9-I
Office of the Town Administrator

Date: January §, 2022

To: Landfill Closure File

‘own Members, Town'clerk, Town Solicitor
Town Administrator, Chris Cotta

Selection process and overall recommendations:

As described in a 12/20/21 email to all above, on 10/28/21 the Town received the bid packages from the
following vendors: :

Technical Score Cost Score Total Rank
Manafort Brothers Inc. ' 53.3 27.2 80.5 3
E.T. &L. Corp 49,5 281 77.6 5
J.H. Lynch & Sons Inc. 59.0 . 30.0 89.0 1
DiGregorio, Inc. o 50.9 28.8 79.7 4
Charter Contracting Company, LLC 60.0 27.6 . 876 2

The bid packages were segregated into two components, a technical proposal worth up to 70 points and
a cost proposal worth up to 30 points. Between 10/28/21 and 12/20/21 the technical proposals were
reviewed by Pare Engineering to ensure conformity to the required bid specification. After their review,
they met with Director Rogers and myself to explain the ranking system designed to evaluate each
technical proposal in a fair and equitabie manner. This evaluation was required as part of the
procurement process we laid out in the bid documents. Attached are the evaluations of the technicat
review and the summary sheet scores of how they ended up. Both Director Rogers and | agreed
completely with the evaluations as we had read the technical submissions separately from Pare

Engineering. .

The Costs component was broken into two parts, fixed base bid costs and an alternate bid item costs.
Pare Engineering will describe the rationale for both components. At the end of the project both
components are required to be completed to satisfy RIDEM closure requirements.

The following represents the costs proposals submitted:

Base Bid Alternate bid  Total Costs Score Rank
Manafort Brothers Inc, 8,455,964 4,010,004 12,465,968 27.2 5
E.T. & L. Corp 8,365,640 3,747,785 12,113,424 281 3
J.H. Lynch & Sons Inc. 7,776,500 3,626,250 11,402,750 30.0 1
DiGregorio Inc, 8,287,275 3,582,605 11,869,880 28.8 2
Charter Contracting Co, LLC 8,811,810 .3,505,690 12,317,500 27.6 4

Town of Tiverton / /2, 3)




Pare Engineering staff, Director Rogers and myself interviewed the top two firms construction managers,
superintendents, job estimators, owners and their largest subcontractor used for this project to ascertain
the validity of the bid submission and to ensure the staff they represented would be assigned to the actual
job would be the ones actually performing if awarded the contract. Additionally we validated the
equipment needed to execute the job specification requirements were assets available for this job. We
discussed issues involving change order processing; the town’s expectation with regard to change orders
and we discussetd communication and safety concerns regarding this joh.

We all agreed the lowest bidder can and should be awarded this contract. The second ranked firm has
done more landfills in the Northeast but the cost differential was able to be justified through our
deliberations.

In addition to recommending that J.H. Lynch and Sons be awarded the landfill closure contract, the Town
~ Council will need to corisider two additional financial components to this project as they are not imbedded
In the bid award for this contract. The Town will need to engage a firm to oversee as the clerk of the
works this project, | would like the Town Council fo consider asking Pare Engineering to submit a contract
addendum to the existing professional services contract they maintain today to oversee this project. They
are Intimately familiar with all the RIDEM requirements for this closure project. Additionally, there needs
to be some funding allocated as a contingency for this project. | believe discussions with Pare Engineering,
Director Rogers and myself with the Town Council wiil provide a clear need for and possible amount
needed to be set aside for this project.
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CRURPORATION

"FIVERTON LANDFILL CLOSURE
IDS RECEIVED AND OPENED OCTOBER 28, 2021

DECEMBER 14,2021
QUALIFICATIONS SCORE
40 POINTS 20 POINTS 10 POINTS
T ZOPOINTS 30 POINTS | 100 POINTS
BIDDER - | FINANCIAL | PROJECT TOTAL p—
RESUME | oy | merErences | SCHEDULE | AVAILABILITY | SUBCONTRACTOR | SUBCONTRACTOR | BID PACKAGE QUALIFICATIONS | COST SCORE | TOTAL SCORE
SCOR
E SCORE SCORE SCORE SCORE REFERENCE SCORE | RESUME SCORE | QUALITY SCORE SCORE _
Maximum Score 12.0 2.0 20.0 20 4.0 10.0 100 10.0 70.0 30.6 100.0
Charter Contracting Company 6.2 2.0 15.0 2.0 4.0 100 6.8 100 60.0 #DIV/OL #DIV/0!
DiGregorio Corporation 6.6 2.0 17.3 1.4 2.8 8.0 48 8.0 50.9 #DIv/o! #DIV/O!
ETL Corp 2.6 0.0 183 1.0 2.8 10.0 6.8 2.0 49.5 #bIv/0! #DIV/0!
JH Lyneh and Sons ] R 2.0 16.2 2.0 4.0 10.0 6.8 9.0 58.0 #DIV/0! #DIV/o!
Manafort Brothers 5.8 2.0 16.1 . 16 4.0 10.0 6.8 7.0 53.3 #OIV/Ol | #D/o!




o oo TIVERTON LANDFILL CLOSURE

| C’P : R - BIDS REGEIVED AND OPENED OCTOBER 28, 2021
’ o ; BID EVALUATION

mﬁﬁ - QUALIFICATIONS SCORING .

