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Recommendation of Award 

Notice of Intent to Award Number: 240000000140 

The Department of Technology, Management, & Budget’s Procurement office has completed the 

evaluation of RFP # 230000002854, Agricultural, Grounds, Turf, Earth Moving, and Roadside, Maintenance 

Equipment, and has recommended a multiple award to AIS, Alta, Altec, Deer & Company, Falcon, Herc 

Rentals, Knapheide, MacAllister, MacQueen, Truck & Trailer, and Versa-Lift, pending State Administrative 

Board approval, if applicable.  More information on the State Administrative Board can be found at: State 

Administrative Board.  

 
Bidders who were not recommended for the award are encouraged to schedule a debriefing session with 

the Solicitation Manager.  The debriefing session will provide the bidder with the State’s rationale on why 

the bidder was not recommended for the award.  The Solicitation Manager may be contacted as follows: 

Yvon Dufour, Solicitation Manager 

dufoury@michigan.gov 

(517) 249-0455 

Background Information: 

This Request for Proposal (RFP) was to solicit responses for selection of a Contractor(s) to provide 
Agricultural, Grounds, Turf, Earth Moving, and Roadside, Maintenance Equipment.  The term of this 
contract is five (5) years, with up to five (5), one (1) year renewal options.  

Bidders: 

The RFP was posted on www.michigan.gov/SIGMAVSS on 8/22/2023 for fifty-two (52) days.  The following 

bidders submitted proposals by the published due date of 10/13/2023.  

Bidder Address, City, State, Zip Code SDVOB* GDBE** 

Abutilon Co., Inc. (ABCO) 6923 Summerfield Rd Petersburg MI 49270 No No 

AIS Construction Equipment 
Corporation  

56155 Pontiac Trail, New Hudson, MI 
48165 

No No 

Alta Equipment Group 13211 Merriman Rd, Livonia, MI 48150 No No 

Altec Industries, Inc. 
210 Inverness Center Drive, 
Birmingham, AL 35242 

No No 

Bobcat 
250 E. Beaton Drive, West Fargo, ND 

58078 
No No 

Bush Hog, LLC 2501 Griffin Ave, Selma, AL 36701 No No 

Deere & Company  2000 John Deere Run, Cary NC 27513 No No 

Falcon Road Maintenance 
Equipment, LLC 

2600 Salzburg, Freeland, MI 48623 No No 

Frederickson Supply, LLC 
3901 Three Mile Rd. NW, Grand Rapids, MI 
49534 

No No 

http://www.michigan.gov/micontractconnect/0,4541,7-225-48756---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/micontractconnect/0,4541,7-225-48756---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/SIGMAVSS
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Herc Rentals, Inc. 
7500 Riverview Center Blvd, Bonita 
Springs, FL 34134 

No No 

John Deere Construction Retail 
Sales 

1300 River Drive, Moline, IL 61265 No No 

Knapheide Truck Equipment 1200 S. Averill Ave., Flint, MI 48503 No No 

MacAllister Machinery Co. Inc. 24800 Novi Road, Novi, MI 48375 No No 

MacQueen Equipment, LLC 
dba Bell Equipment Co. 

78 Northpointe Drive, Lake Orion, MI  
48359. 

No No 

North River Truck & Trailer, Inc. 24411 N. River Rd. Mt. Clemens, MI 48043 No No 

RhinoAg, LLC dba Rhino 
1020 S. Sangamon Ave., Gibson City, IL 
60936 

No No 

Spaulding Manufacturing, Inc. 5366 East Road, Saginaw, MI 48601 No No 

Truck & Trailer Specialties, Inc. 
3286 Hanna Lake Industrial Park Drive, 
Dutton, MI 49316 

No No 

Versa-Lift Midwest, LLC 
51761 Danview Technology Court, Shelby 
Twp., MI  48315 No No 

*SDVOB: Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Business   

**GDBE: Geographically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise   
 

 

Evaluation Synopsis 

I. Evaluation  

A Responsible Vendor is a vendor that demonstrates it has the ability to successfully perform the duties 
identified by the solicitation. A Responsive proposal is one that is submitted in accordance with the 
solicitation instructions and meets all mandatory requirements identified in the solicitation. 

 
7. MANDATORY MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS. To avoid disqualification, the bidder must provide 

documentation to support the following: 

• Manufacturer Authorized Distributor 

• All “catalog” pricing must be published and available at all times via website access, and/or 

electronic/printed price pages. 

Only proposals meeting the mandatory minimum requirements will be considered for evaluation. 

