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To: Case No. PU-06-421

From: Patrick Fahn

Date: June 9, 2008

Re: RFP for 3" Party Inspector — Keystone Pipeline

At its June 4, 2008 administrative meeting, the Commission discussed staff's
preliminary review of the four RFPs submitted for consideration for the 3™ party
inspector on the Keystone Pipeline project. At that time staff indicated that cost
proposed by all vendors would exceed the siting application fee amount remaining in
PU-06-421. The Commission directed that staff should a recommendation for the
contract, after negotiations with bidders if appropriate.

Since that time | have completed a more thorough review, ranking the proposals in
accordance with the rating sheets included in the RFP. Generally, two of the vendors
rank similarly, with a significant difference in rank between the top two proposals and
the others. This memo is not the final staff recommendation, but serves as a cover for
docketing my review of the vendor proposals.

Other Notes:

Minnesota does not give preference to in-state bidders of similar work and
therefore the proposed rates by the vendor from Minnesota were not increased in
accordance with North Dakota preference laws.

495 PU-06-421 Filed: 6/9/2008
Staff Review of RFP Responses

Public Service Commission Staff
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND SCORING
Person or Firm Name _ A%Zic. Qw/ya‘\ex o {? Consh M—w Fre , [Vindtn 1)1
Name of Proposal Evaluation (PEC) Member _ Fatyy il Fazf,-/
Date of Review (ﬁ/‘//o 8 — ¢/528

RFP Title/Number

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF POINTS USED TO SCORE THIS CONTRACT IS 100

7.01
Understanding of the Project

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point ‘
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Has the offeror demonstrated a thorough understanding of the purpose and scope of the project?
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[b] How well has the offeror identified pertinent issues and potential problems related to the project?
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[c] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the dellverables the State expects |t to provide?
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[d] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the State's time schedule and can meet it?
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[e] Is the proposal submitted responsive to all material requirements in the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.01

7.02

Methodology Used for the Project

Weight 30 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 30 Percent = 30 Points

Rating Scale (30 POINT Maximum)
Point BT : :
. Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-7 Fair. Limited applicability
8-15 Good. Some applicability
16-23 Very Good. Substantial applicability
24-30 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual

questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Does the methodology depict a logical approach to fulfilling the requirements of the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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[b] Does the methodology match and achieve the objectives set out in the proposal?
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[c] Does the methodology interface with the time schedule in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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[d] Does the methodology have provisions for quality assurance?
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[e] Does it appear that offeror can meet the schedule set out in the RFP?
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[f] Has the offeror gone beyond the minimum tasks necessary to meet the objectives of the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES P

[0] Is the proposal practical, feasible, and with the budget?
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.02 /2

7.03
Experience and Qualifications

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point
- Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

VRN
[a] Do the individuals assigned to the project have experience on similar projects? <71« fCen Mo
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[b] Are resumes complete and do they demonstrate backgrounds that would be desirable for individuals

engaged in the work the RFP requires?
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[c] How extensive is the applicable education and experience of the personnel designated to work on the
project?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES Ao atdrspa_
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Questions regarding the firm.

[d] Has the firm demonstrated experience in completing similar projects on time and within budget?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES o

[e] How successful is the general history of the firm regarding timely and successful completion of
projects?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES iy e

[f] If references were required, did the references provide information to verify the satisfactory
performance of the vendor?™, 7

Al
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[g] Has the firm provided letters of reference from previous clients?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES o

[h] If a subcontractor will perform work on the project, how well does it measure up to the evaluation used
for the offeror?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.03

7.04
Quality of Written Proposal

Weight 10 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 10 Percent = 10 Points

Rating Scale (10 POINT Maximum)
Point '
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-2 Fair. Limited applicability
3-4 Good. Some applicability
5-7 Very Good. Substantial applicability
8-10 Excellent. Total applicability
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Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

[a] How well is the written proposal presented?

¥
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[b] How well is the proposal completely and clearly defined?
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[c] Is the organization of the written proposal clear?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES  ~#w /Mm.

