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Organizational Structure

■ DOT appoints multidisciplinary team to 
review proposals
– Evaluation and Selection Recommendation 

Committee (ESRC)
– Selection Advisory Committee (SAC)
– Three Technical Subcommittees

■ Technical Subcommittees
– Legal/Administrative Subcommittee
– Development Plan Evaluation Subcommittee (DPES)
– Financial Proposal Evaluation Subcommittee (FPES)



Proposal Review & Evaluation



Development Plan & Financial Plan

■ Project Development Plan consists of:
– Project Management Plan
– Quality Management Plan
– Technical Approach

■ Financial Plan consists of:
– Financial Letters
– Financial Strategy
– Financial Model
– Cost and Pricing Data



Pass/Fail & Responsiveness Evaluation

■ Technical proposals to be evaluated based 
on following pass/fail criteria:
– Business form of the proposer and team members
– DBE certification
– Proposer information, certifications and signed 

statements
– Proposal security
– Commitment dates
– Required portions of the Technical Proposal



Financial Proposals–Evaluation Pass/Fail

■ Proposer’s financial condition/capabilities
– Current financial strength
– Credit quality
– Current/pending claims, litigation or equivalent

■ Sufficient financing
– Overall feasibility of proposed Financial Proposal 
– Robustness of results
– Terms/and conditions of the financing 
– Guarantees and other security
– Level of commitment of major participants with direct 

equity interest 
– Level of commitment demonstrated by potential 

lenders
– Likelihood of reaching financial close by deadline



Financial Proposals–Evaluation Pass/Fail, cont.

■ Lender support letters
■ Assurance that private equity will be in place
■ Toll rate setting framework
■ Ratio of net present value of Annual Lease 

Payment to the Upfront Concession 
Payment



Evaluation of 
Project Development Plan & Schedule

■ Project Development Plan evaluation factors
– Project management approach (all of equal importance)

• General project management and key personnel
• Mentoring/training
• Design and construction management
• Operations management
• Public information/communications
• Risk management
• Maintenance management
• Schedule, cost control and quantity estimating
• Environmental management



Technical Proposals

■ Technical Solutions 
– Most important

• Tolling and intelligent transportation systems
• Routine, preventative and reactive maintenance
• Road operations

– 2nd most important
• Schedule, construction sequencing, and traffic 

management
• Roadway and drainage
• Bridges and structures

– Least important
• Aesthetic design concepts
• Programmed major maintenance, renewals, and capital 

works
• Connectivity



Quality Management

■ Quality Management Approach 
(of equal importance)
– Design and construction quality
– Operations and maintenance quality



Financial Proposal Evaluation

■ Determined using the Net Present Value 
(NPV) of the offer

■ 5% discount rate
■ NPV of upfront lump sum payment amount 

plus net present value of the sum of the 
guaranteed constant Annual Lease Payment 
amounts



Adjectival Ratings



Adjectival to Numerical



Best Value Determination–SH121 (DBFO)

■ Based on 80-10-10 point scale
– Price 80 points max, technical 10 points max, 

schedule 10 points max (Total possible points = 100)
■ Total proposal score = price score + 

technical score + schedule score
– Price score =

• (Proposer’s NPV ÷ best proposal NPV) x 80
– Technical score =

• ESRC evaluation score (100 points max) x 0.10
– Schedule score =

• (Total days saved ÷ maximum days saved) x 10



■ Basis of final total proposal score (FTPS) 
was established in the RFP

■ PPV – Price Proposal Value

15% Technical 
Component

Ranked against highest 
technical score from 

any Proposer

85% Price 
Component

Ranked against lowest 
PPV from any Proposer

Technical Score                           Low PPV
High Tech. Score                               PPVFTPS = 15  +                        85

Best Value Determination–SH130 Design Build



Best Value Determination – TTC-35 
(Strategic Partner)



Best Value Determination – TTC-35



OIPP – Oregon Innovative Partnership Program

■ The qualifications and experience of the 
proposers 

■ Their approach to and understanding of the 
project 

■ Their plans for gaining public support of the 
proposal, and 

■ Proposed compensation arrangements 



OTC
(Actions Oct. 19, 2005)

Director
(Completed Oct. 3, 2005)

ODOT Evaluation Team
(Completed Sep. 30, 2005)

Innovative Partnerships Manager (Chair)
Deputy Director – Highway

Technical Services Branch Manager
Region One Manager
Region Two Manager

ODOT Technical Review Team
(Completed Sep. 12, 2005)

• Environmental • Financial
• Engineering • Project Development

OIPP Proposals
(Received Aug. 29, 2005)

Interviews
(Completed Sep. 28, 2005)

Local Consultations
(Completed Sep. 16, 2005)

Consultant Technical 
Reports

(Completed Sep. 21, 2005)

References
(Completed Sep. 29, 2005)

Proposals Review & Evaluation Process 
for OIPP RFP 



OIPP

■ The eligible Adjective Ratings ranged from 
Excellent to Poor 

■ Individual members of the TRT prepared 
their scores 

■ Joint meeting was held where a consensus 
score was developed for each criteria



Summary

■ Development Plan and Financial Plan are 
separate reviews

■ Each subcommittee reaches consensus
■ Evaluation Selection Team combines the 

scores and selects the best value
■ Best Value Formulas – Typically not based 

on Low Bid
– Need to decide on the spilt between price and 

technical



Are There Any . . . 

Questions

Comments

Concerns


