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[bookmark: _Toc196838865]BACKGROUND:
This Project will reconstruct the I-70 mainline structures to enable the widening of SR-149 roadway, reconstruct and widen the ramps to/from I-70, reconstruct and widen SR-149 from a two-lane section to five (or more) lanes up to and extending beyond the existing commercial drives, and design and construct other necessary work to complete the Project.
The Department’s goals for the Project are:

· Award a Design-Build Contract within ODOT Fiscal Year 2025 (Target Award Date: May 12, 2025).
· Design and construct the most cost-effective solution which results in a final configuration reducing long-term congestion.
· Phase Design and Construction to minimize delays to the completion of the Project by considering the restrictions of ROW acquisition and NEPA processes.
· Design and construct a project which reasonably ensures ongoing unimpeded access to the existing truck plazas during construction.
· Successful coordination of utility relocations and successful coordination with adjacent private developers during construction.
· Complete the Project within 48 months of Award.
· Build an award-winning project with no injuries while safely and efficiently maintaining traffic. 
· Effectively manage DBE Outreach and DBE Utilization with the use of an Open-Ended DBE Performance Plan (OEPP).

The Project will be awarded to a Design-Build Team (DBT) by the State of Ohio Department of Transportation (Department) through a Two-Step, Lowest Price, and Technically Acceptable Design-Build process. 

The Department allowed the proposers to submit Alternate Technical Concepts (ATC). ATC discussions were held at separate proprietary one-on-one ATC meetings at District 11. 

Each Shortlisted Offeror was required to engage in Discussions as defined by 23 CFR §636.103 through Proprietary Technical Information (PTI) Discussions. Shortlisted Offerors prepared a PTI Discussion Submission consisting of, primarily, an Intermediate Technical Proposal. These Intermediate Technical Proposals generally consisted of a project approach narrative, preliminary design engineering drawings describing their anticipated approach to design construction, and a draft Open Ended DBE Performance Plan. After receiving the responsive PTI Discussion Submissions, the Department held a Proprietary Technical Information (PTI) Discussion Meeting with the Shortlisted Offerors. The PTI Discussion Meeting was a one-on-one meeting to discuss elements of the Shortlisted Offeror’s approach as demonstrated in their Intermediate Technical Proposal.

The Intermediate Technical Proposal submission requirements consisted of the following:
A. Project Narrative - A narrative summarizing the approach to the design and construction of the Project.  The narrative shall be in sufficient detail so to understand the key elements of the critical work items.  

1. [bookmark: _Hlk196728480]A general Bar Chart schedule showing the anticipated starting and completion dates of design and construction. Construction shall include MOT and construction phasing with a minimum time measurement in weeks.  
2. [bookmark: _Hlk196728503]Approach to designing a cost-effective structure which meets all minimum design requirements. 
3. [bookmark: _Hlk196728520]Approach to Maintenance of Traffic, at a minimum (but not limited to)
a. The anticipated MOT schemes (cross-over, part-width, contraflow, etc) and anticipated number of and general timing of major phases for I-70,
b. The anticipated MOT scheme and phasing for SR-149 construction, and
c. The anticipated ramp construction phasing and timing.
4. The DBT’s approach to identifying utility risk, coordinating with potential conflicting utilities to reduce impacts and, (if necessary) coordinating the necessary DBT design and construction work of public utilities with the public agencies.
5. Anticipated accepted ATCs being considered for inclusion by the Offeror.

B. Technical Approach – Plans
1. I-70 plan sheets showing centerline and horizontal geometric data; pavement and shoulder edges, bridge limits, anticipated roadway barriers.  “Roll plots” are acceptable.
2. SR-149 plan sheets showing centerline and horizontal geometric data.  Include 
a. pavement edges, lane configurations, lane widths, turn lane locations and lengths, 
b. preliminary signal layout (signal support types, signal support locations, signal head locations),
c. likely DBT designed utility relocations (General locations only.  Details not required). 
“Roll plots” are acceptable.
3. Profile sheets for I-70 and SR-149 showing vertical geometric data. “Roll plots” are acceptable.
4. Bridge plans for I-70 bridges – including preliminary site plan, transverse section, abutment details, foundation type, horizontal and vertical clearance, and anticipated bearing types.
5. Conceptual Maintenance of Traffic plans illustrating conceptual phasing, anticipated access points, cross-over details (if-applicable), MOT typical sections, and MOT spot locations (including the typical section) with reduced lane (less than 11 ft) and/or shoulder widths (less than 2ft).  

