8/8/05 RFP Scoring Tabulation for Item No. 3

Item Title Hazardous Materials Invest.; No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1

Janice Tom Ben Weighted Scores

Consultants Osadczuk| Duncan | Lawrence Total Ranking |
Active Environmental Services, Inc. 5 5 5 15 14
Alt & Witzig Engineering, Inc. 25 95 95 215 2
AmTech Engineering 15 5 5 25 13
Arcadis 15 15 55 85 10
ATC Associates, Inc. 25 105 95 225 1
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 15 5 5 25 13
BCA Consultants, Inc. 25 65 55 145 5
Butler, Fairman and Seuvert 15 55 55 125 7
Capital Environmental Enterprises, Inc. 25 65 55 145 5
Civil & Enviromental Consultants, Inc. 15 15 15 45 12
Cortez Enviromental Services, LLC 5 35 5 45 12
Earth Tech -45 15 -5 -35 17
Environmental Management Consultants -10 25 -5 5 15
Handex 5 25 25 55 11
Envirocorp, Inc. 5 45 45 95 9
HNTB 15 65 65 145 5
Hull & Associates, Inc. 15 15 15 45 12
Keramida 25 95 65 185 3
K&S -10 -10 -10 -30 16
MS Consultants, Inc. -30 0 0 -30 16
Patriot Engineering and Enviromental, Inc. 15 65 65 145 5
Presnell Engineers, Inc. -5 15 5 15 14
QEPI 25 —65] 15 105 8
Schnider Engineering 15 15 15 45 12
Shrewsberry & Associates 16 25 5 45 12
Strand Associates, Inc. 30 90 60 180 4
Superior Enviromental Corp. 15 15 15 45 12
URS Corporation 15 65 55 135 6
Wightman Petrie Envrionmental, Inc. 5 45 45 [¢]

1 Leader Signature:

Title Chigf, Div. of/Env., Pian. & Eng.

Date

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

The selection committee has reviewed the recommendations and associated documentation to verify procedure
compliance and has considered capacity guidelines and any known ongomg disputes with these firms and takes the
following action without direction from outside of the committee.

B/ Selection of the proposed top _{ _ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms

approved, in order, as alternates.

[] Selection of the top ___ ranked firms is approved as indicated above after elimination of one indicated firm for
the reasons noted below. The next 2 ranked firms are approved, in order, as alternates.

[ Selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons noted

below.
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C=nsultant Name: Active Environmental

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _3__

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

ng Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
1Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
derstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150mif -1 1 5
15110500 mij -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: R{ sf

Title: w

Date: 7"»’~ﬂ$‘




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. 3

Cansultant Name: AW Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

]
g Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 95

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: />\ é/\_

Title: 91:: gﬁiﬁ;: “t@n
Date: /’K»ﬁs—




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3___

Consultant Name: Arcadis Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

g Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of additional staff time, 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule, -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10

Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 1

16 to 50 mi. 0

51to 150 mi| -1 1 5 5

151t0 500 mif| -2

Greater than 500 mi| -3

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 55

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe@/ > (\/\
Title: Qn: 42 SLES Mﬁdén

Date: g -O&




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

Consultant Name: ATC Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
it CO
utstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
" Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume". 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi| 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mi} -1 1 5 5
15110 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 95

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: é &_,\

Title: _6/1 V. 4,43;:;,“@_&4

Date: 9~ ¥-S




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

C~nsultant Name: Baker Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

|Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
| No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
1 Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule| -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
, Lack of project understanding, -3
L Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to150mi| -1 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi., -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signedk Q——\/

Title:gw 4@Sﬁst /%_4
Date: 9~ < - s




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

C-nsultant Name: Bruce Carter

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
S1to150mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 55
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: R 5«/-\

Title: £ Aasmemrac My 0.

J X-0Os

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

_fansultant Name: Butler Fairman Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability of additional staff time. 2 0 20
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understan@g. -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi.
S1to150mi} -1 1 5
151t0 500 mi} -2
Greater than 500 mi.f -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signedﬁ/ A/_/\

Title: £ my Z
Date: 4~ -5




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

C~nsultant Name: Capital Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 3 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150mi| -1 1 5 5
1510500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
| For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 55

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: )—2, &,\

Title: Q VA &éir’_“ﬂit 43 ¥

Date: 72~ X -pO¢




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

'f‘ﬂnsultant Name: Civil & Environmental

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigation

utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
istorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ager|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi.
51to 150 mi| -1 1 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 miy -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed/z b/ e

Title:
Date: f-X-£35




Cansultant Name: Cortez

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

ServicesvDescri tion: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Sc
utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
‘IHistorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time, 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level.
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
- Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mij -1 1 5 5
151to 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi., -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /3/ %\

Title: £ Aesdssomanl- L
Date: 7~ L 05




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _3__

~nsultant Name: Earth Tech Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 3
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 -60
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
| For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total -5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed/; a/\

Title: £z 4 Aesesormont #an

Date: 5 - 5 -0 S




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3

Fansultant Name: Envirocorp Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
|Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3

echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 2 15 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
1 Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
lRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
; complexity, type, subs, docamentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost.and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understanding, -3

JLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 1

16 to 50 mi. 0

51to 150 mif -1 -1 5 -5

151t0 500 mi] -2

Greater than 500 mi. -3

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 45

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: //% %/‘/-\

Title: é’-‘l: ¢:££ssmé:£ 4,,_

Date: G X - S




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No.

) Consultant Name: Handex

3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Outstanding Agreement Disrmtes.

0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
‘|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150mi} -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 25
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /b]/ %7

Title:
Date:

7-5-0<




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _3___

Cnnsultant Name: HNTB Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

g Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
] Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
| Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
jIEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time, 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedulef -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
’ Within 15 mi| 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51to 150 mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
I Greater than 500 mi. -3
- For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 65
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /G>\ 5 A
— »

Title: €4
Date: & . Y§—p<&




C~nsultant Name: Hull

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
| Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
| Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, docamentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 15

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed/
P Judg 8

Title: fq, é:zf&mat 4221

Date:

- L-O5




C~nsultant Name: Keramida

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:/& ;%_T/

Title: £ 1
7-F-05—

Date:

Sc¢
Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
JHistorical Performance.
: Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
. Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
{complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Weighted Total 65

£5E

~




Cansultant Name: K&S

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3___

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:/ : ! &\\

g Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.} -3
istorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mij -1 -2 5 -10
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi., -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total -10
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

Title: Eq v

Date:

9-X-05




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Cansultant Name: MS Consultants

g Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule.] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
1 Lack of project understandin_g_. -3
fILocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
| Within [5mif 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than S00mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / 2/5?_’_.

