
April 25, 2024

Environmental Standards 
Procurement Task Force
Meeting #4



Agenda
Meeting #4 - Bidding Requirements, Part 1

10a to 10:15a: Introduction
- Task Force Schedule, Timeline, and Website Updates
- Pilot Program
- Next Steps and Potential Summer Meetings Schedule

10:15a to 11:00a: Bidding Methods (MnDOT)
11:00a to 11:30a: Member Discussion and Report Back
11:30a to 12:30p: Lunch
12:30p to 1:15p: Bidding Methods (Dept of Admin)
1:15p to 1:45p: Member Discussion and Report Back
1:45p to 2:00p: Next Steps



Task Force Schedule
April 25: 10a to 2p

• Meeting #4: Bidding Requirements - Part 1(Current Process)
• Location: Ski-U-Mah Room, McNamara Alumni Center, University of Minnesota - Twin Cities

May 23: 10a to 2p

• Meeting #5: Bidding Requirements - Part 2 (Future requirement ideas), Pilot Program and Summer Schedule
• Location: MNDOT Training Center

Summer: Pilot Program Working Group & Material Working Groups Convene  

Fall: Pilot Program Working Group & Material Working Groups Presentations to the Task Force  

• Task Force Presentations (Working Groups, Task Force Members and Stakeholders)

https://www.dot.state.mn.us/hr/trngctr/contacts.html


Task Force Timeline
2023  October 1 - Task Force established

2024 
• February - EC Context: Concrete and Asphalt
• March - EC Context: Steel, Rebar and Other Materials
• April and May - Bidding and Procurement
• July 1 - Pilot Program to estimate Global Warming 

Potential (GWP) from vendors on projects
• Summer - Material Working Groups and Pilot Program
• Fall - Task Force Presentations from Working Groups

2025 
• Spring - Task Force Recommendations
• Summer - Draft Report
• Fall - Task Force Reviews Draft Report
• December 1 - Report to the Legislature

2026 
• January 15 - Establish a maximum Global 

Warming Potential (GWP) for concrete used in 
buildings

• December 1 - Report to the Legislature

2027 
• December 1 - Report to the Legislature

2028 
• January 15 - Establish a maximum Global 

Warming Potential (GWP) for carbon steel rebar 
and structural steel and, after conferring with the 
commissioner of transportation, for asphalt paving 
mixtures and concrete pavement

• December 1 - Report to the Legislature

2029 
• January 1 - Task Force ends



Task Force Website Updates
https://mn.gov/admin/government/purchasing-contracting/buy-clean/

https://mn.gov/admin/government/purchasing-contracting/buy-clean/


2023 Legislation - Pilot Program
Subd. 4. Pilot program. 
(a) No later than July 1, 2024, the Department of Administration must establish a pilot program 
that seeks to obtain from vendors an estimate of the material production life cycle greenhouse 
gas emissions of products selected by the departments from among those procured. The pilot 
program must encourage, but may not require, a vendor to submit the following data for each 
selected product that represents at least 90 percent of the total cost of the materials or 
components composing the selected product:

(1) the quantity of the product purchased by the department;
(2) a current environmental product declaration for the product;
(3) the name and location of the product's manufacturer;
(4) a copy of the vendor's Supplier Code of Conduct, if any;
(5) the names and locations of the product's actual production facilities; and
(6) an assessment of employee working conditions at the product's production facilities.

(b) The Department of Administration must construct or provide access to a publicly accessible 
database, which shall be posted on the department's website and contain the data reported to 
the department under this subdivision.



