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According to art. 90 pam. 6 of the lmplementing Rules to the Public Procurement Act
/IRPPA/ the Chairman and all mernbers of the jury, by means of a bilaterally signed report of
acceptance, received ftom the officials, ensuring anonlmity of the participants, 10 /ten/
competitive designs randomly cyphered for anonymity with numbers ranging fiom No. I to No,
10. The jury also received ftom the officials the sealed non-tiansparent envelope, containing the
list, as per arl. 90, para. 5 Implementing Rules to lhe Public Procuement Act /IRPP{.

The Chairman printed the completed evaluation sheets ofthe jury members aod based on
them, the competition designs were evaluated, and a common evaluation table was prepared. The
sealed envelopes with the numbered sheet and the name of the jury membeN, as well as the
completed individual evaluation sheets were hand-sealed by the chairman of the jury in a
non-transparent envelope, which was then signed by all members ofthejury.

2, Checking the conformity ofthe submittcd desigDs with lhe pro.annouoced tenn! aDd coDditioDs of
the competitioD docuDentatio& induding the terBs ofrefereoce-

Each ofthe memben ofthejury, appointed by Order No. PC36-827116.05.2019, ame ed
by Order No. PC36-917103.06.2019, No. PC36-1254129.07.2019 of the Rector of the
University of Medicine - Sofia, was provided with the competition docurentation ofthe Public
Competition for concept architectural design for a six-storey academic and administrative
Building and Rector's Office ofthe University of Medicine- Sofia, as well as Dean's Office ofthe
Faculty of Medicine at the University of Medicine, Faculty ofPublic Health at the University of
Medicine - Sofia Congress Centre and Underground Garage.

The Chaiman ofthe jury received the competition documentation for the aforesaid project,
in English.

The Chairman and each and every member of the jury completed and signed declarations for
compliance with the requirements of art. 80, pam. 7, sentence two ofthc PPA and an. 88, para. 3 of
the IRPPA.

The jury commenced the reviewing aod evaluation ofthe submitted designs.
The Chairman and the members of the jury discussed the matters and issues, regarding the

procedure and the method ofevaluation, compilation and presentation, as well as the final ranking
of the competition designs. It was decided that all membem of the jury would independently
review the comp€tition designs, and then these would be discussed.

All designs were reviewed in detail and discussed by $e Jury in four sessions, held on June 3'd,
4d, 5d, 6s and 76, and after that the individual evaluation sheets were completed, based on the
individual indicators, according to the crileriq detailed in the methods for evaluation of all
competition designs, admitted to the evaluatio! stage.

The rules for the evaluation of the competition designs were cladfied, so that full
anonymity is preserved in the process of voting by the members of the jury.

A templat€ ofan individual evaluation sheet was prepared in order to be completed by the
members of the jury. The members of the jury reviewed and discussed in detail atl the eligible
designs before each one completed independently the evaluation sheet.

Anon),rnity was ensued by placing the numbers ftom I to 9 each in 9 non-transparent
envelopes. Each member of the jury picked an envelope, containing a Dumber, which remained
unloown to the oth€r members of the jury. Eachjury member wrote their name on the numbered
sheet, signed it, placed it back in the non-hanspareDt envelope. Each and every member ofthe jury
completed a separate evaluation sheet based on the evaluation criteda specified in the methods for
evaluation of the competition designs, writing their respective number, instead of their names.



CoDp€tition design No. 9 - participant Urbatr Planning Institute AD - Ref. No. I

In accordance with the Participation Documentation and in particular Section II. Design
assignment, guidelines and technical details for its performance, item 2.1.5. the Contacting
Authority has established the estimated construction cost for the concept architectural design at
BGN 38 000 000 excluding VAT.

The estimated cost for the implementation ofthe competition design submitted was BGN
65 000 000, or 70 % higher than the maximum permitted cost, specified by the Contracting
Authodty.

