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

item Title Historic Bridges Inventory, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1

Weighted
Janice Mary Curt Scores
Consultants Osadczuk | Kennedy | Tomak Total Ranking |
Cultural Resources Analysts, Inc. -15 -25 -60 -100 6
HNTB 65 65 55 185 1
Wilbur Smith Associates 15 -30 -45 -60 5
Weintraut & Associates 15 25 10 50 4
Wiss, Janney, Elstner Assoc., Inc. 0 25 40 65 2
WTH Engineering 15 15 25 55 3

Scoring Team Leader Signature: Jé@/‘\

Title: Chief, D)C. of Env., Plan., & 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 ongoing disputes with these firms and takes the following action without direction
from outside of the committee.

Selection of the proposed top j_ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms approved, in
order, as alternates.

il 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.

O Selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons noted below.

Contr inistratién Pirector

Ete:/ Tl loT

Planning Director

I@te: A _IM,IOS'




Consultant Name: Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8

'

Services Description: Historical Bridge Inv.

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:

o

OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. S
| mos. old) 0 20 0
k Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. R
o Tlmehness score from performance database ' lINva
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar w ‘ R
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performanc
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
N ) Ava11ab111ty of addltlonal staff tlme » 2 0 20 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the s schedule 3
“ITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified] 0 15 0
_forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprtate level 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Proj Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ke complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complex1ty ‘ v 2 ‘ -1 5 5
Experrence in 51m11ar type and complexrty shown in resume’ 0
Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complexrty B -i_ v
Insufﬁcrent  experience. ‘ -3 e e
 Historical Performance of Firm's PI'O_]CCt Management from database] INval s
L Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ’
' ngh level of understandmg and Vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas proposed " 1 0 10 0
Basw understandmg of the Project, 0
. Lack of project understandmg -3
|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. L
: ‘ - ~ Within 15 ml.v 1
16to 50 mi] 0 v
51to150 mif -1 -2 5 -10
) 151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi| _-'3> _
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total -15

Title: Chief,/éy% of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date:

V4
9/6/2005




Consultant Name: HNTB

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8

Serwces Descrlptlon Hlstorlc Brldges Inventory

Je
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Historical Performance. RPN I T
v ' Tlmelmess score from performance database } - _ N/A ‘ 15 h
» Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database v '\ N/A k ‘_ 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.
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
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
d-|value or efficiency to the deliverable. -
' Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertrse and resources at approprrate level 0
o . i Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Projec M‘anager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
‘ . [ complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
i Demonstrated experlence m srmllar type and complex1ty 2 2 5 10
Experrence in s1m11ar type: and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
Experlence in dlfferent type ot lower complexrty » -1 '
Insufﬁment experience, -3 » ‘ 1
Historical Performance of Firm's PI'O]eCt Management from database| NA L s
"1 Understanding and [nnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Hrgh level of understandmg and v1able movat1ve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ldeas proposed . 1 » 2 10 20
, Basw understandmg of the Pro;ect . 0
RS Lack of project understandmg -3
Location . " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
e | - Within I5mif 1
16 to 50 mij 0
S1t0150mi| -1 i 5 5
) 151t0500mi} -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:

i

Title: Chlef Diy. o¢nv Plan. & Eng.

Date:

4
9/6/2005




Consultant Name' Wilbur Smith Assoeiates

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8

’

_Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory

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

L core
[pis Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ] o |
o . ¢ o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old -3
|Historical Performance. R B
Ip o - ‘Tlmehnessvscore from performance database N/A o
v Q‘uality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance dat CNA | 10 ]
1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
R “ )  Availability of additional stafftime} 2 | 0 20 0
... A\dequate : tat et 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 expertrse ‘and resources identified - 0 15 0
_for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
} ) d resources at appropriate le 1eveI 0
- " Insufficient expernse and/or resources. 3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
, Demonstrated experlence m s1m11ar type and complex1ty 2 N 0 5 0
Experlence in snmrlar__type and complexrty shown inresume’] 0
‘ Experlence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -
‘ Insufﬁcrent _experience, » -3 T R
. Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management fromdatabase] = | NA | 5
’ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
' ngh level of understandmg and v1able ovatrve ideas pr oposed »2“ .
ngh level of understandrng and/or v1able movatrve 1deas proposedy 1 1 10 10
B ) Basrc understandmg of the Project. O N
Lack of project understandmg -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ B
' k ‘ Wlthln 151 mi] 1
16 to 50 mi, 4 _ O
51t0150mi| -1 1 5 5
) 151t0500m1_ -2
Greater than 500 mij -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 15

Title: Chie{/ﬁv. of Env., Plan. & Eng.