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.04

7.05
Contract Cost

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points
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Applying Preference Laws

Any prompt payment discounts terms proposed by the offeror will not be considered in evaluating cost.
The cost amount used for evaluation may be affected by the application of North Dakota preference laws
(N.D.C.C. § 44-08-01). The preference given to a resident offeror will be equal to the preference given
or required by the state of the nonresident offeror (i.e. reciprocal preference).

When evaluating cost proposals from nonresident (out-of-state) offerors, determine whether the offeror's
state of residence has a preference law for vendors resident in that state. The cost proposal of the
nonresident offeror will be increased by the same percentage of preference given to vendors resident in

that state.

For example, if the state law of the nonresident offeror requires a 5% preference for vendors resident in
that state, the procurement officer will increase that offeror's cost proposal by 5% before evaluation.

See http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/SSD/SPO/reciprocal_detail.shtml for a list of States Preference Laws or
contact the North Dakota State Procurement Office at 701-328-2683.

Converting Cost to Points

After applying any reciprocal preference, the lowest cost proposal will receive the maximum number of
points allocated to cost. The point allocations for cost on the other proposals will be determined as
follows:

Price of Lowest Cost Proposal
Price of Proposal Being Rated X Total Points for Cost Available = Awarded Points

COST PROPOSAL EVALUATION

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.05
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Request for Proposal
Evaluation Summary

Name of RFP:

RFP Number RFEP Mertpe, FU-OG—Y 2.,

Vendor Being Evaluated: T e e M i
0 : 7
Evaluator Name: lpﬁ,ﬁq ke ol

SRAPRG

1 ! nderdlng of the Project
2. Methodology Used for the Project: 30
ek
3. Experience and Qualifications: 20
/0
4. Quality of Written Proposal: 10 é

Total
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND SCORING
. ‘ , c—
Person or Firm Name Me Clovn md As g?‘#ﬁ‘.«f-;f»ﬁ—a\ Ape, /?Jt»mal@é AL

- Bl Gk
Name of Proposal Evaluation (PEC) Member rcle ik

Date of Review &/ /) 0&
RFP NumArtn

RFP Title/Number FU -0 - 42/

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF POINTS USED TO SCORE THIS CONTRACT IS 100

7.01
Understanding of the Project

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point '
Value Explanation :
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Has the offeror demonstrated a thorough understanding of the purpose and scope of the project?
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[b] How well has the offeror identified pertinent issues and potential problems related to the project?
Gofran avwnnst s Rpp 00

EVALUATOR'S NOTES /u,bop,,:,é dl) (Lhs oy e
J

[c] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the deliverables the State expects it to provide?
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[d] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the State's time schedule and can meet it?
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[e] Is the proposal submitted responsive to all material requirements in the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES L’;@z.

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.01 /3

7.02
Methodology Used for the Project

Weight 30 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 30 Percent = 30 Points

Rating Scale (30 POINT Maximum)

“Point : : '

Value -Explanation :

0 None. Not addressed or response of no value

1-7 Fair. Limited applicability

8-15 Good. Some applicability

16-23 Very Good. Substantial applicability

24-30 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Does the methodology depict a logical approach to fulfilling the requirements of the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES lgx&

[b] Does the methodology match and achieve the objectives set out in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES M/ﬂ/—i

[c] Does the methodology interface with the time schedule in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES 2t .

[d] Does the methodology have provisions for quality assurance?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES LA

[e] Does it appear that offeror can meet the schedule set out in the RFP?
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[f] Has the offeror gone beyond the minimum tasks necessary to meet the objectives of the RFP?

—
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[g] Is the proposal practical, feasible, and with’r‘;he budget?
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EVALUATOR'S NOTES

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.02 /3

7.03
Experience and Qualifications

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

] Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point _
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

[a] Do the individuals assigned to the project have expenence on similar prOJects'7 2 s ;
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[b] Are resumes complete and do they demonstrate backgrounds that would be desirable for individuals
engaged in the work the RFP requires?