With view ofthe established non-conformities ofcompetition design No. 9 thejury decided
that comp€tition design No. 9 is ineligible within the meaning of item 25, $ 2 of the Additional
Provisions to the PPA, that participa[t was not admifted to evaluation and, by virtue ofan. 107,
item 2(a) ofthe PPA, it proposed to the Contracting Authority to eliminate fiom the competition
for: "SIX-STOREY ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATM BUILDING AND RECTOR'S
OFFICE OF THE LNTVERSITY OF MEDICINE SOFIA, AS WELL AS DEAN'S OFFICE OF
THE FACULTY OF MEDICINE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MEDICINE, FACULTY OF
PUBLIC HEAITH AT THE T]NIVERSITY OF MEDICINE _ SOFIA, CONCRESS CENTRE
AND INDERCROIIND GARAGE , the participant, who has submitted competition design
No.9.

Competition design No. 10 - prrticipart Dizarch OOD - Ref. No. 2

The jury determined that Design No. l0 was not accompa.Died by
Premises distsibution ofall levels, scale l:200 or l:100,
Facades ofthe building, scale l:200,

3

All the submitted competition designs were reviewed and it was determined that all design
prcposals were submifted together with all necessary documents, as required by Contracting
Authority's requirements, with the exception oi

Competitior desigu No. 2 - p.rticip8trt VD PROJXCI EOOD - Ref. No. 5

Thejury detemined that Design No. 2 was not accompanied by the followitrg documents:
- Concept,
- Explanatory notes on all parts
- Visualization ofthe foyer
- Visualization ofthe Aula Maxima.

The submitted competition design was incomplete, according to the pre-announced
competition terms and conditions (terms of reference in the part, as per Schedule No. 6, Section
VII. Guidelines for the submission ofthe competition design), and therefore it wa.s not eligible for
evaluation.

With view of the detemined non-confomities and missing documents, enclosed to
competition design No. 2 the jury decided that competition design No. 2 was ineligible within the
meaning ofitem 25, $ 2 ofthe Additional Provisions to the PPA, and did not admit it to evaluation,
by virtue of art. 107, item 2(a) of the PPA, it Eoposed to the Contacting Authority to eliminate
fiom the competition for: "SX-STOREY ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING
AND RECTOR'S OFFICE OF THE TINIVERSITY OF MEDICINE _ SOFIA, AS WELL AS
DEAN'S OFFICE OF THE FACULTY OF MEDICINE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
MEDICINE, FACULTY OF PUBLIC HEALTH AT THE LNIVERSITY OF MEDICINE
SOFIA, CONGRESS CENTRE AND TNDERGROUND GARAGE", the panicipant, who has
submitted competition design No. 2.



Visualization of the foyer
Visualization of the Aula Maxima

According to the terms of reference and in panicular Schedule No. 6, SECTION VII.
GUIDELINES FOR THE SUBMISSION OF THE COMPETITION DESIGN, the competition
design submitted was incomplete, according to the pre-announced competition terms and
conditions, and therefore it was ineligible for evaluation.

With view of the detemined non-conformities arld missing documents, enclosed to
competition design No. l0 the jury decided that competition design No. 10 was ineligible within
the meaning of item 25, $ 2 of the Additional Provisions to the PPA , that participant was not
admitted to evaluation and, by vitue of alt. 107, item 2(a) of the PPA, it proposed to the
Contracling Authority to eliminate fiom the competition for "SIX-STOREY ACADEMIC AND
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING AND RECTOR'S OFFICE OF THE LINIVERSITY OF
MEDICINE SOFIA, AS WELL AS DEAN'S OFFICE OF THE FACULTY OF MEDICINE AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF MEDICINE, FACULTY OF PUBLIC HEALTH AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF MEDICINE - SOFIA, CONGRESS CENTRE AND UNDERGROUND
GARAGE', the participatrt, who has submitted comp€tition design No. 10.