C. DRAFT DBE Open-Ended Performance Plan
A draft DBE Open-Ended Performance Plan (OEPP) in accordance with requirements of the Proposal Note Special - DBE OPEN-ENDED PERFORMANCE PLAN (OEPP), Part B (DBE OPEN-ENDED PERFORMANCE PLAN REQUIREMENTS) Special Proposal Note (aka. OEPP Note).

D. Form A-1 Proposal Letter 
The Shortlisted Offeror hereby acknowledges delivery by Shortlisted Offeror to the Department of the enclosed Technical Proposal. Together with the Price Proposal, the submittal by the Shortlisted Offeror shall collectively constitute the “Proposal” for the purposes of this letter. Enclosed with this Proposal Letter is the Technical Proposal of the Shortlisted Offeror consisting of all documents and information required by the RFP.

If this Proposal is accepted by the Department, the Shortlisted Offeror is prepared to enter this agreement without varying or amending its terms (except for modifications agreed to by the Department in its sole discretion), and to satisfy all other conditions to the award of the contract, including compliance with all commitments contained in this Proposal.

The Technical Evaluation Team (TET) provided a response to the Intermediate Technical Proposal.  The response informed the Shortlisted Offeror(s) of any Department noted significant omissions, noted non-compliant designs, noted significant errors, noted deficiencies, or other noted significant ambiguities requiring clarification, which could potentially render a Technical Proposal non-responsive to the requirements of the bidding documents.
[bookmark: _Toc196838866]PROCUREMENT SCHEDULE:
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The Shortlisted Offerors were required to submit a final Proposal after the Intermediate Technical Proposal Phases. The technical information provided was to be materially consistent with the Intermediate Technical Proposal information submitted for the PTI Discussion Submission. Offeror’s material deviations from the information provided at the PTI Discussion Submission were to be identified with a detailed explanation of the deviation, a detailed discussion on the reason for the deviation, and how the solution presented was consistent with the requirements of the Project as defined in the Bid Documents. 

The final Proposal consists of the following:
· Technical Proposal
The Technical Proposal is required to follow the same format as the Intermediate Proposal, with the following:
· All identified deficiencies in the Intermediate Proposal must be corrected.
· Any revisions are to be within the requirements of the bidding documents.
· Revisions shall be identified with detailed explanation of the deviation from the Intermediate Proposal.
· Price Proposal
The Price Proposal must be submitted in multiple appearances.
BID EXPRESS PRICE PROPOSAL - submitted using the Bid Express website.
SEALED PRICE PROPOSAL - consists of the Price Proposal in PDF format and a copy of the Expedite file utilizing LiquidFiles.

If all Technical Proposals are deemed responsive, the Department will view the Bid Express Price Proposals.  The Sealed Price Proposals remain unopened.

If the Department has determined that any Shortlisted Offeror is non-responsible, or the Technical Proposal is non-responsive, the Sealed Price Proposals of the other responsive Shortlisted Offeror will be opened. If the Department has determined that a Shortlisted Offeror is non-responsible, or the Technical Proposal is non-responsive, the Department will not view the corresponding Bid Express Price Proposal nor open the respective Sealed Price Proposal.  

Proposals were received from (3) Shortlisted Offerors on April 18 2025 from the following:

	OFFEROR
	DESIGN BUILD DESIGNER

	Shelly&Sands
	American Structurepoint

	The Beaver Construction Company
	TRC Engineers

	The Ruhlin Company
	ms Consultants


[bookmark: _Toc196838867]TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION:
Per Section 8.1 of the ITO/RFP, each Offeror’s Technical Proposals will be evaluated by the members of the Technical Evaluation Team (TET) on a Pass/Fail basis. Whether the Shortlisted Offeror receives a pass rating relative to the evaluation criteria in Section 8.2 will be determined by the TET in its sole discretion. The TET will present their findings to the Executive Level Evaluation Team (ELET) for consideration. The ELET will examine the TET’s findings and confirm whether each Shortlisted Offeror submitted a responsive Technical Proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc196838868]TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION RESULTS:
The Technical Evaluation Team met on April 28 2025, to evaluate the Final Technical Proposals from the three Shortlisted Offerors. A detailed evaluation of each Technical Proposal can be found in Appendix A.
The Department noted the following:
Beaver Construction / TRC Engineers
· The Technical and Sealed Price Proposals were submitted by the 10:00am and 10:30am deadlines respectively.