+-Charter:Gontracting: Gompany
'DECEMBER'8,2021 -

1. 40 points— Prime Contractor Experience and Qualifications
a. Resumes for nrolect managers and key personnel. Scora Weight | Wt. Score Comments
Provided requested resumes {0-5} 5.0 1.0 1.0
PM resume - 20+ years experlence and landfill experience (0-5) 5.0 3.0 3.0
Super resume - 20+ years experience and 10 years landfill exp {0-5) 2.0 4.0 16 [<20yrs, only 2 [andiills
Closure Turf experlence {0-5) 0.0 30 0.0 no closure turf expertence
Lotal experlence (RI/NE)} of PM/Superintendent (0-5) 3.0 10 0.6 NE butso 8]
RESUME SCORE 2.0 6.2

b. Financial stability of the firm. | Score Welght | WL Score
Bonding Capacity | 5o 2.0 20 |s150/5250

FINANCIAL STABILITY SCORE 2.0 2.0

¢, Project references for simitar and tecent projects Polrier| Carter | Petit JicKennddagglarfonversf haskell] Avg Score | Welght | WA, Score
Questionnalre
1. Competence of Project Manager

Poor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shortages
or deizys with manpowey, materials and/or equipment,
Excellent understanding of tha project requirements, no probiems
with manpower, materials and/or equlpment,

2. Competence of Superlntendent

Poor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shortages
or delays with manpower, materials and/ar equipment. 5 5 5 2
£xcellent understanding of the project requlrements, na problems
with manpower, materlals and/or equipment.

3. Quality of Work
Poor workmanshlp, disregard for drawings and specifications,
needed ¢onstant oversight.
Excelfent workmanship, understood what was requlred, worked d 5 i 3 § 5 § &1 125 118
well without oversight.

4. Quality of Site Control
Poor management of dust, eroslon controls, nolse and traffic
and/or frequent complalnis. 5 5 5 3 T 5 5 it 1,60 094

5 § 5 4.6 175 1.60

Excellent management of dust, eraslon controls, nolse and trafile,
5. Ovarall Owner/Engineer/Public Interaction
Peor commun{cation skils, frequent misunderstanding or
ronfrontatlon, difficulty scheduling meetings. 5 5 5 2 5
Excellent co fcation skills, highly organized,
&, Schedule Expectatlons
Very unrealistic schedule or did not provide schedule despite Owner
request.
Very reallstlc schedule, provided In a imely manner.
7. Delivery of the Project on Time

Frequently missed milestones, project was signlficantly delayed duse
to factors complately within the Contractor's control, 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 46 1.00 051
Mliasteres were consistently met, project was completed on
schedule ar was completed within a tima frame constdering factors
outslde of the Contractor's controf,

8, How Legitimate were the Change Order Requests?

(ne or more of the chapge orders were baseless, ,
All of the change order(s) were Justified or requested hythe Owner { 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4.6
{or no change orders requested).

9, Haw Reasonahle were the Cost of the Change Crders?
The value of the change order(s} were excessive; dcfﬁcui
negotiation process. s | 5| s | af 4] s]s 46 125 114
The value of the change orders was very falr; negotiation was
respectful {or no change orders were requested),

10, Management of Sub-Contractors,

Poor quality of work by sub-contractars, frequent scheduling
problegns, _ 515 ) s | 4] 35 {5} 5| 42 075 073 ,;
Eaucellent quality of work by sub-contractors, worked seamlassly {
with Contractor.

11. Project Organization
Poor organization skills, pesformed viork without approved
submilttals, submittal process cumbersome, 5 3 4 2 5 5 g a4 075 066
Excellent organization skills, ensured submittals were organized and
timely,

12, Overall Experlence With the Contracter
If given the choice, would not work with again. 5 5 I 5 | 3 P 5 I s i 47 1 1375 l 65
Wauld highly recommend,