3. Evaluatiou ofthe designs and reasons for rankiog,

The designs were evaluated, based on the following criteria:
Cl (Criterion 1) - Fulfilment ofthe functional requirements;
C2 (Criterion 2) Spatial and aesthetic concept;
C3 (Criterion 3) - Odginality andjustification ofthe architectural and

spatial, and engineering solutions

The total rating (C) accorditrg to the three crileria is forrned, as follows:
C = Cl + C2 + C3 /Darimum possible ratitrgr 90 poiDts/

The average mean Eting by individual criteria Cl, C2 and C3 was calculated for each
design, as well as the average rating C, as the results are shown in the table below:

The jury formed the aforesaid ratings and made the following leasoning of the evaluation
ofeach ofthe submined competitive designs:

desigr
No.

cl c2 C3

I 25,333 23,667 18,667 67,661

17,333 16,000 16.000 49,333

4 17,667 r7,111 12,000 41,667

5 16,000 13,333 12,000 41,333

6 t6,333 9,333 8,889 3,1,556

1 l5,l l I 12,718 ll,lll 39,000

8 35,000 30,000 16,441 81,44,r

9

10

C=Cl+C2+C3



Reasoning: The design, submitted by the participant meets Contacting Authority's requirements
regarding the planning solution, functional connections and specified areas. The individual units
are well zoned. All necessary premises and functional connections between them arc incorpoEted
in the design. The conceptual idea ofthe design is the long-lasting banle for light ir the history of
architecture. Thus, in their spatial planning solutioD, the designers proposed four separate
stuctures with a height, conforming to the specified number offloors, in order to ensue prcper
Iighting in the academic and working premises. The situation ofthe building is well integated in
the environment. The first floors are recessed, by meaos ofcolonnades, as the greenery penetrates
the atria. The design firlly confoms to the applicable legal regulatiotr, observing all the
requircments to the designs of public buildings. The design offers energy-saving engineering
solutions. lt is stylish, ensuring proper integration with the existing buildings. The design is
economically feasible.

Competilion desiqn No. 3 - participant Delinesr EOOD - Ref. No. 10 - 49.333 poitrts

Reasoning: The design, submitted by the participant meets Contiacting Authority's requirements
regarding the planning solution, functional connections and specified areas. The individual units
are well zoned. All necessary premises and functional connections between them are incorpolated
in the design. The concepflral and philosophical idea of the design to interweave great wisdom,
expressed in our lives, through faith, hope and love, applied to the trinity in medicine science,
natue and spirituality. Thus, in their spatial planning solution, the designers proposed three
symbolic entrances, marked by plastics, made of perfoiated metal sheets ilr the shape of buming
fire. The three philosophical ideas are visualized in three intertwined circles, malking the cente of
the Atrium. The situation of the building is well integated into the environment. The compact
solution for the volume ofthe building prevents the proper lighting ofsome ofthe academic and
working premises. The design confoms to the applicable legal regulation, obsewing all the
requirements to the designs of public buildings. The design provides innovative energy savilg
engineering solutions. A convincing individual architectual image is achieved. The design is
economically feasible.

Competitior desigu No. 4 - participant Nikolav Slavchev Sbahpazov - Ref. No. 4
- 47.667 poipts

Reasoning: The design, submitted by the participant meets Conracting Authority's requirements
regarding the planning solution, functional connections, number of floors and specified areas. The
individual units are well zoned. All necessary types ofpremises and the respective connections
between them are included in the design. The design offers a compact spatial planning solution.
Therefore, in order to ensure better lighting ofthe academic and working premises, the designers
incorporated in their solution, indoor corridors alleys with ceiling lights on several ofthe floors.
This solution would result in a more difhcult and poor lighting of some of the premises. The
lecturing premises opefl to corridors of insufficient width, which is a poor solution for such type of
buildings. The situation ofthe building is well integated into the environment. The solution for
pan of the halls, enables the vertical transformation of the seating arrangements. The
communication arrangements for the utrderground parking are rather poor. The design confoms to
the applicable legal regulation, partially meeting the requircments for designing public buildings.
The design offers energy-saving engineering solutions. Stylistically the design is compatible and

is well integrated with the existing buildings. The design is economically feasible.

s

Competitiop desistr No. I - participant Architectopika Studio OOD - Ref. No. 7
- 67.667 points



CorlrDetitioD desisD o.5-D.rticiDrltArcho trt EOOD - Ref. No. 9 - 41333 ooints

Re.soDiDg: The design, submitted by the palticipant meets Contmcting Authority's
requirements regarding the planning solution, firnctional connections, number of floon and
specified areas. The individual rmits are relatively well arranged. The situation of the building
follows the urban planning axis in this part of the terrain, it is well integrated into the
environment, providing a proper court to the West, enabling the positioning of cefiain outdoor
areas. The design ofthe main entrance is hardly feasible fiom structural perspective and upon is
implementation would compromise the proposed appeamnce of the building. The solution,
ensuring preservation ofthe appearance, would be economically unjustified. The leception areas
in front ofthe halls and lecturing premises are re-dimensioned. Halls are scattered chaotically in
space, which prevents their easy combination in different configurations. The conceptual
solution for the raster ofthe fagade is inspired by the appearance ofan electrocardiogram.

