Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iitem No. 1

~onsultant Name: Congdon Services Description' Project Development Services
itegory Scoring Criteria o Scale [Score Weight | Welghted
_ Score
Disputes Outstanding_f._grcemcnt Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old. 0 - 20 -0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 3 15 45
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, 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 complexityl -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
o Lack of project understanding.} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
= Within 15 mi, 2
16t0 50 mi|- 1
51 10 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
’ Welghted Total -45

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. /
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: g

Title: Local Consultant Englneer
Date: 1/14/2008




Consultant Name: Corradino

Selaction Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 1

ect Development Services

-

Services Description: Pro

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolveﬂgx;eement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| 3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0.
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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. * 5 0
Approachfo Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
P Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total

:7:%//

Title: Local Consultant Englneer

Date:

1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

~onsultant Name: Certified Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
itegory Scoring Criteria o "Seale |Score Weight | Weighted
o~ Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ¢
No outstanding unresolved agresment disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstandinwresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on thme.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDO 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications " Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 3 15 45
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 te manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. ' )
' Demonsirated 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 Finn's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approdclito ~  {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. :
Project | " 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
1510500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
: ) Weighted Total -45

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. A % .
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abiljties for the rating categories. Signed: 6 . £ :
4

.Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/44/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Clark Dietz Servnces Descrlptlon Project Development Serwces ,
Category Scoring Criteria ' ~ Scale |[Score Weight Weighte
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agrecment Disputes. ' 0
No outstanding uni unresolved @grecmcnt disputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| - -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ' 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evalunation of the team‘s personnel and equipment to perform the project on fime,
Team to do
Work Aveilability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and comiplexity shown in resume'. 0]
Experience in different type or lower complexity,) -1
Insufficient experience. -3
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from datebase. * 5 0
Approachito ‘Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas cas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 ’
L Lack of proj ject understandmg -3
Location- - Locatlon of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi., 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
1510 500mi} -1
- Greater than 500 mid -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 )
. Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. % ’,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: z? ‘ //

C4

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date: 1/14/2006




“onsultant Name: Crossroad

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Pro

ect Devélopment Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scorlng Criteria Scale |Scoré | Weight |Weighted
L ' ' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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 abilify to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. '
Demonsirated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity| -1
: Insufficient experience.] -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ¥ 5 0
Approach to 'Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. 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
S Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0500miy -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
~ Weighted Totall 10

Yoy,

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: CTE Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria . ' " Scale |Score Weight |Weighter
‘ Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 ) 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historica) Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ' 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value to INDOT| - [ 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 expertis¢ 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, 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. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project | .. High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of underﬁandingiruwor viable inovative ideas 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.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51to150mij - O 1 5 5
151to 500miy -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Welghted Total 15

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Foy/ 4

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

d

Date:  1/14/2006




- ~onsultant Name: DLZ

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

itegory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score - ‘Weight | Weighted
n Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0]
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value to INDOT., 1 ¢ 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills. .
. Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
S 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. * 5 0
Approachfo  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understand:ir_lg 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. Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
) Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 S 5
15116500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

DA

P4
Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




Consultant Name: Donohue

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Dgscriptlon:

Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight |Weighte/
Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 6
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past. Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team ta do .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resnlis in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yie]d a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demaonstrated experience in similar type and complexity]. 2 0 5 0
Experlcnce 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. * 5 0
Approachto  [Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understaudmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Bagic understanding of the Project. 0
S " Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ,
Within 15 mi, 2
16t050mi| 1 : -
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims) -3 _
Weighted Total 5

75 Ao

. 4
Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2008




~onsultant Name: Earthtech

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 1

Serv:ces Description: Project Development Services

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_nrcsolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance datgbase. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deimonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 o
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in yesume'. 0
Experience in different type or Jower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachto * |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of undemtandmg 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. :
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi] -1 '
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state fanded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

7

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




Consultant Name: Edwards and Kelcgy

Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , ltem No. 1

‘ Se_rvices Description: Pro

ect Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighte:
" Score |
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
TInsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications " Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expestise 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,
-Jcomplexity, 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
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
_ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachto  “|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. High level of understanding a 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 .- Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi.| -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
) Weighted Total .0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represen

t my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

. ) 7/
Title: Local Consuitant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




~ansultant Name: Farrar, Garvey

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Pro

ect Development Services

egory Scoring Criteria Seale {Score Weight |Weighted
L . ‘Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¥ 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that yesults in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 3 ‘1 5 45
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 15
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. * 5 0
Approach to 'Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mif 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51to150mi] O 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
. Weighted Total -55

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's

ahilities for the rating categories. Signed: Z %

7/
Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Consultant Name: First Group Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria o o ' Scale |Score "Weight Weightt’
' ~_Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandmgunresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3 '
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predxcted 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. * 5 0
Approach'to [Understanding and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable jnovative ideas proposed.| 2
. ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
' Basic understanding of the Project 0
. B : Lack of project understandmg -3
Location. - - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t0 500mi} -1
. - Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, nop-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. %
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5

. 7
Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date: 1/14/2006




Consultant Name: Floyd E. Burrougbs

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

tegory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score- Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. o 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 Demanstrated 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
Project Manager |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
o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
pproach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
Project. High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 a 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. . Lack of project understanding -3
Locatiop Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: . Within 15 mi. 2
16to50mi} 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ,/(bj %/
7

Title: Local Consuitant Engineer

Date;

1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Consultant Name: FMSM . Servlces Descnptlon. Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria o Scale |Score "Weight |Weighte/
Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database.| 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database) = * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 A 15 45
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Bxpertise 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, documentation skills. .
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity., 2 3 5 -15
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or Jower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachté ~ |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ' ’
Project ., . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -3 10 =30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
L Lack of project understand_m_g_ -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ’
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total ~90

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. — %
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: {é . /
: 4

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/14/2006




Salection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No. 1

~onsultant Name: Frost Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
tegory Scoring Criteria o R Scale |Score’ Weight *| Weighted
Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's . Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency te the deliverable.
Qualifications . Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified A 15 45
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager | 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 3 5 15
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Fxperience in different type or lower complexity! -1
Insufficient experience -3
) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachto ~ |[Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. '
' Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 t0 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
. 151to500mi| -1
" Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
) Weighted Total -60

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Z

Title: Local Consultant Engmeer

Date:  1/14/2006




Consultant Name: GPD

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above

represent my best judgement of the consultant's ahilities for the rating categories. Signed:

=R/

Category Scoring Criteria “'Scale {Score Weight |Weighter
) 4 Score '
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more fhan adeguate capacity that esults in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
: Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resounrces & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 o
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient exvertise and/or resources,| -3
Project Manager |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. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
L Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi.| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For L00% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. 3
Weighted Total] 5

’