Next Steps

●Next Meeting: May 23, 2024 at the MNDOT Training Center                       
Meeting #5: Bidding Requirements, Part 2                                                            

■ Bidding Incentives, Exceptions/Waivers, 
Compliance/Enforcement, Other Considerations 

■ Pilot Program
■ Material Working Groups
■ Summer Schedule

●Pilot Program Working Group & Materials Working Groups - 
Summer Meetings Scheduling

https://www.dot.state.mn.us/hr/trngctr/contacts.html


Potential Summer Meetings Schedule
Task Force Mtgs

Working Groups:
Tuesdays 1- 2:30pm

Pilot Program

Concrete

Steel

Asphalt

Other Materials

Fall Task Force Mtg
planned for October

schedule updated as of 5/7/2024; 
will be finalized at 5/23 meeting

*

*



Other Questions /Comments 
about the process



Bidding Methods & 
Requirements

MnDOT



2023 Legislation - Procurement & Bidding
Subd. 3. Procurement process. 
The Department of Administration and the Department of Transportation shall, after reviewing the 
recommendations of the Environmental Standards Procurement Task Force made under subdivision 5, paragraph 
(c), establish processes for incorporating the maximum allowable global warming potential of eligible materials 
into bidding processes by the effective dates listed in subdivision 2. The Department of Administration and 
Department of Transportation must also incorporate into the bidding process a preference for materials mined, 
made, or assembled in Minnesota.
Subd. 5. paragraph (c)
(c) The Task Force shall make recommendations to the commissioners of administration and transportation 
regarding:

(1) how to implement requirements that maximum global warming impacts for eligible materials be integrated 
into the bidding process for eligible projects;

(2) incentive structures that can be included in bidding processes to encourage the use of materials whose 
global warming potential is below the maximum established under subdivision 2;

(3) how a successful bidder for a contract notifies the commissioner of the specific environmental product 
declaration for a material used on a project;

(4) a process for waiving the requirements to procure materials below the maximum global warming potential 
resulting from product supply problems, geographic impracticability, or financial hardship;

(5) a system for awarding grants to manufacturers of eligible materials located in Minnesota to offset the cost of 
obtaining environmental product declarations or otherwise collect environmental product declaration data 
from manufacturers based in Minnesota;



Alternative Delivery Procurement

Peter Davich | Design-Build Program Manager

April 25, 2024



“Delivery Method”

Definition

 

• Common risks
• Soil conditions
• Constructability
• Utilities/third-party impacts
• Design Performance

• Allowed Delivery Methods
• Traditional Design-Bid-Build 
• Design-Build 
• Construction Manager / General Contractor (CMGC)

A standardized system for ‘who’ completes construction, design, 
and other operations on a project and ‘who’ takes the risks.

• Other Delivery Methods
• Public-Private-Partnership (P3)
• “Progressive” Design-Build/CMGC

• ID/IQ is not a Delivery Method
• Contract structure
• Could be used with any delivery method

13



Traditional (Design-Bid-Build) Method

Brief Description

 

• Benefits
• On non-complex projects, cost minimization
• MnDOT maintains full design control
• Project partners familiar with method

• Drawbacks
• Contractors cannot improve project design
• Award does not consider goals other than cost
• MnDOT holds most risks

*Notable exception: the 35W-Lake St project

MnDOT fully completes a design and specifies how construction will occur.  The 
contract is typically awarded to the low bidder*.  Design-Bid-Build is used to 

deliver 98% of MnDOT projects.
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Design-Build Method

Brief Description

 

• Benefits
• On complex projects, cost efficiencies 
• On unique projects, design competition
• Risk transfer options (quantities, constructability)
• Acceleration (funding deadlines, emergencies)
• “Alternative Technical Concepts” (ATCs)

• Drawbacks
• On non-complex projects, overhead costs
• Active “third-party” risks/issues awkward 
• Less design control

MnDOT completes only as much design as is necessary (0-30%) for environmental 
studies and outside agreements.  The contract is typically awarded to the 

contractor who proposes the ‘Best Value’ combination of design quality and cost.  
The contractor completes the design and constructs the project.
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Construction Manager/General Contractor 
(CMGC) Method

Brief Description

 

• Benefits
• Contractor knowledge incorporated into design
• MnDOT maintains full design control
• Risk mitigation, notably “third party”
• Early cost and schedule certainty
• Project acceleration options

• Drawbacks
• “Fair and reasonable” cost vs competitive bid
• Heavy MnDOT PM requirements

MnDOT hires a contractor before the design is complete (0-30%).  The contractor 
advises MnDOT regarding the design.  The contractor and MnDOT jointly agree 
upon and validate a price to construct the project when the design is complete.
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“Alternative Delivery” at MnDOT