Date:

%
9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8

Consultant Name Welntraut & Assomates

Serwces Descrlptlon H|stor|c Bndggs Inventory

,|f‘~teg 5 Score 1
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes ‘ o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old N 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
. |Historical Performance, S S ,
' o Tlmehness score from performance database | N/A - 15
N Quahty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database N/A ) 1 5 ; o
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| 4oNnva | 10T
~|Evaluation of the team’'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avarlablhty of addrtlonal staff tlme : 2 - 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
. Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
-7 1Technical 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
Expertlse and resources at approprrate level o 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
r|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
' Demonstrated experrence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Expenence in sxmllar type and complexrty shown inresume} 0
. Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty » -1 v
_ ) Insufﬁment experience] -3 ' e N
o Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database NA | 5
T Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
: _ Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable 1novat1ve ideas proposed ‘ 2 '
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed k ’1' _ ' 1 10 10
Bas1c understandmg of the Project| V 0
i S Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location .~ - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. , S
- Within 15 mi 1
16t050m1. , 0
S to 150 mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mij -2
Greater than 500 mij -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:

@)

Title: Chief/}giv. of Env., Plan. & Eng.

Date:

v
9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, item No. 8

Consultant Name: WTH Engineering ‘ Servrces Descrlption Hlstorlc Brldges Inventory

Sca]e
i Outstandmg Agreement Disputes .
: No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 '
Outstandmg unresolved | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
 |Historical Performance. | |
v Tlmelmess score from performance database .' ) N/A v 15 I
B Quallty/Budget score on 31m11ar work from performance database ‘ : 1 N/A ‘ 15 o
: Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 0 |
-~ 1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
' Availabillty of addltlonal staff tlme v 2 ‘ 0 20 0
Adequate available staff t1me to meet the schedule 0
L Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
- . Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
De onstrated ‘|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualrf’ catlons i Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified] 0 15 0
: S for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level 0 k
i Insufficient expertlse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
RN complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated experlence in srmrlar type and complexrty _ 2 - 5 5 10
Experience in 31m11ar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
Experience in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -1
Insufﬁcrent experience, —3 | ‘
S v Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database] o oNna ] s
Approac'h to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Project .. | ngh level of understandmg and v1able movative ideas proposed 2
IS 4 High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas proposed B 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project. 0
o , Lack of project understandmg -3
Location -~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B - ' ' Within 15 mi] 1
16 to 50 mi 0
51t0150mif -1 1 5 5
151t0500m1 -2
Greater than 500 mij] -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

Title: Chief, Mof Env., Plan. & Eng. '

Date: 9/6/2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8

Consultant Name Wuss, Janney, Elstner Assoc. Servnces Descrlptlon Hlstorlc Brid es Inventory

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:

Iz

Scale
Quts_tanding Agrss*m%"t,l?ispn,tes;., - e
0
Outstandlng unresolvedagree nt d1sputes more than 3 mos. old 3
[Historical Performance. N
‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database i N/A 1 15
Quahty/Budget score on snnllar work from performance database ' N/A 15
Quallty/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 Vof addrtlonal staff t1me . 2 ) 0 20 0
) Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
" Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
;1Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘ = value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualtﬁcatnons~'- Ex Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 0 15 0
SIS _ for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertlse and resources at appropriate level 0
R . Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
’ Demonstrated experlence m sumllar type and complexrty 2 v 5 5 10
Experlence in srmrlar type and complexrty shown inresume] 0
Experlence in drfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
Insufﬁcxent experience] 3 _
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database| B CN/A | 5
‘ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
ngh level of understandmg and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed . 2
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1able 1novat1ve 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 refative to project. -
S v Wlthm 15 r_nr 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mi. -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 0

T
Title: ChiegZi/. of Env., Plan. & Eng.

Date: 9/6/%5




Selection Rating for RFP_EY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 8
Coulture! Resowrce ,4,;«_9,{_:3, Tae.
e

Consultant Name: Description:

Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 O 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.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 o 20
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0 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 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 __.?I 5
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 - 3
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
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0 - I — 5
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 O 10 O
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 5
is0om| 2| ~ % -/0
Greater than 500 mi. -3
L For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Woeighted Total]—6 o

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: M AN . @

Title: frehoe o é’f =t
Date: ZZ;Z":EI




HUTB Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. & __
¢ H EN@INe"S ¢ Architects, ITne.