8. EVALUATION PROCESS. The State will evaluate each proposal based on the following factors: 
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 Technical Evaluation Criteria Weight 

1. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement 
of Work, A. EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5 (Equipment 
for Rental and Parts, Maintenance & Repair service shall be evaluated 
separately) 
AND/OR  
Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT 
FOR RENTAL, Sections 3.1 – 3.4. (Equipment for Purchase and Parts, 
Maintenance & Repair service shall be evaluated separately) 
AND/OR  
Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – 
Statement of Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 
4.1 – 4.3. (Equipment for Purchase and Rental shall be evaluated 
separately) 

20 

2. 
 

General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. 

15 

3. 
 

Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, 
sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 13.  

15 

4. 
 

 

Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing 
service to the entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. 
(The Contractor(s) with the most resources in all areas shall attain the 
highest score).    

50 

 Total 100 

Proposals receiving a score of 80 or more technical evaluation points will have pricing evaluated and 

considered for award. 

The State may utilize all bidder information, without regard to a proposal’s technical score, to determine 

fair market value for goods or services sought. The State is not obligated to accept the lowest price 

proposal. If applicable, the State’s evaluation will include consideration of a bidder’s qualified disabled 

veterans/service-disabled veteran owned business(QDV/SDVOB) status under MCL 18.1261(8). 

Additional information on the SDVOB preference is available at: Michigan.gov/SDVOB. 

The State strongly encourages strict adherence to the Contract Terms. The State reserves the right to 

deem a bid non-responsive for failure to accept the Contract Terms. Nevertheless, the bidder may 

submit proposed changes to the Contract Terms in track changes (i.e., visible edits) with an explanation 

of the bidder’s need for each proposed change. Failure to include track changes with an explanation of 

the bidder’s need for the proposed change constitutes the bidder’s acceptance of the Contract Terms. 

General statements, such as that the bidder reserves the right to negotiate the terms and conditions, 

may be considered non-responsive. Failure to respond timely to requests for proposed changes to 

Contract Terms during ongoing negotiations may be cause for disqualification. 

The State may but is not required to conduct an on-site visit to tour and inspect the bidder’s facilities; 

require an oral presentation of the bidder's proposal; conduct interviews, research, reference checks, 

and background checks; and request additional price concessions at any point during the evaluation 

process. 

II. Evaluation Method 

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(12rtpbjmznw1mn4opquus2gz))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-18-1261
https://www.michigan.gov/SDVOB
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Responses to this solicitation were reviewed by Solicitation Manager in collaboration with Subject Matter 

Expert, which consisted of the following individuals:  

Voting Advisory 

Yvon Dufour, Category Specialist, DTMB Central 
Procurement,  

Scott Poyer, Fleet Specialist, 
MDOT – Transportation Systems 
Management and Operations 

Colby Page, Fleet Specialist, MDOT – Transportation 
Systems Management and Operations 

 

 

III. Evaluation Results  

Step 1 - Mandatory Minimums 

Bidder Meets Deficiency 

Abutilon Co., Inc. (ABCO) NO 
Did not provide manufacturer 
letters for proof of authorized 

dealer/distributer 

AIS Construction Equipment Corporation (AIS) YES NA 

Alta Equipment Group (Alta) YES NA 

Altec Industries, Inc. (Altec) YES NA 

Bobcat  YES NA 

Bush Hog, LLC YES NA 

Deere & Company (Deere) YES NA 

Falcon Road Maintenance Equipment, LLC (Falcon) YES NA 

Frederickson Supply, LLC (Frederickson) YES NA 

Herc Rentals, Inc. (Herc) YES NA 

John Deere Construction Retail Sales (JDCRS) YES NA 

Knapheide Truck Equipment (Knapheide) YES NA 

MacAllister Machinery Co. Inc. (MCat) YES NA 

MacQueen Equipment, LLC dba Bell Equipment Co. 
(Bell) 

YES NA 

North River Truck & Trailer, Inc. (North River) YES NA 

RhinoAg, LLC dba Rhino (Rhino) YES NA 

Spaulding Manufacturing, Inc. (Spaulding) YES NA 

Truck & Trailer Specialties, Inc. (T & T) YES NA 

Versa-Lift Midwest, LLC (Versa-Lift) YES NA 

Step 2 – Technical Evaluation 

A. AIS 
 
The Evaluation Team determined that AIS, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that AIS, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to 
the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that AIS, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 
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4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

B. Alta 
 
The Evaluation Team determined that Alta, based on a score of 97/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit answers for questions in sections 6.2 and 9.2 of Schedule A.  

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 97/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Alta, based on a score of 95/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to 
the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 18/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder has exception to section 3.1 d.  

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit answers for questions in sections 6.2 and 9.2 of Schedule A.  

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 
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4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 95/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Alta, based on a score of 97/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 97/100 

C. Altec 
The Evaluation Team determined that Altec, based on a score of 88/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not affirm business type in section 2.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 88/100 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Altec, based on a score of 88/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to 
the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not affirm business type in section 2.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 88/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Altec, based on a score of 88/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not affirm business type in section 2.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 88/100 

D. Bobcat 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bobcat, based on a score of 35/100, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  
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1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 0/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet document.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 0/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet document.  

