EVALUATION FORM

# Evaluation Criteria Rating Requirements Rating Rationale
*Highly Advantageous: Proposal creatively and thoroughly addresses the Goals and
Tasks in this Request for Proposals.
*Advantageous: Proposal adequately addresses the Goals and Tasks in this Request
1 Responsiveness to for Proposals.
submission requirements  [*Not Advantageous: Proposal does Not address all of the Goals and Tasks in this
Request for Proposals.
*Unacceptable: Proposal does Not address any of the Goals and Tasks in this
Request for Proposals.
*Highly Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this
project with five or more such projects and excellent references.
*Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this project
) Previous related work and with three to five such projects and 3 good references or a combination of good and
references excellent references. _ _ o
*Not Advantageous: Involvement in at least two such projects, and a combination of
good and neutral references.
*Unacceptable: Involvement of one or fewer similar projects and/or 1 or more poor
references.
*Highly Advantageous: Contracted with five or more Massachusetts municipalities for
planning consultant services.
*Advantageous: Contracted with three or four Massachusetts municipalities for
.-~ : planning consultant services.
s Municipal experience *Not Advantageous: Contracted with two Massachusetts municipalities for planning
consultant services.
*Unacceptable: Contracted with one or no Massachusetts municipalities for planning
consultant services.
*Highly Advantageous: Five or more similar Plans have been adopted by the
respective municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation.
*Advantageous:Three or four similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
4 Success of previous related |municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation.

projects

*Not Advantageous: Two similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
municipalities and some evidence of successful implementation.

*Unacceptable: One or fewer similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
municipalities with little or no evidence of successful implementation.

Price Proposal:

Ranking




EVALUATION FORM

# Evaluation Criteria Rating Requirements Rating Rationale
*Highly Advantageous: Proposal creatively and thoroughly addresses the Goals and
Tasks in this Request for Proposals. -
N Of all the proposals, the respondent best demonstrated the ability to
* .
Responsiveness (o fgd;s:;igglosus. Proposal adequately addresses the Goals and Tasks in this Request translate the RFP's requirements directly to Hingham. Respondent's
1 o ] N : . - HA knowledge not only of Hingham and its community, but also of MA and
submission requirements Rl\‘la%tu;ig:/?;tggrggg;lpsroposal does Not address all of the Goals and Tasks in this Northeast regional technical and legislative elements impressed the
*Unacceptable: Proposal does Not address any of the Goals and Tasks in this evaluation team and were deemed extremely beneficial.
Request for Proposals.
*Highly Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this
grolect with flve.or more sluch projects and excellent referencgs. . . Firm members were substantially involved in the referenced projects,
Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this project ) . -
with three to five such projects and 3 good references or a combination of good and though not all members were involved in all projects. However, the
Previous related work and proj 9 9 references for the members of respondent's team were outstanding
2 excellent references. HA : h - h
references N - . . N (including several employed by or engaged with Hingham) -- those who
Not Advantageous: Involvement in at least two such projects, and a combination of ided ref ffusive in thei dati heref
o0od and neutral references provided references were effusive in their recommendations. Therefore,
9 ) ) - . the evaluation team judged this as HA.
Unacceptable: Involvement of one or fewer similar projects and/or 1 or more poor
references.
*Highly Advantageous: Contracted with five or more Massachusetts municipalities for
Ell-\&:ir:/r;:tgacggits”'tacn;ni?ar\\gtzzs\}vith three or four Massachusetts municipalities for While the respondent itself did not indicate that it had contracted with MA
planning gonsuitant services p muncipalities, each of the member consultants had contracted with,
3 Municipal experience . . y . L . A worked for, or volunteered for MA municipalities in multiple capacities and
Cﬁgéﬁ?;’finst:?ﬁg:ss‘ Contracted with two Massachusetts municipalities for planning demonstrated a depth of experience relevant to the RFP requirements.
*Unacceptable: Contracted with one or no Massachusetts municipalities for planning Therefore, the evaluation team judged this to be acceptable.
consultant services.
*Highly Advantageous: Five or more similar Plans have been adopted by the
respective municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation.
*Advantageous:Three or four similar Plans have been adopted by the respective While the respondent itself did not indicate that it had developed similar
4 Success of previous related [municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation. NA plans, the members of the respondent team have had experience with
projects *Not Advantageous: Two similar Plans have been adopted by the respective developing and implementing the various components of a climate action
municipalities and some evidence of successful implementation. plan at the municipal level.
*Unacceptable: One or fewer similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
municipalities with little or no evidence of successful implementation.
Price Proposal: $80,000
The respondent demonstrated the greatest understanding of Hingham's needs,
the local environment, and MA policy trends. The communication plan was
Rankin 1 strong, and the respondent's references were persuasive. Therefore, the

evaluation team ranked respondent first and believes its slightly higher pricing is
justified by its capabilities in developing the plan, its knowledge of Hingham and
MA, and its references.




