Solicitation/MISC Revisions
The following revisions have been made as of July 1, 2015:

(Request for Qualifications for Architectural/Engineering/Consulting Services RFQ)
(Request for Qualifications for Professional Consulting Services (Project Management) RFQ Proj. Mgmt.)
ADVERTISEMENT, example of Electronic Access advertisement has been removed and the words “(Insert ADVERTISEMENT)” have been added.
II. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS, the following language has been added: “(Note that the primary focus of the prequalification evaluation will be the firm(s) capability and the primary focus of the oral interview will be the proposed project management team member’s capabilities)”.
Appendix A, PRELIMINARY SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, NOTES, “Criteria” and an explanation has been added. “Weights”, has the words “for inclusion into RFQ” added at the end of the sentence. “Ratings” has been revised to eliminate the descriptions: “Unacceptable, Poor, Fair, Good and Excellent” and emphasis assessing strengths rather than weaknesses. “Total Score” remains the same.
Appendix A1, INTERVIEW SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, SCORE, “2.PROJECT MANAGEMENT”, has been replaced with the term“2.TEAM CAPABILITIES”
Appendix A1, ORAL INTERVIEW SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, NOTES, “Criteria” and an explanation has been added. “Weights”, has the words “for inclusion into RFQ” added at the end of the sentence. “Ratings” has been revised to eliminate the descriptions: “Unacceptable, Poor, Fair, Good and Excellent” and emphasis assessing strengths rather than weaknesses. “Total Score” remains the same.
Appendix A2, FINAL RANKING MATRIX QUALIFICATION BASED SELECTION, the word “separately” has been added after the word “used” and the words “for both the preliminary and interview evaluations)” has been added after the word “firm”.
Appendix A2, FINAL RANKING MATRIX, NOTES, after the end of Note 1 the following sentence has been added “Do not combine scores of the two evaluations”.
 
(Request for Proposals for an Integrated Project Delivery Method Utilizing Construction Manager/General Contracting (CM/GC) Services IPD CM/GC RFP)
(Request for Proposals for an Integrated Project Delivery Method Utilizing Design/Build Lump Sum (LS) Services IPD D/B LS RFP)
(Request for Proposals for an Integrated Project Delivery Method Utilizing Design/Build Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) Services IPD D/B GMP RFP)
ADVERTISEMENT, example of Electronic Access advertisement has been removed and the words “(Insert ADVERTISEMENT)” have been added.
I. GENERAL INFORMATION A. INTRODUCTION/DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT, in the last sentence of the second paragraph the weighted criteria values has been changed from 60%/40% to 70%/30%. (D/B Lump Sum Agreement values stay at 40%/60%).
IV. EVALUATION CRITERIA, A. PREQUALIFICATIONS, 2. QUALIFICATIONS OF THE MANAGEMENT TEAM, the qualifications and relevant experience of the management team has been separated into weighted criteria for both the CM/GC and Architect/Engineer. (Not applicable to the CM/GC RFP).
IV. EVALUATION CRITERIA, B. ORAL INTERVIEWS, 2. QUALIFICATIONS OF THE MANAGEMENT TEAM, the qualifications and relevant experience of the management team has been separated into weighted criteria for both the CM/GC and Architect/Engineer. (Not applicable to the CM/GC RFP).
Appendix A, PRELIMINARY SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, 2. QUALIFICATIONS OF THE MANAGEMENT TEAM, the qualifications and relevant experience of the management team has been separated into weighted criteria for both the CM/GC and Architect/Engineer. (Not applicable to the CM/GC RFP).
Appendix A, PRELIMINARY SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, NOTES, “Criteria” and an explanation has been added. “Weights”, has the words “for inclusion into RFQ” added at the end of the sentence. “Ratings” has been revised to eliminate the descriptions: “Unacceptable, Poor, Fair, Good and Excellent” and emphasis assessing strengths rather than weaknesses. “Total Score” remains the same.
Appendix A1, ORAL INTERVIEW SELECTION/EVALUATION FORM, NOTES, “Criteria” and an explanation has been added. “Weights”, has the words “for inclusion into RFQ” added at the end of the sentence. “Ratings” has been revised to eliminate the descriptions: “Unacceptable, Poor, Fair, Good and Excellent” and emphasis assessing strengths rather than weaknesses. “Total Score” remains the same.
Appendix A2, FINAL RANKING MATRIX QUALIFICATIONS/COST, the weighted criteria values have been changed from 60%/40% to 70%/30%.The Optional values have been changed from 70%/30% to 80%/20%. (D/B Lump Sum Agreement values stay at 60%/40%).
Appendix A2, FINAL RANKING MATRIX, NOTES, after the end of Note 1 the following sentence has been added “Do not combine scores of the two evaluations”. Note 2 has not been revised. Note 3 is revised as follows: “The highest score for qualifications on the evaluation form is to receive 70 points and the other team scores are to be determined as a percentage of the 70 points. To score each average qualification score, use the example formula.” (Not applicable to the CM/GC RFP).
Appendix A2, FINAL RANKING MATRIX, Scoring of Qualifications/Scoring of Costs, the formula has been revised to reflect 70 points for qualifications and 30 points for Costs respectively. (D/B Lump Sum Agreement points stay at 60/40).
 
(Construction Project Application SC-4.1)
INSTRUCTIONS, ROUTING FOR CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS, language has been changed to indicate that copies of signed documents are to be sent by state agency/institutions to their respective state controller delegate.
INSTRUCTIONS, ROUTING FOR CONTROLLED MAINTENANCE PROJECTS, language has been changed to indicate that copies of signed documents are to be sent by state agency/institutions to their respective state controller delegate.
D. EQUIPMENT/FURNISHINGS/COMMUNICATIONS, “Information Technology Commission” has been changed to “Joint Technology Committee”.
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