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1.0
Introduction and Purpose of the Procedure

This manual provides the method and criteria for evaluating Proposals received in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the       Design-Build Project (Project).  The RFP was issued by the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) on      .  
MnDOT uses this Proposal Evaluation Plan to ensure that Proposals are evaluated on a fair and uniform basis in accordance with applicable laws, policies, and the terms of the RFP.

2.0
Non-Disclosure Information & Security of Work Area
The Proposals, this Proposal Evaluation Plan, and the evaluation materials are all sensitive information.  Each person with access to the Proposals, including the Technical Review Committee (TRC), Process Oversight Committee (POC), Technical Subcommittees (TS), Project Manager (PM), and Technical Advisors (TA) will be required to complete and sign a Confidentiality and Non-Disclosure Agreement before receiving these materials.
A responder may designate information in its proposal as “proprietary” – this information must be carefully guarded to avoid inappropriate release
Only the POC Chair may release, or authorize the release of, information regarding the contents of the Proposals, this Proposal Evaluation Manual, scoring sheets and other evaluation materials, the deliberations by the TRC, TS, or TA, recommendations to the Commissioner of Transportation (Commissioner), or other information relating to the evaluation process.  The POC Chair will consult with legal counsel to ensure compliance with applicable laws.

All requests for information pertaining to this evaluation process must be forwarded to the POC Chair.  The POC Chair will be responsible for all communication outside the Proposal Evaluation and Technical Review Organization.

The POC Chair will make certain that all discussions pertaining to the evaluation of the Proposals occur in private settings.  The TRC and TS committees may meet in separate areas to discuss the Proposals.  Only the TRC, TS, POC, TA, and legal counsel will be authorized admittance to these rooms.  TS and TA will only be allowed in the TRC meeting room when specifically directed by the POC Chair.   If a situation arises that requires an individual who is not a member of the TRC, TS, TA, POC, or legal counsel to be admitted to the meeting rooms (unless allowed under Section 4.8), all discussions will be discontinued and all paperwork either properly stored or otherwise safeguarded until such personnel have departed the room.  

When working with the Technical Proposals and evaluation materials, each member shall keep all of the materials under their direct control and secure from others not associated with the evaluation process.  At all other times, the materials shall be locked in a secured area.  At the conclusion of the evaluation process, all materials (including work papers) shall be returned to the POC Chair unless otherwise authorized by the POC Chair.  
When using computers, files shall not be stored on non-removable hard disks or network file servers.  
Nothing in this manual will be construed to limit access to evaluation materials and proceedings by MnDOT staff responsible for overseeing compliance with state procurement laws.   MnDOT’s Office of Chief Counsel will provide legal assistance upon request or by its own initiative.
3.0
Responsibilities

3.1
Evaluation Process Organization

The flow chart on the following page represents the Technical Review Organization for the Project.  The POC must approve additions or changes to this Organization. 
3.2
Commissioner of Transportation

The Commissioner or designee will have responsibilities and duties that will include, but will not be limited to:

· Appointing TRC members and replacements/additions, if necessary.

· Opening the Price Proposal during the public price opening process.

· Performing the adjusted score calculation for each Proposal by dividing the Proposal Price by the Technical Proposal Score.

3.3
Process Oversight Committee

A non-scoring group of observers will constitute a Process Oversight Committee.

· The POC will be charged with observing the process used by the TRC, TA, and TS and providing support, as necessary, during the Proposal review process.  The POC will inform the Organization if they believe any procedural adjustments must be made to confirm to the evaluation methodology.
· The POC may, but is not required to, submit to the POC Chair a written report and/or specific questions to be used during any oral presentations.

· The POC may issue a report to the Commissioner or designee stating the committee’s observations relative to MnDOT’s adherence to the evaluation methodology as stated in this document.  The report shall note any specific instances of deviation from the proposed evaluation procedures.