-
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[c] How extensive is the applicable education and experience of the personnel designated to work on the
project?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES 47%%31!/‘/; Zo de _,(4, //1:':/‘-{)/"4/ <
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Questions regarding the firm.

[d] Has the firm demonstrated experience in completing similar projects on time and within budget?
i gDr !
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[e] How successful is the general history of the firm regarding timely and successful completion of
projects?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES binelleriinssnis

[f] If references were required, did the references provide information to verify the satisfactory
performance of the vendor? "( , o~
N7 /f'.—'---b,(.,eM,LL()

EVALUATOR'S NOTES

[g] Has the firm provided letters of reference from previous clients?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES o

[h] If a subcontractor will perform work on the project, how well does it measure up to the evaluation used
for the offeror?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES /7/4-—
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.03

7.04
Quality of Written Proposal

Weight 10 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 10 Percent = 10 Points

Rating Scale (10 POINT‘Maximum)
Point
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-2 Fair. Limited applicability
3-4 Good. Some applicability
5-7 Very Good. Substantial applicability
8-10 Excellent. Total applicability
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Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out befott.” Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

o

[a] How well is the writterg:gﬁc:sal presented?
EVALUATOR'S NOTES ¢ ° g | 1ol 2ty good
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[b] How well is the proposal completely and clearly defined?
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[c] Is the organization of the written proposal clear?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES e ik

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.04

7.05
Contract Cost

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points
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Applying Preference Laws

Any prompt payment discounts terms proposed by the offeror will not be considered in evaluating cost.
The cost amount used for evaluation may be affected by the application of North Dakota preference laws
(N.D.C.C. § 44-08-01). The preference given to a resident offeror will be equal to the preference given
or required by the state of the nonresident offeror (i.e. reciprocal preference).

When evaluating cost proposals from nonresident (out-of-state) offerors, determine whether the offeror's
state of residence has a preference law for vendors resident in that state. The cost proposal of the
nonresident offeror will be increased by the same percentage of preference given to vendors resident in

that state.

For example, if the state law of the nonresident offeror requires a 5% preference for vendors resident in
that state, the procurement officer will increase that offeror's cost proposal by 5% before evaluation.

See http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/SSD/SPO/reciprocal detail.shtml for a list of States Preference Laws or
contact the North Dakota State Procurement Office at 701-328-2683.

Converting Cost to Points

After applying any reciprocal preference, the lowest cost proposal will receive the maximum number of
points allocated to cost. The point allocations for cost on the other proposals will be determined as
follows:

Price of Lowest Cost Proposal
Price of Proposal Being Rated X Total Points for Cost Available = Awarded Points

COST PROPOSAL EVALUATION

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.05
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Request for Proposal
Evaluation Summary

Name of RFP:

RFP Number RFP Mo, Pu-0b-42,

Vendor Being Evaluated: /e Ctenn cend ﬂSS“Mxm

Evaluator Name: %;A f’zjw’

ech

1. Understadlng of the Project

RS
2. Methodology Used for the Project: 30 S
3. Experience and Qualifications: 20 /)
4. Quality of Written Proposal: 10

Total

Y5
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND SCORING
Person or Firm Name K4 drmas Lee k& :)rew&sp-,,\,__. \/a/éla]_ C:j,‘ Af;z‘;;

Name of Proposal Evaluation (PEC) Member Patricle Fal..

Date of Review (/z/2og

RFP Title/Number FPu-0¢ - 42

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF POINTS USED TO SCORE THIS CONTRACT IS 100

7.01
Understanding of the Project

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

~ Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Has the offeror demonstrated a thorough understanding of the purpose and scope of the project?

s g 3
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[b] How well has the offeror identified pemnen@ nd potentnal&ob\_;s&elated to the project?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES wn et d) e mm,m Qn(w

[c] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the deliverables the State expects it to provide? \%%

EVALUATOR'S NOTES

[d] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the State's time schedule and can meet it? ﬂ(f%

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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[e] Is the proposal submitted responsive to all material requirements in the RFP? Ug’vo