Total Score: 35/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bobcat, based on a score of 35/100, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 0/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet document.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 0/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet document.  
Total Score: 35/100 

 
E. Bush Hog 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Bush Hog, based on a score of 80/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain their reporting in section 6.2. 

b) Bidder edited liquidated damages language in section 13. 

c) Bidder has exceptions to SLAs in section 15. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit a redlined copy of the Terms and Conditions despite noting 
exceptions.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 80/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bush Hog, based on a score of 80/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain their reporting in section 6.2. 

b) Bidder edited liquidated damages language in section 13. 

c) Bidder has exceptions to SLAs in section 15. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
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a) Bidder did not submit a redlined copy of the Terms and Conditions despite noting 
exceptions.  

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 80/100 
 

F. Deere  
The Evaluation Team determined that Deere, based on a score of 99/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder noted exceptions with section 13. Liquidated Damages.  

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 50/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 99/100 

G. Falcon 

The Evaluation Team determined that Falcon, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 
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4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Falcon, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Falcon, based on a score of 98/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 48/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 98/100 

 

 

H. Frederickson 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Frederickson, based on a score of 86/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 11/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting capabilities in section 6.2. 
b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.6. 
c) Bidder did not explain how they comply with security in section 7.8. 
d) Bidder did not respond to how they comply with Order Verification in section 9.2. 

3. Bidder noted exceptions with section 13. Liquidated Damages Company 
information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 13.   
SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 86/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Frederickson, based on a score of 86/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 11/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting capabilities in section 6.2. 
b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.6. 
c) Bidder did not explain how they comply with security in section 7.8. 
d) Bidder did not respond to how they comply with Order Verification in section 9.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 86/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Frederickson, based on a score of 86/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of 
Work, C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 11/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting capabilities in section 6.2. 
b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.6. 
c) Bidder did not explain how they comply with security in section 7.8. 
d) Bidder did not respond to how they comply with Order Verification in section 9.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 86/100 

I. Herc 

The Evaluation Team determined that Herc, based on a score of 80/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to 
the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 
– 13.   SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder provided gross sales for 3 years rather than 5 years as requested in section 2. 

b) Bidder did not fill out provided form for listing of references in section 6. In addition, 
some of the requested info was not provided. 
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c) Bidder did not provide the requested info in section 9. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 35/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 80/100 

J. JDCRS 

The Evaluation Team determined that JDCRS, based on a score of 83/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain how they comply with transition requirements in section 5.3. 
b) Bidder did not explain reporting capabilities in section 6.2. 
c) Bidder did not respond to how they comply with Order Verification in section 9.2. 

3. Bidder noted exceptions with section 13. Liquidated Damages Company 
information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 13.   
SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not affirm agreement with Contract Terms. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 83/100 

K. Knapheide 

The Evaluation Team determined that Knapheide, based on a score of 86/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, all sections. SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 
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a) Bidder did not provide required response for sections 6.1 and 6.2. 
b) Bidder did not provide Org Chart per section 7.4. 
c) Bidder did not provide required response for section 7.5. 
d) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.6. 

3. Bidder noted exceptions with section 13. Liquidated Damages Company 
information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 13.   
SCORE 13/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not affirm agreement with Contract Terms. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the 
entire State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 86/100 

L. MCat 

The Evaluation Team determined that MCat, based on a score of 100/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 50/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 100/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that MCat, based on a score of 100/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 
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3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 50/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 100/100 

M. Bell 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bell, based on a score of 89/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not describe how they comply with transition requirements in section 5.3. 

b) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bell, based on a score of 89/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses to 
the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not describe how they comply with transition requirements in section 5.3. 

b) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 
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3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Bell, based on a score of 89/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not describe how they comply with transition requirements in section 5.3. 

b) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 

N. North River 
The Evaluation Team determined that North River, based on a score of 84/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 35/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 84/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that North River, based on a score of 84/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

5. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

6. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

7. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

8. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 35/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 84/100 

O. Rhino 
The Evaluation Team determined that Rhino, based on a score of 82/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 18/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Section 2.5 training response box deleted. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not describe how they comply with the requirements in section 6.1. 

b) Bidder did not provide a response in section 7.6. 

c) Bidder provided alternate language in section 13. 
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d) Bidder provided alternate language in section 15. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder has exceptions to contract terms in section 7. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 44/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 82/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Rhino, based on a score of 84/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not describe how they comply with the requirements in section 6.1. 
b) Bidder did not provide a response in section 7.6. 
c) Bidder provided alternate language in section 13. 
d) Bidder provided alternate language in section 15. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 10/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 44/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 84/100 

P. Spaulding 

The Evaluation Team determined that Spaulding, based on a score of 34/100, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.5. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 0/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 0/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

Total Score: 34/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that Spaulding, based on a score of 34/100, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “RENTAL”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their 
responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Rental Capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, B. EQUIPMENT FOR RENTAL, 
Sections 3.1 – 3.4.  SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.5. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 0/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 0/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

Total Score: 34/100 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Spaulding, based on a score of 34/100, did not meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

b) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.5. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 0/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 0/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but 
the following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not submit Vendor Questions Worksheet. 

