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NPS RFQ Response Due Diligence Evaluations - 2018

In August 2018 a group of Nixa Public School Professionals was selected to serve 
as the Evaluation Committee for the Responses to a Request for Qualifications for 
Architectural Services for the District Needs planned for the upcoming 2019 Bond Issue. 

The Committee is composed of Mark McGehee, Glenn Scott, Clay Hannah, Brandon 
Clark, Cara Blevins, Kevin Kopp, Robert Klug and Brenda Rantz. 

It is important to engage a wide spectrum of professional experience and 
interests for a thorough and fair evaluation. 

In discussions with Dr. Loden and Dr. Kopp, an outline of identified projects was 
developed that included: 

1. Nixa High School Stadium Renovation
a. New Entry
b. Additional Seating
c. Press Box
d. Resurface track

2. Nixa Junior High School and High School FEMA Finish Outs
3. Nixa High School Fine Arts Renovations

a. Larger space for band
b. Larger space for choir
c. Renovations to auditorium (tech, lighting, chairs, curtians, etc.)

4. High Pointe Elementary Infills
5. Century Elementary

a. Additional 8-10 classrooms
b. Additional gymnasium

6. Espy Elementary Renovations
a. Additional gymnasium
b. Renovations/upgrades to existing facilities including but not limited to:

HVAC, re-roof, bathroom remodels, foundation upgrades
7. FCAP

a. HVAC, roofing electrical, plumbing, interior and exterior of facilities,
restrooms and grounds

The identification of an identified scope of work is important so that the 
respondents to the RFQ can direct their response to the types of projects that 
are contemplated lending relavancy to their responses.



Further discussion identified key elements of Architectural experience that would be 
relevant and important to the District's interests: 

1. The specialized experience and technical competence of the firm with respect
to the project(s) as described in Appendix “A” on an operational campus where
existing information may not exist or be accurate.

2. Demonstrations of ability to establish time lines for work and communicate
timelines clearly to bidders in a contractually enforceable manner.

3. The past record of service and/or contribution to Nixa Public Schools.
4. The past record of performance of the firm with respect to such factors as

control of costs, quality of work, and ability to meet schedules. Include
examples of working under the tight time constraints generated by working
within school schedules and examples of practices utilized to accommodate
minimal disruption to school schedules.

5. The firm’s proximity to and familiarity with the area and local resources
available.

6. Give examples, testimonials and references showing level of accessibility to
client and history of “boots on the ground” coordination and quality assurance
and contract compliance.

7. The firm’s familiarity with working with Nixa’s regulatory and governmental
departments and the individuals within those departments with whom the firm
will have to coordinate and communicate.

8. References from all previous clients involved with the firm within the past five
years inclusive of persons within the firm that will be directly involved in the
project(s).

9. Documentation of experience with PreK-12 facilities, programs and
requirements including experience in upgrades and renovations.

10. Exhibit methods of problem solving and programming techniques that are
utilized with Owner’s decision makers.

11. Provide experience in working with schools that utilize an Owner’s
representative

12. Provide documentation of involvement in public meetings assisting schools
districts and techniques employed in raising public awareness and enthusiasm
in regards to Bond Issues.

13. Provide statistical data demonstrating Bond Issue success rate
14. Evidence of ability to provide budgeting, cost tracking and coordination and

support with Owner’s accounting departments.
15. Evidence of experience in coordinating with Owner’s capital improvement plans

separate of the A/E contract.
16. Demonstration of knowledge of working with federal funding.
17. Any other factors Nixa Public Schools considers to be appropriate including

knowledge of current facilities.

Identification of Key Elements helps keep the responses to the RFQ relevant to 
the current sphere of interests and prevents unnecessary information from having 
to be sifted through costing the Evaluation Committee time and distraction.  



As each respondent was now somewhat limited in the information they were 
requested to impart, Item #17 was added to allow the respondents to “free form” 
with whatever other information they desired to present to the committee. 

This pattern of a broad spectrum of evaluators, identification of a scope of work and 
focusing the RFQ Response content is a successful means of assuring a measurable and 
documentable evaluation process. 