Title gy Asce ssong, Il

Date: ¢  y'~pS




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3__

Cansultant Name: Patriot Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

20
|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
istorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule| -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
‘jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
) Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi., 0
51to 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mij -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 65

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: />~L gzl/

Title: L i s Ess e é@

Date: ¢-X 0%




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

Cansultant Name: Presnell Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
istorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
aluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mij -1 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed/g/ >/\

Title:z_ta v kﬁﬁsiﬁié Z: 4 .

Date: f - X0




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3__

“~nsultant Name: QEPI Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
‘| Historical Performance.
4 Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
‘Jeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 15

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / é_ A\

Title: . Arsecs

Date: - X%-C6S




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _3_

#~nsultant Name: Schneider Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
0]
|Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
1Historical Performance.
' Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
‘ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
J{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within [5mi| 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mif -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 15

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed :é 5,4__———\

Title: £4.. 455("5"%1_41,/’

Date: @« X ~JS"




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

#~nsultant Name: Shrewsberry Services Des

iption: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
/lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandin_g. -3
| Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi., 0
51to 150 mi] -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /2~/ 5)/\

Title: €1; As s ox et Ao,
Date: g~ X~ 2s




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3

=nsultant Name: Strand Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
‘1Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

‘| Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
“|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding,. -3
[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ Within 15 mi| 1
16 to 50 mi., 0
51t0 150 mi| -1 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mif -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 60

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: )? %

J—
Title.'E:“: decocs e Py

Date: Ay SN




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3

Consultant Name: Schneider

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 15
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /l, 5/2——\

Title: £ v

Date:

7~ B-J5”




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _3__

Consultant Name: Superior Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.] -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

aluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 15

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / : \s

Date: ¢~ - 0§~




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

Fansultant Name: URS

Services Description: Hazardous Mat Investigations

utstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
istorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
| complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 55
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
P Judg 8 an —

Title:
Date:

- 4-05"




is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: j>7 é_/g‘

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3__
r~~nsultant Name: Wightman Petrie Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
‘ Sc
utstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
| Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mi] -1 -1 5 -5
151t0 S00mi} -2
Greater than 500 mi.| -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 45
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

Title: &V_ ,45 G2
7-xX-0s

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3__

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

p ~nsultant Name: Eny Mgmt Consultants

S
0]
Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
I Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 i 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0150mi] -1 -2 5 -10
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi}] -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3
Weighted Total -5
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /? \ \

Title: €n 7
Date: $--0S—




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _3

[ ~nsultant Name: Handex Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

|Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.} -3
{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
1 Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
‘ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151to 500 mi} -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 25

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: t >
. el
Title: n

Date: T—4. ¢ <




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. 3

(‘nnsultant Name: Active Envnronmental Servnces, Inc

Servnces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

oring: Crlterla s Scale Score o Welght Welghted
L N Score -
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes ] o 0
No u‘tstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
: Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
.- |Historical Performance. s
1 Tlmelmess score from performance database o ' N/A 15
» Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work fr p‘r‘formance la tabase o N/A 1 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| N/A 10
o Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
h _ v Avallablhty of add1t10na1 staff t1me ’ 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule » 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
“.""|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
= value or efficiency to the deliverable. v
: Demonstrated umque expert1se and resources identified| 0 15 0
_ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2 N
v ~ Expertise and resources at approprlate level -0
B Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
N complextty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
A 1 ’ Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complex1ty 4 2 0 5 0
Gl N Experlence in s1m11ar type and complexrty shown inresume’] 0
o Experlence in dlfferent type or 1ower complex1ty '-1'1 )
.' L Insufﬁc1ent experience. v 3 ) )
‘ , Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database] N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Pro_|ect ' ngh level of understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
‘ : ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatwe 1deas proposed - 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project. . O
A e Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
SR R ' ‘ Wlthm 15 ml. 1
16 to 50 mif 0
51to150mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi]| -2
Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 5

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name Alt & W|t2|g Englneerlnan

Servuces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scormg Criteria Scale ' Score B ; Wéight P\t
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes. ‘ o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old / 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
“|Historical Performance. AR
1 - S Tlmelmess score from performance database o N/A 1 5 .
N Quahty/Budget score on 51mrlar work from performance database ' ' N/A 1 15 ‘
v Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database NA | 10
=~ |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
~ Availability of additional stafftime] 2 20 0
Adequate avarlable staff time to meet the schedule i ‘ 0 /
: Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
“{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
a Avalue or efficiency to the deliverable.

Qua lﬁC?tions . o Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 15 0

i for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertlse and resources at appropriate level ‘ ’v 0 .
i I Insufficient expertrse and/or resources| -3
fPiioject}Manag”er Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ST complexnty, type, subs, documentation skllls
O ’ ‘ Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexrty ' v, 2 5 5 10
S I I } Experlence in srmrlar type and complexrty shown inresume’l 0
PR R o ‘ »E;’(p_er‘rence in drf_fe_rent type or lower complexrty N -1 “

.: e ' N Insufﬁcrent experience| -3 ' ’ _ N
iR G , Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database] N/A 5 -
Approach to. Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘

Prﬁjyé'ct‘ S High level of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
Lne V Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10

Basw understandmg of the Project} 0
e ; Lack of project understandmg 3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
gl ' - Wlthm 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. / -0
Slto 150 mi, -1 1 5 5
_ 151t0500m1 -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
‘For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms 3 _
Weighted Total 25

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name AmTech Engmeermg

Servnces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scormg Crltena o Scale Score | ‘Weight | Weighted
- [ 0
v No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
k Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
|Historical Performance. B -
E - Tlmelmess score from pcrformance database - N/A ' 15 .
N Quahty/Budget score o 'mllar wo m performance database N N/A ‘ 15
s Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from bperformance database] N/A 10
- {Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avallablhty of addltlonal staff time] 2 h 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
e , Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. 3
Team '§ | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstr_, ed - fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf catlons ’ Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
v Expertlse and resources at approprlate level 0
S Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Prfbjet:_tjManagér Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S RS complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
. ‘ Sl Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complex1ty 2 > 5 10
il e Expenence in s1m11ar type and complex1ty shown inresume'| 0
e Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complexnty -
p . Insufﬁc1ent experience] -3 ) .
L Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘OJeCt Management from database] N/A 5
Approachto - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs ‘
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1ab1e movatlve ideas proposed 2
RS Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Ba51c understandmg of the Project. ’ 7 0
e Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. - ,
S ' Within 15 mi} 1
16to50mif 0
51to 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
151to500mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Cnnsultant Name Arcadis