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2006




fonsultant Name: GRW

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

itegory Scoring Criteria Séale [Score ‘Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstand@meso]ved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from perfonmance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¢ 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated gxperience 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
q; Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
pproach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project .. . 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 . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
o i Welghted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

. /7
Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/2006

Ny




Consultant Name: H. Stewart Kline

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above repre

sent my best judgement of the consuitant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
I

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

.7

Category Scoring Criterla Scale |Score Weight |Weighter
_ Score |
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evalnation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 3 15 45
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesd . -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. |compiexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resyme'} 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 5 0
Approachto  ‘|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ,
Project . Hiﬁg}_\_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 - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15mi§ 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151to 500mij -1
Greater than 500mi]| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
o ’ Weighted Total -45

1/24/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Hanson Services Description: Project Development Services
tegory Scoring Criteria i o _ | Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
v ‘Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. -
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Experiise 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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 9 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’., 0
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experienced -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : " 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
I Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 .5 5
151t0500mi -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 15

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria. : %
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: g + £

Title: Local Consultant Engineer
Date:  1/24/2006




Consultant Name: HMB

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determmine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria . o . - Scale |Score- Weight |Weighte
; : Score’
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technica) expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ’
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit.| 2 :
Fxpertise 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, 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. * 5 0
Approichto “'{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings. :
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understandmgind/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 g 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
e : Lack of project understanding| -3
Loeation. - ALocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
) 151 to 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
e Weighted Total 0

B

Title: Local Consultant Engir'\:er‘

Date:

1/24/2008




- Consultant Name: HNTB

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

iegory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
L ' 3 _.Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 9 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. * 5 0
pproach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ., 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _;
Weighted Total 15

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

7
Title: Local Consultant Enginssr

Date:  1/24/2008

Vaxr 7




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ’ ' ' Scale |Score | Welght |Weighted!-
. _ ' Score |
Disputes Ouistanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. oldj -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. ' 0 15 0
Quality/Budget scorc on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all IN DOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 Demeonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit.|
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,
e complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. '
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 h 5 10
Bxperience 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. * 5 0
Appréachte ~ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project. .. 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
. Welghted Total 25

Sec guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. 6 // 2
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consuliant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: . /

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/20086




~onsultant Name: K& 8 Enginepmg_

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02_, Item No. 1

Services Description: Proje

ct Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’

ategory Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, . 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in ndded value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonsirated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified! 3 is 45
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [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 :
o Tixperience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
'_v Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approich to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding a and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -3 10 =30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
S : Lack of project understanding, -3
Liocation - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.) -3 _
Waeighted Total -80

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % %

Title: Local Consultant Englneer

D

ate:

1/24/2006




Consuitant Name: Lawson-Fisher

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description: Pro

Item No. 1

ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. .

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

25 7

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighte
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding_l_mresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding_unresolvcd agreernent disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historlcal Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstraied  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Manager [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. * 5
Approdch to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. 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 understandm . -3
Location. ' Location of assigned staff to office relative fo projeet.
Within ISmij 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims] -3 _
i Weighted Total 0

7

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1124/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

ransultant Name: M. D. Wessler | | Services Description: Project Development Services

segory Scoring Criteria ' ‘ ‘Seale |Séore’ Weiglit | Weighted
Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. (4
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager [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
S Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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 . " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 S ]
151 to 500 mi.| -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 0 ‘

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. Z W
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: "

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/2006




Consultant Name: Major

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: g . %

Title: Local Consultant Engm/eer
1/24/2006

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighter
- Score '
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandigggnresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performanee. ‘
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the feam's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in sdded value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 3 15 45
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 15
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. * 5 0
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project | High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15miy 2
16 0 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total -90



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

~ansultant Name: MS Consultant Services Description: Project Development Services
legory Scoring Criteria o ' B ‘Scale |Seore | Weight |Weighted
: ] Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ¢
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
- [Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more tian adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 C 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the dellverable. '
Qualifications 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
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |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. * 5 0
Appioach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project. High leve! 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1 '
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
. ' ’ Weilghted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. 2 % ; /
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Sigued: .

Title: Local Consultant Engineé’

Date:  1/24/2006




Consultant Name: Parson Brincke_rhoff

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Pro

oct Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria - Scale [Score Welght |Weighte,
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Yunovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Project B 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
L Lack of project understanding -3
Location | Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsy -3
— Waighted Total| 15

B. 1

Title: Loca] Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2008




~onsultant Name: Parson

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the

Aegory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score ‘Weight |Weighted
. Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 3 15 45
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, 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. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or J/or time savings.
Project 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, ¢
L Lack of project tunderstanding| -3
Location - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. '
: ‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms) -3
Welghted Total 45|

consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B /

Title: Local Consultant Englneer

Date:

1/24/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Paul 1. Cripe Servlces Description Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ' ' . 'Scale Score . "Weight Weight«
. S - - Score "
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perferm the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Availebility of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability fo 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. * 5 0
Appros¢hte ~|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . 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 understandingj -3
Location. Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Welghted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. : /
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 ‘ ,

V4
Title: Local Consultant Engineer
Date:  1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, item No. 1

~onsultant Name: QEPI Services Description: Project Development Services
~ ltegory Scoring Criteria S Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
' Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Téam'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 3 15 45
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, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 15
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. * 5 0
Approach to’ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
.- Lack of project understanding| -3
Location. Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than S00mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 |
: " Woeighted Total -85

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

4

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: R. W. Armstrong

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria _ Scale [Score ™ | Weight |Weighte
- - Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 ¢
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historieal Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills. P
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. * 5 0
Ap_pi“oach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
L Lack of project understanding| -3
Ldcation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. Within 15mi) 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
: Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3 ' .
Woeighted Total

Title: Local Cansultant Engineer

Date: - 1/14/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

“~onsultant Name: RQAW A Services Descriptnon Project Development Services
stegory Scoring Criteria ' Scale Score "Weight | Weighted
' - "Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insofficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experlence in size,
: - complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in gimilar 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. * 5 0
Appioach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Praject . 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 Projecty 0
L Lack of project understandin -3
Location | Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi| O 1 5 5
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms) -3 _
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. / o7
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 23 . /

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.1
Consultant Name: Schneider Services Description: Project Development Services
Category " |Scoring Criterla ) Scale IScore Weight | Weighted' -
‘Seore |,
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandinglm'esolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstan@gunresolved agreement disputes more than 3mes. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 .0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the feam's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work “Availability of more than adequate capacity that Tesults in added value to INDOT, 1 ¢ 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [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 resurne', 0
. Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 5 0
Approachto’ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project: . . 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
IR Lack of project understanding] -3
Location : Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 t0500mi -1
Greater than S00mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

2
t's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 6 . %

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultan

1/24/2008




~onsultant Name: Stephen J. Christian

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Servlt;es Descrip__tlon: Pro

ject Development Services

_ategory Scoring Criteria “Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. od] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 3 15 45
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown intesume'| O
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. Insufficient experience] -3
l 4 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database|  * 5 0
Approzch to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
s Lack of project understanding} -3
Location. Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
. 151 to 500 mi| -1
T Giggter thiah 500 mi - T =2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criferia.