At this point a unified procedure to evaluate the responses is required. The following 
criteria was developed to allow that evaluation to occur in a measurable form: 

Criteria #1: Was the Item Addressed? 
This has a maximum of 50 points based on if they spoke to the item and how clearly they 
made their point. The purpose of the RFQ structure is to see if the respondent will merely 
read and tell us what we want to know and avoid any deviations into sales pitches outside 
the realm of our needs and interests. This carries the highest points available as we can see 
if they are interested enough in the NPS needs to depart from “boilerplate” and actually 
deliver a measurable, applicable response. If they can depart from “boilerplate” in an RFQ 
then chances are they can deliver customized solutions for NPS needs. 

Was Demonstration of Experience in the Item Sufficient in Providing the Service? 
This has a maximum of 25 points and is totally up to the evaluator to assign points based on 
their perception of their qualifications to perform the Item. Collaboration with other members 
of the Committee was encouraged, but if in doubt, I would work with them personally to 
review and evaluate the response to help them understand it enough to confidently assign 
points based on their personal judgment. 

Was the Information in the Response Relevant to NPS Interests? 
NPS interests are relative to the personal sphere of interests and professional skill sets of the 
evaluator. What may be important to IT may not be important to Accounting, or important for 
other reasons. Therefore their ranking of a maximum of 25 points is based on their 
perception of what is best for NPS. This is a very important basis of evaluation and the 
combined scoring across the spectrum of interests represented by the committee gave the 
best and fairest means of scoring. I would be available to work with them personally to review 
and evaluate the response to help understand it enough to confidently assign points based 
on their judgment. 

One a Scale of 1-5, How Important do You Feel the Item is to NPS Interests? 
Not all Response Items are ranked the same, nor are any items ranked sequentially. With 5 
being the highest priority and 1 being the lowest, they can have multiple “ties” in high priority 
or low priority items. As you will see in the exhibits items are ranked widely by different 
evaluators based on their sphere of interests, professional skill sets and perception as to the 
mission and path of NPS.  



How the Evaluation Form Works: 
When a point value to the items across the three evaluation criteria is completed, a total 
score is generated. This is the score given to the overall response to the Item. 

The Item score is then weighted by the priority they assign the Item. If the overall response 
score is 85 and they rank the Item a 5, the NPS Needs Ranking stays at 85. If the overall 
response score is 100 and they rank the Item a 4, then the NPS Need Ranking is 80. 

Mathematically, all this does is take the response score, divides it by 5 then multiplies it by 
the Priority Ranking they have assigned the Item. 

Why This System: 
Each evaluator may rank experience in Capital Improvement Programs low due to NPS in-
house ability to identify these, but the evaluated firm has a high experience level and gets a 
100.  
Another firm may have an experience level of 85 in K-12 experience but they rank that a top 
priority. 

By applying the Item Priority Weighting, firms with qualifications desired can be fairly and 
measurably rated based on the overall score. 

This system, of course, is subject to debate, but takes into account the measurable elements 
of Experience, Qualifications and Importance. 

Comments, Notes and Questions: 
This column allows the evaluator to physically manifest their thoughts into a concise 
statement.  If the ranking cannot be verbalized, then perhaps it needs to be re-evaluated for 
objectivity until it can be verbalized. This feature helps minimize random or emotional 
rankings . 

This process gave an objective means to evaluate the RFQ Responses. It allowed 
each respondent to be evaluated based on their own merits, separate of comparison of other 
respondents. 

The NPS Needs Ranking will then manifest itself to rank the respondents. This is not 
the absolute means of selection. 

The subjective evaluation would occur based on due diligence reference checks, how the 
information presented spoke to the evaluator and collaborative exchange of information 
between the respondents.  



Exhibit 1A 
To assist the Evaluation Committee in understanding the evaluation form and to help “kick start” their endeavor, an 

example sheet was created to exemplify one form of evaluation technique. This included the evaluation itself along with notes 
to help illustrate the reasoning behind the ranking of key points. Formatted for 11x17 for readability, for illustrative purposes it 
has been split into (2) sheets here. 