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

‘gory Scormg Crlterla Lo “Scale [Score | Weight | Weighted
N : : : i S ) CScore
Di; | Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
c Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
Pas ‘|Historical Performance. L .
|Pert 1 ) Tlmelmess score from performance database - CN/A 15
L Quahty/Budget score on m1lar work from performar database ' N/A 15
i Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
:{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
, _ Auvailability of additional staff time] 2 0 20 0
v Adequate avarlable staff time to meet the schedule ' 0
' Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. 3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. -
ons | Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified ' 0 15 0
' for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
’ Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0
. g e Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manag’e’r‘ Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
5 Etas = complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
SRR - Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complex1ty 2 5 5 10
e AR o Experlence in srmllar type and complexity shown inresume} 0
e S Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -1
. Ll Insufﬁcrent experience, : ‘ -3 o B
s S Historical Performance of Firm's PI’O_]eCt Management from database] N/A 5
A_pproach to ... |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. 7 ,
Project High level of understandmg and viable movatlvc ideas proposed - 2 “
S High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project, 0
S Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location -~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ‘
- »  Within 15 m1. 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51t0150 mif -1 1 5 5
151t0500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Totat 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP EY 06 - No. 1 , Item No. 3

(‘onsultant Name. ATC Assomates, |nc

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

'cormg Criteria Scale Score '} 'Weight | Weighted
g ' ; : o cooopo ) Seore
. Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes _ 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old } 0 B} 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. RN DS
- h Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A 15
) Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance | da ' N/A ; 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
‘1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
, ' Avallablhty of addltlonal staff tlme i ‘ 2 ‘ 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
L Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule 3
Team's "> | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Démonstrated ~Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qnﬁlific?x’tidhs; Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identified| 0 s 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2
Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
R Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project ’Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
G R complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
S ' Demonstrated experrence in s1mllar type and complexnty 2 2 5 10
o Expenence in srmllar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
e Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
‘ R Insufﬁcxent experience, ‘ -3 h
e . Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Management from database] N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. v
?‘i‘ojéct, : ' Hrgh level of understandmg and v1ab1e inovative ideas proposed 2
g e ) ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative ideas proposed ( N 1 1 10 10
Basrc understandmg of the Project] 0
s Lack of project understandmg -3
Location -~ " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. 1
Within 15 mi] 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51 to 150 mi, -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non- -Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 25

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. 3

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest.

Consultant Name Mlchael Baker Jr I

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
p y Juag g g

Scale : Score | Weight | Weis
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes , 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old o 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. old| -3
“|Historical Performance. » ' 7 ‘
’’’’’ Tlmelmess score from performance database ‘ 1 N/A ‘ 1 5 _' 1 n
Quallty/Budget score on 51m11ar work from performance database o ‘ N/A 15 »
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
v Avallablhty of addltlonal staff trme o 2 ' 0 20 0
Adequate avarlable staff time to meet the schedule v 0 _.
o Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team 8§ ~ITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated j value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf' catlons 5 Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
iy ' for req'd services for value added benefit} 2
Expertlse and resources at approprrate level 0
el Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
B L : ' Demonstrated experrence in srmllar type and complex1ty ) 2 2 5 10
Sl Experrence in srmllar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
g S Expenence in drfferent type or lower complex1ty l } '_‘—&1 ‘
' s Insufﬁcrent experience, -3 v _ ‘ -
o . ' Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database| N/A 5
Approach to - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project. Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable inovative ideas proposed _ 2 '_ _
e ‘ Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative rdeas proposed 1 ‘ 1 10 10
Basrc understandmg of the Project. ‘ 0 ‘
= Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location - “|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
SR Within 1S mi] 1
16to50mif 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mi, 2
Greater than 500 mi] -3 v
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

C‘onsultant Name: BCA Consultants, Inc Serwces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat Invest
‘ cor "g Crltena S TR S R S Scale Score i ~“Weight - Welghted
- I R e T e e T oo oo o b Score
Outstandlng Agreement Dlsputes o o 0
No outstandmg unresolve agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance, = BUNURE SRR
R Trmelmess score from performance database o N/A , 15
Quallty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database ,‘ _ o _ N/A _ - ’ 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database NA ] 100
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘ Avallablhty of addltlonal staff t1me 2] 0 20 0
7 Adequate avarlable staff time to meet the schedule 0
i Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team S ~i'JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf e_atron_ Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified] 0 15 0
Rl _ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at appropnate level N O
B TN L S ‘ Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. T complexrty, type, subs, doeumentatlon Skl“S
Demonstrated experrence in srmrlar type and complex1ty v 2 _ ’ 5 10
L e o o Experrence in sxmllar type and complexrty shown inresume| 0
o o v o k V o Experlence in drfferent type or lower complexrty -1 '
.‘ e N " h Insufﬁ01ent experience. o -3 - -
t Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database ' NA | 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. v
Pl'OjeCt ‘ ngh level of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
: ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable 1novat1ve ideas proposed. Y 1 10 10
Bas1c understandmg of the Project. .‘ 0
§ ) Lack of project understandmg -3
deﬁtién 7+ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- e ' . ' ' Wlthm 15 mi] 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51to150mi] -1 1 5 5
’ 151 to 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi] -_3'
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 25

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date: 9/6/2005




(‘onsultant Name. Butler, Falrman and Seufert

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

: Scormg Crlterla e Scale Score i ,Welghtf
Outstandmg Agreement Drsputes N 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old ' 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
|Historical Performance. . o |
- ss,score from performance database o _ N/A ‘- ‘ 15
Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database " k NZA ) 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capaclty of “|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo. = ,
Work Avarlablhty of addltlonal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff trme to meet the schedule v 0
L : Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's . . ‘| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qu':llt' catlons : Demonstrated umque expertrse ‘and resources identified 0 5 0
Rt for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertrse and resources at appropriate level 0
T AR T Insufficient expertrse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
F v Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
[ Experlence in 31mllar type and complexrty shown inresume’l 0
IR Experlence in dtfferent type or lower complexrty ;’1 ‘
' - Insufﬁcxent experience, >-3 ' -
' Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database] N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
P l‘OjeCt ‘ ngh level of understandmg and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed )
High level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve 1deas proposed 1 ‘ 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the Project, ' ) 0
RN Lack of project understandmg -3
Location. """ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
o : V o Within 15 m1. 1
16to 50 mi, 0
51to 150 mi, -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mi, 3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

(& nnsultant Name. Capital Env. Enterpnses, Inc

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

'mg Crrterla SLE Scale Score | Weight - Werghted
Outstandmg Agreement Drsputes. _ 0
) No outstandmg unresolved agreem nt dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 . 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes‘more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. _ T
. ‘ Tlmehness score from performance database » N'/Av » 15
Quahty/Budget score on simi rvv‘vork fr m_perfo 1Ce ¢ database ) NA v, 15
v Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database »  N/A 10
Capaclty f_ |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to o ,
Work i Avallablhty of addmonal staff trme 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff trme to meet the schedule o 0
, v Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team s “}Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated :Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf' catlons g Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertrse and resources at approprrate level ‘ 0
N i s Insufﬁment expertlse and/or resources. 3
Projee't5:Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e - complexrty, type, subs, documentatron skrlls
S EE _ Demonstrated expenence in srmllar type and complex1ty 2 2 5 10
R R Experlence in srmllar type. and complexrty shown inresume| 0
e Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complexrty ‘ -1
' - Insufﬁcrent experiencef 3 o o
T Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database] N/A 5
Approach'to T Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project S ngh level of understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
S e Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed 1 ‘ 1 10 10
Basw understandmg of the Project. 0
e Lack of project understandmg -3
Location -~ " ‘|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ‘
- ' 1 ' v 4 Within 15 m1 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
Slto 150 mij -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 25