EVALUATOR'S NOTES

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.01

7.02
Methodology Used for the Project

Weight 30 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 30 Percent = 30 Points

Rating Scale (30 POINT Maximum)
“Paint el Sy
. Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-7 Fair. Limited applicability
8-15 Good. Some applicability
16-23 Very Good. Substantial applicability
24-30 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Does the methodology depict a logical approach to fulfilling the requirements of the RFP?
-~ ,,___) i il i &0 i K A
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[b] Does the methodology match and achieve the objectives set out in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES

[c] Does the methodology interface with the time schedule in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES %o:_/
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[d] Does the methodology have provisions f@ igsu\ranceD
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[e] Does it appear that offeror can meet the schedule set out in the RFP?
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[f] Has the offeror gone beyond the minimum tasks necessary to meet the objectives of the RFP? %Md

EVALUATOR'S NOTES
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[g] Is the proposal practical, feasible, and with the budget? Pfoﬁﬁ.aﬂ 0 & pst—
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.02

7.03
Experience and Qualifications

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Vaiue for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

: Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point
Value | = Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

a] Do the individuals as&gned to the prOJect have experience on similar projects?
[al KM‘ /i} YDA ‘% Mojﬁqa e ~7P 12/74 007\06{!44 (!/ . Mvg/g_,,xpﬁ //Uﬂrét)
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[b] Are resumes complete and do they demonstrate backgrounds that would be desirable for individuals
engaged in the work the RFP requires?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES Cwm.lf? ?m\,{» 14§ condas_

[c] How extensive is the applicable education and experience of the personnel desi nated to work on the
project? o &J/ff" ~»/j 2 oﬂf‘-’“ «q 474/4&(
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Questions regarding the firm.

[d] Has the firm demonstrated experience in completing similar projects on time and within budget?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES __ 27 o

[e] How successful is the general history of the firm regarding timely and successful completion of
projects?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES -

[f] If references were required, did the references provide information to verify the satisfactory
performance of the vendor? \ A)@/‘ N_@.AL; IO

EVALUATOR'S NOTES MA~

[0] Has the firm provided letters of reference from previous clients?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES \/4"»

[h] If a subcontractor will perform work on the project, how well does it measure up to the evaluation used
for the offeror?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES o i

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.03 / g

7.04
Quality of Written Proposal

Weight 10 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 10 Percent = 10 Points

Rating Scale (10 POINT Maximum)
Point
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-2 Fair. Limited applicability
3-4 Good. Some applicability
5-7 Very Good. Substantial applicability
8-10 Excellent. Total applicability
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Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual

questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.
Questions regarding the personnel.
[a] How well is the written proposal presented?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES ST O e

[b] How well is the proposal completely and clearly defined?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES Lopcelle F-

[c] Is the organization of the written proposal clear?
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EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.04

7.05
Contract Cost

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points
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Applying Preference Laws

Any prompt payment discounts terms proposed by the offeror will not be considered in evaluating cost.
The cost amount used for evaluation may be affected by the application of North Dakota preference laws
(N.D.C.C. § 44-08-01). The preference given to a resident offeror will be equal to the preference given
or required by the state of the nonresident offeror (i.e. reciprocal preference).

When evaluating cost proposals from nonresident (out-of-state) offerors, determine whether the offeror’s
state of residence has a preference law for vendors resident in that state. The cost proposal of the
nonresident offeror will be increased by the same percentage of preference given to vendors resident in
that state.

For example, if the state law of the nonresident offeror requires a 5% preference for vendors resident in
that state, the procurement officer will increase that offeror’s cost proposal by 5% before evaluation.

See http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/SSD/SPO/reciprocal detail.shtml for a list of States Preference Laws or
contact the North Dakota State Procurement Office at 701-328-2683.