125 4




Pare Evalualion
Company has performed recent, refevant projects (0-5) 5.0 20 2.0 |7 relevant profects, no closura turf
MNumber of References that responded (G for none, 5 for 5 or morej 5.0 40 4.0 Contacled 9 of § references provided
PROJECT REFERENCES SCORE|  20.0 19,0
d. Schadule Score Welght | Wi. Score
Is the schedule reasonzble (0-5) 5.0 1.0 1.0 tasks/sub
tasks listed
I3 [t complete, easy to read and understaad [0-5} . 5.0 1.0 1.0 all tasks/sub task liste
SCHEDULE SCORE 2.0 2.0
e, Avallabllity of equi| tand p | Score Welght | Wt. Scare
Do they have the equlpment needed to perfarm this pralect (0-5) 5.0 20 2.0 |Equi t provided
Do they have the manpower ta perform this project {0-5) 5.0 2,0 2.0 |Manpower provided +
AVAILABILITY SCORE 4.0 4.0
TOTAL PRIME CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCOREi 40.0 l 33,2
2. 20 points — Major Subcontractors and Materia) Suppllers’ Experiance and Quallfications {all subtontractors and vendors rasponsibla for greater than 10% of the overall
project cast)
a. Project references for similar and recent projects [subcontiaclors aad material supptlers). Score Welght | Wt. Score
subcontractar's experlence on stmiiar projects {0-5) 5.0 50 5.0  |NE Liner - 7 closure torf projects
material supplier's experienca on slmtlar prajects {0-5} 5.0 50 5.0
SUBCONTRACTOR REFERENCE SCORE| 100 10.0
h. Resumes for project managers and key personnel {subconiractors). Score Welght | Wt. Score
Provided requested resumes [0-5) 5.0 25 | 25
PM/Super resumes - 10+ years experience landfills {0-5) 5.0 2.5 2.5 Super 15 years, PM 30
Closure Turf experignce {0-5) 1.0 A0 2.8  ISuper has 1 closure turf, PM unknown
Lacal experience [RI/NE} of PM/Superintendent {0-5) 5.8 1.0 1.9 [Superand PM 3 Rl prajects
SUBCONTRACTOR RESUME SCORE 100 88
l TOTAL SUB-CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE; 20.0 I 16.8 f
3. 10 points - Overzll Quallty of the Bid Package I
a. Completeness and organizatlon, Score Welght | Wt, Score |
Cornpleteness (0=a lot missing, 5= everything requested was provided} 50 50 5.0 fvery organized, complete, followed RFP |
Organlzatlon {O=highly disorganized, 5= highly arganized) 5.0 5.0 5.0 numbering
BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE|  10.0 100
TOTAL BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE' 10. ] 10,0
| 70.0 | 60.0

TOTAL QUALIFICATIONS SCORE]|
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CORPORATION

BIDS RECEIVED AND QOPENED CCTOBER 28, 2021
BID EVALUATION

QUALIFICATIONS SCORING
JH Lynch and Sons -

DECEMBER 8, 2021
1, 490 polnts — Prime Contrackor Experience and Qualifications
a. R for project managers and key personnel. Score Welght | Wt. Score Comments
Provided requested resumes {0-5) 5.0 10 1.0
PM resume - 20+ years experlence and Jandfill experlence {0-5) 5.0 30 30
Super resume - 20+ years experlence and 10 yesrs landfill exp (0-5) 5.0 4.0 A0
Closure Turf experfence (0-5) 0.0 3.0 0.0 nio closure st experience
iccal experfence {RI/NE) of PM/Superintendent {0-5) 5.0 1.0 1.0
RESUME SCORE 120 9.0
b, Fisancial stability of the firm. | “score Welght | Wi, Score
Bonding Capacity 1 59 20| 20  [$225/3500
FINANCIAL STABILITY SCORE 2.9 2.0

¢ Project references for simifar and receat profecls -

A forv] Inga [

I

FaveScore| Welght | Wt Score

Questiennalra

1. Competence of Project Manager

Peor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shortages
or delays with p , materlals and/or equipment.

Excellent understanding of the project requirements, no probiems

45

125

113

with many , Materlals and/or equipment

2. Competence of Superintendent

Poor understanding of the project requlrements, frequent shortages
or delays with snanpawer, materials and/or equipment.

Excelient understanding of the project requirements, no prablems

4.5

178

158

with p / {als 3ndfor equipment.

3, Quality of Work

Poos warkmanship, disregard for drawings and specifications,
needed constant aversight.

Excellent workmanshfp, understood what was required, worked
well without oversight.

125

113

4. Quallty of Site Control

Paor management of dust, eroslon controls, nolse and traffle
andfor frequent complalnts.

Is, nolse and trafflc.

45

1.00

050

Excellant mar of dust, erosion con

5, Qverall Owner/Enghneer/Publlc Interzetion

Poor communication skills, frequent misunderstanding or
confrontation, difficuity scheduling meetings,

Excellent communication skllls, highly organized,

4.5

1.00

0.30

6, 5cheduie Fxpectations

Very unrealistic schedule or did not provide schedule despite Owner
reguest.