Total Score: 34/100 

Q. T & T 

The Evaluation Team determined that T & T, based on a score of 94/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating their responses 
to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 45/50 
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The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 94/100 

The Evaluation Team determined that T & T, based on a score of 94/100, did meet the requirements 
of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was accomplished 
by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not explain reporting requirements in section 6.2. 

5. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

6. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 45/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 94/100 

R. Versa-Lift 

The Evaluation Team determined that Versa-Lift, based on a score of 89/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PURCHASE”.  This determination was accomplished by evaluating 
their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Warranties/Service Levels/Delivery/Training - Schedule A – Statement of Work, A. 
EQUIPMENT FOR PURCHASE, Sections 2.1 – 2.5. SCORE 20/20 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.5 and 7.6. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 
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The Evaluation Team determined that Versa-Lift, based on a score of 89/100, did meet the 
requirements of this RFP for “PARTS, AND MAINTENANCE & REPAIR”.  This determination was 
accomplished by evaluating their responses to the Technical Evaluation Criteria.  

1. Parts, and Maintenance and repair service capabilities - Schedule A – Statement of Work, 
C. PARTS and MAINTENANCE & REPAIR, Sections 4.1 – 4.3. SCORE 20/20 
The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

2. General Requirements - Schedule A – Statement of Work, D. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, 
all sections. SCORE 14/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were mostly satisfactory, but the 
following deficiencies were noted: 

a) Bidder did not provide hours and days of the week in section 7.5 and 7.6. 

3. Company information/Experience – Vendor Questions Worksheet, sections 1 - 4 and 6 – 
13.   SCORE 15/15 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

4. Evidence of a Superior level of “Resources/Capacity” providing service to the entire 
State – Vendor Questions Worksheet, section 5. SCORE 40/50 

The Evaluation Team determined that overall, the responses were satisfactory. 

Total Score: 89/100 

IV. Technical Evaluation Summary  

Evaluation Including Schedule A, Section A. Equipment for Purchase 

BIDDER 

1. Warranties 
- Service 
Levels - 

Delivery - 
Training  

2. General 
Requirements  

3. Company 
information - 
Experience  

4. Evidence of a 
Superior level of 

“Resources - Capacity” 
providing service to the 

entire State  TOTAL 

WEIGHT 20 15 15 50 100 

AIS 20 15 15 48 98 

Alta 20 14 15 48 97 

Altec 20 15 13 40 88 

Bobcat  20 15 0 0 35 

Bush Hog 20 10 10 40 80 

Deere  20 14 15 50 99 

Falcon  20 15 15 48 98 

Frederickson 20 11 15 40 86 

Herc  NB 15 10 35 NB 

JDCRS 20 13 10 40 83 

Knapheide 20 13 13 40 86 

Mcat 20 15 15 50 100 

Bell 20 14 15 40 89 

North River  20 14 15 35 84 

Rhino 18 10 10 44 82 

Spaulding  20 14 0 0 34 
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T & T 20 14 15 45 94 

Versa-Lift  20 14 15 40 89 
 

 Evaluation Including Schedule A, Section B. Equipment for Rental 

BIDDER 
1. Rental 

Capabilities  
2. General 

Requirements  

3. Company 
information - 
Experience  

4. Evidence of a 
Superior level of 

“Resources - 
Capacity” providing 
service to the entire 

State  TOTALS 

WEIGHT 20 15 15 50 100 

AIS 20 15 15 48 98 

Alta 18 14 15 48 95 

Altec 20 15 13 40 88 

Bobcat  NB 15 0 0 NB 

Bush Hog NB 10 10 40 NB 

Deere  NB 14 15 50 NB 

Falcon  20 15 15 48 98 

Frederickson 20 11 15 40 86 

Herc  20 15 10 35 80 

JDCRS NB 13 10 40 NB 

Knapheide NB 13 13 40 NB 

Mcat 20 15 15 50 100 

Bell 20 14 15 40 89 

North River  NB 14 15 35 NB 

Rhino NB 10 10 44 NB 

Spaulding  20 14 0 0 34 

T & T NB 14 15 45 NB 

Versa-Lift  NB 14 15 40 NB 

 
Evaluation Including Schedule A, Section C. Parts, Maintenance & Repair 

BIDDER 

1. Parts, and 
Maintenance 

and repair 
service 

capabilities  

2. General 
Requirements  

3. Company 
information - 
Experience  

4. Evidence of a 
Superior level of 

“Resources - 
Capacity” providing 
service to the entire 

State  TOTALS 

WEIGHT 20 15 15 50 100 

AIS 20 15 15 48 98 

Alta 20 14 15 48 97 

Altec 20 15 13 40 88 

Bobcat  20 15 0 0 35 

Bush Hog 20 10 10 40 80 
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Deere  NB 14 15 50 NB 