Converting Cost to Points

After applying any reciprocal preference, the lowest cost proposal will receive the maximum number of
points allocated to cost. The point allocations for cost on the other proposals will be determined as

follows:

Price of Lowest Cost Proposal
Price of Proposal Being Rated X Total Points for Cost Available = Awarded Points

COST PROPOSAL EVALUATION

(,(,,,\,‘,(,M,”/‘b KAZAMKZQ-

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.05
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Request for Proposal
Evaluation Summary

Name of RFP: RF}Q We PL(—OGfo'Z/

RFP Number

Vendor Being Evaluated: /(&erms Z&L & j é'k:/cggm\.

Evaluator Name: P Q)s[f‘ﬂc;o F%A/L

ate'
‘Tech

1. Understanding of the Project

/g

2. Methodology Used for the Project: 30

27
3. Experience and Qualifications: 20 / &
4. Quality of Written Proposal: 10

Total
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND SCORING

Person or Firm Name Pr%% Wl &Am/o e\,{,(o , ch

Coen (Capedo NS
Name of Proposal Evaluation (PEC) Member Pﬂ‘fraé F M n / /

Date of Review é‘/{/pﬁ
RFP Title/Number ___IRFP Mo Ph- 06-y/2 4

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF POINTS USED TO SCORE THIS CONTRACT IS 100

7.01
Understanding of the Project

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point B
Value Explanation -
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Has the offeror demonstrated a thorough understandmg of the purpose and scope of the pro;ect'?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES *'éﬁé‘w o :ZK' KFP 2 4‘”” e Jﬂ /e [" ")"-’ i 7 “”” é’ wit M"ﬂ“”
)ﬂ' Lv’au/w Cz. «(}14,27&, 4’3 'fé:e.e,fﬁ I?I..aj.’@,: _Mm, o

[b] How well has the offeror identifi ed pertinent issues and potential problems related to the project?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES . p:('m:?“/e D of broit-ere. wosna St o Jaﬁd*(ﬁ’é#/)

[c] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the deliverables the State expects it to provide?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES _ betlorn el & pl — g7

[d] Has the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the State's time schedule and can meet it?

%
EVALUATOR'S NOTES .
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[e] Is the proposal submitted responsive to all material requirements in the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES %m

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.01 / 7

7.02
Methodology Used for the Project

Weight 30 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 30 Percent = 30 Points

Rating Scale (30 POINT Maximum)
‘Point -] .
Value Explanation i
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-7 Fair. Limited applicability
8-15 Good. Some applicability
16-23 Very Good. Substantial applicability
24-30 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

[a] Does the methodology depict a logical approach to fulfilling the requirements of the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES %}Zd-

[b] Does the methodology match and achieve the objectives set out in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES //o{/‘:

[c] Does the methodology interface with the time schedule in the proposal?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES 2 pr%«%

[d] Does the methodology have provisions for quality assurance?

/7 ——— e )
EVALUATOR'S NOTES % b, U’?‘s"a)??[,’“ (Prriatoin &M«Aup Crunged
¥ [7] T

[e] Does it appear that offeror can meet the schedule set out in the RFP?

e
EVALUATOR'S NOTES PU
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[f] Has the offeror gone beyond the minimum tasks necessary to meet the objectives of the RFP?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES \4"“

[g] Is the proposal practical, feasible, and with the budget?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES [4'}«'; neo  he

2E

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.02

7.03
Experience and Qualifications

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Rating Scale (20 POINT Maximum)
Point A
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-5 Fair. Limited applicability
6-10 Good. Some applicability
11-15 Very Good. Substantial applicability
16-20 Excellent. Total applicability

Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual
questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.

Questions regarding the personnel.

[a] Do the individuals assigned to the project have experience on similar projects?

] / »‘M‘ » -\.\
EVALUATOR'S NOTES GYeo, Guude telenaiie,

17

[b] Are resumes complete and do they demonstrate backgrounds that would be desirable for individuals

engaged in the work the RFP requires? . i y
/V“T”'(/ At /ﬂJ_‘_Am?\f L /&44,j—g.¢.f:'7¢:y-; ,_,.m:y-u‘.,ef{-,,o 4 (.’:&rg;cag{) ﬂWJO Pl

EVALUATOR'S NOTES __gergln ,om,w.e}@ Man et o ém/u:fh.e_mﬁ S
\J//ZM, _,e’im;l;ﬁig /Lehfw/fe},x.a‘ ) g .

