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Evaluation Criteria AECOM Technicial
Services, Inc

Barge Design
Solutions, Inc

CDM Smith Gresham Smith KCI Technologies, Inc STV Incorporated Thompson
Engineering

Round 1
Solicitation Acceptance Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Contract Acceptance Yes Yes Yes Yes, with exceptions Yes Yes Yes, with
ISA Questionnaire Completed and Terms Accepted Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points) 28 25 27 25 25 20 18
Relevant Project Experience (30 Points) 28 26 27 25 25 20 15
Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points) 38 37 35 37 35 32 20

Round 1 Totals 94 88 89 87 85 72 53

Weaknesses Q#2 Firm only presented one NEPA and BRT projects. Firm did not present project of similar scope as this project.
Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)

CDM Smith

Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)

Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)

Weaknesses Q#2 Firm's explanation as to how the invididual qualifications and specialized expertise is related to the proposed scope of services.

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

RFQ# 364290 East Bank North/South Multi Modal Boulevard

Strength & Weaknesses
AECOM Technical Services, Inc

Barge Design Services
Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#3 Project Schedule did not list subtasks.

Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#2 Resumes did not provide details related to the qualifications and expertise of individuals and schedule of assigned projects.

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below. Q#2 Firm provided a good variety of relevant projects with good NEPA representation.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not adequately demostrate experience of team working together.
Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm's understanding of the outlined scope requirements. Reference to Jefferson St. incorrect. Q#2 TDOT not providing funding.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm not clear on which team members worked on which projects.

Weaknesses Q#2 Resumes did not provide details related to the qualifications are related to the scope of services. Firm's individuals anticipated percentage of time to be dedicated to the scope of services. Q#3 Firm's availability
of appropriate staff throughout the project.
Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm's understanding of the outlined scope requirements lacked details and unique approach. Q#3 No subtasks listed.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
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Weaknesses Q#1 Firm's response lacked details. Q#2 Firm's approach had no focus on environmental or public engagement. Q#3 Firm did not provide a schedule.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm has a very small team and do not have large staffing. Q#2 Only one team member has NEPA experience. Q#4 Firm did not provide an answer.

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not provide an answer. Q#2 Firm did not provide any relevant project experience. Q#3 Firm did not provide an answer. Q#4 Firm did not provide an answer.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)

Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm's team is not local. Firm's primary resource does not have active project listed. Q#2 Firm's qualifications do not cover many of projects scope tasks. Q#3 Firm's financial condition.

Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not demonstrate an understanding of the scope requirements related to NEPA document. Q#2 Firm did not mention their BRT approach. Q#3 Firm's schedule proposed is not realistic, phasing order
not practical.

Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

Thompson Engineering

STV Incorporated

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not demonstrate project team ever working on any other projects together. Q#2 Firms projects only had one example of an environmental project and no public engagement listed and stormwater only
briefly addressed. Firm did not list any NEPA projects. Q#4 Firm did not provide an answer.
Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below. Q#1 Firm's listing of deliverables.
Weaknesses Q#2 Firm's approach lacks local components on the project team. Firm not demonstrate a familarity of Nashville. Firm's approach relies too much on a one firm. Q#3 Some of firm's tasks are outside of scope.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below. Q#2 Firm team has good NEPA experience.
Weaknesses Q#1 Lead person did not lead any BRT related projects. Q#2 Firm's team's qualifications not equivilent to this project's scope. Q#2 One of the firm's listed team members no longer with the firm.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not demonstrate combined experience of team working together on projects. Q#2 Firm's projects did not demonstrate BRT experience. Firm's projects not of same size and scope of this project.

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not demonstrate an understanding of the scope requirements. Q#2 Firm's plan would not be effective with key components of timing with stadium.

KCI Technologies, Inc
Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)

Weaknesses Q#1 Firm did not demonstrate coordination between teams. Q#2 Firm's projects did not demonstrate BRT experience.

Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

Management Plan and Approach and Schedule (40 Points)

Relevant Project Experience (30 Points)

Team Structure, Qualifications and Capacity (30 Points)
Strengths Firm's response addressed everything we requested in the RFP except for the weaknesses noted below.
Weaknesses Q#1 Firm's organization chart did not clearly define team structure. Q#2 Firm's individual qualifications lacks public staffing experience.

Gresham Smith
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Ferguson, Scott (Finance)

From: Carr, Joe Ann (Finance - Contract Compliance)
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 3:19 PM
To: Ferguson, Scott (Finance)
Cc: Frye, Jeremy (Finance); Wood, Christopher (Finance - Procurement)
Subject: RFP#364290 East Bank North/South Multi-Modal Boulevard (A&E); M/WBE Utilization and SBE/SDV 

Assessment
Attachments: RFP 364290 SBE Assessment AE.pdf; RFP 364290 MWBE Utilization AE.pdf

Scott,

Please see the attached EBO ProgramM/WBE Utilization Form and SBE/SDV Assessment for this solicitation.

The proposer is compliant with the EBO Program goals applied, is not an approved Metro SBE/SDV, has proposed Metro
approved SBEs and has acknowledged participation expectations and consequences of misrepresentation.

This contract will require monitoring in the B2Gnow system. Please contact me with questions.

Thanks,
JoeAnn Carr
Department of Finance
O ce of Minority and Women Business Assistance (BAO)
Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County
730 2nd Avenue South, 2nd Floor; PO Box 196300
Nashville, TN 37219 6300
(p) 615 880 2338 (f) 615 862 6175





Primary Contractor                   

SBE/SDV
Requirement       

Acknowledged?    Comments

AECOM Technical
Services, Inc

The proposer acknowledged the SBE/SDV 14 % 
requirement participation expectation which has been set 
over the life of the contract, as required by the solicitation. 
The prime is not an approved SBE/SDV and proposed the 
engagement of SBE firms; Burch Transportation LLC, CIA, 
Civil Infrastructure Associates, LLC, Hodgson and Douglas 
LLC, and Pillars Development LLC

BAO SBE Assessment Sheet

BAO Specialist: JoeAnn Carr

Contract Specialist: Scott Ferguson

Date: 03/15/24

Department Name: NDOT

RFP/ITB Number: 364290

Project Name: East Bank North/South Multi-Modal Boulevard (A&E)

 Yes