· Department of Administration participants shall not be the Protest Official listed in the ITP.  
3.4
Technical Advisors
· The Technical Advisors will serve as advisors to the TRC.  Only the TRC will score the Proposals.

· The Technical Advisors will participate in meetings with the TRC, as needed, to provide input into the evaluation process.

FIGURE 1 – PROPOSAL EVALUATION ORGANIZATION
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3.5
POC Chair Responsibilities

The POC Chair will:
· Facilitate the primary evaluation meeting and be responsible for ensuring the timely progress of the evaluation, coordinating any consensus meeting(s) or re-evaluation(s), and ensuring that appropriate records of the evaluation are maintained.
· Serve as a point of contact in the event a TRC member, TS member, or TA has questions or encounters issues relative to the evaluation process.

· Coordinate the participation of TA and TS during the evaluation meeting, as necessary.
· Verify that each Proposer’s Price Proposal is separate from the Technical Proposal.

· Schedule and attend the Legal Subcommittee meetings. 
· The POC Chair may allow deviations from any procedure as prescribed herein as long as said deviations do not otherwise violate the applicable law.  The change or modification should be documented in a report to the Commissioner.
· Ensure that each TRC member individually reviews and assesses each Proposer’s Technical Proposal using the overall criteria set forth in this Proposal Evaluation Plan.
· Be responsible for securing the evaluation materials at the conclusion of the project evaluation.
3.6
Project Manager (PM) Responsibilities
The PM or designee will:

· Be responsible for securing written Confidentiality and Non-Disclosure Agreements from the TRC, TS, POC and TA prior to beginning the Proposal evaluation process.

· Confirm that each Alternative Technical Concept (ATC) is incorporated properly into its Proposal.
· Submit written requests for clarification to Proposers if the evaluation team determines that a Proposal contains unclear information or otherwise needs clarification.

· Assign personnel to serve as TS members, possibly including TRC members.  The PM does not assign members of the Legal Subcommittee.

· Recommend for approval by the Commissioner of Transportation a substitution and/or supplementation of evaluation personnel if a TS member or TA is unable to complete his/her responsibilities, or if additional TS members or TA are necessary to evaluate the Proposals more thoroughly.

3.7
Technical Review Committee (TRC)
The TRC, a five to seven member voting committee, will perform the Technical Proposal evaluation and scoring.

· Each TRC member will perform an independent review of each Technical Proposal submitted.  All TRC members will have an equal weight in scoring the Proposals.

· The combined average scoring of the TRC will become the official final Technical Evaluation score for each Proposal.
3.8
Technical Subcommittees (TS)
The TS will be comprised of individuals with expertise in specific fields relative to the technical scoring criteria.

· The TS will serve as advisors to the TRC.  Only the TRC members will score the Proposals.

· If a TS recommends that a Proposal is non-responsive to any evaluation criteria, the Subcommittee will report that information to the TRC.  The TRC will make a determination on the responsiveness of the Proposal.  
· TS shall submit their strength and weakness assessments to the POC Chair for distribution to the TRC members for consideration in completing the scoring matrices.

· The TS will be available during the entire evaluation process, as requested by the TRC.

4.0
Evaluation Procedure

The following presents a general framework for the organization of the TRC and the methodology for scoring the Proposals in relation to the information that was requested in the RFP.

4.1
Technical Evaluation Procedure

The following steps summarize the general procedures for the Technical Proposal evaluation:

· Step 1 – Evaluation Kickoff.  The POC Chair hands out materials and briefs the recipients regarding the evaluation protocol.  
· Step 2 – Responsiveness Review:  Pass/Fail Evaluation.  The Legal Subcommittee will review the Technical Proposals for responsiveness and make a recommendation to the TRC for consideration.  
· Step 3 – Responsiveness Review:  ATCs:  The PM or designee will review whether the Proposer properly incorporated any ATCs into its Technical Proposal and make recommendation to the TRC for consideration.
· Step 4 – Technical Proposal Review:
· The TRC, TS, and TA will review the applicable sections of the Technical Proposals.