Veyy.realistic schedule, provided [n a timely manner,

4.5

100

0.0

7. Delivery of the Project on Time

Frequently missed milestones, profect was slgeificantly delayed due
to factors completely within the Contractor's control.

Mifestones were cansistently met, project was completed on
schedule or was completed within a timea frame consldering factors
outslde of the Contractor's control,

4.5

i00

0.0

8, How Legitimate wate the Change Order Requests¥

One or more of the change orders were baseless,

Al of the change order{s} were Justified or requested by the Owner
{or na change orders requested).

4.5

125

113

3. How Reasonable were the Cost of the Change Orders?

The value of the change arder(s) were excessive; difficuit
tation process.

‘The value of the change orders was very falr; negotiation was

45

125

1a3

respectful {or no change orders were r d).

of Sub-Contractors.

10, A

Poor quality of work by sub-centractors, frequent scheduling
prablems. -

Excellent quallty of work by sub-contractors, warked seamlessly
with Contractor.

A0

0.75

0.60

11, Project Organizatl

Poar organizatlon skills, performed work without approved
bimlttals, submitial process cumbersome.

Excellent organization skills, ensured submittals were organized and
timely,

50

075

0.75

12. Qvarall Experlence with the Contractor

If given the cholce, would not work with again,

Would highly recommend,

| 45

178

158




Pare Evaluatlon

Company has performed recent, relevant projects {0-5) 5.0 2,0 2.0 {5 recent, no closure turf
Number of References that responded {0 for none, 5 for 5 or more) 2.0 4.0 16  |Contacted 2 of 2 references provided
PROJECT REFERENCES SCORE}  20.¢ 16.2
d, Schedula Scare Welght | Wt. Scare
Is tha schedule reasonabie {0-5) 50 10 10 very datalled
Is it complete, easy to read and understand {0-5] 54 ia i0
SCHEDULE SCORE 20 2.0
e, Availahility of equipment and personnel. Score Welght | Wt, Score
Do they have the equipment needed to perfarm this praject (6-5) 5.0 2.0 2.0  |Equlpment provided
Do they have the manpower ta perfarm this profect {0-5} 50 2.0 2,0 Manpower provided
AVAILABILITY SCORE 4.0 4.0

TOTAL PRIME CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE] 400 | 33.2

2. 20 polnts — Major Subcentractors and Material Suppliers’ Experience and Qualifications {all subcontractors and vendors responsible for greater than 10% of the overalf

project cost)
a. Profect references for stmilar and recent projects (subcontractors and materiai suppliers}. Score Welght | Wr. Score
subcentractor's expesience on simifar projects {0-5) 5.0 5.0 5.0 NE Liner - 7 closure turf projects

5.0 S0 5.0
SUBCONTRACTOR REFERENCE SCORE{  10.0 10.0

material supplier's expecience on similar profects {0-5}

b, Resumes for project managers and key personnel {subcontractors), "I Score Welght | Wt Score
Provided requested resumes (0-5) 5.0 2.5 2.5
PM/Super resumes -~ 10+ years experience landfills (0-5} 5.0 2.5 25 Super 15 years, PM 30
Closura Turf expertence (6-5) 1,5 4,0 0.8 Super has 1 closure turf, PM unknown
Logal experlence (RI/NE) of PM/Superintendent (0-5) 5.0 1.0 1.0 |Superand PM 3 Rl projects
SUBCONTRACTOR RESUME SCORE 10.0 6.8

! TOTAL SUB-CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE]  20.0 | 168 |

3, 10 polnis ~ Overall Quality of the Bid Packege |
a, Completeness and organfzation. Score Welght | Wt, Scote
Completeness {0=2 lot missing, 5= everyihing requested was provided) - 50 5.0 5.0 complete, but not highly organized, did not
Organization (0=highly disorgantzed, 5= highly organized) 4.0 5.0 4.0 |fcliow RFP format
BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE 10,0 9.0

9.0

TOTAL BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE] 10,0

TOTAL QUALIFICATIONS SCORE . | 70.0 | 59.0




{ T TIVERTON LANDFILL CLOSURE
'l P [ ©lene V| BIDS RECEIVED AND OPENED OCTOBER 28, 2024
i S BID EVALUATION -
‘QUALIFIGATIONS SCORING
“Manafort Brothers
'DECEMBER 8, 2021

e =

OORF‘URI\Flbﬂl

1, 40 paints — Prlme Contractor Experience and Qualificatlons

a, Resumnes for project s and key persannel, Score \Welght | Wt. Score [«
Pravided reqs d (0-5) 58 1.0 3.0
PM resume - 204 years experlence and fandfill experlence {0-5) 30 3.0 18 only 1 landfifl project
Super resume - 20+ years expeslence and 10 years landfill exp {0-5) 1.0 4.0 0.8 no landfill experience
Closure Turf experlence {0-5) 20 3.0 1.2 1 closure turf project
Local experlence {RI/NE} of PM/Superintendent {0-5) 5.0 1.0 i0
RESUME SCORE 12,0 5.8
b, Financial stabiity of the firm. E Scare Welght | W, Score
Bondlng Capacity [ 50 2.0 2.0  |provided fin. statements, bonding 150/350
FINANCIAL STABILITY SCORE 20 2.0
¢. Project references for simifar and recent proects Learned Inga | i | | | [ Avg Score | welght | Wit Score
Questlonnalre