Falcon  20 15 15 48 98 

Frederickson 20 11 15 40 86 

Herc  NB 15 10 35 NB 

JDCRS NB 13 10 40 NB 

Knapheide NB 13 13 40 NB 

Mcat NB 15 15 50 NB 

Bell 20 14 15 40 89 

North River  20 14 15 35 84 

Rhino 20 10 10 44 84 

Spaulding  20 14 0 0 34 

T & T 20 14 15 45 94 

Versa-Lift  20 14 15 40 89 

 

VI. Pricing Summary 

Pricing was evaluated for the bidders who passed technical. The following is a summary of their price 

proposals: 

UNIT PRICING 

PURCHASE 

BIDDER Spec #1 ITEM 
*CALCULATED BID 

AMOUNT 
2ND ROUND 

PRICING 
AWARD 

Knapheide Spec #1 130USDDS $20,900.38 $20,900.38   

Truck & Trailer Spec #1 crysteel 9' E tipper, LB510 hoist $18,980.38 $18,980.38   

Versa-Lift Spec #1 Rugby 9'3-4yd $16,982.12 $16,982.12 YES 

Knapheide Spec #2 Thieman TT-15EST-AL-5626+6 2PC $5,531.38 $5,531.38   

Truck & Trailer Spec #2 Thieman model TT-EST-AL 56x26+6 $5,495.38 $5,495.38 YES 

Versa-Lift Spec #2 Thieman TT-15ET $5,852.12 $5,852.12   

Knapheide Spec #3 Western IUTMPVPP95 w/ Poly MVPPP9.5  $18,940.38 $18,940.38   

Truck & Trailer Spec #3 Boss 9'2" poly DXT v plow   $10,563.38 $10,563.38   

Truck & Trailer Spec #3 Boss 9'2" poly XT v plow   $9,995.38 $9,995.38 YES 

Versa-Lift Spec #3 Boss 9'2" VXT $9,999.12 $9,999.12   

Knapheide Spec #4 Gallon 130USDDS Transfer Flow Model: Momentous 50 $30,096.08 $30,096.08   

Truck & Trailer Spec #4 
crysteel 8' or  9' E tipper, LB510 hoist, Riverside fuel tank  and 
tool box  

$25,551.38 $25,551.38 YES 

Versa-Lift Spec #4 Rugby 9'3-4yd FDS $28,521.12 $28,521.12   

Knapheide Spec #5 Knapheide KC132H2094 C4549-23 $34,510.72 $34,510.72 YES 

Truck & Trailer Spec #5 Monroe Custom Body.  MCB  SB132-M-5420H52-TF78 $42,375.38 $42,375.38   

Knapheide Spec #6 A.R.E Topper V-Series  $4,786.58 $4,786.58   

Truck & Trailer Spec #6 Ranch model Sierra Fiberglass topper $4,384.38 $4,384.38 YES 

Truck & Trailer Spec #7 Tesco 8-14HD, ASLT80014KND-2  with Hilltip  16 ft flabed $139,187.38 $139,187.38   

Versa-Lift Spec #7 Rugby H16 $130,231.12 $130,231.12 YES 

AIS Spec #8 JOHN DEERE 410 P $143,723.08 $143,723.08 YES 

MacAllister Spec #8 CAT Model 420 $153,025.23 $153,025.23   

Falcon Spec #9 FALCON 4T1B $22,478.23 $22,478.23 YES 

No Bids Spec #10         

Alta Spec #11 Takeuchi TL12V2-CRH  $83,044.54 $83,044.54 YES 

JDRS Spec #11 333G $116,137.08 $116,137.08   
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MacAllister Spec #11 CAT Model 299D3 $104,139.77 $104,139.77   

JDRS Spec #12 332G $93,868.08 $93,868.08   

MacAllister Spec #12 CAT Model 232D3 $52,130.77 $52,130.77 YES 

MacAllister Spec #13 CAT Model 272D3 $83,136.77 $83,136.77 YES 

AIS Spec #15 HUSQVARNA FS7000DL $41,990.85 $41,990.85 YES 

MacAllister Spec #15 Diamond Products CC7574DD $54,770.77 $54,770.77   

Truck & Trailer Spec #16 MB Companies  SHL-TR $32,921.38 $32,921.38 YES 

AIS Spec #17 FELLING FT14I $10,945.85 $10,945.85 YES 

MacAllister Spec #17 Trail King TK14U $19,111.23 $19,111.23   

Truck & Trailer Spec #17 Integrity trailer HD tractor/Skid steer trailer $13,131.38 $13,131.38   