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

Weighted Totall -45]

Yl

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/14/2006




Consultant Name: Strand

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Despripﬂqn: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weiglit Weig_hfe?-'*
_ : P - Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.oldf 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, oldy -3
Past Historjcal Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 -0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT) 1 v} 20 0
‘Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 . '
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager |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 resumne', 0
Experience in different type'or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience] -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5
Apprgachto Understanding and Tnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project., . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed) 2
’ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposedd 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.
Within 15 miJ 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woaighted Total 0

s nbilities for the rating categories. Signed; B . W/
7

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2006




~onsultant Name: Trans. Consulting Engrs.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Pro

ject Development Services

itegory Scoring Criteria Scale (Score Weight |Weighted
. ‘ Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT] - 1 [} 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 o
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, 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 experence -3
) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approach'to = Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. . 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500miy -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2006




Consultant Name: United ConsultipL

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria ‘Seale |Score Weight |Weighty
‘ Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance ) Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualificatlons 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
Project Manager |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 experjence| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
Locition . . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.’
: Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
’ Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

=28

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24{2006




~onsultant Name: URS

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Services Description; Project Development Services

ategory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databage. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that yesults in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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, 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
. Historica! Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approachto ’ Understam&ngind Tnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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| O
; . Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi) -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3 _
Welghted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant!

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B . %/

Title; Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2006




Consultant Name: USI Consultant

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, item No. 1

Services Descrlptlon' Pro;ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria ' ~ e . Scale [Score | “Weight Weightc
» ' ' Score |
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database]  * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personne] and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 ] 20 0
Adeqguate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Hxpertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predlcted 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. * 5 0
App'x‘oﬁéh;’td ~7“|Understanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or tiime savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas s 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
Locatlon . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 -5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3 -
. Welghted Total 30

Fay7’

I

1/24/2008




Consultant Name: VS Englneerini

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Pro

ect Development Services

‘tegory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score- ' Weight | Weighted
. Séore
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skdlls.
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
Tnsufficient experience. -3
q Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Approach t6 ~ |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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 |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 .
Weighted Total ) 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

B

Title: L.ocal Consuttant Engineer

Date:

1/24/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Wilcox , Services Descnption Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criterla ‘ Scale |Score Weight nghtg
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Apreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
: Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Esxpertise 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, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 15
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. * 5
Approacli to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project A i High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' High level of understandulgjmd/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Praject. 1]
com " Lack of project understanding,] -3
Location ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
! ) Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3 _
Waeighted Total "~ -10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. %
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: . /

Title: Local Consultant Engineer

Date:  1/24/2008




Consultant Name: Woolpert

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

ategory Scoring Criteria "Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
| Score
Disputes Ouitstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do~
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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
Q ) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 5 0
pproac¢tito ~ |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT eost and/or time savings. '
Project. _High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. I 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
. Lack of project understanding, -3
Location. Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
) 151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsf -3
Welghted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

B 2

7

Title: Local Consultant Enginser

Date:

1/24/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

“nnsultant Name: A&F Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
ategory Scoring Criteria . — . . . .. - - | Seale [Score - - 'Welght | Weighted
_ ' : L A0 s o | Seore
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. od{ .0 20 0
Outstandmﬁg_ugresolved | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on fime.
Team to do .
Work Availebility of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
’ for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
: Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o _ |complexity, type, subs, documeiitation skills.
o Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experjence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to ~ |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. . - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
R 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 . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi.| 2
16t050mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
. 15110 500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total}

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above rei)resent my best j

udgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: C.S. HE 1

Y 0/

Date:  1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP= No. 05-02 , item No. 1

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria,

Consultant Name:American Consulting, INC. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ’ T | Scale  |Score Weight | Weighter
: : : Score .
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capaclty of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 ¢
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insutficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. . . Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [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
Ll Historical Performance of Pirm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable jnovative ideas proposed.| 1 0- 10 0
" Basic understanding of the Project) 0
S . Lack of project understanding) -3
Location ‘[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Y : Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500mi) -2
For 100% state fiunded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 5]

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categorics. Signed: j&r C{&O"""

Title:
Date:

C.8.HE1

1/20/2006




nnsultant Name: ASA

Selection Rating for RFP= No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Des(criptlon: Project Development Services

«ategory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight, | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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, 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
Historioal Performance of Firm's Project Management from database] _ * 0 5 0
Approach-to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . B 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 - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 1o 150 mi; 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state finded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total 30
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. '
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: }&/\ C&U""w
Title: C.S. HE 1
Date: 1/20/2006




Consultant Name: Beam,Longest & Neff

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ', Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight [Weightel
Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 '
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. oldy - 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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,
o |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. * 0 5
Approaclito " Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High Jevel 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 -~ ‘|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. »
, Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
_ Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.y -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's

Date:

Weighted Tota]l 25|

C.S.HE1

ahilities for the rating categories, Signed: _ /g C)@ﬂ,ﬂ*ﬁs—\

Title:

1/20/2006

Incomplete - No Affirm. Cert for DBE's they mentioned they would use




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , Item No. 1

“nnsultant Name: Bernadin.Lochmueller Services Description: Project Development Services
—ategory Scoring Criteria - S Seale |Score | Weight |Weighted
: ' Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. oo 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
. Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |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'J 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience) -3
_ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database) ™ 0 5 0
Approachto Understanding and Innovation th;i_g‘iles INDOT cost and/or time savings. ' '
Project ) , High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
h ' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] - 1 0 10 0
T Basic understanding of the Project] 0
, Lack of project understending,| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
e Within 15 mi. 2
16t050mi) 1
51 10 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi - -1
Greater than 500 mi)] - -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
: Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. , . ,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ZL %MM

Title: C.S.HE 1

Date: 1/20/12006




Consultant Name: Bonar Group

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

opment Services

Services Description: Project Devel

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria "Scale |Score Welght | Weighted
. ‘ Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. [}
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandwresolved | agreement disputes more than3mos.old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valne to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |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, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
" |Project . 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 Location of assigned staff to offlce relative to project.
o ' Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 S00miy -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. 3
: Weighted Total -0

oy

C.S.HE 1

1/20/2006

1
1



‘snsultant Name: Burgess & Niple _

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFF to determine the scale criteria.