1, Competence of Project M

Paor understanding of the profect requirements, frequent shortages
or delays with p , materials and/or equipment. 5 5 50 1.25 125
Excelient understanding of the project requirements, no problems
with manpower, matertals and/or equipment,

2. Competence of Superintendent

Poor undefszandlng of the project requlrements, frequent shortages
or delays with manpower, materlals and/or equipment. 5 5
excellent understanding of the project requirements, no problems
with manpewer, materials and/for equipment,

3, Quality of Wark
Poor workmanship, disregard for drawings and specifications,
needzd constant oversight, 5 § 50 1.2% 1,25
excellent werkmanshtp, understeod what was required, worked
welt withaut overslght,

4. Quality of Site Control
Poor management of dust, eroslon controls, nolse and traffic
and/or frequent complaints, 4 5 45 1,00 0,50

50 173 175

Excellent t of dust, erosion controls, nolse and traffic.
S, Overall Owner/Engineer/Public Interaction
foor communication skiils, frequent misunderstanding or
confrantation, difflculty schedullag meetlngs. 4
Excelient communlication sklils, highly organized.
6. Schedule Expectatlons
Very unrealistic schedule ar did not provide schedule despite Owner
request, 5
Very reallstic schedule, provided In a timely manner.
7. Delivesy of the Profect on Tima

5 45 1.00 . 0SSO

frequently missed mllestones, profect was slgnlficantly defayed due
to factors compietely within the Contractor's control, i 5 5 50 100 100
Milastones were conslstently met, project was completed on
schedule or was completed within a time frame considering factors
outslde of the Contractor’s contral,

8, How Legitimate were the Change Order Requests?
Qne or more of the change orders wara basel .
Ali of the change order{s) were justified or requested by the Owne: 5 5 50 125
{or na change orders requested),

9, How Reasonahie were the Cost of the Change Orders?
Tha value of the change order(s) were excessive; difficult
negatlation process. g 5 50 128 125
The value of the change orders was very falr; negotiation was
respectful {or no change orders were requested),

10. Management of Sub-Cantractors.
Poor guality of work by sub-contractars, frequent scheduling ]
problems. 4 [ 45 075 0.58
Excellent quality of work by sub-contractors, worked seamlessly
with Contractor.

11, Project Organlzation
Poor organlzation skills, performed work without approved
submittals, submittal process cumbersome. 4 5 45 075 0.68
Excellent izatlon skills, d submifttals were organized and
timely,

12, Overall Eaperlence with the Contractor
\f given the cholce, would not work will agaln, P | 5 l l | l I ] 5.0 ] 195 | 175
Would highly recommend.

125




Pare Evaluatlon

Company has performed recent, relevant projects (G-5) 2.0 2.0 0.8 only i recent, but was elosure turf
Number of References that responded {0 for none, 5 for § or more) 20 4.0 1.6 Contacted 6 of 6 landfl references with
contact Info,
PROJECT REFERENCES SCORE! 200 16.1
d. Schedule Score Welght | Wt Score
Is the schedule r bie {0-5} 40 1.0 0.8 b
2sie, but col %
15 It camplete, easy ta read and understand (0-5) 4.0 1.0 08 e, but complete
SCHEDULE SCORE 2.0 16
. Avallability of equipment and perseanel, Score Welght | Wt Scare
Do they have the equlpment needed to perform thls project {0-5) 540 2.0 2.0 Equipment previded
Do they have the manpower to perform this project {0-5} 58 20 2.0 |Manpower provided
AVAILABILITY SCORE 4.0 4.0

