Other Parties Involved: N/A 

 
 

OGC 
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