· A representative of each TS will provide a written summary of their subcommittee’s findings of strengths and weaknesses to the TRC.  Alternatively, the information may be presented during the TRC Proposal Evaluation meeting alone.
· Step 5 – Responsiveness Review:  Technical Proposals:
· The TRC will determine if each Technical Proposal is responsive to the RFP.  This step may be delayed until after the interviews and other discussion if the TRC believes more information is necessary.
· Step 6 – Interviews (if used)
· The TRC will, as applicable, ask questions of each proposing team and listen to their oral presentations.  Members of the TA and TS may participate.  Members of the POC may attend without asking questions.
· Step 7 – Technical Scoring
· The TRC will determine the Technical Proposal scores.

· Step 8 – Oversight Review
· The POC Chair, and PM if available, will present a summary of the Technical Proposal scores to the Chief Engineer.  

· The TRC will finalize scores.  Scores are final and not subject to modification by an outside party.
· Step 9 – Price Proposal Opening:
· The Commissioner or designee will publicly open the Price Proposals and determine the adjusted score of each Proposal.

4.2
Step 1 – Evaluation Kickoff
As soon as possible following the arrival of the technical proposals, all members of the Technical Review Organization who receive copies of the technical proposals attend a meeting led by the POC Chair to review the ITP and this evaluation manual.  The POC Chair will provide each TRC member their unique identification number and their evaluation materials at the meeting.  The POC Chair may brief individual members of the team separately prior to providing them their review materials if they are unable to attend the kickoff.

All members of the Technical Review Organization, including TS, must have been identified prior to this meeting.
4.3
Step 2 – Responsiveness Review: Pass/Fail Evaluation

The Legal Subcommittee and/or the POC Chair will review the Technical Proposals for responsiveness to the RFP requirements by completing Appendix A for each Technical Proposal.  The POC Chair will pass the results of the review to the TRC.  The Subcommittee chair may report to the TRC in person if necessary.
The Legal subcommittee may request clarifying and supplementary information as necessary to determine responsiveness. The POC Chair may issue requests for clarification or supplemental information from the Proposer as requested by the Legal subcommittee.
If a Proposal fails to achieve a passing score on any of the pass/fail portions of the evaluation, refer to Step 5 – Responsiveness Review: Technical Proposal.

4.4
Step 3 – Responsiveness Review: ATCs
The PM and/or designee will verify that any ATCs included in the Technical Proposal were properly incorporated by completing Appendix B for each Technical Proposal.  The PM reserves the right to request clarifications from Proposer if it is unclear whether the incorporation was appropriate.
4.5
Step 4 – Technical Proposal Review
The TRC, TS, and TA will conduct the Technical Proposal review and evaluation.  The following procedures outline the process to be followed:
· Following the kick-off meeting (Step 1), but prior to the TRC Proposal Evaluation, each TS will review each Proposal as a group focusing on the technical issues associated with that subcommittee.  Unless given specific reporting instructions by the POC Chair or PM, the TS will begin their review by deciding how best to relate their strength and weakness comments back to the TRC; they may choose to use the Appendix C forms or another method.  The TS chairs may provide written clarification questions to the PM to request a clarification notice be sent to a Proposer.  Strengths and weaknesses are defined with respect to the qualitative ratings set forth in Section 5.

· Following the kick-off meeting (Step 1), but prior to the TRC Proposal Evaluation, each TA will review each Proposal.  They will most likely review the entire Proposal, but they may focus on certain sections based upon their personal expertise.  Each TA will provide their input to the TRC during the TRC Proposal Evaluation meeting.
· Following the kick-off meeting (Step 1), but prior to the TRC Proposal Evaluation, each TRC member will independently review the Proposal materials.   TRC members will begin drafting comments on the forms in Appendix C, make notes in Proposals or elsewhere, formulate clarification questions, and draft potential interview questions as applicable.   TRC members must not begin any scoring in Appendix E at this time.  All notes and comments must be labelled with the evaluator’s unique identification number. 