TOTAL PRIME CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE| 40.8 | 29.5

2, 20 points - Major Subcontractors and Material Suppliers’ Experience and Qualifications {all subcontractors and vendors responsible for greater than 103 of the overall

project cost)
a, Peolect references for simllar and recent projects {subcontractors and material suppliers), Score Weight ] Wi, Score
subcontractor's experience on simliar projests {0-5) 50 50 5.0 |NE Liner - 7 tlosure turf projects
materfaj suppller's experience on similar projects {0-5] 50 5.0 5.0
SUBCONTRACTOR REFERENCE SCORE 0.0 10.0
b, Resumas for project managers and key personne! {subcontractars), Score Welght | W, Score
Provided requested resumes {0-5) 50 2,5 2.5
FM/Suger resumes - 10+ years experlence langfllls {0-5) 50 2.5 2.5 Super 15 yeass, PM 30
Closura Turf experlence {0-5) 10 A0 0.8 |Super has 1 closure turf, PM unknown
Loga! experienca {RI/NE} of PM/Superintendent [0-5) 5.0 1.8 1.0 Super and PM 3 R projects
SUBCONTRACTOR RESUME SCORE 10.0 6.8
i TOTAL SUB-CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCOREl 20.0 6.8
3. 10 polnts ~ Qverall Quailty of the Bid Package
da. Completeness and organtzation, R Score Welght | WA, Score
Completeness [G=a lot missing, 5= everything requested was provided) 5.0 5.8 50  ferann eergaiied, o, wice
Organization (0=highly disorgantzed, 5= highly organized) 20 5.0 2,0 s totgt baskskedie,
83D PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE|  30.0 1.0
TOTAL BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE] 10.9 7.0
TOTAL QUALIFICATIONS SCORE | 70.0 | 53.3
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bacEMBER’a’ 2024

1, 40 points - Prime Contractor Experlence and Qualifications

4, R for project and key personnel, Score Welght | Wi, Score Con
Provided requasted resumes {0-5) 5.0 1.0 10
PM resumea - 20+ yeays experl and fandfll experience {0-5} 5.0 3.0 3.0
Super resume - 20+ years experlfence and 10 years landfill exp (9-5) 2.0 A0 1.6 Jandfills mentioned, but not specific
Closure Turf axperience {0-5) 0.0 3.0 0.0 Ino closure turf experience
Local expertence {RI/NE} of eM/Supetintendent {0-5) 50 10 1.0
RESUME SCORE §| 120 6.6
T
b, Financlal stabity of the flrm. [ Score Welght | Wi, Score
Bonding Capacity [ 50 2.0 2.0 |$70/8125
FINANCIAL STABILITY SCORE 240 2.0
©. Project references for slmilar and recent projects DiPrete[Ruotolc|Bernler] Dwen | I i [ Avg Score]  Welght [ Wt. Score
Q il If 2

1, Compet of Profect Manag

Poor understandlng of the praject requirements, frequent shortages
or delays with manpower, materlals and/or equipment. 5 5 4 4
Excelient understanding of the project requirements, no problems

with manpower, materlals and/or equl £, .

e of Suy

45 1.25 113

ntan dont

2. C

Poor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shortages
or delays withs manpawer, materlals and/or equi| H 5 4 5 4.8 L7 1.68
Excellent understanding of the project requirements, no problems
with manpower, materlals and/or aquipment.

3, Quality of Work
Poor workmanship, disregard for drawings and specifications, .
needed constant oversight.
Excellent workmanship, understood what was required, worked 5 8 5 5 50 125 125
well without overslght.

4, Quality of Site Control
Paor management of dust, eroslon controls, nolse and traffle

and/or frequent complaints, 4 5 4 5 45 100 0.50
Excellent ma. ment of duss, eroslon centrals, pofse and teaffic,

5. Overall OwnerfEnginees/Public Interactlon
Poor communication skills, frequent misunderstanding or
confrontation, difficuity scheduling meetings, 4 5 5 s 48 100 0.95
Excellent communlcation skills, highly Ized,

6. Schedule £xpactations
Very unrealistic schedule or did not provide schedule despite Gwner
yequest.
Very reallstls schedule, provided in s timely manner.

2, Dellvery of the Project on Tima

frequently missed milestones, project was significantly delayed due
to factors complgtely withln the Contractor's contral, 5 5 5 5 48 1.00 085
Nilestones were consistently met, project was completed on
sehedule or was completed within a time frame considering factors
outside of the Contractor's control.

8, How Legitimate were the Changa Order
One or more of the change orders viere baseless,

All of the change order(s) were Justifled or requested by the Gwner 5 B 5 4 4.8 125 1,19
{or nio change orders requested).

4, How Reg ble wera the Cost of the Change Orders?
The value of the change order{s) were excessive; diffleult
negotiation process. i 5 5 5 4 48 125 119
The vatue of the change orders was very fair; negotiation was
respectiul {or no change orders were reguesied),

10.M of Sub-Contractors,
Poor quality of work by sub-contractors, fre‘quent scheduling
o
Excellent quality of work by sub-contractors, worked seamiessly 3 5 4 3 48 075 071
with Contractor,

11 Project Organizatl
Poor organizatlon skills, performed work without approved

. submittals, submittal process cumt 4 5 4 5 45 078 058

Excell ganizatlon skills, $ sul is were organized and
tlmely, '

12, Overall Exparlence with the Contractor
f gfven the cholce, would not work with agaln, 5 1 s I . | 5 ’ | | I 50 | 175 ! 175
Waould highly rec ]




Pare Evaluat)
= has performed recent, relevant projects {0-5) 2.0 20 0.8 I5 proJects, most o{d, not all capped
fContacted B of 8 referencas provided with

Number of Ref a5 that responded {0 for nane, S for § or more) 40 40 3.2
contact info.