Truck & Trailer Spec #17 Towmaster trailer model TC-14D $16,436.38 $16,436.38   

AIS Spec #18 FELLING FT-40-2 LP $26,733.85 $26,733.85 YES 

MacAllister Spec #18 Trail King TK40LP $38,955.23 $38,955.23   

Truck & Trailer Spec #18 Towmaster  model T-40LP $41,907.38 $41,907.38   

MacAllister Spec #19 MILLER BIG BLUE 400 # 907774001 $23,089.77 $23,089.77 YES 

Truck & Trailer Spec #19 Vanair model Air-n-arc 330D $30,756.38 $30,756.38   

Knapheide Spec #20 Henderson 14' StormXtreme $118,966.32 $118,966.32   

MacQueen Spec #20 Epoke 4902 Salt Spreader $164,105.00 $164,105.00   

Versa-Lift Spec #20 Schmidt B60K Stratos $65,501.12 $65,501.12 YES 

Frederickson Spec #21 Schwarze Hypervac - Chassis included $480,467.69 $473,467.69   

MacQueen Spec #21 ELGIN WHIRLWIND DUAL STREET SWEEPER - Chassis by MDOT $290,294.62 $290,294.62 YES 

Deere & Co. Spec #22 John Deere 5100E $55,754.92 $55,754.92 YES 

No Bidder Spec #23         

Deere & Co. Spec #24 John Deere X570 / 48A Deck $7,393.09 $7,393.09 YES 

Deere & Co. Spec #25 John Deere X739 / 48A Shaft Drive Deck $14,547.69 $14,547.69 YES 

Deere & Co. Spec #26 John Deere Z960M $13,167.94 $13,167.94 YES 

Rhino Spec #26 EagleHP 3560KW $18,976.00 $18,976.00   

Deere & Co. Spec #27 John Deere Gator TH 6X4 $12,008.08 $12,008.08 YES 

Deere & Co. Spec #28 John Deere Gator HPX615E $13,799.05 $13,799.05 YES 

Brush Hog Spec #29 
Bush Hog Model 4115 Configuration C4115FB (including set up) $31,867.07 $31,867.07   

Deere & Co. Spec #29 John Deere FC15R Flex Wing Rotary Cutter $28,302.05 $28,302.05 YES 

Rhino Spec #29 

RhinoAg Model 4155 Configuration C4155FB-4 Including Set 
Up. $34,415.40 $34,415.40   

AIS Spec #30 JOHN DEERE 444G $172,123.08 $172,123.08 YES 

Alta Spec #30 VOLVO L60H  $200,663.85 $200,663.85   

AIS Spec #31 JOHN DEERE 544G $209,823.08 $209,823.08 YES 

Alta Spec #31 VOLVO L90H  $250,333.85 $250,333.85   

AIS Spec #32 JOHN DEERE 450 P FORESTRY DOZER $249,423.08 $249,423.08   

MacAllister Spec #32 CAT Model D2 $222,165.46 $222,165.46 YES 

MacAllister Spec #33 ALLMAND GR-6K $15,321.15 $15,321.15   

Truck & Trailer Spec #33 Wanco light tower model WLT standard laydown $13,130.38 $13,130.38 YES 

No Bidder Spec #34         

Frederickson Spec #35 
Sewer Equipment Company of America 900eco - Chassis by 
MDOT 

$483,316.33 $476,316.33   

MacAllister Spec #35 Aquatech B10/1450 - Chassis by MDOT $422,582.00 $422,582.00 YES 

North River Spec #35 CAMEL MAX WWR $538,171.85 $538,171.85   

No Bidder Spec #36         

ALTEC Spec #37 ALTEC DM47E-TR $239,283.33 $239,283.33   

Versa-Lift Spec #37 Versa-Lift TMD4050T $200,501.12 $200,501.12 YES 

ALTEC Spec #38 ALTEC AT235 $106,067.33 $106,067.33   

Versa-Lift Spec #38 Versa-Lift VST40MHI $85,901.12 $85,901.12 YES 

ALTEC Spec #39 ALTEC AT41M $138,533.33 $138,533.33 YES 

Versa-Lift Spec #39 Versa-Lift VST40MHI $145,801.12 $145,801.12   
***All items above for PURCHASE shall be evaluated based on a single purchase at each prosperity region (13 single purchases). If delivery pricing is 
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per mile, the delivery cost shall be calculated from the nearest dealer location to the estimated central location of each region. Mileage is calculated one 

way. a) (Purchase price x 13) + (Delivery cost at all 13 prosperity regions) or b) (Purchase price x 13) + (Mileage rate x mileage from nearest dealer to each 

estimated central prosperity region). 

