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Technical Proposal

Maximum Potential Points

Technical Proposal

Score
| » Quality {50%)
Experience & Authority of Key Individuals 20 12
Extent of Quality Control / Quality Assurance 10 .5
Safety 10
Measures to Evaluate Performance in Construction 10

»  Aesthetics {20%)

Enhancements to the RFP 10 1.5
Approach to involve stakehelders 10 ]
» Enhancements (15%)
Geomelric Enhancements 10 )
Struciural Enhancements 5 Y
> Public Relations {15%) 15 1pas ™ Vieq
TOTAL 100 PRI 557 IR Yy

I hereby certify that the scores reflected above indicate my personal assessment and evaluation
of the Technical Proposal for the above mentioned Proposer.

Evaluator Signature: k&i.\: m

Date: qf/} ‘l //C) -?

| hereby certify that | have audited this evaluation form for the above mentioned Proposer.

Auditor Signature: i@ng;t\:% %W"\E%

Date:

Uid (v ¥

St, Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge - Design-Build Praposal Evaluation Plan

September {3, 2007




%
g

S
AR
%’onw o

)4 M/L'J M\q
CONFIDENTIAL _
St. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge Ely 2o
o DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT
§CC}{3
APPENDIX D
Individual Rating / Scoring
Sheets

St Anthany Falls (35W) Bridge - Design-uild Proposal Evaluation Pian
September 13, 2007

Appandix  ~ Individua! Rafing / Scoring Shesls




CONFIDENTIAL
St. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge
DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT

exceeds fhe contract
requirements,

e 2 WM YT

ity .

5 m(;wj(w’ﬁ_./ ‘B‘S—(’ ‘

C]GJLE,\

Proposer: Avu [ Lundea Evaluator: 1.
_ Evaluator’s
. 8 Technical
Evaluation Category Maximum | = 13851 o LBl e oD
QUALITY Potential | = | S| 82182 &3 P’é for:at Comments
Points E S - (Max Points X
. " Score) V\ : N
Experience and Authority of Key &l 51 { mlerved
lndﬁviduais S LO\L\)\. %*Q’Q“’\‘-O\Mﬁm ¢ Cood ke \ NO b8 “QU}W_- G% W
WA W APy I wkerhend ¥ peqosod cortenls 1 o
» Manager, Lead Bn‘dge Design 6 ’L . MM? T “'Nﬂ(,t-!m\.cwv‘ '\uv‘ \u-n: W—m > (.wf"g__ vy L ensuirs ‘C!’nul b’u\ N A S \rT (“L{ii}u
gjgl?gri\ﬁgftzsgzlggﬁfTZl:?:gin 20 (‘Q \ MW‘ EUAN t\ Palead N Mo A3 M QLV\W} 2\ n M: YT %F’!I M‘JMLJIM Tfﬂm e \3“ Mh B‘Tr
similar projects. » & -
»  Authority being proposed. ' - | No Ry} de‘ o\hx\’m\ *DWZ’*D?N
LD ¥ W Emr\m \wﬂ\ @af& T \pasd st A denWE ahedts Comm tﬂmﬂ’/ L \
Extent of Quality Control / Quality %? W~ me\ S8 A Aﬁo(g:'iw M“u{v\-t i(}% Con‘?—‘%ns RANER d!SGF%quo:t,,qm dees Nt imd\‘\‘a 9 aL}ﬁ
Assurance i Ts¢d inbw ey L
Q'Q‘Qi‘f\mlmw h mﬁe\l\ﬁt T ) ‘tﬁ 'f“ ‘? . 3\'&‘2/(} :"\:'(’ﬁM W QQQQSCJ w\?ﬂ LQ,([/\"Q_,AQ\\\)&: G\hﬁé%
> Design and construction 55 53 Qf’\ W 3‘5“3 g ndicalay \"“ T Q‘Mj ?M + R v L c]\;ul..IL\
refationships necessary to meet 10 &5 . B g : 5/ P 9 SN T \¢ N, A PF
the project goais. "' ?\Z%K GNL,\ tv\ metnliNe ?lcun ( f)ﬁ\\ gt:r A L * 5“ib’ _“w:/,
& Sian¥ed SoSusin Nodr Conked o s ¥ waeni of, +7h, 36k J2 \tavel g oM T
<5 S~ @"‘*f“‘%f\ QL Wananza \MN/\ W Ne 3&51“& G\TzH u,.mm Lt 4o ety Vrdautiing:
Safety 4 Camen B ¥ vt E}Sc‘iﬂ\r\ ?@ T SN KN Rl &LWM\Y G\b\'\w Gt
. T P —-%'-‘r——rwé'?c%‘% s W \
»  Approach and commitments ARy ‘54’@ $xCed B
towards implementing a safety ‘ 51,36 ( P 4-10) ¥
incentive program on the 10 <6O % L) - )
- 32
project.
<o
“MEESUTEs o Evaluate S-ER AT G b Copdicted 3 PRoply daturceg wih TRy, q?.ﬁ@gﬁm A?sg,.\to)n-%_/ (P "3
Performance in Construction Wa \\W\ JGC‘L(J &\‘/ 4
M\ Oy \E‘P«m\a_& WAL 4 Yoe W (B YR gz,g,@
> ijastive-measwéksjihat will be { \J\ VT f 3o % %M b
performed to insure the 10 SO 9 Cqnthon f;ba;\\} Viby (R W P ﬁscm\ Q 3
consiructed product mests or \ 0 6\55‘ .