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

In nc.

onsultant Name C|V|I & Enwron Cons

Servnces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scale - Score W, |ght Welghted
i g '} Score
Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes - 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. , B
‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A 15
Quallty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database N/A 15 o
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 0 |
I Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avarlablhty of addltlonal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
. ; Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team § i-j Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated -jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quahf' catlons Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
o 'Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
P B Insufficient expertrse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
s : complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
" ERRES: ; Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complexity 2 > 5 10
: Experlence n 51m11ar type and complexnty shown n resume’' 0
} R SR : 7 Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
. s » Insufﬁcrent experience| -3 o
: : Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
P "O.ICCt v ' ‘ ngh level of understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
iy ~ High level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Pro;ect 0
e o Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location™ " . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ) _
L Wlthm 15 mf 1
16 to 50 mi. 0 ,
51 to 150 mi] -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
_ Greater than 500 mi -3 )
‘For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

Cnnsultant Name Cortez Envnron Serwces, LLC

Serwces Descnptlon Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
gl Juag g

Jo0 Scormg Crlt'eria Scale Score i Welght Welghted
L FIS RN I - Score
Disput Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes S 0
s ’ No outstandlng unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old "‘-0 20 0
: Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
. [Historical Performance. , o
B I Tlmelmess score from performance database - N/A 15 .
Quallty/Budget score on simi lar work from performance database ‘ N/A v 15 A
; Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capaclty of “|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo ‘
Work Avallablhty of addmonal staff trme k -2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule ' 0
R : Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's © . Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qua_hf catlons i Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified 0 15 0
ST R _ for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
' Expertlse and resources at appropriate level 0 '
ST LT Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
E R : complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
 - o R Demonstrated experience in similar type and complex1ty 2 2 5 10
R _Experience in similar type and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
PR Experlence in drfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
. Insufﬁcrent experience, ) '-_3 »
T ~ , Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from databasej N/A 5
Approach to - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs )
Project High level of understandmg and viable movatlve ideas proposed 2
[N ‘ ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project] ‘0,"
e Lack of project understandmg 3
Location. = " Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. B L
L ' Within 15 mi] 1
16to50mi] 0
51t0150mif -1 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mif -2
Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non- -Indiana firms 3 _
Weighted Total 5

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Consultant Name Earth Tech

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Iltem No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

"g“Crlterla 7} Scale |
; Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes _
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old ' 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Pa |Historical Performance, AU B
] - ' ' ' ' Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A _. - 15
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database ) N/A A 15 ‘ )
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| NA | 10
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avallablhty of addltlonal staff tlme 2 . 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule -0
: Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
s . I Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ‘|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quahficatl ns ' Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit}f 2
Expemse and resources at approprlate level - 0
I L Insufficient expertrse and/or resources.| 3
Pr’oje,ct-Ma‘nag’,_er Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
e Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complexrty ' 2 ) 5 10
c Expenence in 31mllar type and complexrty shown in resume’ 0
SRS Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty k -1
.~ Insufﬁctent experience, _-3 o ‘ 1
. o Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database NA | s
A'ppi"oach_to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs ‘
Project - . ° ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
S High level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the Project. 0
At , Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location. © . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
S | Wrthm 15 mi. 1
16to50mi] 0
' 51to 150m1. -1 l 5 5
151 to 500 mif -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. 3 _
Weighted Total -45

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. 3

Consultant Name' Enwrocorp lnc.

Servnces Descrlptlon Haz Mat Invest.

‘egory: - Scormg Crlterja T Scale S,c_,ore-;' 1 'Weight . | Weighted
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes A o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. o
1 Trmelmess score from performance database N/A 15 )
Quallty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database N/A 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10 |
#~1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘ ' Avallablhty of addmonal staff tlme ) 2 _ 0 20 0
v Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. ) 0
; Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3 |
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qu "_ s Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
EE _ for req'd services for value added benefit} 2
e Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
SR I Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
s o SR complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
i S ] Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complex1ty ‘ 2 .‘ 2 5 10
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’] 0
R ~ Experience in different t'ype\or lower complexity] -1
' e 7 - ‘ Insufﬁcrent experience} -3 » o B
Sl Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database] " N/A 5
Approachito . - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
PrﬁjeCt' " ngh level of understandmg and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
SRS ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatwe ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bastc understandmg of the Project. 0
i B Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location ~ - " “[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
FRERRE ' ' Within 15 mi] 1
16 to 50 mij 0
51t0 150 mi -1 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mif -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name Env Mgmt Cons. Serwces Descrlptlon Hazardous Mat lnvesﬂgatrons
T ng C Lo 2 Score ,:
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes y o 0
‘ No outstandmg unresolved agreement d putes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
. Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. . o]
o - Tlmelmess score from performance database ] NA ,‘ - 15
_ o Quahty/Budget score ons _work from performance database] ' ‘ ‘ N/A 15 ' o
iQuahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10|
{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
) Avallablllty of addmonal staff time f 2 0 20 0
‘ ' A Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule ‘ » O L
) Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
‘JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
... for reqd services for value added benefit] 2
Insufficient experti”se and/or resources. -3
r |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' ‘ :.‘._: complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
. Demonstrated experrence m s1m1lar type and complex1ty » 2 0 5 0
‘ Expenence in 31mllar type» and complexrty shown inresume'l 0
Experic i |
i " Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database I na ] s
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _ -
PTOJGCt - ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatwe 1deas proposed - 2 ‘
a5 ) ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve 1deas proposed. 1 , 0 10 0
) _ Basw understandmg of the Project. 0 B
Lack of project understandmg. -3
‘|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R IR
' ' -  Within15mi] 1
16t050mif 0
Slto150mi] -1 | -2 5 -10
151t0500mif -2
Greater than 500 mi,| - -3
' For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3 _
Weighted Total ~10

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: W

Title: Chié Di)/of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date: 9’8#2605