· The TRC, TA and POC members meet and begin the TRC Proposal Evaluation meeting.   At some point during the meeting, the comments from the TS are either presented orally by members of the TS or written copies are distributed to the TRC members by the POC Chair.  Discussions may take place before the TS reports, but shall not conclude before the TS reports.  TRC members are encouraged to ask the TS questions regarding their findings.  The TS and TA may also suggest questions for the interviews, if applicable.

· The TRC members may provide clarification questions to the PM to request a clarification notice be sent to a Proposer. 
4.6
Step 5 – Responsiveness Review:  Technical Proposals

At some point during the TRC Proposal Evaluation meeting, the TRC will discuss the overall responsiveness of each Proposer to the RFP.  The TRC will find each Proposal to be Responsive unless:  

· The Proposal does not receive a “pass” in Step 2 (Responsiveness Review:  Pass/Fail Evaluation) or Step 3 (Responsiveness Review: ATCs).

· The Proposal contains a major defect or defects that, in MnDOT’s sole discretion, would significantly violate an RFP requirement.

· The Proposer places any unauthorized condition on the Proposal.
If the TRC determines that a Technical Proposal’s responsiveness depends upon the interpretation of an ambiguity in the Proposal, the TRC may ask that the PM send a clarification question to the Proposer.  The purpose is to allow the Proposer to clarify, but not supplement, its Proposal.  Prior to providing any reply to the TRC, the POC Chair may exercise discretion to remove or redact any information not directly relevant to the question of responsiveness.  After receiving a reply, if any, the TRC will vote orally on the responsiveness of each Technical Proposal.   The POC Chair will record the results on the form provided in Appendix D.  A responsive Proposal will receive the number of points designated in the ITP (50-99) points.  A Technical Proposal will be deemed non-responsive if at least 2/3 (66%) of the TRC members vote in favor of declaring a proposal non-responsive. 

If a Proposal is deemed non-responsive by the TRC, the TRC and POC Chair must document the rationale for the non-responsiveness.  The POC Chair will notify the Commissioner or designee that the Proposer has been determined as non-responsive to the RFP.  If the Commissioner or designee concurs with the TRC’s non-responsive recommendation, the POC Chair will draft a notice for the Commissioner’s or designee’s signature after which the notice will be issued to the appropriate Proposer.  If the Commissioner or designee does not concur, the TRC must take the Commissioner’s comments into consideration and vote again.  The process continues until the two parties agree.

The non-responsive technical proposal is eliminated from the evaluation process and not scored or evaluated further.  A non-responsive Proposer does not receive a stipend.
4.7
Step 6 – Interviews (if used)

· If an oral interview is required, the TRC and TA members will formulate questions during their individual review and at the TRC Proposal Evaluation meeting.  It is recommended that the interview questions include questions that are asked to all teams, but they may also include questions specific to individual teams.  
· The TRC and TA will attend the oral interviews and ask questions.  Members of the TS may attend and ask questions as well if the TRC asks them to do so.  Members of the POC may attend and may ask pre-arranged questions, but they may not ask follow-up questions.
· TRC members must consider the information from the oral interviews in their evaluations.    
4.8
Step 7 – Technical Scoring

· Following the oral interviews, the TRC, TA and POC members will meet again to discuss the interviews and contents of the Proposals.  After all discussions have ended, each TRC member will independently record his/her final comments on the evaluation forms included in Appendix C.
· The TRC members shall independently score each Proposal by assigning a percentage based on the Qualitative Assessment rankings shown in Section 5.0.  TRC members will multiply the percentage by the maximum total points in each category and record this value in the Evaluators Technical Proposal Score column in Appendix E rounded to two decimal points.  
· Each TRC member will complete the Evaluator Scoring Sheet in Appendix E by summing the Evaluator’s Technical Proposal Score column.  Each TRC member must give the number of points designated in the ITP for responsiveness if the Proposer passes Step 5 (Responsiveness Review:  Technical Proposals). 
· The POC and/or TA will audit the evaluation forms and score sheets from each TRC member and sign the Form in Appendix E following the audit.  