Competition desietr No. 6 - psrticipant PIN - Architects EOOD - Ref. No. I
- 34.556 points

Competitioo desietr No. 7 - participstrt ADA Architectural & Desietr Asetrcr AD - Ref.
No.6-39.000poipts

Reasoning: The design, submitted by the participant partially covels Contracting Authority's
requtements regarding the plarning solution, functional cormections and specified areas. The
situation of the building follows the urban pluuing axis in this part of the terain, providing a
proper coun to the West, enabling the positioning of certain outdoor areas. The designed parking
does not meet Contracting Authority's requircments for a minimum of 6000 sq.m., as only a
singleJevel parking area of3 600 sq.m. is included in the design. The 3D visualization does not
coEespond to the premises distribution. The four multifimctional halls are situated at the fifth
and sixth floor, and Aula Maxima - on the third and founh floor. The spatial and fi:nctional
connections ofthe four halls to the Aula Maxima ale not well designed. There is no sepamre

enmnce to the congress c€ntse. The lifge elements ofthe building's structure are situated at
different floors, obstructing their normal functioning, according to the terms ofreference.
The compact solution for the spatial plaruring ofthe building prevents proper lighting in some of

6

ReasoDirgr The design, submitted by the participant meers Contacting Authoriry's
requirements rcgarding the plaruring solution, functional connections and specified areas. The
situation of the building follows the urban plaming axis in this pan of the tenain, it is well
integrated into the environment, providing a proper coud to the West, enabling the positioning of
certain outdoor areas. The composition layout of the design is based on an anatomical approach
to the space of the building. The space is cross along the diagonal, by stairs -a communication
element, represetrting in the philosophy and co[cept ofthe design body's circulatory system.
These ceilingJighted stairs arc an attempt to provide natural lighting for some of the premises,
but this is insufficient according to the terms of refer€nce. The overhanging parts at level2,
should stmcturally be supported by more columns, which would change the proposed vision ot the
keeping of the proposed solution would be economically unjustified. The toilette facilities
designed for each level, are insufficient, and no toileues for the disabled are specified anywhere.
The spatial and fimctional connecioDs of the four halls to the Aula Maxima ale not well
designed. The overhanging elements at level 2 are spatially too flat and disrupt the proportions
and scale for proper integratiol with the envtonment.



the academic and working premises. Lighting is provided thrcugh lighting wells at several ofthe
levels.

Compelition de3iqn No. 8 - psrticipatrt Tilev Architects OOD - Ref, No, 3
- 81.444 Doints

Reasoningi The design, submitted by the participant, fully meets Contracting Authority's
requirements regarding the planning solution, fuDctional connections, specified areas and number
offloors. The individual nits are very well allocated and shown in functional cross sections and in
colour. All necessary premises and functional comections between them are incorporated in the
design. The situation ofthe building follows the urban planning axis inthis part ofthe tenain, in is
well integated into the environment, providing a proper court to the West, enabling excellent
positioning of outdoor and green areas. The atdum is well lighted and properly arranged. It is
possible to sepamte the congrcss centre ftom the academic and administrative parts and ensure
their operation as independent areas. The design fully conforms to the applicable legal regulation,
also offering additional options for improvement and upgrdding the functionality of the project,
enabling further development in subsequent design stages.

All the regulatory requirements for designing public buildings are met. The design provides
innovative energy saving engineering solutions. It is stylish, ensudDg proper integration with the
existing buildings. The facade is tectonic, the colours of the proposed materials are warm, and
close to natue. The design is economically feasible.