category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 -
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel ‘and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Cos 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 M@_g_fment from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to U_nderstandiqgind Innovation thaig;mas INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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” Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
R Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
o ’ Weighted Total

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _ /% @!ﬁru«w\

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’

Title:
Date:

C.8.HE 1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consu!tant. Name: Bulter Fairman & Seufert Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria ' I . - “Scale [Score | Weight |Weightes
- . - : A Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. odl 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database.] % 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. :
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results jn added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigne Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources -3

Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
K 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to- Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed} 2
' High level of understanding and/or vizble inovative ideas proposed.| 1 0 10 0
‘ Basic understanding of the Project) 0
s : Tack of project understanding.] -3
Location -’ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
i Within 15 mi. 2
16t050mi| 1
51t0150mi| 0 | 5 5
151 to 500mi] . -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
. Weighted Total| 5

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /% W
: ‘ Title: C.8.HE1

Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP= No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

“ponsultant Name: Certified Engineersn{CEI) Services Description: Project Development Services
~ategory Scoring Criteria R Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
_ - Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ' 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Qua]ity/Buggiscore on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
_ Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, '
B - complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type apd complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
o _ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
‘ Insufficient experience -3
) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understand‘iﬁng;afnd Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . - ' _High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
L ) Basic understanding of the Project 0
et = . Lack of project understanding] -3
Location ' Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
ol ) Within 15 mi. 2 '
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 , _
Weighted Total 5]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / Q?f @ZH}""\—
Title: C.S. HE1
Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, ltem No.1

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Consulitant Name: Clark Dietz Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Seoring Criteria ' ‘ Scale [Score Weight |Weightee”
Score \
Disputes Outstanding Agrecment Disputes. 0
No outstandiggggresolvcd agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on 211 INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
- [Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the praoject on time. :
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
T complexity, type, subs, ‘documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in yesume'| . 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
) Tnsufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project.. 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 s
T TLack of project understanding] -3
YLocation': Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
’ ' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

Signed: /?\0/5?%9\

C.5.HE1
1/20/2006

Title:
Date:

|




e

“onsultant Name: CEA

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Services Description: Project Develo

nment Services

_ategory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o
No outstandilglnresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Pexformance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that Tesults in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3.
Team's Teclinical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value o efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Tosufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Cn 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Timovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project . 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
e Lack of project understanding| ' -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. :
- Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
' Weighted Total 30
See guidelines for this RFP to ‘determine the scale criteria. ‘
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁ [)&‘U%—\
Title: C.8.HE1
Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Consultant Name: CTE Services Description: Project Development Services :
Category Scoring Criteria ‘ Scale |{Score Welght |Weighted™
, Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. : 0 '
No outstandiggﬂreso]ved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 -0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¥ 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 _
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o . lcomplexity, type, subs, documentatlon 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
Tnsufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. :
Project - - HAiéh_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.
R _ , Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
, Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
- For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
j Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Title:
Date:

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /{7[ 6%

C.S. HE 1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

"*\nsultant Name: Corradino LLC Servlce_s Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’

Title:
Date:

.’égory Scoring Criteria , 'Scide Score: : EWeight Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes >3 mos. old) 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance "Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevell 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, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experjence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experience) -3
L - Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approdch to Understanding and Tanovation that gives INDOT cost and/or fime savings.
Project. ~ 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
o Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location : Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 .5 0
15110 500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Tofal

s abiliis for the rating categorles. Sigacd: ﬁ 6@)@«»«

C.S. HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Consultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers Services Description: Project D_evelopment Services !

Category Scoring Criteria A Scale |Score Weight [Welghted l
. R Score ., |
Disputes Ontstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 i
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanc}i_qgunresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Bud get score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 )
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ,
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Tnsutficient available capacity 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 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,
.. . .. 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
e Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' Insufficient experience] -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to . Understanding and Tnmovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
v : Lack of project understanding} -3
Location " Y.ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15 miy 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
- 51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indizana firms.y -3
Weighted Total 5|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Si gned: }i/ g;éﬁz/«‘—v—\

[~ 4

Title: C.S.HE1
Date: 1/20/2006




‘Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

“mnsultant Name: DLZ Services Description: Project Development Services
* ategory Scoring Criteria ' ' Sl T Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
, _ S - ‘ : I . : " Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 - 0
Outstaxgiggﬂresolved | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. o 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personne} and equipment to perform the project on time. ' :
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity {hat results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertises Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. :
Qualifications ’ 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
_ Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: ) complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
o Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity,) 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experjence in different type or lower complexity -1
nsufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ' ‘
Project . .. High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.} 2 _
High level of undersﬁ@g&ﬂd/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Con T Lack of project understanding] -3
Location™ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51t0150mi] O 1 5 5
15110500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi.] -2
For 100% state funded gggements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

o '
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _ /4‘ ) (&VAA_——
‘ Title: C.S. HE 1

Date: 4/20/2008




Consultant Name: Donohue

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant"

Category Scoring Criteria ‘Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted]”
Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 '
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Outstanchugilnresolved | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 .0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 Q
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in adied value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 idéntified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
- nsufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _ ’
Project. ' 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 Projecty 0
L Lack of project understanding] -3
Location * Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
. - 51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 25

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: , A W |

Title:
Date:

C.S.HE1

1/20/2008




~ansultant Name: Earth Tech

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 0502 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Dévelopment Services

Legory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Seore
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evalnation of the team!'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do i
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
©onyr, - . |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 Finn's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project:, . High leve! of understanding and vizble inovative ideas proposed) 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 0 10 i]
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding} . -3
Location - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: : Within 15 mi. 2
1610 50 mi, 1
51 1o 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Date:

s abilities for the rating categories, Signed: j C/j" ' gf)ﬂ'(/“""
4

Title:

C.S.HE1

1/20/2006




. Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02_, ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Edwards and Kelcey Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria . Scale [Score Weight | Weighted'
: ' , ‘Score |
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Qua]ity/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Bxperience in different type ot lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ,
Project - 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
L . Tack of project understanding | _ -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi -1
Greater than 500mif -2
Tor 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} . -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for +his REP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: jsﬁ CZM
. —r e S
Title: C.5.HE 1

Date: 1/20/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

"Qnsultant Name: Farrar, Gravey & Associates_ Services Description:

Project Development Services

Jegory Scoring Criteria | Scale [Seore | Weight | Weighted
‘ . 'Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 1]
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 © 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
‘Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and regources.at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |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 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Insufficient experience.] =3
: .- Historical Performance of Birm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project: 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
Ldggtion - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15 mi. 2
. 16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi| O 1 5 5
151t0500mif -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, pon-Indiana firms.| -3 _
' Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant:

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /g . ()/6%

Title:

C.8.HE1

Date:

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , ltem No.1

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Title:
Date:

Consultant Name: First Group Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria R Scale |Score Weight | Weighted” -
Score '
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance. )
Pexformance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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 abllity to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ceen o complekity, 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. ¥ 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innoyation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
Project. 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
Locatlon Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 1o 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. ~3
j Weighted Total 5

C.8. HE1

s abilities for the rating categories. Sigﬁed: ‘ /%e /cjﬁ'(j""’\-—
[

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

~onsultant Name: FEBA Services Description: Project Development Services
.ategory Scoring Criteria ' Scale |Score . | Weight [Weighted
_ e S P 7| Score
Disputes Outstanding Apreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes>3 mos, old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database  * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do
Work . ‘Availability of more flian adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the scheduled -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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tusufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience n size,
e e complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonsirated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 . 5 0 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type of lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experienced -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' ' ' High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ] - 10 0
L Basic understanding of the Project| 0
v Lack of project understanding| -3 -
Location {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi] -1
: Greater than 500 mi.| -2
L : For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms 3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁ\c%/,b(j/‘u-—\
. w
: Title: . C.S.HE1

Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05:02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: FMSM

.Servlqes Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

incomplete - not qual'd

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria ‘Scale |Score Weight | Weighted '
Score
Disputes Ontstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
QualitleudE@ore on similar work from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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| A 15 45
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
) Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Projeet Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
1 : complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexityd 2 3 5 15
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High Jevel 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
: Tack of project understanding| -3
Location * Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
15110500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state fimded agreements, non-Indiana firms)] -3
Welghted Total -60

)
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ___ % @{&UM

CS.HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

" “onsultant Name: Frost Services Description: Project Development Services
ategory Scoring Criteria ' ' Scale |Store: Welght ‘| Weighted
"” ' ) - Score _
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Ristorical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budgqt_scbre on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 )
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
‘Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertisc 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,
D - fcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 o 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
S Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 i}
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
Project 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
i Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ' Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 .
} 51t0150mij 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state fanded agreements, non-Indiana firmmsy -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Weighted Totall 5]

s abilitics for the rating categories. Signed: ___ % / /ﬂyy%

Title:

C.8.HE1

Date:

1/20/2006




Consultant Name: GPD Associates

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Incomplete - no Affirm. Cert for all MBE's

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score | Weight Wéiglnte({’
: - - Score .
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agrecment disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database) ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do : '
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule)] 0 ‘
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unlque Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Vanager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, '
TR 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - 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 |Location of assigned ¢ staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15miJ 2
16t050miy 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state ﬁndeiagr_eements, non-Indiana firms. -3
\Weighted Total 5

/ ]
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /Zj\c&w

C.S.HE 1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

“snsultant Name: GRW Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant!

Title:
Date:

_dtegory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agrecment Disputes. 0
No outstandinﬂnreso]ved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstan djggunresolved | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. '
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value io INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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] * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to projeet. '
' ‘ Within 15mid 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 .
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
j Weighted Total

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %]‘—f ggm

C.8.HE1

1/20/2006




| Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Consultant Name: H. Stewart Kline Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ‘ Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
. Score .
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0 :
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf _ -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance , Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value o INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R 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  * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Tnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project: .- 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
o Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
’ Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 )
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t 500mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indianz firms, -3
i Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Si gned: /‘Zj’ @;@w
Title: C.S.HE 1

Date: ’ 112072008




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02_, Item No. 1

—

~ansultant Name: Hanson Services Description: Project Development Services
_égory Scoring Criteria L : Scale |Score’ | Weight |Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldl -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
) Quality/Budget score on 21l INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
_ Insutficient available capacity 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 resourees identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |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.l -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database]  * 0 5 0
Approich to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ' '
Project - 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 :[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e ‘ Within 15 mi, 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi) -1
] Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 o
i Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above reprcseht my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:  _ /;‘ é/ ZL/?'U/U‘V'-’
Title: C.8. HE1

Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

|
i

Consultant Name: HMB Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ) ' Scale [Score. |- Welght |Weighted® |
N B el S - Score ) |/k
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstan%nresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do )
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources)] -3
'Pro]ect‘Manag'er Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
1 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. * 0 5 0 ’
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ’
Project .. . - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed]| 2 :
High level of understandin_glﬂdlor viable inovative ideas 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.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
) 51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
1510500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. 3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’

Title:

C.S.HE1

: 2
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %(ﬂ Jéﬁb‘*‘-\,

Date:

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’

JF New - no gual shown in spreadsheet
Cultural Resources - not qual'd in 5.9

Title:
Date:

~nsultant Name: HNTB Services Description: Project Development Services
.egory Scoring Criteria R ' “Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
: Seore
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. '
Qualifications 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
_ . Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
.-z . |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. * 0 5 0
Approach to " |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
E 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 " [Lecation of assigned staff to office relative te project.
. Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mif - -l
Greeter than SO0 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 -
Wheighted Total 5

[/
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / 3\ 6{6{7’0“4\/\4

C.S.HE1

1/20/2006




Consultant Name: Jansen & Spaans

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Welght | Weighted”
- Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandi_nglmreso]ved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstandigg_unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ] 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on timie,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value 1o INDOT, 1 0 20 0
' ' "Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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,
- e - |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] ¥ 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ox time savings.
Project High Jevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understan@g_gj{ldlor Viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 Y 10 0
- Basic understanding of the Project) _ 0
AU Lack of project understanding} -3
Location: Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi} 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 .
51 to 150 mi,| 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my ‘best judgement of the consultant!

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:

. fé((iﬁwﬂr\

CS.HE 1

1/20/2006




~~nsultant Name: K & S Engineers

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Incomplete - not qual'd in all catagories

_egory Scoring Criterla Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
' - ' . Score
. |Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. .
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar waork from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT waork from performance database. 0 10 . 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work “Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
"Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the d eliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| a 15 45
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. H
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |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 3 5 15
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Projeet: . - 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
T Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location’ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ Within15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 60}

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: __ /54 e (&M\/—.