· The POC Chair, with assistance from the TAs if necessary, will determine the average score for each Technical Proposal from all of the scores provided by the TRC members.  The average technical score will be computed on Appendix F.   
· The POC Chair will keep a log of the identification of each TRC member and Proposer.   The POC Chair may reveal the overall technical scores to the TRC members.
4.9
Step 8 – Oversight Review
·  The POC Chair and the PM, if available, will submit the results shown in Appendix F to the Chief Engineer utilizing the process in MnDOT’s Design-Build Manual. 
· The Chief Engineer will review the results.  The scores will be considered final if the Chief Engineer has no questions regarding the results. 

· The Chief Engineer may meet with the TRC and request clarification on the scoring.  The Chief Engineer may also request that the TRC take his/her comments into account and consider adjusting their scores in Appendix C.  Adjustments to the scores shall be made on the Appendix E sheet by crossing out changed scores with adjusted scores.  

· The POC and/or TA will audit the revised evaluation forms and score sheets from each TRC member and initial and date the Form in Appendix E following the audit.  

· The POC Chair, with assistance from the TAs is necessary, will recompute the average score for each Technical Proposal from all of the scores provided by the TRC members on Appendix F.   The POC Chair will reveal the results of Appendix F to the TRC members.
· The POC Chair will submit the revised results along with a report of the results of the evaluation to the Commissioner or designee, following an audit by the POC.
4.10
Step 9 – Price Proposal Opening

· On the Price Proposal opening date, the Commissioner or designee will announce the Technical Proposal score for each Proposal, open the Price Proposals, and divide the Price Proposal by the Technical Proposal score to obtain the adjusted score of each Proposal.  

· After the adjusted scores are determined, the POC Chair or his/her designee will perform a responsiveness review of the Price Proposal with the lowest adjusted score.
5.0
Technical Proposal Scoring

The TRC, TA, and TS will review the Technical Proposals according to the criteria set forth in the RFP.  Each TRC member will then qualitatively evaluate each of the major categories after taking the comments of the TA and TS into account.  Proposal elements will initially be given a qualitative adjectival rating using the Qualitative Rating Guide.
QUALITATIVE RATING GUIDE

	ADJECTIVE
	DESCRIPTION
	PERCENT OF MAXIMUM SCORE

	Excellent (E)
	· Proposal demonstrates an approach with unique or innovative methods of approaching the proposed work with an exceptional level of quality.

· Proposal contains many significant strengths and few minor weaknesses, if any.

· There is very little risk that the Proposer would fail to satisfy the requirements of the design-build contract.    
	90-100 %

	Very Good (VG)
	· Proposal demonstrates an approach offering unique or innovative methods of approaching the proposed work.

· Proposal contains many strengths that outweigh the weaknesses.

· There is little risk that the Proposer would fail to satisfy the requirements of the design-build contract.  Weaknesses, if any, are very minor and can be readily corrected.    
	75-89 %

	Adequate (A)
	· Proposal demonstrates an approach that offers an adequate level of quality.

· Proposal contains strengths that are balanced by the weaknesses.

· There is some probability of risk that the Proposer may fail to satisfy some of the requirements of the design-build contract.  Weaknesses are minor and can be corrected.  
	51-74 %

	Fair (F)
	· Proposal demonstrates an approach that marginally meets RFP requirements and/or objectives.
· Proposal contains weaknesses that are not offset by the strengths.

· There are questions about the likelihood of success and there is a risk that the Proposer may fail to satisfy the requirements of the design-build contract.   There are significant weaknesses and very few strengths.  
	25-50 %

	Poor (P)
	· Proposal demonstrates an approach that does not meet the stated RFP requirements and/or objectives, lacked essential information, is conflicting, is unproductive, and/or increases MnDOT’s risk.