The jury calculared the estimated constuction cost EC, formed, as follows

Proposed estimated
construction cost - Cparl

Proposed minimum
estimated constuction

cost -
Crnin

EC = (Cmin / Cpan) X
10

1 35322600 8,716

2

3 36900000 31000000 8,40t
4 37828060 31000000 8,195

r 36206400 31000000 8,562

6 38000000 31000000 8,158

1 32500000 31000000 9,538

8 3t000000 31000000 10,000

9

10

The following table was prcpared in order to calculate the complex rating CR of all
competition designs, according to the formula CR = C + EC, as the maximum possible rating is
100

1

Design
No. C=Cl +C2 + C3

EC = (Cmin / Cpart) X
t0 CR:C+EC

I 67,667 8,776 76,443

Design
No.

31000000



49,333 57,731

4. Rmkirg ofthe compctitio! dcsigtrs.
As a result of the complex ratings (CR) formed for each competition design, meeting

Contracting Authority's requirements, the designs were mnked, as the design, receiving the
highest mting, was ranked first.

The jury ranked the designs, in accordance with the complex evaluation thus formed, as
follows:

Ronking Design No.

r place 8

z ptaae I

J place 3

{ prace 4

5s place 5

6s place 7

/ place 6

Thejury decided that the announcement ofthe resuls ofthe evaluation and the mnking of
the competition designs shall take place at floor 12 of the Administrative Building of National
Centre for Public Health and Analyses, used by the Medical University - Sofia Rector's Omce,
15, Acad. Ivan Evstatiev Geshov Blvd, Room No. 6, as the armouncement at the public session
would be canied out by the Contracting Authority subject to Contracting Authority's terms and
conditions, pursuant to the provisions ofart. 91, para. 3 ofthe IRPPA.

5, ADDourceDeDt ofthe rarkirg ard the participatrts, proposed for awards
On 05.07.2019 (Friday) at I l:00 a.m., in accordance with the Notice, published in Buyer's

Profile, a public session was held for the public announcement ofthe results ofthe evaluation and
the ranking of the designs.

The session of the jury was attended by representatives of the participants in the
competition, as follows:

l. Dimcho Tilev - Tilev Architects OOD
2. Radomira Metodieva - Architectural & Design Agency AD
3. Filipina Lachezarova Staninska and Borislav Hristov Dimitrov - Archont EOOD
4. Ceorgi Yordanov Valkanov - VD Project EOOD
5. Dcsislava Tsvetanova Dimitrova - Marinova - Delinear EOOD
6. Nikolay Slavchev Shahpazov - Nikolay Slavchev Shahpazov
7. Dimita! Paskalev - Architectonika Studio OOD

I

8

4 47,667 8,195 55,862
5 41,333 8,562 49,895
6 34,556 E,158 42,7 t3
1 39,000 9,538 ,t8,538

8 81,444 10,000 91,414
9

l0
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The session ofthe jury was not attended by any represeltatives ofthe mass media.
The jury chairman announced the ranking ofthe competition designs and their respective

ratings, as follows.

First place - competition design No. 8.
Second place - competition design No. l.
Third place - competition design No. 3.
Fowlh place - competirion design No. 4.
Fifth place - competition design No. 5.

Sixth place - competition design No. 7.
Seventh place - competition design No. 6

lhe chairman allowed eng. Dobrin Neshev member of the jury, to open the sealed
non-transparent envelope as per art. 90, para. 5 ofthe IRPPA, after its integrity was verified by
the attending representatives ofthe participants, and to announce the names of the participants in
the competition, as follows:

Competition design No.

Comp€tition dcsign No.

Competition design No.

Comp€tition design No.

Comp€tition design No.

Competition design No.

Comp€tition desigD No.

- Ref. No. 6

Comp€tition design No.

Competition design No.

Competition design No.