Services Description:

Consultant Name

g Agreement Disputes,

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. O
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3 O
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 20

Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0 O O
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 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 3 O
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 2,
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
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 } / I
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 / 10 / o
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi.

16 to 50 mi.

51t0 150 mi.| -1 ) 5 5

151 to 500 mi. -2

Greater than 500 mi. -3

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

O §

Welighted 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: 4 ?‘s A Z: . " & . Y&é

Title: P Yo

Date: 7’/ ?/05




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

Weintrawt ¢ Asseciates
’Consultant Name:

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

Servi ipti /Storic Bridges

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old,

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.

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.

Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule.

Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule.

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.

Expertise and resources at appropriate level.

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
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0 -~ I — 5
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 u;dcrstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 / 10 / 1)
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 / 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -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.

/0

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: C;,a;t.; &, M

Title: Byre haedlo 9.5t
14

Date: 9/ ?/o0 4"




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _7__

Wl bur Smith Asseciates

_Consultant Name: Services Description: /s %

Outstandingvﬁgreement Disputes,

ve Oriclges

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 O 20 o
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 O 20 O
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 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 -_ 3 - ‘7’5
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
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0 - 5
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 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 O 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 / 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Woeighted 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.

[ —45 |

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: M M. (E';_.__A

Title: )4re. haools ;“st‘

Date: ?/9/0 5
7~




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

Wiss Janney, E/sther Associates Tpe. (WJIE)
,Consultant Name: g Services Description: A/, storic Brid

e S

Outstandingwégreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 O 20 O
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 O 20 O
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 7/ 5 3 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, docamentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0 2—« / o
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 } 10 /0

Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of proj ect | understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 1

16 to 50 mi. 0

Stolsomif -1} _ o 5 -/o

151 to 500 mi. -2

Greater than 500 mi. -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: CZ A Z| . g . /M
Title: éE ;Aa.c.a [oq,5C
[ 4

Date: 2/ ;fé 5




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _7___
W TH Ega,ueeri Mj IN<

Consultant Name: Serwces Descri tlo : : 1 es

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.

Vo) 20 1 o

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 d 20 O
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

15

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 o) O
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. 4
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 2_, / o
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 uﬁderstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 / 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 /o
Lack of project understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi.
16 to 50 mi.
51 to 150 mi. -1 / 5
15110500 mi.| -2 : ’ 5
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

(=2 ¥0 4

=k

Weighted Total}] 2.4

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement bemg 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: ( :m z . : éé ,S E; é
. ‘o 2

Title: - ° A
Date: /2 /0 &
V4 [ 4




Consultant Name: Cultural Resource Analysts

Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, item ANo. _8_

Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory

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 Outstandmg Agreement Disputes, - 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past rformance. S I -
Performance ) ‘Timeliness score from perfbi’mance database]
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database] o
‘ Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do -
‘Work ‘ ) Avallablhty 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. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
) Expertlse and resources at appropriate level. 0o
) 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 skills.
) Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexity| 2 v 3 5 -15
Experlence in similar type and complexxty shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' » ” Insufﬁment experience. 3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project \i;hgh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposedf 1 0 10 0
_ Basic understanding of the Projectf 0
~ Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
lewsomi| 0
5110150 mif -1 -2 5 -10
L 1sTtes00mi) 2
N ' i » o Greater than 500 mi. 3
) * For 100% state funded agfeements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total -25

%%5%

Title: Architectural Historian

Date:

?-905




Selection Rating for RFPFY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

Consultant Name: HNTB (M & H Engineers & Architects) Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory

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
rDisputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. v 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3'mos. old. 0 20 0
o ~ Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance, . -
Performance e " Timeliness score from performance database NA | 15
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. NA | 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Team to do o N o
Work ‘ ~ Availability of additional staff time] 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the scheduld 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the scheduld -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identified o 2 15 30
__for req'd services for value added benefif 2
________ ‘ Expertlse and resources at appropriate levell 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
X Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexity. 2 5 10
Experlence in similar type and complexity shown in resumej.
Experxence in different type or lower complexity.
- Insufficient experience
Q Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from databasq. N/A 5
oach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project __High level of understanding and v1ab1e 1novat1ve ideas prei)ese .2 :
' ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve ideas proposeql. N 1 \ 2 10 20
. Bas1c understandlng of the Projectf 0 )
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . . -
-ato 5 vt PIONEE W 1
16t050mif 0
51 to 150 mi§ -1 1 5 5
15Tt0500mif 2
" For 100% st'ate'funde‘dmé\greetnents, non-Indiana firmd -3
Weighted Total 65