EVALUATION FORM

# Evaluation Criteria Rating Requirements Rating Rationale
*Highly Advantageous: Proposal creatively and thoroughly addresses the Goals and
Tasks in this Request for Proposals. The proposal addressed in detail how the respondent would address each
*Advantageous: Proposal adequately addresses the Goals and Tasks in this Request of the components of the RFP, highlighting in particular what the respondent
1 Responsiveness to for Proposals. HA could do to address Hingham's needs and how to address conducting the
submission requirements  |*Not Advantageous: Proposal does Not address all of the Goals and Tasks in this services on a remote basis. The proposal was creative and well received.
Request for Proposals. However, the evaluation team did feel that the respondent's proposed
*Unacceptable: Proposal does Not address any of the Goals and Tasks in this schedule of interaction with the CAPC and Town officials was inadequate.
Request for Proposals.
*Highly Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this
E}g\c&]ect with flve‘or more sluch projects and e?«:ellent referencgs. . . Becase the respondent consists of two independent firms issuing a joint
vantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this project . ] )
’ with three to five such projects and 3 good references or a combination of good and proposal, the refergnged projects |nv0Ive_on¢ f}rm or the other. Sep'a'rately,
P Previous related work and excellent references A they have substantial involvement on their distinct projects, but not jointly.
references N L . . — References expressed positive experiences, though they were unable to
ot Advantageous: Involvement in at least two such projects, and a combination of \ . ! h
speak to respondent's community outreach acumen, which the evaluation
good and neutral references. team deems critical to the project's success
*Unacceptable: Involvement of one or fewer similar projects and/or 1 or more poor ’
references.
*Highly Advantageous: Contracted with five or more Massachusetts municipalities for
planning consultant services.
*Advantageous: Contracted with three or four Massachusetts municipalities for Respondent has no MA muncipal contracting experience. The evaluation
3 Municipal experience planning consultant services. . o ) U lteam r_\Otes, howevgr, thg@ thg respondent d}oes have municipal experience,
*Not Advantageous: Contracted with two Massachusetts municipalities for planning including large municpalities like San Francisco, that could translate to the
consultant services. work done for Hingham.
*Unacceptable: Contracted with one or no Massachusetts municipalities for planning
consultant services.
*Highly Advantageous: Five or more similar Plans have been adopted by the
respective municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation.
. *Adv_antag_eous:_Three or fo‘." similar Plans have _been adopte_d by the respective Of all proposals, the respondent best demonstrated its involvement with
4 Success of previous related |municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation. HA climate action planning devel t and It inting t if
; . > - ) planning development and consulting, pointing to specifics on
projects Not Advantageous: Two similar Plans have been adopted by the respective implementation and success measures
municipalities and some evidence of successful implementation. ’
*Unacceptable: One or fewer similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
municipalities with little or no evidence of successful implementation.
Price Proposal: $80,000
Respondent has strong and directly relevant climate action planning experience,
and the evaluation team appreciated the thoughtfulness of the respondent's
Rankin 2 approach. Concerns that prevented the evaluation team from ranking this

respondent first consisted of its lack of MA contracting experience and a local
presence, coupled with the inability of any of the references to speak to
respondent's community engagement experience.