I belonged to panicipant Architectotrika Studio OOD - Ref. No. 7

2 belonged to participant VD PROJECT EOOD - Ref. No. 5

3 belonged to panicipant Deliuesr EOOD - Ref. No. 10

4 belonged to pa cipait Nikolay Slavchev Sbahpazov - Ref. No. 4

5 belonged to participant Archotrl EOOD - Ref, No,

6 belonged to panicipant PIN - Architects EOOD - Ref. No. I

7 belonged to participant ADA Architectural & Design Agency AD

8 belonged to participant Tilev Architects OOD - Ref. No. 3

9 belonged to participant Urban Plsroiog Itrstitute AD- Ref. No. 8

10 belonged to participant Dizsrch OOD- Ref. No, 2

The ranked desigls aDd the traDes ofthe participatts were, as follows:

First place - competition desiSn No. 8 by the participant Tilev Architects OOI)

Sccond place - cornpetition design No. I by the participant Arrhitetlotrica Studio OOD

Third place - competitioD desiSn No. 3 by the participsnt Delioesr EOOD

Fourth place - competition design No. 4 by the participant Nikohy Slsvchev Sbahpszov

Fifth place - competition design No. 5 by the participant Archort f,OOD

Sixth place - competition design No. 7 by the participant Architeclurrl & Desigtr Agency AD

Seventh plac€ - competition design No. 6 by the participant PIN Arcbitects EOOD.

9



Thc desigDs, proposed for eliBitratioD, atrd the trrDes of the respectiye psrticipatrts
are, rs follows:

Competition design No. 2 participant VD PROJECT EOOD

Competition design No. 9 participant Urbatr Platrtring Institute AI)
Competition desigD No. 10 participant Dizrrch OOD

The participants, nominaled for awarding, were

First place - competition design No. 8 belonged to pafiicipant Tilev Architects OOD
Second place - competition design No. 1 belonged to pafiicipant ArchitectoDika Studio

ooD
Third place - competition design No. 3 belonged to panicipant DeliDear EOOD

The announcement ofthe ranking ofthe designs and the opening ofthe cnvelop€ as per art.
90, pan. 5 ofthe IRPPA with the list ofthe names ofthe participants atrd the announcement ofthe
ranked participants, exhausted the public part of the Jury's session.

The chairman and every membq of the jury re-signed the relevant declarations of
compliance with the requirements of art. 80, para. T, sentence two ofthe PPA and art. 88, para.
3 ofthe IRPPA.

The j ury continued its work at a closed session, undertaking the review ofthe documents as
per an. 39, para. 2 of the IRPPA of the ranked participants. The jury deterrnined that the
envelopes ofthe participants contained all necessary documents, zrs requied by art. 39, para. 2 of
the IRPPA and item 16.l.l. of the competition documentation of the public competition for
concept architectural design of a six-storey academic and administrative Building and Rector's
Office ofthe University ofMedicine - Sofi4 as well as Dean's Office ofthe Faculty of Medicine
at the University of Medicine, Faculty of Public Health at the Univelsity of Medicine - Sofiq
Congress Centre and Underground Garage and meet Contracting Authority's requirements.

The jury prepared a table of the names ofthe ranked participants:

Ronking Design No. Potticipanl

ltt plece 8 Tilev Architect! OOD
2od place ArcbitectoDika Studio OOD
3'd place 3 Delirear EOOD
4rn plece 4 Nikolay Slavchev Sbahpazov
5 prace Archont f,OOD
6ln place ADA Archilectural & DesigD Agency AD
/ pracc 6 PIN - Architects EOOD

t0

TABLE OF THE RANKED PARTICIPANTS

I
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This Eport w8! prrprEd .od siSDGd by thc jrr.y rmbc,s in BulSlrim .nd English, on
.,,ii. f. i:.:. 20te.

Aticr finishing is worl, thcjury prcpcred this rlpon itr Bulgarian rnd English, along with all
lhc d(rcumenrstion. prcp$cd in thc coursc ofwork..nd submi&d it to thc Cootrscting Authoriry.

.{pprodircri:

l. Evrluction Trblcr
2. Rrport3

Jury:

Lim Bi&co

lvrylo Pctlov

....... Arch. Nadczhda Futckova

..... Eng. Dobril Ncshcvl

.l

5.

6.

Cor. Mcqlbsr. Proi Dr. Ivan Mitov, MD

....... .Prof M4dalcoa Alclsrn&ov!, MD

.... Mrricla Ginzemva

. ViolinE Stcfano!a

Assoc. Prof. Dimiur Bulanol
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