Title: Architectural Historian

94945

Date:

oy . losnedy




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

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:

Consultant Name: Weintraut & Associates _ Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory
{ gory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘ 0
) i 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 o Tlmelmess score from performance database N/A 15 )
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database | NA 1 15 I
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database A | 0 ]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do SR e o AL R
Work S Ava11ab111ty of additional staff time] - 0 20 0
» Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule
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
~ 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 in s1mxlar type and complex1ty “ 2 ' : 5 5 10
_ Experlence in 51m11ar type and complexrty shown in resume’ 0
) ] Experlence in different type or lower complexity -1 )
‘ Insufficient experience i -3
Historical Performance of Firm's PI'O]eCt Management from database] ' N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project ) 1gh level of understandmg and v1able 1novat1ve ideas pronosed : 2
“ ‘ ngh fevel of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed ' 1 1 10 10
' ~Basic understanding of the Project. B O
) Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
...... . 16t 50 B
s 1to 150 -1 1 5 5
) 151t0500mif -2
For 100% state funded egreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 25

& frenady

Title: Architectural Historian

Date:

9905




Consultant Name: Wilbur Smith Associates

Selection Rating fonj RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory

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: m f’ /

Title: Architec
Date:

’E;gory Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. B 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. - e |
Performance - ) o Tirheliness score from peffonnance database N/A 15
_Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10 B
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
~ 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. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse 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,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
N N Demons rat experience in similar type and comple: 2 ” - 5 5
) Experlence ilar type and complex1ty shown in resum o
“““ i Experlence in different type or lower complexity .‘ -1
_ ) ) . ) - Insufficient experience. R 1 _
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database NA | s o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project High Tevel of understanding and viable inovative 1deas proposed ' \'2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed| ' 1 ‘ -3 10 -30
_ Basic understandlng of the Project| 0
~ Lack of project understanding. 3
Liocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. » N
1 5 5
- Greater than 500 -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms T3
Weighted Total -30

ural Historian

3905




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

Consultant Name: Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates (WJE) Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory

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 /

";gory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old " 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. R SR IR S
Performance | ' ' " Timeliness score from performance database} | NA | 15 |
o Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database I NA | 15
) B Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database 1 ~nva | 10
‘Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work Avallabrhty of additional staff time. ) 2 2 20 40
Adequate avallable 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 expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2
Expemse 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 SklllS
. Demonstrated experrence m similar type and ‘complexity 2 1 21 5 5
Experlence in similar type and complex1ty shown i in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
. b h Insufficient experience, -3 e
] Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management fromdatabase] = | NA | 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project - H gh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed) 2
‘, v ngh level of 'understanding and/or Vrable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
o Basic | understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. | ]
HOCALON 2 ANIBIs e O o S - . b
16t050mi] 0
 51to150mif -1 -2 5 -10
15110500mi] -2
o Greater than 500 mi. 3
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 25

. N2
Title: Architectural Historian

7245

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _8_

Consultant Name: WTH Engineering Services Description: Historic Bridges Inventory
 gory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
; Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘ N 0 '
v No outstandlng unreso]ved agreement dlsputes > 3 ‘mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than3mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. | e
Performance . ' Timeliness score from performance database) ‘ I ~nva {15 :
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database 1 NA ‘ _' 15 )‘ >
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 0o |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work ) ,v h . ) - Avallabllrty of addmonal staff tlme 2 0 20 0
- ' ) b  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. R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified] = 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
) ___Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 A_
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
R ' Demonstrated experlence in 51m1' type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Experrence in similar type and complexxty shown in resume’ 0
_Experience in different type or lower complexrty -1 '
S " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database ) NA |5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o 4
Project - ' ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatlve ideas proposed A “ 2
S ng level of dersta in and/or v1ab1e inovative 1deas proposed 1 1 10 10
- ‘ Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. - I
Location OF ass e e Al QLR SRR LR N Wlth1n15m1.” 1 §
 16toS0mi 0
Stetsomi| 1| 1 5 5
C151t0500mi| 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: % f) W

Title: Arch:tectural Historian

Date: 4 945