Alternative Delivery (Design-Build and CMGC)
• 28-Year History

• 1996: First Design-Build project
• 2002: First “modern” Design-Build project 
• 2007: Design-Bid-Build Best Value Authority
• 2013: CMGC Authority and first project

• 57 Projects
• 33 Best Value Design-Build       ($1 - 377 Million)
• 11 Low Bid Design-Build            ($2 - 30 Million)
• 4 “Maximum scope” Design-Build ($0.5 - 104 Million)
• 6 CMGC                                         ($30 - TPI Million) 
• CMGC limited to 20 projects, DB limited to 10% of program
• Typically 4-5 Alternative Delivery projects per year (of roughly 200 total)

17



Design-Build Manual
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“Alternative Delivery” Unit

• Project Controls “Gatekeeper”
• Verification Management 
• Training

• Preliminary Design
• Project Management Support 

• Several groups
• OPMTS PM Group: Peter Davich, Kevin Hagness, Luke Johanneck
• General Engineering Consultant (GEC): WSB
• Bridge: Kyle Fritz
• OCIC: Kevin Kosobud                          

• MnDOT personnel fill multiple functions
• Program Development  
• Project Selection
• Project Management Assistance

• GEC provides experience and ‘horsepower’
• RFP Writing
• Programmatic studies, PM support, etc

19



Delivery Method Selection

• Early Program Review
• Informal list 4-5 years prior to letting
• Scoping worksheet; district discussions

• Formal Selection Meeting
• 1-4 years prior to letting
• Managed discussion focused on:

• Risks
• Cost
• Schedule
• Complexity
• Staffing

• Group recommends delivery method to Senior Leadership
• Summary posted publicly

YES

NO

NO

YES

List Project 
Attributes

Set Project 
Goals

Identify 
Project 

Constraints

Assess Primary Evaluation Factors:
1) Delivery Schedule
2) Project Complexity & Innovation
3) Level of Design
4) Cost

Does primary factors 
assessment indicate an 

optimal method?

5) Perform initial risk 
assessment for 
optimal method

Can risks be properly 
managed for one optimal 

method?

5) Perform initial risk 
assessment for all 
possible methods

Pass/Fail assessment of 
secondary factors for optimal 

method:
6) Staff Experience/Availability
7) Level of Oversight & Control
8) Competition & Contractor Exp.

Perform full 
assessment of 

secondary factors 
for all methods

Delivery Method 
Selected

Does optimal method 
pass for all secondary 

factors?

YES

NO

Project Delivery 
Method Selection

20



Delivery Method Selection

PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD OPPORTUNITY/OBSTACLE SUMMARY
DBB DB CMGC

Primary Evaluation Factors

1. Delivery Schedule + ++ +

2. Project Complexity & Innovation + ++ ++

3. Level of Design NA NA NA

4. Cost + + -

5. Perform Initial Risk Assessment + - ++

Secondary Evaluation Factors

6. Staff Experience/Availability (MnDOT) P P P

7.Level of Oversight and Control P P P

8. Competition and Contractor Experience P P P

5/9/2024 Optional Tagline Goes Here |  mndot.gov/ 21



What’s Different About DB?

Contracts
• Performance (not prescriptive) specs

• “Meet permit reqs” not “Construct 4 ponds”
• Must think ahead to form appropriate ‘sandbox’
• MATERIALS NOT SPECIFIED

• Layouts are not contractual
• Only generalities (access points, lane widths)
• “Basic Config” vs “Prelim Design Drawings” RID

• Permitting/Public: Don’t commit to specifics 
• DO commit to functionality and performance
• Similar timeframes

• Field payments are different
• No quantity counting, pay by LS percentage

• 3-yr warranties
22



What’s Different About DB?

Schedule

             Activity   Duration  Prerequisite
1) Prelim 0-30% Design  N/A  N/A 
2) RFP Creation/Shortlisting 2 months  Active GEC Contract
3) RFP Release/Advertisement 3 months  FONSI, approved layout, permits
4) Letting   N/A  
5) Final Design  (by Contractor) Varies  NTP1 (Unless working at risk)
6) Construction  Varies  NTP2 and Partial Final Plans

100% Design by 
MnDOT

Bid
 

Construction by Contractor

Design-Bid-Build

23



What’s Different About DB?