· The Offeror was required to correct three (3) deficiencies from their Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part A.  All deficiencies were corrected.
· The Offeror was required to correct seven (7) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part B.  All deficiencies were corrected.  
· Reviewers identified one (1) structures topic (Scupper design) which may need attention during design review.
· The Offeror was required to correct six (6) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposal in Part C.  All deficiencies were corrected.

The Technical Proposal is responsive to the requirements of the ITO.

The Ruhlin Company/ ms Consultants
· The Technical WAS NOT submitted by the 10:00am deadline.  The Technical Proposal was submitted with the Seal Price; the submission(s) was received at 10:11am.  

· The Offeror was required to correct zero (0) deficiencies from their Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part A.  No deficiencies.
· The Offeror was required to correct seven (7) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part B.  All deficiencies were corrected.  
· Reviewers identified one (1) structures topic (Scupper design) which may need attention during design review.
· The Offeror was required to correct six (6) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposal in Part C.  All deficiencies were corrected.

The Technical Proposal is not responsive as it was not submitted by the Deadline.  

Shelly&Sands / American Structurepoint 
· The Technical and Sealed Price Proposals were submitted by the 10:00am and 10:30am deadlines respectively.

· The Offeror was required to correct four (4) deficiencies from their Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part A.  All deficiencies were corrected.
· The Offeror was required to correct six (6) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposals in Part B.  All deficiencies were corrected.  
· Reviewers identified two (2) structures topics (Scupper design and PCB anchorage) which may need attention during design review.
· The Offeror was required to correct six (6) deficiencies from the Intermediate Technical Proposal in Part C.  All deficiencies were corrected.
The Technical Proposal is responsive to the requirements of the ITO.
[bookmark: _Toc196838869]RECOMMENDATIONS
The Technical Proposal Advisory Group (TPAG) is comprised of a Technical Evaluation Team (TET) and an Executive Level Evaluation Team (ELET).  The TET has completed its assessment of the proposals submitted in response to the Request for Proposals (RFP) and is making the following recommendations.
The TET is expected to include Department representatives from the following areas:
· ODOT District 11
· ODOT Division of Construction Management
· ODOT Division of Engineering
The ELET will include the following representatives:
· ODOT District 11 Deputy Director
· ODOT Deputy Director of Construction Management
· ODOT Deputy Director of Engineering
In accordance with Section 2.4 – Rights of the Department in the Instructions to Offerors/Request for Proposals, the Department retains the right to reject any or all Technical or Price Proposals, waive technicalities, or advertise for new proposals.
Recommendations of the Technical Evaluation Team (TET):
The TET recommends to the Executive Level Evaluation Team that the proposals from the following Shortlisted Offerors be deemed RESPONSIVE to the requirements of the Instructions to Offerors (ITO):
1. The Beaver Excavating Company with TRC Engineers, Inc.
2. Shelly & Sands, Inc. with American Structurepoint
The TET further recommends that the proposal from the Ruhlin Company with ms Consultants be rejected.
Rationale:
· The TPAG determined that the proposals from both The Beaver Excavating Company with TRC Engineers, Inc. and Shelly & Sands, Inc. with American Structurepoint were materially responsive to the requirements of the ITO. These proposals were submitted by the required deadlines, and all pass/fail review topics met the ITO submittal requirements.
· The proposal submitted by the Ruhlin Company with ms Consultants is to be rejected due to failure to meet a material submission requirement—specifically, the Technical Proposal was submitted after the established deadline.
Background on Ruhlin’s Non-Responsive Status:
Per Section 3 (SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS) of the Instructions to Offerors:
· “Each Shortlisted Offeror shall be invited to provide an ATC Submission (see Section 5). Each Shortlisted Offeror is required to submit PTI Discussion documentation (see Section 6.2), a Sealed Price Proposal (see Section 7.2.2), and a Technical Proposal (See Section 7.3) to the Department during the procurement process. Offerors shall utilize electronic transmittal of the above listed submittals through an ODOT secured file sharing system (ODOT LiquidFiles)…”