· Proposal contains many significant weaknesses and very minor strengths, if any.

· There is not a reasonable likelihood of success and a high risk that the Proposer would fail to satisfy the requirements of the design-build contract. 
	0-24%


Strengths and weaknesses are defined as follows:

· Strengths – That part of the Proposal that ultimately represents a benefit to the Project and is expected to increase the Proposer’s ability to meet or exceed the RFP requirements within the bounds of the evaluation criteria.  

· Weaknesses – That part of a Proposal which detracts from the Submitter’s ability to meet the RFP requirements or may result in inefficient or ineffective performance within the bounds of the evaluation criteria.  
The Technical Proposal and oral interview, if held, will account for 100 percent of the total technical score. 
APPENDIX A

PROPOSAL PASS/FAIL CHECKLIST

Proposer:  ______________________________

	Proposal Pass/Fail Task
	Pass
	Fail

	Business form of Proposer and team members shall meet the Project requirements. (ITP 5.3.2 (a))
	
	

	An individual or a design-build firm identified in the Proposal shall not have changed since submission of the Proposer’s SOQ, or Proposer shall have previously advised MnDOT of a change and received the Commissioner’s prior written approval thereto. (ITP 5.3.2 (b))
	
	

	Technical Proposal Submittal Requirements
	
	

	Price information contained within Appendix A (ATCs) is blacked-out.  (ITP 4.2.1)
	
	

	Technical Proposals were hand-delivered to the appropriate contact between 8:30 A.M. and 10:00 A.M. Central Time on the Technical Proposal Due Date.  (ITP 4.2.2)
	
	

	Proposer information, certifications, and documents as listed in Section 4.2.3 (Technical Proposal Format) are included in the Proposal and are complete, accurate, and responsive. (ITP 5.3.2 (d))
· All information is submitted on 8.5-inch by 11-inch paper except for charts, appendices, design plans, and other illustrative or graphical information.  The latter information is not submitted on paper larger than 11x17.

· Text, except for the front cover and appendices, does not exceed 0.10 inches in height (roughly 11-point font).

·       pages (single-sided) maximum (excluding Executive Summary, covers, dividers, and appendices)

· No additional content is included on tabbed dividers.
	
	

	Proposer information, certifications, and documents as listed in Section 4.2.4 (Technical Proposal Content) are included in the Proposal and are complete, accurate, and responsive. (ITP 5.3.2 (e))
· Executive Summary (2-page limit, single-sided).  Includes:
     Business name, address, and type

     List of Approved and incorporated ATCs

     A statement to either accept or decline the stipend

     Contact information for the single point of contact

     Truth and correctness statement

     Signature of an authorized representative

· Organizational Chart, including reporting relationships and all Key Personnel
·       Narrative

·       Narrative

·       Narrative

·       Narrative

· Appendix A – ATC

· Appendix B – PAE {use if applicable}

· Appendix C – Schedule (Not to exceed       pages)

· Appendix D – Drainage Overview Map (Not to exceed       pages)

· Appendix E – Construction Staging (Not to exceed       pages)
	
	

	Proposer PAE submittal and MnDOT Approval Letter(s) for the PAE (s) as listed in Section 3.11 are included in the Proposal and are complete, accurate, and responsive. (ITP 5.3.2 (i)) {use if applicable}
	
	

	Proposer information, certifications, and documents as listed in Section 4.2.5 (Technical Proposal Forms) are included in the Proposal and are complete, accurate, and responsive, and they do not identify any material adverse changes from the information provided in the SOQ. (ITP 5.3.2 (f))

Required forms: (separately sealed from Technical Proposal)
· Detailed description of legal structure of the entity making the Proposal (reference ITP 4.3.3.2 (c)).

· Authorization of execution and delivery of Proposal and the Contract (reference ITP 4.3.3.2 (d)).