“30%” 
Design

Write 
RFP

Ad/Final 
Design

Construction

Design-Build

Time

Schedule

             Activity   Duration  Prerequisite
1) Prelim 0-30% Design  N/A  N/A 
2) RFP Creation/Shortlisting 2 months  Active GEC Contract
3) RFP Release/Advertisement 3 months  FONSI, approved layout, permits
4) Letting   N/A  
5) Final Design  (by Contractor) Varies  NTP1 (Unless working at risk)
6) Construction  Varies  NTP2 and Partial Final Plans
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What’s Different About DB?

Acceleration Case Study

• 35W St Anthony Falls Collapse   Normal Duration
Aug 1, 2007  Collapse Occurs  N/A
Aug 4  Design-Build RFQ Issued 1-2 weeks 
Aug 8  Teams Shortlisted  6 weeks from issuance
Aug 23  RFP Released  2 months from initiation
Sept 14  Tech Proposals Received 3 months from RFP release
Sept 19  Letting   2 weeks from receipt
Oct 16  Lawsuit Filed  N/A
Oct 31  Restraining Order Rejected N/A
Nov 1  Construction Begins  6-8 weeks from letting
Sept 15, 2008  Open to Traffic  In (accelerated) DBB…2 years?

• Extreme Emergency Example
• 24-hour work, significant permit streamlining, emergency funds

• …but not possible without Design-Build  25



What’s Different About DB?

Project Administration – Quality
• Design verification following letting

• Partner with contractor during final design (over the shoulder reviews, etc)
• Check “RFC” plans for contract and standard conformance
• Accept plans, not Approve (can’t direct design)
• Partial co-housing if possible

• Lighter construction inspection
• Material testing split Contractor/MnDOT 
• No quantity counting
• Can’t direct solutions; 
         contractor must fix their own problems

26



Award Options for Design-Build

Low Bid
• Cost is only goal evaluated

• Most appropriate for projects with low complexity and risk

Best Value
• Contractor’s effect on other goals evaluated:

• Completion speed, maintainability, environmental impact

• Technical score typically given 20-40% as much weight as cost
• Most appropriate for projects with high complexity or risk

Project Size Percent of DB 
Program

Average Bid Vs 
DOT Estimate

Best Value 
Percentage

$0-15 Million 36.3% +0.40% 50%

$15-50 Million 27.2% -4.34% 75%

$50-250 Million 36.3% -2.81% 100% 27



Award Options for Design-Build

Best-Value Options
• Subjective Criteria

• “A + B” Style Completion Speed

• ID/IQ

• Maximum Price/Scope Clauses
• Maximum Price, Fixed Scope
• Maximum Price, Maximum Scope (Additive Alternate)
• Fixed Maximum Price, Maximum Scope

May NOT Be Used
• “Optional” Scope (contractor bids price for work that MnDOT may execute 

at its option)

• Unit rates (contractor bids unit rate for item of known variability i.e. 
bituminous patching mix to mitigate risk) 28



Best Value: How to Weigh Quality

Determining Scoring Criteria
• Place ‘points’ on project goals

• Determine which project goals contractors can effect
• Determine value of excellent performance versus poor performance for each goal
• Assign ‘points’ (each worth roughly 1% of the project cost) to each goal

• Lowest “Score” wins (similar to “Lowest Bid” winning)

• Draft evaluation factors typically posted for industry comment

• Final evaluation factors approved by Chief Engineer

Score = Price / Technical Score (0-100 points)

29



Best Value: How to Evaluate Proposals

Defined Process
• Identify Technical Review Committee

• 1 AGC representative
• 4 experienced (Principal) MnDOT engineers
• Expert subcommittees as needed
• Legal subcommittee 

• Train Technical Review Committee

• 1-2 week review period

Geometric Quality 
Excellent           Very Good          Adequate 

Strength vs
Weakness

Page Comment / 
Finding

Safety and 
operational 
characteristics 
of the 
Proposer’s 
geometric 
design.