· “All submittals performed per this section shall be submitted to the following email addresses through LiquidFiles by 10:00 a.m. on their respective dates shown in Section 2.3 unless otherwise stated in this RFP.”
Ruhlin submitted their Technical Proposal via LiquidFiles at 10:11 a.m., addressed to the designated Point of Contact (Eric Kahlig) and alternate Point of Contact (Chase Wells), with the subject line: ODOT 253000 Belmont IR 70-09.35 Submittal.
Section 7.1 (GENERAL) of the ITO further states:
· “The Department may consider any late Technical Proposal and Sealed Price Proposal in its sole discretion and only if the circumstances are considered extreme. Technical Proposals, Price Proposals, and Sealed Price Proposals received after the deadline may be rejected without consideration or evaluation, at the Department’s discretion.”
On April 24, 2025, at 3:30 p.m., a conference call was held between the Department Point of Contact (Eric Kahlig) and representatives from the Ruhlin Company. During this discussion, Ruhlin acknowledged the late submittal and cited internal confusion as the reason, rather than any external or extenuating circumstance.
Explanation of the Confusion:
Ruhlin’s misunderstanding arose from a misinterpretation of the following ITO sections:
1. Section 7.2.1 – Bid Express Price Proposal
This section states that the Bid Express Price Proposal must be submitted by 10:00 a.m. on the due date.
2. Section 7.2.2 – Sealed Price Proposal
This section outlines that the Sealed Price Proposal must be submitted through LiquidFiles and specifies a 10:30 a.m. deadline.
3. Section 7.3 – Technical Proposal Submission
While this section requires submittal in accordance with Section 3, it does not explicitly restate the 10:00 a.m. deadline. Ruhlin mistakenly assumed that the 10:30 a.m. deadline for Sealed Price Proposals also applied to Technical Proposals due to the use of the same submission platform (LiquidFiles).  No clarifying question was asked by the Ruhlin team.
As a result, the Technical Proposal was submitted past the 10:00 a.m. deadline required by the ITO.
Impact on Price Proposal Handling:
Per ITO Section 8.4 (PUBLIC OPENING OF PRICE PROPOSALS):
· “If the Department has determined that a Shortlisted Offeror is non-responsible, or the Technical Proposal is non-responsive, the Department will not view the corresponding Bid Express Price Proposal nor open the respective Sealed Price Proposal.”
· “The Electronic Bidding System (EBS) file in the Sealed Price Proposal will be used to determine the bid price. These opened Sealed Price Proposals will then be considered the final Price Proposals. In this scenario, the Bid Express Price Proposals will not be opened and considered null.”
Because Ruhlin’s Technical Proposal is rejected, it is in the Department’s best interest not to open their Bid Express Price Proposal, as doing so would make all price submissions public.
Final Recommendation:
The Department should open only the Sealed Price Proposals of:
1. The Beaver Excavating Company with TRC Engineers, Inc.
2. Shelly & Sands, Inc. with American Structurepoint
Ruhlin Company’s Price Proposal, both Bid Express and Sealed appearance, should not be opened or considered.
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LOI Phase - Phase | (Completed - For Information Only)

Posting of ITO for Letter of Intent (LOI)

Wednesday, September 18, 2024
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Friday, October 4, 2024
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Friday, October 11, 2024

Interested Entities Confirmation

Tuesday October 15, 2024

RFQ/SOQ Phase - Phase l (Completed - For Information Only)

Advertise RFQ

Friday, October 18, 2024

S0Q submission
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Announce Shortlist
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Shortlisted Teams Response to Advancing
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§

Request for Proposal Release
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Commercial One-on-One Meeting
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ATC Proposal Submissions
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ATC Meeting
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PTI Documentation Submission (Intermediate
Technical Proposal)

Friday, March 21, 2025

PTI Discussion Meeting Date
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PTI Discussion Department Response
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Friday, April 18, 2025

Results and Price Announced

Friday, May 2, 2025

‘Anticipated Award Date
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