· Evidence of Good Standing.  Provide evidence that proposer (and its general partners and joint venture members) are qualified to do business by providing a good standing certificate for each such entity from the state of its organization/formation, and dated no more than 90 days before the proposal due date (reference ITP 4.3.3.2 (b)).
· Commitment letters from a Surety or an insurance company meeting the requirements of Book 1, indicating that the Surety will issue a Payment and Performance Bond and Warranty Bond, as required by Book 1, if Proposer is awarded the Contract. (ITP 5.3.2 (c))
· Form 1: Information about Proposer Organization
· Form 2: Information about Major Participants and Identified Subcontractors
· Form 3: Conflict of Interest Disclosure 
	
	

	Price Proposal Submittal Requirements
	
	

	Proposer information, certifications, and documents as listed in Section 4.3.4 (Price Proposal Content) are included in the Proposal and are complete, accurate, and responsive. (ITP 5.3.2 (g))
Required forms: (sent to MnDOT Contact prior to the Price Proposal deadline)
· Form 19: Bridge Cost Estimate for Federal and State Reporting

· 
	
	

	Quantities
	
	

	Proposer shall provide the following:

· One complete electronic copy in PDF format of the Technical Proposal with appendices on a compact disk(s) (the electronic copy may include Proposal forms that are not executed)

· One electronic copy of the schedule provided in Appendix C in PRX or XER format and PDF format

· Three complete hardcopies (one original and two copies) of the Proposal forms and other information described in Section 4.2.5
· One complete electronic copy in PDF format of the OCR Submittal(s) and other information described in Section 4.4.4 (as required to be provided in Section 4.4.4) on a compact disk(s)
· 20 complete hardcopies (one original and 19 copies) of the Technical Proposal with appendices (excluding the Proposal forms; each copy shall be identified in the upper right-hand corner of its front cover as “Copy ___ of 20 Copies – with Appendices”; the original copy shall be identified as “Copy 1 of 20 Copies”)
	
	


Note: P= Pass; F = Fail, NA = Not Applicable

Legal Technical Subcommittee Signatures:

APPENDIX B
ATC CHECKLIST
ATC AND PAE CHECKLIST {use if applicable}

Proposer:  ______________________________
Evaluator: ______________________________

	ATC No.
	ATC Description
	Approval Status
	MnDOT Approval Letter Included
	ATC Submittal Included
	All Conditions Capable of Being Met in Technical Proposal Have Been Met
	Pass/Fail

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	
	
	


{use if applicable}
Proposer:  ______________________________
Evaluator: ______________________________
	PAE No.
	PAE Description
	Approval Status
	MnDOT Approval Letter Included
	PAE Submittal Included
	All Conditions Capable of Being Met in Technical Proposal Have Been Met
	Pass/Fail

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX C
PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORMS



Proposer: 







     Subcommittee/Evaluator No:  





	{Reference scoring criteria heading} 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Excellent             FORMCHECKBOX 
  Very Good               FORMCHECKBOX 
 Adequate            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor

	{Reference scoring criteria subheading here, if applicable}
	Mark on chart
	Page #
	Comment / Finding

	{Insert scoring criteria first bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria second bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria third bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	


Proposer: 





     
                Subcommittee/Evaluator No:  





	{Reference scoring criteria heading} 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Excellent             FORMCHECKBOX 
  Very Good               FORMCHECKBOX 
 Adequate            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor

	{Reference scoring criteria subheading here, if applicable}
	Mark on chart
	Page #
	Comment / Finding

	{Insert scoring criteria first bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria second bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria third bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	


Proposer: 





     
                Subcommittee/Evaluator No:  





	{Reference scoring criteria heading} 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Excellent             FORMCHECKBOX 
  Very Good               FORMCHECKBOX 
 Adequate            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor

	{Reference scoring criteria subheading here, if applicable}
	Mark on chart
	Page #
	Comment / Finding

	{Insert scoring criteria first bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria second bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria third bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	


Proposer: 