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

’Consultant Name Handex Serwces Descnptlon Hazardous Materlals Investigation
- Fit A : S oo L Seale Score
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes ) .1 o
utstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
: Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3
P |Historical Performance, S UURIRTRRIN SN S N
lt, 1 _Timeliness score from performance database o ’ N/A ' 15 T
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database NA | 10
]Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
_ i} Avallablhty of addmonal staff tlme 2 ( 0 20 0
‘ Adequate ava1lable staff time to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
:{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
- value or efficiency to the deliverable. ,
Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertrse and resources at approprlate level 0
Insufficient . expertlse and/or resources -3
r {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S 5 complemty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
sand -‘”~_' = o - Demonstlated experrence m s1mllar type and complex1ty 2 b\ 0 5 0
B e Experlence in SImllar type: and complex1ty shownr 0
) ' 7 l e Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty
e ' " Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database Y7 R
Approach 0.0, Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pro;ect : " o o ngh level of understandmg and v emovatlve ideas proposed ,‘ 2 o
Ly S H1gh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatwe 1deas proposed‘ T 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the Prolect O .‘
. - Lack of project understandmg. -3
~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ]
Wlthm 15 ml. S
16t05 m 0
51t015 i) -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 ml. 2 '
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / ) 3

Title: Chief, D(v of Env., Plan. & Eng.

Date: 9/8%05




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

| Scale
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes -
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 '
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. r o
o ' Tlmelmess score from performance database N | . N/A 1 15
Quahty/Budget score on SImllar work from performan d abase _ ., N ' N/A 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database] | N/A 10 |
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
, Avallabllxty of addltlonal staff tlme ‘ 2', R 0 20 0
‘ ' Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘[value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified} 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
, Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
i Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Ma er]Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e - " Demonstrated experlence in s1mllar type and complexxty 2 2 5 10
it Experlence in similar type and complex1ty shown inresumel 0
e o ) Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complexxty . -1
.'. e Insufﬁc1ent experienced -3 - ‘
e Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to. . Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs
Project H1gh level of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proposed. 2
S High level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
] Basrc understandmg of the PrOJect ', 0
R S Lack of project understandmg -3
Location . . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
R Wlthm 15 mi] 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5
151 to 500mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. 3

Consultant Name:

Hull & Assomates, Inc.

Servnces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
g P judg g gn

‘ |Scormg Crlterla ‘ Scale Score | -Weight *{ Weighted
R - oo ] Score
| Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes - 0
A No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 ) 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
{Historical Performance. o
' ” Tlmehness score from performance database _ 1 N/A V 15
lrty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database o o . N/A 1 15 '
; Quahty/ Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database] N/A 10
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avallablhty of addltlonal staff txme o '2< 0 20 0
Adequate available staff txme to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
“Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Strat B value or efficiency to the deliverable. ’
Qua hﬁ ations Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level v O
S L e Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. 3
Pi‘,oje'cft'-Malnager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
AR T complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. o ’ - - Demonstrated experience in similar type and complé;dty 2 ’ 5 10
- Experrence in similar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
- Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -1
‘ Insufﬁc1ent experience, 3 ) ;
D 2 Historical Performance of Firm's Pl’OjeCt Management from database N/A 5
Approachito - - - Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs v
'Pr‘oje’ct'" s ngh level of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposedl 2
' : ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed] 1 ' 0 10 0
Ba51c understandmg of the Project, : -0
e g : Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location - 7 jLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o E ' ‘ W1th1n 15 m1. 1
16to 50 mi, 0
51to 150 mi] -1 1 5 5
151t0500mi -2
Greater than 5()0 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP_EY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name' Keramlda _

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

“Scale ‘|Score ‘_“?fweightj Welghted
N i PR ’ RN E o Score
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes . B 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 4 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
|Historical Performance. e
o Tlmelmess score from performance database i N/A » 15 ,
Quahty/Budget score on 51m1lar work from performance database B N/A | R
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
‘JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
' Avallablhty of addltlonal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
‘ ‘ Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0 V
S Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule} -3
Team's “_“}Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated .[value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf' catlons Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified] 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0
e e Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Prpjeejt,Ma‘liager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ERTR - complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
NI o Demonstrated expenence in snmllar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
- S Experlence in srmrlar type and complexnty shown inresume'| 0
R Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty " -l
. P Insufﬁcrent experience. -3 o .
R K " Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘O_]CCt Management from database] N/A 5
Approach to » "‘,; Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pl‘ OJGCt : Hrgh level of understandmg and viable movatlve ideas proposed 2
: High level of understandmg and/or viable movat1ve ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
, Lack of project understandmg -3
 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
| ' ' o " Within 15 mif 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mif -1 1 5 5
151to 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mij -3
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 25

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

| Scale |Score -} Weight |Weighted
- ol i b b Seore
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes B 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
"Hlstorlcal Performance. , B o , 1
: - Tlmelmess score from performance database ‘ N/A / 15 1
‘ Quallty/Budget score on 51m11ar work from performance database _V N/A ' d 15 )
: Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
“JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘ Ava1]ab1hty of addltlonal staff t1me v ) 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
G Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team s %7742 |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallf' catrons Demonstrated unlque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefit}] 2
Expertise. and resources at approprlate level 0
Ly B E v Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Prpject-.Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
AT complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e s » Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complex1ty . 2 0 5 0
ST T Experlence in s1mllar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
RN wE i Experlence in dlfferent type or Iower complex1ty ‘ -1
‘ i - Insufﬁment experience. -3 v B _
b Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project', BE ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
e ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understandlng of the Project. ‘ O
S Lack of project understandmg -3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
e T W1thm15 mif 1
16 to 50 mi| 0
51 tolS() mif -1 -2 5 -10
151 to 500 mi,| -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total -10

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

Consultant Name MS Consultants Inc.

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scale |Seore | ‘Weight | Weighted
e e i N
Disput Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes S 0
S No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old _ k 0 20 0
£ Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past |Historical Performance. , S
Pe ci - Tlmelmess score from performance database ) N/A 1 1 5
B Qual1ty/Budget score n SImrlar work from petformance | database v N/A : 15
g Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity o ‘JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work _ Avallablllty of addmonal staff t1me v 2 ‘- 0 20 0
o ‘ Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
i Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule 3
Team's - | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D istra i value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualit ' Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 s 0
Sl for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
o Expemse and resources at appropriate level 0
S G 5 Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
P [ jec t1 [anager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
LS 5 o complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
& 'f’:': o Demonstrated experlence 1n 51m1lar type and complex1ty _' 2 ) 1 5 5
PRED Experlence in Slmllal‘ type and complex1ty shown inresume'| 0
- R Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty :-‘1
. Insufﬁ01ent experience, -3 N B
S e Historical Performance of Firm's Pr0ject Management from database] | N/A 5
Ap’proﬁeh to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
_l"froj’éct Dt H1gh level of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proposed » 2
R High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas proposed 1 -3 10 -30
Basrc understandmg of the Project} 0
R SR Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location -~ " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
o ’ Wlthm 15 m1. 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51 to 150 mij -1 1 5 5
151 t0500m1. 2
Greater than 500 miy -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total -30