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

Commitments 
to increase 
snow storage 
and minimize 
structures/
hazards within 
the clear zone.

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

S <--------->W

30



Best Value: How to Evaluate Proposals

• Convene Technical Review Committee
• All reviewers’ comments read and discussed
• Individual scoring; consensus not required
• “Process Oversight Committee” oversees Evaluation Manual requirements

• Final Results
• Individual scores averaged into final scores
• Chief Engineer approves results; announced publicly on letting date

• Transparency

Technical Proposal 
Score Proposal Price Final Score

97.88 $       60,204,280 615082.55

92.53 $       69,725,000 753539.39

96.33 $       60,721,000 630343.61

97.14 $       78,987,500 813130.53

31



Design-Build and Materials

• Materials not specified 
• Lump sum functionality i.e. “Bridge A”  (NO PAY ITEMS/QUANTITIES)
• Anything allowed by standards is allowed on the project
• Pavements are an exception: often specified directly

• Materials not typically scored 
• Contractor may or may not know specifically what they are using at bid

• Materials oversight similar to traditional Design-Bid-Build
• Contractors bring certifications/paperwork
• Quality Manager and/or MnDOT check and Accept
• Paperwork stored in Sharepoint
• Pictures are a larger part of documentation package in lieu of quantities

32



What’s Different About DB?

Alternative Technical Concepts (ATCs)

• MnDOT Approves ATCs if judged “equal or better in quality or effect” 
• Cost isn’t judged
         …although reductions are a common - and intentional - indirect benefit

• MnDOT response options
• Approved
• Approved with Conditions
• Not Approved
• Not an ATC

• Between 3-20 allowed

Confidential contractor proposals that modify contract requirements in ways 
that meet project goals while providing the contractor a competitive 

advantage during procurement

33



What’s Different About DB?

One-on-One Meetings
• Confidential meetings with each contractor to discuss ATC ideas

• Core project team & requested technical areas meet with core contractor members
• MnDOT determines whether ATC concepts are “entertainable” (worth developing)

• MnDOT must not:
• Release ATC ideas
• “Coach”

• Contractors must not: 
• Ask “is this an ATC”?
• Ask clarification questions
• “ATC” clear errors

• Missouri method? 34



Alternative Technical Concepts

ATC Submittals by Category

Paving
Drainage
Geometrics
Traffic
Grading
Materials
Utilities
Miscellaneous
Walls
Bridge
Geotechnical
Electrical

35



Alternative Technical Concepts
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Alternative Technical Concepts
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Case Study: Crookston in D2

• Unusual geotechnical project
• Deep slope failure with active “creep”
• Historic slides: 1934 and 2008
• Fails during drought conditions
• No traffic impacts (yet)
• Best solution unknown
• Roughly $8M estimate

• Delivery Method?
• Good size for DBB, but bad scope
• CMGC offers design control
• Design-Build offers design competition 

• Design-Build selected

38



Crookston: Piling Walls

39



Crookston: Soil Anchors

40



Crookston: Soil Mixing

41



Crookston: Shear Walls



Crookston: Results

Technical Proposal 
Score Proposal Price

Adjusted Score (Price 
/ Technical Score)

Team #1 85.00 $    6,808,808.00 80103.62

Team #2 82.61 $    7,496,356.00 90743.93

Team #3 93.40 $    7,218,533.00 77286.22

Nicholson 89.72 $    6,406,360.00 71403.92

The Engineer’s Estimate was $7,400,000.
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Other Noteworthy Design-Build Projects

• D4 Sign Replacement:   $1M bundled signs

• TH 61 Hastings:   Major bridge over Mississippi, type change

• 35E/Maryland:   First ABC Trial

• RICWS:   First IDIQ: design hardware and copy around state

• TH 210 Flood Repair:   Repair ~80 landslides, semi-emergency

• TH 169 Nine Mile Creek:   Design/build causeway

• Benson ADA:   $3M ped ramps and sidewalk

• 35W Anti-Icing Containment System:   $500K, unusual

• I494 TH 169 to Airport:   $377M – largest MnDOT contract to date

44



Questions?