Exhibit 1B 



Exhibit 2 
The Item Scoring, as mentioned, was weighted using a 1-5 scale. This was then applied 

to generate a score termed the “NPS Needs Rating”. As predicted, the cross section of the 
Evaluation Committee ranking each Item’s priority was made in differing ways.



Exhibit 3 
Once the Evaluation Committee completed their evaluations their scopes were compiled into a recap sheet. Both the 

Item Ranking (unweighted score) and NPS Need Rating (weighted score) was input to address any trends that may present 
themselves. Yellow highlight was used where rankings were clearly the highest three. 



The Evaluation Committee then came together again as a group to discuss the findings and 
begin the process of elimination of the respondents that were least likely to be able to provide 
for the needs of the District. 

This part of the process involved both objective analysis of the scoring and subjective 
impressions of the information presented, work product as submitted and sharing of personal 
knowledge and impressions of each firm. Each member of the Evaluation Committee was 
assigned one or two of the respondents to check references that were provided in the 
responses to the RFQ. 

To assist the evaluators in performing due diligence reference checks, the following 
listing of sample questions was issued with an invitation to add to or subtract from them as 
they saw fit or as responses led the conversation: 

1 What were the scope of services provided ? 
2 Was a budget for the project conveyed to the architect ? 

3 
Was the project a bid project or negotiated project with regard to the 
contractor? 

4 

Were the bids from contractors within budget ?  
If not what how much over ?  
Did the bid overage delay the start of the project ? 

5 
Did any bid overage cause re-design work to have to be done ?  
Did the Architect expect compensation for that if it occurred ? 

6 
Did the Architect meet your design/aesthetic expectations for the 
project? 

7 

Excluding any "discretionary" change orders on the part of the Owner, 
what was the percentage of other change orders in relation to the 
original contract. 

8 

Did the Architect review the draw requests from the contractor?  
If so did he ever take exception to what was being requested ?  
If so, how did he deal with the contractor to resolve the exceptions? 

9 How often was the Architect on the Site during construction? 
10 Was a report on each site visit provided to you? 
11 How detailed was the report? 
12 How often were quality issues documents and reported to you? 

13 
How accessible and available was the Architect if you needed to meet 
or gain information? 

14 
How informed did the Architect keep you in regards to the project's 
progress and quality? 

15 How has the building functioned since it was completed? 
16 Would you use the firm again ? 



Exhibit 4 
Based on factors of previous experience, references, overall scoring, locality and personal impression, the RFQ 

Responses Evaluation Committee narrowed the field to what was agreed to be a unanimous top 3 picks. The meeting was 
informative and direct with one adjournment to allow members to make additional reference checks and calls based on 
information presented by other committee members. 

The committee’s final evaluation resulted in the following selections and rankings: 

In the RFQ Response Evaluation Committee’s first meeting they were met with 7 responses, meaning 7 firms had 
taken the time and effort to assemble what they certainly felt was their best effort to convey their ability to serve NPS 
interests. The Committee was advised that what they saw on the table before them represented perhaps a total 
$17,500 cost and 280 man-hours in time in cumlative preparation. They were challenged to respect this investment with 
equal or superior attention to this process. 

The committee as a whole invested appx 126 hours in evaluation, verification and collaboration to assure that full and 
fair consideration of all information was made and in post-evaluation inquiries it was felt that although the process was 
laborious and at time tedious, that it was a good process and that they felt good about the results that were achieved and the 
personal enrichment gained. 



It is hoped that this brief demonstrates the diligence and transparency of the evaluation 
process and explains adequately the methodology followed. 

Should there be any further questions, or if actual work product would like to be 
reviewed, please contact me and I will make sure it is made available to any interested parties. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Hood ASPE, AIC 
Professional Project Management, LLC 
Nixa Public Schools Project Manager 
(417) 844-1848

The board will now meet with the following firms on the dates and times listed below:

Sapp Design Architects: October 16th from 5p.m. until 5:50 p.m.
Paragon Architecture: October 17th from 3:30 p.m. until 4:20 p.m.
Dake-Wells Architecture: October 17th from 4:30 p.m. until 5:20 p.m.