Title: Chief, Divt of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name Patriot Eng And Env., In‘c.v ’

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

; Crlterla Scale Score o Welght Weighted
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes. 1. 0
. No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos oid 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
{Historical Performance. , R :
|1 Tlmehness score from performance database o N/A R 15
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database y - . N/A | l"S B
: Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
) Avallablhty of addmonal staff trme 2 k 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
e e Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team $ -+:]Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ‘Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qua,llf ca_,tnon,s Demonstrated unlque expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
B RN ATy __for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
X o Expertrse and resources at approprrate level 0
A , i 5 Insufficient expertlse and/or resources] -3
Project M: ager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S e complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
R Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexrty 2 .. 2 5 10
T Experience in s1m11ar type : and complexrty shown inresume|] O
S Experrence in drfferent type or Iower complexrty -
. AN Insufﬁcrent experience, ) -3 » B
IR Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database ) N/A 5
App}‘oach to. Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ) ’
Project - High level of understandmg and viable movat1ve ideas proposed 2
Foi Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project, 0
LY - Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ,
L o v Wlthm 15 mi] 1
16t050mif 0
51to150mi] -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi| -2
Greater than 50() mij -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

',Consultant Name' Presnell Engmeers, lnc

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

..... Scale f Score | Weight | Weighted
: Joo o p oo o) Score
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes - 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
{Historical Performance. N
S Tlmelmess score from performance database v - N/A h 15
o Quahty/Budget score on 51m11ar work from ‘performan database N/A 1 15 .
Quahty/ Budget score on ‘all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘ : Avallablhty of add1t1ona1 staff tlme 2 0 20 0
o Adequate avarlable staff tlme to meet the schedule _ 0
g ' Insufficient : available staff time to meet the schedule 3
: f Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
: value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
lificati ; : Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
R i ~forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
e G '_ Expertlse and resources at approprlate level , 0
b Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
’roject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
L e complex:ty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
i XA Demonstrated expenence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty 2 » 0 5 0
R Experlence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
L ’ Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complexnty _. ' -1 ‘
. » ' Insufﬁcrent experienced -3 o o
R I Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database| N/A 5
Approachto. : Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT ceost and/or tlme savmgs ]
flfrOj@étj L ngh level of understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
k e High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed A 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project] 0 '
SR Lack of project understandmg 3
Location " [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
s ‘ Wlthm 15 mi 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
St to'ISO mi] -1 -1 5 -5
151 t0 500 mi} -2
‘ Greater than 500 mi] -3
' For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total -5

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Consultant Name QEPI

Selection Rating for RFP _EY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

] “Scale |Score | -W‘e‘ight’; Welghted
' Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
{Historical Performance. e o
1 - Tlmelmess score from performance database » N/A B 1 5 '
Quahty/Budget score on 51mllar work from performance database N/A o 15 .
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘ Ava11ab1llty of add1t1onal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule ' 0
; Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team g e Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0 ‘
R TR Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project- Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
g complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.
BRI > L Demonstrated experlence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty v ' 2 ‘ 2 5 10
Sl Experlence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
o Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
. L lnsufﬁcxent experience, -3 - A
Sl Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘OjeCt Management from database| ) N/A 5
Approachi to . |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project . . H1gh level of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proposed 2
o H1gh level of understandmg and/or v1able movat1ve 1deas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basxc understandmg of the  Project, 0 ‘
T Lack of project understandmg -3
Location” " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Wlthm 15 mi 1
16 to 50 mijf 0
51t0150m1 -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500mi} -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 25

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

Consultant Name Schnelder Engmeermg

Servrces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

- Scale Score i} 'Weight | Weighted
AR L e p o ) Seore
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes , o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Historical Performance. e o o
Tlmelmess score from performance database NA | 15
- Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from  performance database k ' N/A ( 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| N/A 10
‘IEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
' Avallablhty of addltlonal staff tlme ‘ 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule : 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3
. “|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonst) ‘ted j value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Quallf' atlons : Demonstrated 1 umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
~ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level 0
G e Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. 3
Project ‘Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills.
»’ R Demonstrated experlence in 31m1lar type and complex1ty '_ 2 2 5 10
R R R Experlence in similar type and complex1ty shown inresume} 0
T Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty » ' -1 ‘
. L lnsufﬁc1ent experience, ‘ -3 ‘ -
' : Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
i ngh level of understandmg and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatwe 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the PrOJect 0 '
R b Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location ' [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. »
et I WlthmISml. 1
16 to 50 mi, 0 A
51 to 150 mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

rConsultant Name Shrewsberry & Assomates

Serwces Descrlptlon Haz Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scoring’ rlterla Scale ' Score £ Welght Weiglited
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes 0
) No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. . SR B
R Tlmelmess score from performance database ' N/A 15 ‘
Quahty/Budget score on s1mllar work from performance database N/A 5 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
] 2 |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do : _
Work Avallablhty of addmonal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0 v
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
: Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expert1se and resources at approprlate level 0
o . Insufficient expertlse and/or resources -3
Perect'-Mﬁ'mager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
R e ’ "T ) Demonstrated experrence in s1m11ar type and complex1ty 2 2 5 10
L Expenence in 31m1lar type and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
S Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
. '_ ; lnsuffictent experience, -3 o _
Ry Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘O_]CCt Management from database} N/A 5
Approachto - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs ’
l_,’roje'c't Hrgh level of understandmg and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
P High level of understandmg and/or viable movat1ve ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the Pro;ect ,‘ 0 ’
B PRI AR Lack of project understandmg -3
Location ~ -~ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. i ;
L 1 o ' Within 15 mi 1
16to50mi| 0
51t0150mi] -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 miy -2
Greater than 500 miy -3
‘For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name Strand Assoc|ates, Inc Servnces Descn ptlon Haz. Mat. Invest
ng ' e : Scale ISco e
o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
_|Historical Performance. B . . .
o ' Tlmelmess score from performance database - N/A 1 15 1
_ Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database o ' I N/A ” V 15 '
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database P va ] 100
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
’ Avarlablhty of addltlonal staff tlme ' v 2 0 20 0
Adequate avarlable staff time to meet the schedule 0
r Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
- ITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
] value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 1 0
~for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
k Expertlse and resources at appropriate level O
; e Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Projet tMana'g'er Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ey A = complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
. PR Demonstrated experlence in s1mrlar type and complex1ty 2 h 2 5 10
T Expenence in srmllar type and complex1ty shown inresume] 0
S e Experlence in drfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
. o Insufﬁc1ent experience, -73v ‘ 1. 1
. Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘Q]eCt Management from database] NA L s
Approach to [ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pro;ect Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable movatwe ideas proposed 2
j ngh level of understandmg and/or v1ab1e inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
Basw understandmg of the Project, 0
k : Lack of project understandmg -3
Location - - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
TR ' . W1th1n 15 mi) 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51to150mif -1 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi, 2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 .
Weighted Total 30