PROJECT REFERENCES SCORE[ 200 i7.3

Seore Welght 1 Wt Score

4. Schedule
1s the schedul ble {0-5) 4.0 1.0 08
me Inaccusacl
Is it complete, easy to read and understand (0-5) - 3.0 1.0 0.6 gaps/Inaccuracles
: SCHEDULE SCORE 2.0 14
e, Avaitability of equl and| | Score Weight | Wk, Score
Do they have the equl| needed to perform this project (0-5) 20 20 " 08 INo equipment provided
Do they have the manpower to perform this projact (0-5) 5.0 2.0 2.0  IManpawer provided
AVAILABILITY SCORE 4.0

2.8
TOTAL PRIME CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE] _ 40.0 | 301

2. 20 polnts — Major Subzontractors and Materlal Suppliars’ Experience and Qualiflcations (all sube ang vend pansibie for greater than 10% of the overall
project cost)
3. Project references for similar and recent projects [subcontractors and matertal suppliers). Score Weight | Wt Score
subcontractor's experience on similar projfects (0-5} 3.0 5.0 3.0 only 2 closure turf projects
materlal ller's experience on simfisr profects {D-5) 50 5.0 5.0
SUBCONTRACTOR REFERENCE SCORE| 100 8.0
b, R for project managets and key perscnnel isubcontractars), Score Welght | Wt. Score
Provided requested resumes (0-5) 5.0 25 25
PM/Super resumes - 10+ years experlenca landfifls {0-5) 3.0 25 - 15 PM only 2 years exp,
Closure Turf experlenca (0-5) 1.0 4.0 0.8 ionly 2 closure turf projects PM/Super
I.ocal exparlence (RI/NE) of PM/Superintendent (0-5) . 0.0 i0 0.0 tno Rior NE experience
SUBCONTRACTOR RESUME SCORE 10.0 4.8

[ TOTAL SUB-CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE] 200 | 1238 |
I

3. 10 points — Overall Quallty of the BId Packege

a, Compl and crganizath Score [ . Weight | Wt Score
Compl {0=a lot mlssing, 5= everything requested wsas provided) 40 5.0 4.0  organized, Included project approach but
Organlzation {0=highly disorganlzed, 5= highly organized) 4.0 5.0 40 _ [mlssing equlp; some most projacts are old
BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE| 100 8.0

TOTAL BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE[ 106 | 8.0
| 70.0 | 50.9

TOTAL QUALIFICATIONS SCORE




i o - TIVERTON LANDBFILL CLOSURE

l < P B BIDS REGEIVED AND OPENED OGTOBER 28, 2021
i Do : BID EVALUATION. - ©
[ 27 A 2 3 = : : o QUAL[FIGAT]ONS’,SCQR]NG

DECEMBER 8, 2021
1, 46 polnts - Prime Contractor Experience and Qualifications
a, Resumes for praject r s and key persennel, Score Weight | Wt Score Comments
Provided raquested resumes (G-5) > 5.0 1.0 1.0
PM resume - 20+ years experlence and landfill experience {0-5) 5.0 30 30
Super resume - 20+ years experlence and 10 yeacs landfill exp (0-5} 5.0 4.0 4.0
Closure Turf experience (9-5) 0.0 30 3.0 na closure turf experience
Loca) experience {RI/NE) of FM/Superintendent (0-5) 3.0 1.0 $h6  |NEbutnoRl
. RESUME SCGRE 12.0 8.8
B, Fnanclal stsbility of the flrm, [ Score Welght | Wt. Score
Bonding Capaclty | oo 2.0 4.0 Called ref, 3 times, left 2 Vs
FINANCIAL STABILITY SCORE 20 121
c. Profect references for similar and recent prajects McGowi] Mustal bonelsan f | | [ Ave Score|  Weight | Wt Score
Questionnalre
1. Competence of Profect Manager
Poor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shortages
of delays with manpower, materials and/or equipment. 5 5 5 5.0 125 1.25
Excellent understanding of the project requlrements, no problems
with manpower, materlals and/or equipment,
2, Competence of Superintendent
Peor understanding of the project requirements, frequent shorlages
or delays with manpower, materlals and/or equipment. 5 ] 5 50 175 1,75

Excellent understanding of the project regulrements, no problems
with manpower, materlals and/or equipment,

3, Quallty of Work

Poor workmanshlp, disregard for drawings and specifications,
needed constant oversight,

5 5 5 50 125 1.25
Excellent warkmanshlp, tnderstood what was required, worked
welf without oversight.

