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*************************************************************************************************************************** 
Instructions: The purpose of this form is to record all evaluation notes and scoring that is obtained through 
consensus discussions among the full evaluation team for this Request for Proposals (RFP) process.  The RFP 
Coordinator or Lead Evaluator should complete this form and maintain the only copy.  This form should reflect 
the full team’s consensus evaluations, and this form is not meant to take the place of individual evaluation 
notes, which are still required from each member of the evaluation team.  A separate form is available for 
individual evaluation notes. Please submit a copy of this document to the Division of Purchases as part of your 
contract award selection documents. 
 
DEPARTMENT NAME: Environmental Protection 
NAME OF RFP COORDINATOR: Bill Longfellow 
NAMES OF EVALUATORS: Maria Lentine-Eggett, Beth Callahan, Bill Longfellow 
 

*************************************************************************************************************************** 
 

SUMMARY PAGE 
 

Pass/Fail Criteria   
 Pass: Fail: 
 (List all pass/fail criteria of the RFP, if any.  This section must be completed by 
RFP Coordinator before proposals are given to review team for evaluation.  If a 
proposal fails any of the pass/fail criteria, the proposal is to be rejected and, 
therefore, not given to a review team for review.) 

  

    
    
    
   
  
 Points Awarded: 
Numerical Score: (Edit sections below to match evaluation criteria within RFP.)  
  
Section I.   Cost and Budget                                                          (Max: 25 Points) 15 
  
Section II.  Wetland Restoration                                                     (Max: 25 Points) 10 
  
Section III:  Habitat Considerations                                                (Max: 10 Points) 2 
  
Section IV:  Water Quality                                                              (Max:  25 Points) 20 
  
Section V:  Culturally & Economically  Important Sustainable Plants (Max: 5 Pts) 1 
  
Section VI:  Technical Expertise                                                     (Max:  5 Points) 3 
  
Section VII:  Wetlands Protection                                                   (Max:  5 Points) 5 
  
  
  
TOTAL POINTS                                                                            (Max: 100 Points) 56 
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*************************************************************************************************************************** 
EVALUATION OF SECTION I 

Cost and Budget 
Total Points Available: 25                  Score: 15 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 

   Evaluation Team Comments: 
 

• $95,000 requested,  
• information on the future use of roads would be helpful to know, 
• how many culverts would be needed to “restore” the wetland function 
• Not having the engineering design that was mentioned left the review team not quite knowing 

how many culverts would be added to the roads thus comparable to the funds requested. 
 

 
 

EVALUATION OF SECTION II  
Wetlands Restoration 

      
Total Points Available: 25 Score: 10 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 

   Evaluation Team Comments: 
 

• A completed natural resources inventory would be very advantageous to this application.  It would 
be helpful to know the resources and their respective values on the property and the impact of 
restoration activities.  The application is weak on explaining what is actually “going on at the site”.   

• Wetlands are known by their hydrology, soils, and plants.  If anyone of these three is missing, 
there is no wetland.  It was obvious to the review team that the roads crossing the wetlands 
greatly impacted wetland hydrology and the team wasn’t sure if the inclusion of 1 or maybe 2 
culverts for each crossing would restore hydrology.  The RFP describes the requirement of this 
criteria as “The project must provide protection and/or restoration of impacted wetlands, 
enhancements to existing wetlands, or the creation of new wetlands from upland. Provide an 
overview of the project and describe how the project restores, enhances, and/or creates 
wetlands. Describe the resource types restored and the degree to which the project replaces the 
functions and values of impacted resources. Detail the current condition of the property and the 
proposed condition following the restoration project.  The team questioned if the addition of one 
or two culverts to Crossing 1 and one culvert to Crossing 2, albeit they are described as 
“bottomless box culverts” (Sect. IV, A), would restore the hydrology that was impacted by the 
construction of the road.   

• The narrative provided in this section says “By re-engineering two of the problem crossings, and 
removing the third, we hope to restore nearly full wetland function on the property.  This will 
restore proper hydrologic movement….”  This very simple explanation is all that is offered in this 
section for an “overview of the project” to be done.  The review team would have like to know 
more about what was going to be done to ‘re-engineer’ the roads and why it would ‘restore proper 
hydrologic movement’.  There was no further supportive information on why and more 
importantly, how this would restore hydraulic capacity. 