Title:

C.S. HE 4

Date:

1/20/2006




Consultant Name: Lawson-Fisher

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Development Services

Sewices Description: Project

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criterla Scale |Seore | Weight |Weighted B
- . o - - Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work “Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in ndded value o INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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, '
S TP 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. * 0 5 0
Approachto . Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ;- ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
S High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
e Lack of project understandingd -3
Location : Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi,| 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi}f -1
Greater than 500mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total . 25]

Dy

Title:

C.S.HE 1

Date:

1/20/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

‘asultant Name: M.D. Wessler Services Description: Project Development Services
Cutegory Scoring Criteria - ' Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandigggnresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. cld. 0 20 0
Ouistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. od] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills.
‘ Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
. Bxperience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
. Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
ol Lack of project understanding) -3
Location” Location of assigyistaff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi,| 2
16to50miy 1
5110 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi} -1
- Greater than S00mij -2
For 100% state funded agreemens, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total| 30

Pl Bpe

Signed:-
Title: C.S.HE1
Date: 1i20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Consultant Name: Major Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria - S *+] Scale - Score: | Weight Weiglited,
\ Voo o Lo .‘,SCOI:E, ]
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Qua]ity/Budget'score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 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,
... 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 Tower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ' '
Project High leve] 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 .
Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the con

sultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Ay

Title:

C.S. HE1

Date:

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, ltem No. 1

‘nsultant Name: MS Consultants Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria I Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. oldy 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work “Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insutficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield 2 relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, ]
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
" |Project Manager [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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
i . ) Basic understanding of the Project. 0 :
; i Lack of project understanding.] -3
Locati'on ' Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o : Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi,] -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
Weighted Total §

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /?'\KW
Title: C.S.HE1
Date: 1/20/2006




Consultant Name: Parsons

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitie

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted,
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 ,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old{ 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on 2ll INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
Team to do
'‘Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experfence in size,
S . |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 experienced -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Jnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Within 15mi) 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 .
- j Welghted Total 25

s for the rating categories, Signed: )}7 (2/67’()44—.,‘

C.8.HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

‘nsultant Name: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade Douglas Services Des: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP 1o determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score | Weight ' Weighted
; Score’.
Disputes QOuistanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mios. old. 0 20 0
Outstandi_ngunresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ~ |value or efficiency to the dellverable.
Qnualifications 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
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R - |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
nsufficient experience.| =3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project: High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High leve] of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas 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.
- Within 15mi] 2
16 to SO mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 5

i Al

Title:

C.5. HE

1

Date;

1/20/2006




Consultant N

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.1

ame: Paul Cripe

ct Development Services

Services Description: Proje

Incomplete - missing Affirm. Cert

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score ‘Weight | Weighted
Score |
- |Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evalnation of the team's persennel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
~ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insulficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 1s 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, 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposedd 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 : Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.-
' Within 15mif 2
16t0 50mif 1
51t0150mi] 0 1 5 5
" 151t0500mif -1
Greater than S00mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
’ Weighted Total 5
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

ﬂﬁ%w

Title:

C.S. HE1

Date:

1/20/2006




“nsultant Name: QEPI

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.1

Services Description: Project Development Services

®

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Category Scoring Criteria Scale ]Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandinwrcsolvcd agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. :
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Bugggt score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
"Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
_ Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or cfficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified A 15 45
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, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 15
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Tnsufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed) 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
: Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 .
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500miy -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims|] -3
Weighted Total -85

lncbmplete - not qual'd in everything, didn't state who subs were

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /46&@6@0‘1’)/?./!-1

Title:

Date:

C.S5.HE1

1/20/2006




Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Incomplete - no Affirm. Cert for DBE

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score. Weight | Weighte i
, Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreemcnt Disputes. 0
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandiﬁunresolvcd agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value fo INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. 4
Qualifications 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
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: complexity, type, subs, docnmentation 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 Tower complexity] -1 _
. Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandiggind Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project: 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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1 .
B 51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110 500 mif -1
Greater than 500mi]| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 5

. 1
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _, /H@ﬂ%m

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Title:
Date:

C.S.HE1

1/20/2006




L—

\E‘onsultant Name: RQAW

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. ) 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
‘Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or cfficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. -+ e - |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
‘)l Experience in different type or lower complexityt -1
‘ . Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandig'g_ind Tanovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project:. . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understandiﬂg_and/or viable inovative ideas 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.
' Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Welghted Total 5

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: j j‘c %W"’R

Title:
Date:

C.S. HE 1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Stephen J. Christian Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Seore
Disputes Outstanding Agrecment Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandiﬁunrcsolvcd | agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Bu‘dget;score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. i 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 - o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
4 . Insufficient experience -3
. . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : Eigt_xlevel 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
T Tack of project understanding,| -3
Loecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘Within 15 mi. 2 ‘
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _ /’4 e @W
' Title: C.S. HE 1

Date: 1/20/2006

Incomplete - no Affirm. Cert for USI



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

—

ynsultant Name: _Strand Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria S c T Seale |Score | Weight |Weighted
' L ' oo F | Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation ef the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 :
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduled -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 0 15 0
for reg'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' s+, o1t . |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. B
) Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar fype 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . :.. 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 '- Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi/ 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
. _ 151t0500mi| -1
KT Greater than 500 mi] -2
B For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
. Weighted Total 0|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine fhe scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ¢ /a (3( d@ﬂ'(/dﬂ.\
Title: C.S. HE
Date: 1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: Schneider Corporatation Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ' ' "1 Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
- Score |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
) Outstan_d_iggu_nresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
. |Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield 8 relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Bxpertise 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,
o ... .- |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
e 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 complexityd -1
nsufficient experience] -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
o Lack of project understanding| -3
Location- Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
o Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
~ Greater than 500 m) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Welghted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant!

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:

C.8. HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Project Development Services

‘nsultant Name: Transportation Consulting Engineers Services Des:

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Lategory Scoring Criteria ‘Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
‘ Score
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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, Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
: ‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
- 51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total 30

)AGW

C.5. HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1

Consultant Name: United Consulting Engineers&Arch. Services Des: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighte¢
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandin&ynreso]ved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} _ -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on 211 INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT., 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Tnsufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager |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 complexityd -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation thatﬁgiles INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . - High level of understanding and viable inovative idess proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viabie inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
: Lack of project understandingd -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Co Within 15miy 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
1510 500 mi| -1
' Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
) Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

L fperms

Title:
Date:

C.8. HE1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

nsultant Name: URS ' Services Description: Project Development Services
ategory Scoring Criteria ' Scale |Seore Weight |Weighted
, , - . : Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandgglmrcsolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old,| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, ! 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
) Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or cfficieney to the deliverable.
Qualifications De,mpnstrated 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
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
c 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 Berformance of Firm's Project Management from database. * Y 5 0
Approachto - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings.
Project . .- .- High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viabie inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 ]
. Basic understanding of the Project, 0 )
o : Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location ' [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 1 5 5
151t 500 mi) -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

C
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: __, /(’)L(j’, OM
Title: C.S.HE1
Date: 1/20/2006

Incomplete - no Affrim. Cert for Weintraut & Associates




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , ltem No. 1

Consultant Name: USI consultants Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ’ Seale |Score Weight |Weighted
: ; . Score )
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.old| O 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Bxpertise 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,
S 4 complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experjence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
' Bxperience in different type or lower complexity -1
' Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 S 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Project- . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
L. . Lack of project understanding| -3
Location- " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. : Within 15mij 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi| 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi.) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsy -3 :
i Weighted Total 5