[c] How extensive is the applicable education and experience of the personnel designated to work on the
project?

/]
EVALUATOR'S NOTES ___»&%& L&
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Questions regarding the firm.

[d] Has the firm demonstrated experience in completing similar projects on time and within budget?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES o

[e] How successful is the general history of the firm regarding timely and successful completion of
projects?
>

EVALUATOR'S NOTES

[f] If references were requrred did the references provide information to verify the satisfactory

performance of the vegdor” o

EVALUATOR'S NOTES ’tf’ff e @ M&w é%/r\,«/vf Sty 2R T IVN L
7 @ 7

[g] Has the firm provided letters of reference from previous clients?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES ,4,@,__,[_]&? 7

[h] If a subcontractor will perform work on the project, how well does it measure up to the evaluation used
for the offeror?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES éws/ jfﬂf»c//ftr’ ~7

e ":'"";é-*".:;,.‘(’,'-"(,’,ﬂ,)'-p’\A...-

/5~

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.03

7.04
Quality of Written Proposal

Weight 10 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 10 Percent = 10 Points

Rating Scale (10 POINT Maximum)
Point
Value Explanation
0 None. Not addressed or response of no value
1-2 Fair. Limited applicability
3-4 Good. Some applicability
5-7 Very Good. Substantial applicability
8-10 Excellent. Total applicability
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Proposals will be evaluated against the questions set out below. Do not assign points to individual

questions, instead, award a total score for each evaluation criterion.
Questions regarding the personnel.
[a] How well is the written proposal presented?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES __ -#» Co{/(::vﬁ

[b] How well is the proposal completely and clearly defined?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES fﬂeﬁﬁm./{" 5

[c] Is the organization of the written proposal clear?

EVALUATOR'S NOTES el D~

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.04

7.05
Contract Cost

Weight 20 Percent. Maximum Point Value for this Section
100 Points x 20 Percent = 20 Points

Page 30
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Applying Preference Laws

Any prompt payment discounts terms proposed by the offeror will not be considered in evaluating cost.
The cost amount used for evaluation may be affected by the application of North Dakota preference laws
(N.D.C.C. § 44-08-01). The preference given to a resident offeror will be equal to the preference given
or required by the state of the nonresident offeror (i.e. reciprocal preference).

When evaluating cost proposals from nonresident (out-of-state) offerors, determine whether the offeror's
state of residence has a preference law for vendors resident in that state. The cost proposal of the
nonresident offeror will be increased by the same percentage of preference given to vendors resident in
that state.

For example, if the state law of the nonresident offeror requires a 5% preference for vendors resident in
that state, the procurement officer will increase that offeror's cost proposal by 5% before evaluation.

See hitp://www.oregon.gov/DAS/SSD/SPO/reciprocal detail.shtml for a list of States Preference Laws or
contact the North Dakota State Procurement Office at 701-328-2683.

Converting Cost to Points

After applying any reciprocal preference, the lowest cost proposal will receive the maximum number of
points allocated to cost. The point allocations for cost on the other proposals will be determined as
follows:

Price of Lowest Cost Proposal
Price of Proposal Being Rated X Total Points for Cost Available = Awarded Points

COST PROPOSAL EVALUATION

EVALUATOR'S POINT TOTAL FOR 7.05
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Request for Proposal
Evaluation Summary

Name of RFP:
RFP Number RFe No. Cli-06-i/2 ;

Vendor Being Evaluated: phxgﬂu,ce, E(/Kﬂo/ag:z,os; <+ lne ,
Evaluator Name: ’%}n;jo é&iv

1. Understanding of the Project . ‘ : 20 7] 7
2. Methodology Used for the Project: 30 : 2
3. Experience and Qualifications: 20

4. Quality of Written Proposal: 10 /O

Total é X "
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