EVALUATION FORM

# Evaluation Criteria Rating Requirements Rating Rationale
*Highly Advantageous: Proposal creatively and thoroughly addresses the Goals and
Tasks in this Request for Proposals. While the proposal was thorough, the respondent emphasized its
*Advantageous: Proposal adequately addresses the Goals and Tasks in this Request technical acumen and ability to execute on projects that might result
1 Responsiveness to for Proposals. A from a climate action plan rather than climate action planning itself.
submission requirements  [*Not Advantageous: Proposal does Not address all of the Goals and Tasks in this Community engagement, which is deemed critical for the success of
Request for Proposals. the plan, was not as thoroughly explained as the other components of
*Unacceptable: Proposal does Not address any of the Goals and Tasks in this the planning process.
Request for Proposals.
*Highly Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this
project with five or more such projects and excellent references. While none of the referenced projects were climate action plans, the
*Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this project evaluation team noted the involvement of the proposed staff with
Previ with three to five such projects and 3 good references or a combination of good and successful projects. Furthermore, references were positive on the
revious related work and - - .
2 references excellent references. ) ) o A work th_e respondent had_ provided in other projects (t_hough_the
*Not Advantageous: Involvement in at least two such projects, and a combination of evaluation team was curious as to why respondent did not list the
good and neutral references. Town of Hingham as a reference when it noted having done other
*Unacceptable: Involvement of one or fewer similar projects and/or 1 or more poor projects for the Town).
references.
*Highly Advantageous: Contracted with five or more Massachusetts municipalities for
planning consultant services.
*Advantageous: Contracted with three or four Massachusetts municipalities for
3 Municipal experience planning consultant services. HA Respondent has a great deal of contracting experience with MA
*Not Advantageous: Contracted with two Massachusetts municipalities for planning municipalities and meets the criteria requirements.
consultant services.
*Unacceptable: Contracted with one or no Massachusetts municipalities for planning
consultant services.
*Highly Advantageous: Five or more similar Plans have been adopted by the
iespectlve mun|l0|paI|t|es with some evidence of successful implementation. . None of the referenced projects were climate action plans. However,
Advantageous:Three or four similar Plans have been adopted by the respective the evaluation team was impressed with the portfolio of referenced
Success of previous related |municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation. f . - .
4 projects *Not Advantageous: Two similar Plans have been adopted by the respective NA proeicts, the professionalism of the respondent, and the technical
municipalities and sbme evidence of successful implementation capabilities on projects and components that would underly a climate
. P : . action plan.
*Unacceptable: One or fewer similar Plans have been adopted by the respective
municipalities with little or no evidence of successful implementation.
Price Proposal:  $79, 724.51
The evaluation team is impressed with the respondent's technical acumen
and MA municipal experience, and thinks they could be a good candidate for
implementing various components of a climate action plan. However,
Ranking 3 respondent was unable to demonstrate climate action planning experience,

and did not address fully community engagement. Lastly, while respondent
provided a lower price than the highest ranked proposal, the differential was
less than 1/2 of 1%, and therefore the pricing was not seen as overcoming
these deficiencies.




EVALUATION FORM

# Evaluation Criteria Rating Requirements Rating Rationale
*Highly Advantageous: Proposal creatively and thoroughly addresses the Goals and
Tasks in this Request for Proposals.
*Advantageous: Proposal adequately addresses the Goals and Tasks in this Request The proposal addressed each of the goals in the RFP, but did not do much
Responsiveness to for Proposals. ! .
1 submission requirements  |*Not Advantageous: Proposal does Not address all of the Goals and Tasks in this A ;norﬁczijnnr;gnrignﬁ;en:he RFP components. Response lacked depth and
Request for Proposals. PP 9 ’
*Unacceptable: Proposal does Not address any of the Goals and Tasks in this
Request for Proposals.
*Highly Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this
project with five or more such projects and excellent references.
*Advantageous: Substantial involvement of firm members assigned to this project
5 Previous related work and ‘é")'(?et”rgﬁtergg'r‘éi‘fggh projects and 3 good references or a combination of good and A Personnel proposed to work on project were assigned and involved with
references *Not Advantageous: Involvement in at least two such projects, and a combination of referenced projects.
good and neutral references.
*Unacceptable: Involvement of one or fewer similar projects and/or 1 or more poor
references.
*Highly Advantageous: Contracted with five or more Massachusetts municipalities for
planning consultant services.
*Advantageous: Contracted with three or four Massachusetts municipalities for The pronosal mentions greater than five MA municipal consulting projects
3 Municipal experience planning consultant services. HA and tphu;J meets the RFF?criterion' however, none ofpthe referencgez J '
*Not Advantageous: Contracted with two Massachusetts municipalities for planning ; h . e L h
consultant services. projects are directly applicable to climate action planning.
*Unacceptable: Contracted with one or no Massachusetts municipalities for planning
consultant services.
*Highly Advantageous: Five or more similar Plans have been adopted by the
respective municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation. While each of the referenced projects addressed one or more elements
*Advantageous:Three or four similar Plans have been adopted by the respective ) . ) } . S
4 Success of previous related |municipalities with some evidence of successful implementation. U it:\e/l;rr:t\ég:htot?eelr:\:rludeecflﬁlgeanzllr)n«:-rl]tgnaecggn pelztne ((js:r;f;;s iﬁsngssi;ﬁ: aste
projects *Not Advantageous: Two similar Plans have been adopted by the respective action I);nnin agy roach Oynl one of g]% references glluded to
municipalities and some evidence of successful implementation. im Iempentatiog PP ’ Y
*Unacceptable: One or fewer similar Plans have been adopted by the respective p ’
municipalities with little or no evidence of successful implementation.
Price Proposal: $78,000
The proposal primarily reiterated the RFP requirements without depth or
Rankin 4 explanation as to the applicability to Hingham. None of the similarly referenced

projects were located in MA, and none directly dealt with climate action planning.
While the price proposal is the lowest of the four, it is only 2.5% lower, and thus
the price differential was not viewed as sufficiently advantageous to make up for
the deficiencies when compared to the other proposals.
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