Peter Davich
peter.a.davich@state.mn.us

651-283-66985/9/2024 45



Bidding Process - Q&A Discussion

●The bill states that new construction or reconstruction of two or 
more lane-miles of a trunk highway must comply with the 
policy.
○How many projects per year do you think would need to 

comply?
○How will the department determine projects that need to 

comply? How will the project teams be notified? Trained?
○How does MnDOTs requirements coordinate with FHWA?
○How will you track compliance?
○What are the consequences for non-compliance?



Bidding Process - Q&A Discussion

●Embodied Carbon information is collected with an 
Environmental Product Declaration (EPD). 
○Who would collect this information on the project team?
○Who will review it?
○Do you anticipate costs for collecting and processing EPDs? 

How will these be included in a bid?
○What contracts need to be modified to capture this work for 

the roles and responsibilities of the design and construction 
teams?



Member Discussion and 
Questions



Public Comments and 
Questions



Lunch



○ D’Amico & Sons Express 
○ Afro Deli & Grill: Minneapolis 
○ My Burger
○ Lao Sze Chuan
○ Sidewalk Kitchen
○ Korea Restaurant
○ Bona Vietnamese Restaurant
○ Noodles and Company
○ Chipotle Mexican Grill
○ Roti Mediterranean Bowls. 

Salads. Pitas.
○ sweetgreen
○ Hong Kong Noodle
○ Lu's Sandwiches
○ Jimmy John's

Lunch Options 
within 5 min walking 

Full Map of Dining Options

https://maps.app.goo.gl/RedYUpoUawjY9C8T8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/Kux5rATSsfoR1L8u7
https://maps.app.goo.gl/6LZJqk7PeiXdTQGk8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/tjp8Bw6wkmKCHkGE8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/fiyUvSxN9sx8j3js5
https://maps.app.goo.gl/E2FX9usPVvJKV96J8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/6S7RRq6Ear7RFx5U7
https://maps.app.goo.gl/ashtQZ4yXrdssJgd8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/DTtGibxPhxymAWPa9
https://maps.app.goo.gl/QbRuYojw5NFU2LvZ6
https://maps.app.goo.gl/QbRuYojw5NFU2LvZ6
https://maps.app.goo.gl/h2vnBLQ7hr3UsFUu7
https://maps.app.goo.gl/UVgk69R8RFWbeTro9
https://maps.app.goo.gl/ssJH1LCpwduRBrqZ8
https://maps.app.goo.gl/pVbmY1moh592KxWC9
https://www.google.com/maps/search/Restaurants/@44.9741659,-93.2281103,18.75z/data=!4m2!2m1!6e5?entry=ttu


Bidding Methods & 
Requirements

Department of Administration



2023 Legislation - Procurement & Bidding
Subd. 3. Procurement process. 
The Department of Administration and the Department of Transportation shall, after reviewing the 
recommendations of the Environmental Standards Procurement Task Force made under subdivision 5, paragraph 
(c), establish processes for incorporating the maximum allowable global warming potential of eligible materials 
into bidding processes by the effective dates listed in subdivision 2. The Department of Administration and 
Department of Transportation must also incorporate into the bidding process a preference for materials mined, 
made, or assembled in Minnesota.
Subd. 5. paragraph (c)
(c) The Task Force shall make recommendations to the commissioners of administration and transportation 
regarding:

(1) how to implement requirements that maximum global warming impacts for eligible materials be integrated 
into the bidding process for eligible projects;

(2) incentive structures that can be included in bidding processes to encourage the use of materials whose 
global warming potential is below the maximum established under subdivision 2;

(3) how a successful bidder for a contract notifies the commissioner of the specific environmental product 
declaration for a material used on a project;

(4) a process for waiving the requirements to procure materials below the maximum global warming potential 
resulting from product supply problems, geographic impracticability, or financial hardship;

(5) a system for awarding grants to manufacturers of eligible materials located in Minnesota to offset the cost of 
obtaining environmental product declarations or otherwise collect environmental product declaration data 
from manufacturers based in Minnesota;



Construction Procurement Methods and Overview
Mary Nelson, Glen Carpenter, Eric Radel
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Partners and General Roles

 Office of State Procurement (OSP): Provide service and oversight to government entities in the 
acquisition of products and services.