53(\{«’\'&%& C-QY'&\&&"YN\ \3-“ DM B\Im\T Cm‘*}&z&ﬁ (% Reban LL 3.3- }‘L‘l eq & Dtmiht

8t Antnony Falis (35W} Bridge - Design-Sulld Proposal Evaluation Plan

September 13, 2007

Appendix D - Individual Rating / Scoring Sheats




CONFIDENTIAL
St. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge
DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT

OFTR

Proposer: P\ .. / Lendon Evaluator: -
' _ Evaluator's
Maxi g Technical
Evaluation Category Pa;:;rnti:"? & :g; § s 51 . ’"8" " %‘“ Propgsa; c bs
= [ oL lf = © e
AESTHETICS ;D?:t;a E 58S %8| &= Score emmen
2 (Max Points X
Score)

s T Wt& wod o 0P o nd bot Incanssberd preys Mq/w X (TS Toum lode
_\lm\ c\\m\..)\w() \IQ“'\ e oadBm do tean
e %7 | Ve P Gt LT g st

,‘\ﬁ’ \}-‘k M(?!w—/

RFP. 10
QESB% i}‘..tjv \ OS‘ \OW\ 12N
e, D
Efenovmede T W'\" add Gﬁn{{\?ﬁuﬁ A

"EhacaRes pob\L Y astepanca
T\MM\)%A{‘
?H‘{M\J\ \n\i\&dm wWith NRAT \ﬁ \tt\.l. Commtned Yo l\\"\h"*h C\\m‘y/] hnd)ﬂ«h gn \Nh\‘t, ‘A P\sf

> Approach and commitments to
involving stakeholders into the
dos 10 J
esign process _

SL. Anthany Falis {35W) Bridge - Design-Buiid Proposat Evaiuation Plan Appandix D ~ Individual Rafing / Scoring Sheats
September 13, 2007




CONFIDENTIAL
St. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge
DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT

Proposer: ) Mg / Lundos _ Evaluator: 7
| s T
Evatua.ﬁnn vaegey :;:;21;;? %; g g13% 58| 2% P?zposai Comments
ENHANCMENTS Points % g8 %8 e (Maf;c;zis .
Score)

Geametic Enhncanent Cranihe St B raretle S Yo S0k toud) @ Und 7 4

> S s e R AL e

> s st ' Moot IS Al W enoohad oo T 7 mudes

> Improve future clearance of I " 0 0 Onam w\é\t«;@p " b W\l hawe e ao‘_ Wmﬁﬁmb
e S ﬁw D—\NTU\\M\Y o A”'Wf ‘\?{ DAVEH aipoﬁ Consedy” DS

Enhancements meet the

ge;c‘;uiremerltts of Book 2, Section ' k\#\f‘&ﬁ)’ Ve \\&, \\\st\ ‘\a ' Rﬂs K_\

A\

v e C<S g1 et T 5 gw,,\,n Cearcl e QQ\MN&E&_‘ ‘53i6'~\]‘5“}~5!!3 )‘5}'4.“5!-
m\wn® Qtv(% 5\35%\}\\\. A QQ\SWR., MMW\ ﬁ]h‘ A ‘-\‘\Lnf»l\% }m
Structural Enhancements “P\S\"‘- D eltih oMt mﬂ“{% A CONtarn

> Innovative procedures andfor | T {7{" \JM;J\ an
materials fo minimize the life BN’*‘X\« Nfﬁ‘c PR Reanseryce 3‘“ M S:\’)NR N&‘M Q \)V\ LI Mm CGM
cycle costs of maintaining the . % Ca o ,@& ‘h‘w& 1 W
carmidor and fo maximize the ’j(} \b/ ;\\9;_)1. Q\»\K&M QQV\WM W F?] G\Mt\ b nNE lh\
benefits o road usars

> Consideration of context : (L Ky ‘S‘r FoA T UnRNA W?@ﬂ\

sansitive design principals

S1. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge - Dasign-Buiid Proposal Evaluation Pian Appendix D - Individual Rating / Scoring Sheats
sptembar 13, 2007




WSSOz

Y I CONFIDENTIAL
A A K St. Anthony Falls (35W) Bridge o -
o DESIGN-BUILD PROJECT
Proposer. A\’\\w) / Lot . Evaluator. 2
' — Evaluator's
, g Technical
Evaluation Category Ma)tumgf? 5 25 3%/ 58| 23 | Proposal
PUBLIC RELATIONS | em | 5 122132 %8| £ | score Comments
_ 2 (Max Points X
Score}

Y/

Qualifications and experience of f‘\ AW W ﬁ-«xo\ \S&)Ug“-tex ‘N)T ‘}\Qs\i\ﬁb m\ljﬂu.%/ C‘Omm}nw c{;\ew e a“ﬁ‘
the Public Information 4(5 | (3 \NU\ QQ\ \e ‘\N \“& &R{cb‘&, ( @: NW‘ k M h . much
n

Coordinatar.
7 oproach and commitment i D “‘kw"m\ e dge 1) G ?r&w owadl s 5 df fal tf"‘& fg
involve stakeholders, designers, % b

and construction personnel info 15 ,ﬁ ”"DM ook m\\“‘“ ¥ Copsbs Qq(’f,cﬂm_} wil B s:\dé\«.l) n ?NM \00“\‘ ho Sald QMQQ CUMWW
the public relations process, ~ : .
W5 (D \o\b ‘\u ’Qummk'xm«\‘f Q\AQ’@{ \\QU\‘I %“\\\L W\Q@r \N\\\\k \S’ﬂé\\ 4o \.-&\W NTU}M
» Approach and commitments o -4 - .
mitigate nightfime construction QOW\%*&»M Yo Q*\-\ Al \tmﬁb -
noise impacts on nearby \
residences. | MNovdnd T4 Boe T L commbondy Mg
' Y

3t Anthony Falls (35W) Bridgs - Design-Buiid Proposal Evaluation Plan Appendix D - individual Rating / Scoring Sheets
September 13, 2007