** 

RENTAL 

BIDDER Spec # ITEM 

*Calculated Bid 
Amount - Avg 

Rental Price Per 
Day 

2ND ROUND 
PRICING 

AWARD 

Herc Spec #1 TRUCK DUMP 12-14 YD AUTO DSL FREIGHTLIN M2-106 $410.16 $410.16 YES 

No Bidder Spec #2         

Herc Spec #3 TRUCK SNOW PLOW 7-8 FT SNOW DOGG EX80II $136.74 $136.74 YES 

No Bidder Spec #4         

Herc Spec #5 TRUCK UTLTY 1 T CREW 4WD GAS CHEVY 3500 $235.86 $235.86 YES 

No Bidder Spec #6         

No Bidder Spec #7         

AIS Spec #8 JOHN DEERE 410 P $489.75 $489.75   

Herc Spec #8 BACKHOE 70-97HP 4WD CAB EXTENDAHOE DSL DEERE 310LEP $222.47 $222.47 YES 

MacAllister Spec #8 CAT Model 420 $272.90 $272.90   

Falcon Spec #9 FALCON 4T1B $224.35 $224.35 YES 

No Bidder Spec #10         

Alta Spec #11 Takeuchi TL12V2-CRH  $289.93 $289.93   

Herc Spec #11 COMPACT TRACK LOADER 2800LB & OVER CAB BOBCAT T740 $262.09 $262.09   

MacAllister Spec #11 CAT Model 299D3 $310.95 $310.95 YES 

Herc Spec #12 SKIDSTEER LOADER 1300-2099LB CAB BOBCAT S570 $176.36 $176.36   

MacAllister Spec #12 CAT Model 232D3 $180.02 $180.02 YES 

MacAllister Spec #13 CAT Model 272D3 $230.02 $230.02 YES 

Herc Spec #14 WAREHOUSE FORKLIFT 6000LB PNEU LP HYSTER H60XT $166.55 $166.55 YES 

AIS Spec #15 HUSQVARNA FS7000DL $400.89 $400.89   

Herc Spec #15 
CONCRETE SELFPROP W/B SAW 70 - 79 HP DSL HUSQVARNA 
FS7000D $248.39 $248.39   

MacAllister Spec #15 Diamond Products CC7574DD $362.49 $362.49 YES 

No Bidder Spec #16         

Herc Spec #17 TRAILER TILT 16-17000 LB FELLING FT-14-IT-I-G $140.93 $140.93 YES 

AIS Spec #18 FELLING FT-40-2 LP $250.62 $250.62   

Herc Spec #18 TRAILER FLATBED 40-49000 LB GVWR FELLING FT-40-2LP $174.36 $174.36 YES 

Herc Spec #19 WELDER TOWABLE 400 - 449 AMPS DSL LINCOLN VANTAGE 322 $124.89 $124.89   

MacAllister Spec #19 MILLER BIG BLUE 400 # 907774001 $122.87 $122.87 YES 

Herc Spec #20 TRUCK SPREADER HOPPER 9 FT SALT DOGG 14710F520211 $142.09 $142.09 YES 

MacQueen Spec #21 ELGIN WHIRLWIND DUAL STREET SWEEPER - Chassis by MDOT $964.72 $964.72 YES 

No Bidder Spec #22         

No Bidder Spec #23         

No Bidder Spec #24         

No Bidder Spec #25         

Herc Spec #26 MOWER LAWN 49-60IN RIDING GAS KUBOTA ZG327PA-60 $152.47 $152.47 YES 

No Bidder Spec #27         

Herc Spec #28 
CART UTV 2 PASSENGER DSL WITH CAB KUBOTA RTV-
X1100CW-H $150.39 $150.39 

YES 

No Bidder Spec #29         

AIS Spec #30 JOHN DEERE 444G $474.25 $474.25   

Alta Spec #30 VOLVO L60H  $415.35 $415.35   

Herc Spec #30 WHEEL LOADER 3.0-3.4 YD STD BKT DSL VOLVO L70H $401.32 $401.32 YES 

AIS Spec #31 JOHN DEERE 544G $539.63 $539.63   

Alta Spec #31 VOLVO L90H  $490.39 $490.39   

Herc Spec #31 WHEEL LOADER 3.0-3.4 YD STD BKT DSL VOLVO L70H $401.32 $401.32 YES 
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AIS Spec #32 JOHN DEERE 450 P FORESTRY DOZER $483.02 $483.02   