 Real Estate and Construction Services (RECS): State's owner's representative on construction 
projects for Minnesota state agencies.

 Delegated state agencies most likely to initiate a building construction projects exceeding 50,000 
Sq Ft: Department of Military Affairs, Department of Transportation Building Services, Department of 
Natural Resources, and Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 
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Construction Solicitation Methods

Design, Bid, Build

Construction Manager at Risk

Design Build

56



Design, Bid, Build Workflow
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Construction Solicitation Methods: Design, Bid, Build 

Request for Bid (RFB)

An RFB identifies the terms and specifications for a construction 
project. Only price and adherence to terms and specifications of the 
bid can be considered. The lowest bid meeting all terms and 
specifications is selected.

Bidding Requirements:
 Mandatory Pre-Bid Meeting
 Solicitation Bond
 Responsible Contractor Verification
 Prime Contractor Previous Experience and Qualifications 
 Department of Labor and Industry Construction Contractor Registration
 Department of Revenue Tax Form: Exemption from Surety Deposits for Non-Minnesota Contractors
 Payment and Performance Bond
 Human Rights
 Insurance
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Types of Construction Solicitations: Design, Bid, Build 

Best Value Request for Proposal (RFP)
A Best Value RFP seeks proposals from contractors for a construction project. Proposals are 
evaluated based on criteria which includes price and may also include factors such as: 
project approach, contractor technical capabilities, individual qualifications of the 
contractor's key personnel, ability to prepare appropriate project plans, subcontractor 
management plans, and previous project experience. The RFP states the relative weight of 
price and other selection criteria. The award must be made to the contractor offering the 
best value applying the weighted selection criteria.

Proposal Requirements:
 Mandatory Pre-Proposal Meeting
 Solicitation Bond
 Responsible Contractor Verification
 General Proposal and Price for Evaluation
 Department of Labor and Industry Construction Contractor Registration
 Department of Revenue Tax Form: Exemption from Surety Deposits for Non-Minnesota Contractors
 Payment and Performance Bond
 Human Rights
 Insurance
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Design, Bid, Build:  Build Workflow  
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Construction Manager at Risk Workflow

61



Construction Manager at Risk Workflow
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THANK YOU

QUESTIONS?
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Bidding Process - Q&A Discussion

●The bill states that state owned new buildings and major 
renovations 50,000 sf and larger must comply with the policy.
○How many projects per year do you think would need to 

comply?
○How will the department determine projects that need to 

comply? How will the project teams be notified? Trained?
○How will you track compliance?
○What are the consequences for non-compliance?



Bidding Process - Q&A Discussion

●Embodied Carbon information is collected with an 
Environmental Product Declaration (EPD). 
○Who would collect this information on the project team?
○Who will review it?
○Do you anticipate costs for collecting and processing EPDs? 

How will these be included in a bid?
○What contracts need to be modified to capture this work for 

the roles and responsibilities of the design and construction 
teams?



Member Discussion and 
Questions



Public Comments and 
Questions



Next Steps

●Next Meeting: May 23, 2024 at the MNDOT Training Center                       
Meeting #5: Bidding Requirements, Part 2                                                            

■ Bidding Incentives, Exceptions/Waivers, 
Compliance/Enforcement, Other Considerations 

■ Pilot Program
■ Material Working Groups
■ Summer Schedule

●Pilot Program Working Group & Materials Working Groups - 
Summer Meetings Scheduling

https://www.dot.state.mn.us/hr/trngctr/contacts.html


Potential Summer Meetings Schedule
Task Force Mtgs

Working Groups:
Tuesdays 1- 2:30pm

Pilot Program

Concrete

Steel

Asphalt

Other Materials

Fall Task Force Mtg
planned for October

schedule updated as of 5/7/2024; 
will be finalized at 5/23 meeting

*

*
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