• In the cover letter, it was stated “…wetlands were crossed by logging roads.  Three of these are 
particularly problematic...having a negative impact on water quality and affecting habitat…” (from 
3rd paragraph)  Then, 3 sentences later it states “Lack of these crossings will also hamper proper 
management of the forest, [sic] and slow recovery of the whole wetland complex.”  The review 
team agreed that the roads built on the wetland would be detrimental the wetland function.  Why 
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would only these three roads need to be addressed?  What about the other roads, are they 
properly engineered?  What impact will there be for fixing these two and removing one while there 
are many other roads?  The review team also asked why the lack of these crossings would slow 
wetland recovery.  How and why?   This type of information would have been helpful for the 
review team to get a better sense of the importance of this project.   

• The team was in favor of funding the removal of the one crossing but not the work to be done on 
the two crossings that would remain.  It was felt that a bad precedent would be set if this project 
was fully funded for the reasons stated above and in other sections of this consensus form. 

 
 

 
 

EVALUATION OF SECTION III 
Habitat Considerations 

       
Total Points Available: (10)                 Score:  2 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 

 
 
Evaluation Team Comments: 
 

• There was not enough information specific to this site, we’d like to have evidence of actual use by the 
species mentioned.  The larger studies have been referenced, but on site intelligence and 
observation would be helpful. 

• The wetlands in Surry Forest “are home to significant species…” 
• Maine Distinct Population Segment (DPS) model predicts an abundance of Atlantic salmon rearing 

habitat.  This is predicted, not actually happening there today.  
• Project comprises five macrogroups and their associated habitats as defined by Maine’s 2015 Wildlife 

Action Plan.  “All will be enhanced by this project” it states in the application.  “How?” was the review 
teams question, please tell me how.  The claim is made but there was no supportive information 
which would have been helpful.   

• The application speaks of the rehabilitation of the buffer zones as being beneficial to habitat in the 
wetland. This may be true, but it would have been helpful to include a more robust explanation for 
why this is true.  What mechanisms specifically take place when buffer is improved?  There were a lot 
of habitat described and claims of a much improved conditions once the project was completed, but 
not much explanation to bridge the gap between the two states which would have been nice to 
complete the picture. 
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EVALUATION OF SECTION IV 

Water Quality 
      

Total Points Available: 25 Score: 20 
 

*************************************************************************************************************************** 
   Evaluation Team Comments: 

 
• The removal of road three will help with improving water quality. 
• Restoration of buffer areas will help with improving water quality. 
• Stabilizing the two roadways will help with improving water quality.  All three of these items are 

beneficial to water quality, but with the exception of the roadways, it would be helpful to have 
more explanation of how they improve water quality than what was presented.  The problem with 
two of the many roads across the wetland were shared and photographs were submitted.  

 
 
 
 

EVALUATION OF SECTION V 
Culturally and Economically Important Sustainable Plants (5) 

 
Total Points Available: 5 Score: 1 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 

   Evaluation Team Comments: 
 

There were no culturally or economically important plants in an existing wetland mentioned.  Balsam fir, 
which occurs “in the areas surrounding wetlands”, was discussed at great length.  The review team 
concluded that this section was at best addressed tangentially, at worst, not at all.  A simple statement 
indicating whether there are any plants of this nature in the wetland or could be in the wetland was 
absent.   
 

 
 

EVALUATION OF SECTION VI 
Technical Expertise 

      
Total Points Available: 5 Score: 3 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 

   Evaluation Team Comments: 
 

CES has been or will be used for this project.  Blue Hills Heritage Trust seems to have adequate 
experience in land conservation.  Hans Carlson will be acting as project manager for this endeavor.  It 
would have been helpful to get a better sense of the CES designed project.   It would have been helpful to 
have the full natural resources inventory done as mentioned in Section II.  It would have been helpful to 
have a more robust description of how the roads were to be “re-engineered”. These are all technical 
details that were not fully communicated or included in this application.  Full score not achieved for these 



STATE OF MAINE 
TEAM CONSENSUS EVALUATION NOTES 

 
RFP #: 201704082 
RFP TITLE: 2017 Grants for Wetland Restoration 
BIDDER: Blue Hill Heritage Trust 
DATE: July 19, 2017 
 

Rev. June 14, 2017 5 

reasons.  The ‘technical’ part of the ‘technical expertise’ was not fully communicated.  There is little doubt 
that the Blue Hills Heritage Trust and associated parties could have the expertise, but their expertise in 
the preparation of this document was seen to be lacking in several areas, indirectly attesting to their level 
of technical expertise.   

 
 

EVALUATION OF SECTION VII 
Wetland Protection 

 
Total Points Available: 5  Score: 5 

 
*************************************************************************************************************************** 
   Evaluation Team Comments: 

Conservation easement will be and is the tool utilized here.  Fully satisfied. 
 

 








































