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Memo
Office of Construction and Innovative Contracting
Office Tel: 651-366-4210
395 John Ireland Blvd

MS 650


St Paul, MN  55155
August 12, 2009
TO:

Khani Sahebjan


Chief Engineer
FROM:     
Dan Penn



  
TH 610 Design-Build Project Manager           




SUBJECT:
Technical Proposal Evaluation 


TH 610 Design-Build Project



S.P. 2771-38
The Technical Review Committee (TRC) for Mn/DOT’s TH 610 Design-Build Project has reviewed and evaluated the Technical Proposals received from the three short-listed teams for the project.  Proposers were required to submit their Technical Proposals to Mn/DOT between 7:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. on August 3, 2009.  The three Proposers are:

· Ames Construction, Inc.
· C.S. McCrossan Construction, Inc.
· Shafer Contracting Company, Inc.
Between August 3rd and August 12th, a proposal evaluation committee evaluated the three technical proposals.  This committee is comprised of four groups:  The TRC, Process Oversight Committee (POC), Technical Subcommittees (TS) and Technical Advisors (TA).  The TRC members are the only individuals scoring the proposals.  
The technical evaluations of each proposal were based on the technical proposal evaluation criteria published within the Request for Proposals and according to the Technical Propsal Evaluation Plan.  The evaluation process began with a Pass/Fail evaluation of each of the Proposers.  On August 3rd, the legal subcommittee reviewed each technical proposal to determine whether the Proposers have complied with the Pass/Fail Evaluation criteria.  All three Proposers satisfied the Pass/Fail evaluation criteria.  Satisfying the legal subcommittee pass/fail criteria did not constitute responsiveness, the TRC evaluated the proposal for responsiveness in the later stages of the process.

The TRC, with input from the Technical Advisors, reviewed the proposal in accordance with the following criteria and sub-criteria:

· Bridges



10 Points
· Noise and Retaining Walls

10 Points

· Utilities



10 Points

· Construction Staging


7 Points

· Stormwater Management

6 Points
· Stakeholder Satisfaction

4 Points

· Schedule



3 Points

· Responsiveness


50 Points     
TOTAL POINTS



100 
In order to receive 50 Points in the responsiveness category, a technical proposal needed to be deemed responsive by the TRC.   A technical proposal would be deemed non-responsive if at least 2/3 of the TRC determined that the technical proposal significantly violated an RFP requirement or the proposer placed conditions on the bid/proposal.  The TRC determined that all technical proposals were responsive.

Using a qualitative rating of Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair and Poor (as defined in the Proposal Evaluation Manual for the project), and then converting to numerical scores for each of the factors above, each TRC member evaluated each of the three proposers as shown in the table below.  

	
	Evaluator Total Scoring by Proposer

	
	Proposer 1
	Proposer 2
	Proposer 3

	Evaluator 1
	84.52
	88.11
	87.28

	Evaluator 2
	92.32
	93.82
	93.94

	Evaluator 3
	86.08
	88.35
	87.95

	Evaluator 4
	85.20
	88.35
	87.15

	Evaluator 5
	84.18
	88.20
	86.54

	Total Average Score

(Technical Score)
	86.46
	89.37
	88.57


The follow page shows a scoring breakdown per category.  
[image: image1.wmf]Technical Proposal

Maximum Potential 

Points

Ave. 

Percentage

Evaluator’s 

Technical 

Proposal Score

Ave. 

Percentage

Evaluator’s 

Technical 

Proposal Score

Ave. 

Percentage

Evaluator’s 

Technical 

Proposal Score

Ø 

Bridges

Bridge Widening over TH 169

5

81.6%

4.08

75.6%

3.78

72.4%

3.62

Pedestrian Bridge

5

73.4%

3.67

76.8%

3.84

75.8%

3.79

Ø 

Noise and Retaining Walls

Noise Mitigation

5

70.6%

3.53

76.8%

3.84

77.2%

3.86

Retaining Walls

5

70.8%

3.54

78.6%

3.93

75.4%

3.77

Ø 

Utilities

10

75.2%

7.52

74.0%

7.40

77.4%

7.74

Ø 

Construction Staging

7

55.2%

3.86

80.8%

5.66

76.0%

5.32

Ø 

Stormwater Management

6

73.6%

4.42

80.2%

4.81

75.2%

4.51

Ø 

Stakeholder Satisfaction

Noise, Dust and Vibration Impacts

2

71.6%

1.43

80.0%

1.60

73.6%

1.47

Pedestrain Impacts

2

70.4%

1.41

75.4%

1.51

74.4%

1.49

Ø 

Schedule

3

3.00

3.00

3.00

Ø 

Responsive

50

50.00

50.00

50.00

Total

100

86.46

89.37

88.57

Proposer 1

Proposer 2

Proposer 3


The Proposal Evaluation Manual requires the Chief Engineer to provide an oversight review of the technical proposal scores prior to letting.  If these scores are acceptable, we will proceed with letting on August 14th.  

The Chief Engineer may also request that the TRC reconsider the scores.   If so, the TRC will reconvene and may reconsider their scores.  After the TRC reconsiders, the scores will be final and not subject to change prior to letting. 
The price proposal will be opened on Friday, August 14th at 9:00 a.m. in Room G14.  The apparent best-value proposer will be determined by dividing the price by the technical score in accordance with state statute.  

Please contact me if you concur with the results of would like the TRC to reconsider.  

cc:
Jay Hietpas, Innovative Contracting Director
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