See guidélines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: __ } J AGCM
Title: C.8. HE1
Date: 1/20/2006




“snsultant Name: VS Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , Item No. 1

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant'

s abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:

- ategory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databage. ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on ell INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project en time.
Team to do
Work ‘Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 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 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, 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 Jower complexityl -1
Insufficient experience.f -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mang_g_@ent from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
e ' Basic understanding of the Project} 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Locdtion Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
R Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

I g

C.8.HE 1

1/20/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.1

Consultant Name: Wilcox Prof Services Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria ' ' T o “Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
' ’ Score '
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandnlggxresclved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |[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
W Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0 A
Approach to - lUnderstanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ... High level of understending 2nd 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
s Lack of project understanding -3
Location " Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
B ‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5 .
151t0500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3
' Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /5( @Am
Title: C.S.HE 1 1

Date: 1/20/20086




~onsultant Name: Woopert

Selection Rating for RFP-No, 05-02 ,

ltem No. 1

Services Descriptlon. Project Development Services

stegory Scoring Criteria Scale Score Wexght Weighted
- . E Qsébf’é
Disputes 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
Past Historical Performance.
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. ¢
Insufficient available capacity 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 Demongtrated 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 resourcesy -3
Project Manager |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
Bxperience 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding : and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project. . 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 ’ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110 500 mi) -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
Weighted Total 5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

G.5. HE 1
1/20/2008







~onsultant Name: A&F Engincering CO LLC Serwces Description. Pro;ect Development Services

Selection Rating for RFP- No._2_,

Iltem No._1_

ategory. ; Scoring Cr itel 1a , Sqale ‘|Seore Weight [Weighted
i L ~ L . Score
Disputes o Outstandmg Agl eement Disputes ] '
No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old] 0 g 20 0
Outstanding unr esolved agrccment disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past ~ |Historical Performance. o
Performance | Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0 (
' Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of - |Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo ‘ A
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
sz 20008 caDACHy f0 et the schedule) | O ‘
Insufficient available céﬁééﬁ:y ‘o meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added |
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Qualifications ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
L. Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Prajéct Manager [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
Hxperjence in similar type and complexity shown inresume' Q
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity -1 N
Insufficient experience -3
- . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ) N/A 5
Approachto . |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project L 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
o : ) Lack of project understanding. -3
Location . " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: ‘Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3
’ ) Welghted Total 5

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

is to be as documented in the RFP,

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

P

Cpn(tant Servlces Manager

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1_

Consu!tant Name: American Consultlng INC Servxces Descrlptlon. Pro;ect Development Services p
Category iScormg Crite)la o : » Scalc Score .| Weight |Weightet
N . ~ .| _Score.
Disputes ' :Outstanding Agl eement D:sputes .
N 'e§glved agre eement d:sputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0

Past
Performance
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work wmvpel
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ' n
‘Work ' _ } Avaﬂablhty of more ﬂ1a11 adequale capacxty‘thahesults in addefl vn]ue toINDOT| 1 0 | 20 0
e ——— Adequate caPeclty to mcelé ﬂne 's‘c?ﬁedllj]e‘ T
) Insufﬁc1ent avallable capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e T
Qualifications " "Demonstrated umque cxpertlsc and resources 'jdentified o 0 15 0
) for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expemse and resources ot appropnate 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, documentation skills.

Demonstiated 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 Jower complexity.| ‘ -1
Insufficient experience, -3
L ] 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 ) High level of undemtaudmg and viable iovative 1deas préﬁbéEd. 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 "|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,

' Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2 ,
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Tofal 30

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated Jeave 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! J 2

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 ,Item No._1 _

“onsultant Name ASA Engineerlng Consultants INC SeNlces Descriptlon. Pro]ect Development Services

- _ategory o Scoxing Cl‘llcl 1a oen S : L ) Scale Score’ Wexght Weighted
: Lo ' B - S N Scme
Disputes _ Outst'mdm& Agrcemcnt Dlsputes. N o .
| gptstaudmg unr esolved agreement disputes >3 mos, old.| o 0 20 0
1 " Outstanding inresolved qgl cement dlsputcs more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past : Hlstorlcal Performance. N SR WU NS N
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database 0 15 0 N ‘
,,,, e ——Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 11 ] 15 {1 15 -
B Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT ‘work fr om performance database.] 2 U100 a0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work 1 Availability of more ﬂmn adequate capacity | that 1csu]ts n ad ded value to lND OT 1 1 20 20
' ' Adequate capamty to meet the schedu]e
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's ' Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, e e
Qualifications Demonstrated imique expertise and resources identified] T 0 5 0
- for reg'd services for value added bene:‘~ 1. 2 i
Expertise and resources at appropnate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Prqject_'Managef‘ Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,

’ ’ complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,

) Demonstrated exper ience in similar type and compl lexityd 2 0 5 0
g

e 2 e

Expenence in similar type and complexlty shown in resume’.
Experience in different type or Jower complexity] -1
Insufficient expericnce.f -3

o o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachte . Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of under standing 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
o E _ Lack of project understanding. -3
Location. - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
B Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi 0 1 5 s
151 to 500 mi. -]
Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, n on-Indiana firms. 3

Welghted Total] 70

For categones fhat are not relevant to the particular agreement bemg evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the REP.

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 _, ltem No._1_

Consultant Name. Beam, Longest & Neff LLC Serwces Descrlptlon. Project Development Services

Category A1 Scale Scm e. | Weight | Weighte
. . R o : S| Score
Disputes .. Outstandmg Agl ecment Dlsputes.
: ' 1o No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old o 0 20 0
] R ’ Outstandmg unr esolve&LaEI ecment dlsputes more than 3 mos “old. -3
Past . I-Ixstox ical Performance, =~ N
Performance ) Timeliness score from per rformance database 0 15 -
| Quahiy/Budget scow on similar work from ‘performance database I R
T Quahty/Budget scare on all lNDOT ‘work from performance daiabase R T N
Capacity of TEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work ' i Avallablhty of more than adequate cupacny lhat results in added value 1 INDOT, 1 ' 0 20 0
' M‘. Adequatc ca;;él?y to meet the - schedule, N o
) . ] Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technfcal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated . value or efficiency to the deliverable. T
Qualifications - Demonstrated umquc expemse and resources jdentified
0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| =~ 2 |
Expertise and resources at appr oprlate Tevel. 0
e . Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manzger |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S -|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 exﬁ erience| -3 - )
» - Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. . N/A 5 -
Appro‘aéli to. . {Understanding and Innoyation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
: High Jevel of understanding and/or Viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. Lack of project understanding,] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ' ) Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 o0 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110 500 mi) -1
. Greater than 500 mi| -2
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. / ; é/% %
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /7
Titld: sultant Services Manager