    
               Subcommittee/Evaluator No:  





	{Reference scoring criteria heading} 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   Excellent             FORMCHECKBOX 
  Very Good               FORMCHECKBOX 
 Adequate            FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair             FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor

	{Reference scoring criteria subheading here, if applicable}
	Mark on chart
	Page #
	Comment / Finding

	{Insert scoring criteria first bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria second bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	{Insert scoring criteria third bullet or paragraph here}
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	

	
	S                           W
	
	


APPENDIX D
RESPONSIVENESS DETERMINATION

	Technical Review Committee
	Proposers

	
	Proposer 1

{Insert Name} 
	Proposer 2

{Insert Name}
	Proposer 3

{Insert Name}

	Evaluator 1
	
	
	

	Evaluator 2
	
	
	

	Evaluator 3
	
	
	

	Evaluator 4
	
	
	

	Evaluator 5
	
	
	

	Evaluator 6
	
	
	{Revise proposer columns and member rows as applicable}

	Pass/Fail
	
	
	


R = Responsive

NR = Non-Responsive

NOTE: 2/3 Majority of Evaluators voting NR needed for non-responsive determination

APPENDIX E
EVALUATOR SCORING SHEETS
Proposer:


 Evaluator No: 

	Evaluation Category


	Maximum Potential Points
	Excellent    (90-100)
	Very Good

(75-89)
	Adequate
(51-74)
	Fair

(25-50)
	Poor

(0-24)
	Evaluator’s Technical Proposal Score

(Max Points X Score)

	{SCORING CRITERIA HEADING}
	{pts}
	

	{Scoring Criteria Subheading}
	{pts}
	
	
	
	
	
	

	{SCORING CRITERIA HEADING}
	{pts}
	

	{Scoring Criteria Subheading}
	{pts}
	
	
	
	
	
	

	{Scoring Criteria Subheading}
	{pts}
	
	
	
	
	
	

	{SCORING CRITERIA HEADING}
	{pts}
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RESPONSIVE
	50
	
	

	TOTAL SCORE
	100
	
	


I hereby certify that I have audited this evaluation form for the above mentioned Proposer.
Auditor Signature:  






Date:  





APPENDIX F
TECHNICAL PROPOSAL SCORE SUMMARY
	Technical Review Committee
	Technical Proposal Score

	
	Proposer 1
	Proposer 2
	Proposer 3
	Proposer 4
	Proposer 5

	Member 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Member 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Member 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Member 4
	
	
	
	
	

	Member 5
	
	
	
	
	

	Member 6
	
	
	
	
	{Revise member rows or proposer columns as applicable}

	Average Score
	
	
	
	
	


Technical Review Committee





{Insert Name}, MnDOT Manager


{Insert Name}, AGC Representative





{Add at least 5 names at Principal-level engineer or higher.  Include one AGC rep and 1-2 manager-level employees}











Process Oversight Committee


{Insert Name}, POC Chair


{Insert Name}, FHWA








{If a Dept of Admin employee attends, make certain they are not the protest official}





Technical Advisors


{Insert Name}, MnDOT Project Manager





{Insert Advisor names, typically from roadway design, bridge design, and construction}





Legal


Jim Cownie, MnDOT (chair)


Nancy Boeve, MnDOT


{


{Note the POC Chair always attends this meeting}








{Insert Subcommittee Name}


{Insert Name}, MnDOT (chair)


{Insert Names, typically 2-5}








{Insert Subcommittee Name}


{Insert Name}, MnDOT (chair)


{Insert Names, typically 2-5}











{Insert Subcommittee Name}


{Insert Name}, MnDOT (chair)


{Insert Names, typically 2-5}








{Insert Subcommittee Name}


{Insert Name}, MnDOT (chair)


{Insert Names, typically 2-5}








{Insert Subcommittee Name}


{Insert Name}, MnDOT (chair)


{Insert Names, typically 2-5}





Technical Subcommittees
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