Herc Spec #32 DOZER WIDE TRACK 70-85 HP ROPS DEERE 450K $335.16 $335.16 YES 

MacAllister Spec #32 CAT Model D2 $492.72 $492.72   

Herc Spec #33 LIGHT TOWER VERT MAST LED TRAILER GENERAC MO G4-ECO $137.12 $137.12   

MacAllister Spec #33 ALLMAND GR-6K $112.00 $112.00 YES 

Herc Spec #34 WAREHOUSE FORKLIFT 8000LB PNEU DSL TOYOTA 8FD35U $193.82 $193.82 YES 

MacAllister Spec #35 Aquatech B10/1450 - Chassis by MDOT $1,453.85 $1,453.85 YES 

No Bidder Spec #36         

No Bidder Spec #37         

Herc Spec #38   $327.66 $327.66 YES 

Herc Spec #39 TRUCK BUCKET 45 FT INSULATED GAS FORD F550 $374.51 $374.51 YES 

 
All items above for RENTAL shall be evaluated on a combination of a single daily, weekly, and a monthly rental in each prosperity region. 
Delivery and pickup shall be calculated for each single rental (13 x 3 = 39 single purchases). If delivery/pickup pricing is per mile, the delivery/pickup cost 

shall be calculated from the nearest dealer location to the estimated central location of each region. Mileage is calculated one way for each pickup and 

delivery. a) (Daily rental price x 13) + (Delivery and pickup cost at all 13 prosperity regions) + (Weekly rental price x 13) + (Delivery and pickup cost at all 13 

prosperity regions) + (Monthly rental price x 13) + (Delivery and pickup cost at all 13 prosperity regions) or b) (Daily rental price x 13) + (Delivery and 

pickup mileage rate x mileage to and from nearest dealer to each estimated central prosperity region) + (Weekly rental price x 13) + (Delivery and pickup 

mileage rate x mileage to and from nearest dealer to each estimated central prosperity region) + (Monthly rental price x 13) + (Delivery and pickup 

mileage rate x mileage to and from nearest dealer to each estimated central prosperity region). 

 

PARTS, MAINTENANCE & REPAIR 

BIDDER % OFF PARTS LABOR HOURLY RATE AWARD NOTES 

ABCO NA NA NO   

AIS NA $168.00 YES   

Alta 15% $155.00 YES   

Altec NA $154.00 YES   

Bobcat  NA NA NO   

Bush Hog 2% NA NO Labor rate varies by dealer 

Deere  NA NA NO   

Falcon  NA $150.00 YES   

Frederickson NA $169.00 NO   

Herc  NA NA NO   

JDCRS NA $168.00 NO   

Knapheide NA NA NO   

Mcat NA NA NO   

Bell 5% $177.00 YES  % off varies by manufacturer 

North River  10% $155.00 NO   

Rhino 2% NA NO Labor rate varies by dealer 

Spaulding  NA NA NO   

T & T 15% $110.00 YES   

Versa-Lift  NA NA YES   

 

VII. Negotiations: Bidders with a passing technical score were asked to submit second round pricing. The 

following savings were met: 

Frederickson Supply, LLC resubmitted new pricing for two items.  The discount resulted in 1.4% (potential 

savings of $14,000.00).  No other pricing was submitted.  

VIII. Award Recommendation: 

Award recommendation is made to the responsive and responsible Bidder who offers the best value to the 
State of Michigan. Best value is based on the proposal meeting the minimum point threshold and offering 
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the best combination of the factors stated in the Proposal Instructions Evaluation Process section, and 
price. 

AIS, Alta, Altec, Deer & Co., Falcon, Herc Rentals, Knapheide, MacAllister, MacQueen, Truck & 
Trailer, and Versa-Lift provide the best value to the State. Best value factors for Award Recommendation 
include:  

1. Provides sales, warranty, rental, parts, and maintenance & repair services. 
2. Provides their services to the entire State of Michigan. 
3. Provides a broad scope of equipment. 
4. Provides best price in selective specifications. 

The Buyer recommends that AIS, Alta, Altec, Deer & Co., Falcon, Herc Rentals, Knapheide, 
MacAllister, MacQueen, Truck & Trailer, and Versa-Lift, are awarded a contract for Agricultural, 
Grounds, Turf, Earth Moving, and Roadside, Maintenance Equipment.   

Funding for this contract shall be as follows: 

*** AIS Award amount: $15,000,000.00  
*** Alta Award amount: $5,000,000.00  
*** Altec Award amount: $500,000.00 
*** Deere & Co. Award amount: $10,000,000.00 
*** Falcon Award amount: $700,000.00  
*** Herc Award amount: $500,000.00  
*** Knapheide Award amount: $700,000.00  
*** MacAllister Award amount: $10,000,000.00  
*** MacQueen Award amount: $3,000,000.00 
*** Truck & Trailer Award amount: $5,000,000.00 
*** Versa-Lift Award amount: $3,000,000.00  
 

***Award amounts are based on State of Michigan Agencies current spend on similar contracts.  Does 
not include MiDEAL members which includes local units of government, school districts, universities, 
community colleges, and nonprofit hospitals. 