4. Quality of Slta Cantro}

Poor management of dust, ercslon controls, nolse and traffic
and/or frequent comgplalnts, 5 4 5 47 1,00 093

Excellent management of dust, eroslon controls, nolse and traffle,

5, Dverall Cwner/Englneer/Publlc Interaction

Poor communlcatian sklils, frequent misurderstanding or
confrontatlen, diffieulty scheduling meetings, 5 5
Exzellent comrunlcatlon skllls, highly organized.

6, Schedule Expectations

Very unreallstic schedule or did not provide schedule despile Owner
requiest,
Very reallstlc schedule, provided In a timely manner,

7. Delivery of the Project on Time

Frequently missed milestones, project was slgnificantly delayed due 3
to factors completely within the Contractor's contral, 5 5 s 50 100 1.00
Milestones were consistently met, project was completed an
schedule or was completed within 3 ime frame considering factors
outside of the Contractor's coniral,

8, How Legltimate were the Change Order Requests?

One ot more of the change ordess were baselass,
Al of the change order}s) were Justified or requestad by the Owner | 5 § 5
{or no change orders requested).

8, How Reasonable wera the Cost of the Change Orders?

The value of the change arder (s} were excessive; difficult
negotiation process, 5 5 5 50 1325 135
The value of the change orders was very falr; negotiation was
respectful {or no change orders were requested).

10. Management of Sub-Conteactors,

Poor quelity of work by sub-tontractors, frequent scheduling
problems. 5 5 I 50 075 075
Excellent quality of work by sub-contractors, worked seamlessly : ' !
with Contracter,

11. Profect Organlaation

Pocr organization skills, performed work without approved
submittals, submittal process cumbersome, 5 5 g 50 0.75 675
Exceltent organization skills, ensured submittals were organized and
thmely,

12, Querail Experfance with the Contractor

if given the cholce, would not work with agaln, 5 | 5 I s I l | l l 50 l 175 l 175

Wauld highly recommend.




Company has performed recent, relevant projects {0-5) 5.0 2.0 2.0 |8 recent landfifls, no closure turf
Comtacted 4 of 4 references on recent

39 40 24 landfil projects

Pare

Number of References that responded {G for none, 5 for 5 or more}

PROJECT REFERENCES SCORE 0.0 183

d. Schedule Score Weight | Wt Scora
Is the schedui bie {0-5} 3,0 10 0.6
hasie, noph
Is it complete, easy to read and understand (9-5) 24 1.0 0.4 very tiasic, no phases
SCHEDULE SCORE 20 i0
a, Availability of egui and | ) Score Welght | WL Score
Do they have the equ)| needed to perform this project (0-5) 540 2.0 2.0 qulf provided
o they have the manpower to perforen this project [0-5} 2.0 2.0 0.8 No manpower provided
AVAILABILITY SCORE 4.0 28

TOTAL PRIME CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE|  40.0 | 30.7

2,20 points — Major Subcontractors and Material Suppllers’ Expertence and Qualifications (alf sube tors and vendors responsible for greater than 10% of the overal)
profect cost)
8. Profect references for similar and recent profects [subcontractors and {ai supplieys}, Score Welght | Wt, Score
subcontractor's experience on simtlar projects (0-5) 50 5.0 50  |NELiner~7 closure turf projects
materlal supplles's experience on similar profects {0-5) 5.0 5.0 50
SUBCONTRACYCR REFERENCE SCORE|  10.0 100
h, Resumas for preject managets and key personnel {subcontractors}. Score Welght | Wt. Score
Provided req d {0-5) 5.0 2.5 25
PM/Super resumes ~ 10+ years exper| tandfills {0-5} 5.0 25 2,5 |Super 15 years, PM 30
Closure Turf experfence (G-5) . 1.0 4.0 0,8 |Super has 1 closure turf, PM unknown
Local experlence (RI/NE) of PM/Superintendent [0-5) . 5,0 1.0 1.0 {super and PM 3 RI projects
SUBCONTRACTOR RESUME SCORE 100 6.8

| TOTAL SUB-CONTRACTOR QUALIFICATIONS SCORE{ 200 | 16.8 |

3, 10 polnts ~ Overall Quality of the Bid Package

8, Completeness and 1zatl Score Welght { Wi, Score
Complet {0=a lot missing, $= everything requested was provided) 1.0 . 5.0 10  |csemeedmusigadiica] jefunis, adaom fareliis,
Organlzation {0=hlghly dlserganized, 5= highly ized) 1.0 5.0 10 freter
BID PACKAGE QUALITY SCORE]  10.0 2.0

TOTAL BID PACKAGE QUALITYSCORE] 100 | 2.0

| 70.0 [ 495

TOTAL QUALIFICATIONS SCORE
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