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
gn Y g

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:  9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 3

Consultant Name Supenor Env Corp

Servrces Descrlptlon Haz Mat Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

ormg Crlterla [ ~Seale Score e Wenght ‘ ‘
: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes 4 0
; No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
|Historical Performance. U
i o Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A 15
A Quahty/Budget score on 51m11ar work from performance. database N/A » 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
i ‘|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avallablllty of add1t10na1 staff t1me :2 ‘ 0 20 0
. Adequate ava11able staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
Yo ~Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team’ '3 - [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated “fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quailt“ catlons Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
R for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertlse and resources at approprrate level 0
LT Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Rrojeet:Mana'gér’ Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Sl complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e e 7 Demonstrated experlence in srmllar type and complex1ty 2 ’ 5 10
R Experrence in srmllar type and complexxty shown in resume’ 0
s b ' _ Experlence in d1fferent type or lower complexrty -1
.- e Insufﬁc1ent experience] -3 -
Crie i Historical Performance of Firm's s Pro;ect Management from database| CN/A 5
ApprOach to. - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project High level of understanding and vrable movatwe ideas proposed 2
R High level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
Sl : Lack of project understanding. -3
Location -|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
L ‘ Within 15 mif 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51 to 150 mi, -1 1 5 S
151 to 5 00 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mi -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms 3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divi of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




b\Consultant Name URS Corp

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. 3

Services Description: Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

|Scori 'giCrlterla R .| Scale |Score '} Weight | Weighted
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes. . o 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. \ _
1 k T1melmess score from performance database v N/A 1 5
Quallty/ Budget score on s1m1lar work from performance database _ N/A 15 )
. Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capaclty of “:’|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e
Work ‘ Avarlablhty of addltlonal staff trme 2 0 20 0
Adequate aVarlable staff time to meet the schedule. 0
: Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
' '. Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
; ‘Tvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
v' cation Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
R ‘ __forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
e Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0
Sl Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project M r |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
] {f E v S 1 complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.
Gl : Demonstrated experlence in s1mllar type and complex1ty 2 ’ 5 10
B Experience in s1m1lar type and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
R o Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -l
. o lnsuff' lent ‘experience. -3 -
R Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database]| N/A 5
A'p,pro.acvh_bto G Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs
Project: . High level of understandmg and viable movatlve ideas proposed 2
S High level of understanding and/or vrable movatlve ideas proposed » 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project, 0
L : Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
e ' » ‘ Wlthm 15 mif 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
‘ 51to 150m1. -1 1 5 5
15 1 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 3

’Cnnsultant Name nghtman Petrle Env Inc.

Serv:ces Descrlptlon Haz. Mat. Invest.

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Scale Score o Welght we;gme;q
. i -Score -
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes o o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
' | Historical Performance, ,
Performance ‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database _ k N/A 1 " 15 )
: Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database N/A 1 15
: Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capaclty‘ of “|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo -
Work - Avallablllty of addltlonal staff tlme 2 _ 0 20 0
s N Adequate available staff t1me to meet the schedule 0 ‘_
G i Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team ts o] Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Quallf' catlons Demonstrated umque expert1se and resources identified| ‘ 0 15 0
S for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
B - Expemse and resources at approprrate level 0
T Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project V er |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
SN complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
o - B _ Demonstrated experlence in srm1lar type and complex1ty ,‘ 2 2 5 10
S » Expenence in s1mllar type and complex1ty shown inresume} 0
L Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
' e - Insuff crent experlence 3 ) ‘
| it ol ' Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database| N/A 5
Appro‘ac‘h to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project High level of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed ' ‘ 2
B Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basw understandmg of the Pl‘O_]CCl’, B O
i e Lack of project understandmg -3
Location - - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
B ’ ' - ' W1thm 15 mif 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51t0150m1 -1 -1 5 -5
151 t0500m1 2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 5

Title: Chief, Divl of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

9/6/2005




Consultant Name: Active Environmental

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1,

ftem No. 3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe

\;gory |Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) 0
N No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
. ) Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. o - N
Performance o " Timeliness score from performance database 1 NA 15 o
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database B _ N/A 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10 |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘Work o Avalléblllty of additional staff time ‘ 2 0 20 0
o Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule) O
' Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified
0 15 0
__ forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
.. Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
" Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
) Demonstrated experlence m similar type and complex1ty , 0 5 0
Experrence in 51m11ar type and complexrty shown in resume’
Experience in different type or lower complexity
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A A B
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project __High Ievel of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed ‘_ 2 ‘
) ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
e Basic understanding of the Project. o0
T Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =
16 to 50 mi 0 )
51t0150mif -1 1 5 5
151t0500mif -2
_ Greater than 500 mi, 3
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 5

/Haraopen

3%941/@%&%

Title:

Date: 9 '(’)~05‘//




Consultant Name: Alt & Witzig

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 -No.1,

Item vNo.

3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed

Title:

}gory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. S 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. N o 1. 1
Performance * Timeliness score from performance database ' 1 NA 5 1
~ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database ) 1 Na ' 15 -
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database NA | 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
'Work Avallablhty of addmonal staff time] 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff tlme to meet the schedule} \' 0 l
" Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. -
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified
2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
'Expertise and resources at appropriate level, [
v Insufficient expertise and/or resources,| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
) Demonstrated experlence in 31m11ar type and complex1ty N " 2 2 5 10
Experlence in similar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
‘‘‘‘‘ Experxence in different type or lower complex1ty »V -1
 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database o NA | 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. . -
Project ‘ ngh level of nderstandmg and viable movatlve 1deas proposed » 2
ngh level of undetstandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the PI‘O_)eCt 0
Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
" 16t050mif 0
st rsomil o f 5 5
T151t0500mi] -2
) Greater than 500mi| -3
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms 3
Weighted Total 95

Mama AL

Date: 9-9- 050




Consultant Name: AmTech

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1

,Item No. _3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

*gory Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
- No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.old] 0 20 0
B Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance _Timeliness score from performance database NA | 15
) Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database NA | 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e —
Work - Avallablllty of additional staff time 2 0 20 0
» Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
i ' Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
~forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
_Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
' Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
o Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexity] 2 0 5 0
Experxence in similar type and complexity shown in resume|] 0
bbbbbb Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. ) Insufficient experienced -3 e v
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database NaA | s
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proposed& 2
‘ ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed T 0 10 0
‘Basic understanding of the Project. 0
& Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R B
16 to 50 mi, 0
51t0150mi| -1 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi] -2
N o . Greater than 500 mi] -3
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signea%ﬁag L /'Q,M:@
/

Title:
Date:

ﬂ 70/)'\ ad

9-9- &s




_Consultant Name: Arcadis

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1

,Item No. _3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

}egory Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. s e
Performance Trmelmess score from performance database - N/A
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database ' N/A ‘
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A
(Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to de ) )
Work Availability of additional staff time] 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0o
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. 3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
__for req'd services for value added benefit} 2 B
Expertrse and resources at appropriate level, O
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
y Demonstrated experrence in similar type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Experxence in 51m11ar type and complexity shown i in resume’ 0
Experlence in different type or lower complexrty -1
' Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that grves INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs -
Project Hrgh level of understandmg and vxable m_ 2
‘ ngh level of understandmg and/or viable 1n0vat1ve ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
~ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. s .
ichahiontiet it - b , o T ‘1’.‘
i6tosomi 0
51t0 150mif 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi)
_____ ‘ Greater than 500 mi,
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms
Weighted Total 15

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %ag Z /944/ e
/}1%4-%

Date: 9-9- OSﬂ

Title:




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _3 _
C‘onsultant Name: ATC Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
gory Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandlng unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. ) 1 -
Performance - ' Tlmelmess score from performance database NA 15
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database CNA | 15|
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ’ .
Work Availability of additional staff time] 2 2 20 40
v Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0 -
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule 3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
__ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
compleXIty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
) Demonstrated experlence in similar type and cont__plex1ty 2 2 5 10
Experlence in s1m11ar type and complexity shown in resume'] 0
‘ , ,Experlence in different type or lower complexity} -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database - NA | s ]
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or tlme savings. o
Project ‘ ngh level of understandmg and vxable 1novat1ve ideas proposed ) 2 '
ngh level of understandmg and/or vxable inovative 1deas proposed| 1 2 10 20
Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
" Lackof project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
................ et 50 mi 0
S1t0150mi| -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mif -3
'~ For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms 3
Weighted Total 105

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

L

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / LTI /\/g/u co

Title:
Date:

Md/nﬁ.w

9-9- 057




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 -No.1,Item No._3

_Consultant Name: Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations
?egory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. .
Performance y ' - ~ Timeliness score from performance database N/A 15
‘ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘Work - o ) ~ Availability of additional stafftime] 2 0 20 0
- o o Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
' ~ Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complex1ty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
‘ Demonstrated experlence in similar type and comp]ex1ty " 2 0 5 0
e Experlence in similar type and complexity shown in resumef 0
. S . Experience in different type or lower complex1ty -1
® A Insufficent experence 3 R
- " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database ' NA Y s )
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project ‘ ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
o ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve ideas proposed] 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
\ Lack of prdjeéf understandingy -3 )
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = , -
16t050mi] 0
51to150mi] -1 | -1 5 -5
151t0 500 mij -2
e _ Greater than 500 mi] -3
For 100% state funded agreeménts, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 5

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:'ﬂf;aj AD/M Co

Title:  /Z)ariex g
Date: 9-9—0”5




rConsuItant Name: Environmental Mgmt Consultants Services Description: Hazardous Mat.

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _3

Investigations

sgory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. o ‘ » »
Performance b ‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A 15 -
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database h N/A 1T 15 1
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work . 'A'vallablhty of additional staff time] 2 ‘ 0 20 0
i Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule] 0 *
‘Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
) 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit,
_ Expertise and resources at appropriate level,
Insufficient expertise and/or resources,|
Project Manager{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complex1ty 2 1 5 5
) Experlence in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0
» 'Experience in different type or lower complexrty -1
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database  N/A s b
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ‘ Hrgh level of understandmg and vxable inovative ideas proposed ‘ 2
" ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative 1deas proposed| 1 0 10 0
- Basic understanding of the Project. 0
" Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
~ 16t050mi] 0
51 to 150 mi S 5 -10
151 to 500 mi.
Greater than 500 mi.
" For 100% state funded agreements, non- -Indiana firms _
Weighted Total 25

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed

Title:

ma/r\.ﬁ ij/l

”7%@77@44 @/Ma

Date:

9-9-057




Consultant Name: Bruce Carter

Selection Rating for RFP EY 06 - No. 1,

Item No. _3

Services Descrlptlon Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed

gory Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Past Historical Performance. ‘ o
Performance ) B , Timeliness score from performance database N/A 151 ‘
' Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15 |
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - ‘
Work - _ Availability of additional stafftime] 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule] ' 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
_Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
o Demonstrated : (_e_rlence in 31mllar type and complexrty ) 2 2 5 10
) Experrence in similar type and complexrty shown in resume’' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity _ -1
. s “ RO, ~_Insufficient experience| -3
) Historical Performance of Fi'r'rrr"'smProject Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project » ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
‘Hréh level of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed ‘ 1 2 10 20
Basrc understanding of the Project. 0
~ Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
ok heierotet ot - oottt diot : ‘ WrthmlSmr. 1
16t050mi| 0
51t0150mi] -1 1 5 5
151t0500mi] -2
‘ Greater than 500 mi. -3
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms 3
Weighted Total 65

Title:

/}’)Maq/b\

Date: 9’9- oS 4




Consultant Name: Butler Fairman & Seufert

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1 )

Item No. _3 _

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Slgned—%aa /\ ,@/n

Title:

Date:

f;gory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. -
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance database NA | 15
Quallty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database NA | 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do -
Work Availability of additional staff time 2 0 20 0
. AAdequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified
2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
_Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o Demonstrated experlence in 31m11ar type and compIeXIty 2 2 5 10
Experlence in similar type and complexxty shown in resumel 0
Experience in different type or lower complexxty .
' Historical Performance of Firnr's“Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs -
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable movatwe 1deas proposed 2 \
' ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
o Basw‘understandmg of the Project] 0 ‘ }I
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . . , ,
16t050miy 0
51t0150mi] -1 | 1 5 5
}}}}}} 151t0500mi| -2
, ‘Greater than 500 mif -3
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 55

Ma/naa\,eA

9 -9-057




Consultant Name: Capital

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1 ,

Item No. _3

Services Description: Hazardous Mat. Investigations

f?;:gory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘ 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance o ' S Tlmellness score from performance database N/A 115
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 5 |
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work - Availability of additional staff time] 2 0 20 0
_Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule§ 0
' Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertrse and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate leveld 0
Insufficient exbertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
Experlence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database| NA | 5 '
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatlve ideas proposed 2
h ngh level of understandmg and/or v1ab1e movatlve 1deas proposed ‘( 1 2 10 20
b Basw understandmg of the PrOJect 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. L. .
16 to 50 mi.
51t0150m1__) 1 5 5
151t0500mif -2
B ~ Greater than 500 mi.
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 65

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed%&l DVK( S
4

Title:

Date: 9-F-05 4