Dty / 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1_

~nsultant Name:Bernardin, Lochmueller & Assoclates, inc. Serv1ces Descnption' Project Development Services

egory - |Scor ing Crxte\ 1a R 5 o . Sca]e ' Scon e " Weight | Weighted
| 5 L PR . '§z : Score
Disputes . Outstandmg Agreement stputes ) )
: N Np outste andmg unresolved agreement d1sputes >3 mos, odl 0 | - 0 20 0
. Outstandin g unr esolved ag] eement d1sputes more than 3 mos. old| <3
Past -
Performance Tnnelmess scare from performance database,
get sce 2 performance datab
Quahty/ udget ¢ on all INDOT work from per rformance database.
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work _ Avaﬂab:hty of more than adequale capacny that results in added vnlne to ]NDOT N 0 20 0
. céfaacﬂy to meet the schedule. -
: _ Insuffi clent avallab]e capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's " |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications - Demonsﬁ ated umque cxpertlse ‘and resotces identified] 0 15 0
) for req'd services for value added benefit. o2
N ] Dxpertxse and resour ces at appropx iate level| 0
S Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the projeet, based on: experience in size,
o - |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated cxpenence in similar type and comp]exuy 2 0 5 0
A Experience in | siilar type and complexny shown in resume', 0
[ N Experience in different type or lower complexity| =~ -1
Co -t Insufficient experience. -3
b, L . Historical Performance of Firnr's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Ap]jltqaél; to . Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - B _ ngh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High Jevel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
, . Laclc of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
) 51t0150mi] 0 1 5 5
151t0500mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
, Welghted 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: qnéultant Services Manager

Daty 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 _, item No

A

Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman & Seufert Services Descrlption. Project Development Services

Catégory Scoung Criter ia Scale : Scor e Weight | Weighte!
L : : : : ' Score
Disphtcs : Outstandmg Agl coment Drsputes _ ]
| No oulstandmg unyesolved agreement drsputcs > 3 mos o]d e 0 20 0
; _ Outstaudmg unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past [Historical Ferformance, - VTR SR R
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database.| 0
N . Quahty Budget score on srmrlar work from performance databasc I N
1
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on trme.
Team to do o N
Work T Avar]abxhty of 1mrore llran adequate capaclty ﬂrat results 1 1 0 20 0
T o Adequate eapacr y to meet the schedul 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulc -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield 2 relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable, *
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit) | 2 |
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
, . B Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager,|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
© " :|complexity, type, subs, documentatron skills.
Demonstrated experience in snmlar type and complexity] 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and comp]exrty ‘shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Tnsufficient experience] -3
L : ) 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 High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas pr oposed. 2
High leve] of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Pr oject, 0
) Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 t0 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mif -1
) Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Toftal 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 REFP.

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

Tr/é ,Gonsuv

o5

ltant Services Manager

1/26/2006




~ansultant Name: Bonar & Assoclates dib/a Bonar Group Services Descrlptlon Project Development Services

Selection Rating for RFP- No._2 ,

ltem No._1_

Tor 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 REP.

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

Title:

teg()ly Scormg Crltexia S G .Scale ] Score Welght Weighted
. Lo | Score -
Disputes _ Outstandmg Agx ecment stputes
' e No outstandmg unresolved agre eement dxsputcs > 3 mos o]d_ -0 0 20 0
" Outstandin 1g Ul unresolved ag1 cement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past ﬁ !é,ig.te,,l;i.szsl_1?¢rf°!'nzalsﬁﬁ......, v : e
Performance e —m— 0... . ]5 N
. T Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work. From pmfm'mance database 1 0 100
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallablhty of more than adequate capaclty that results in add cd value to ]NDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capamty to meet the schedu]cv 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, T
Qualifications Demonstrated unique experhse ‘and resources identified| 0 15 0
i 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,
o 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
Apploach to _|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ol time savmgs
Project High level of understanding and viable 1novat1vc ideas. proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movauve ideas prop osed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding g of the Project| 0
. Lack of project understanding| -3
Location |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 m, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agresments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30

nsultant Services Manager

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , ltem No._1_

Consultant Name: Burgess & Niple. Inc Serwces Descrlption. Project Development Services

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated Jeave 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 consnltant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

I3

Category ~ |Séori mg Cr]tel fa Seale “|Score: | Weight |Weighte
' G ' . Score ',
Dislalxtes " Outstandin g Agreement Disputes . v
No outstanding unreso]vcd agrcement dlsputes >3 mos df 0 ] 0 20 0
. | o Outsta11d1 _E_nresolvcd _Ezeement disputes more than 3 mos old -3
Past Historical Performance. | T P
Performance o “Timeliness scow e from performance database D
e o s Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance d database N T T T
, o ' Quahty/Budget score on ail INDOT work from performance database) | 17T 00
Capacity of " |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Team to do e
Work 1T Avellablhty of more than adequate ca] : hesults nrlﬂnm(i{lcd vﬂlue 10 INDOT I 0 20 0
e —— Adcquate capa i y to meot the schedule T
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's ' Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. T
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources Gdentified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Bxpemse and resources at appropriate ]eve] 9 |
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources . -3 "
-P_rbj ect Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S - complexity, type, subs, docuxnentation skills.
Demonstrated experlence 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
y Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time snvmgs .
Project 1 High leve! of understandmg and viable inovative ldeas proposed, 2
’ High level of understaudmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the  Project. 0
_ Lack of project t understanding] -3
Location “|Location of assigned staif to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi/ 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi] -1
) Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30

1/26/2006

R
Consultant Services Manager




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._ 1 _

"‘onsultant Name: Certified Englneerlng. INC Services Description. Project Development Services

tegory . Scm ing Cnterxa """ Scale Scon ¢ | Weight |Weighted
| ' o oL b L seore
Disputes 5 Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes o
' o .. No outstanding unr esolved ag1 eement dlsputes >3 mos old o 0 20 0
. | Ouistandmg unresolved agr cement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past’ ' : Hlstoucal Performance. o e o 1
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database| | EE N
| _Quality/Budget score on smnlar woxk from performance databasef 1 1 15 | 15
|7 Qua]ny/Bu_giscme on all INDOT work from perfounancc daiabase ] | B B N R
Capacity of |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ) ] Avaﬂablhly of more than adequatc capacnty that T esults in added value to ]NDOT 1 0 20 0
' ’ : ) Adequatc capamty 0 meet the schedule 0
, Insufficient available capacity to ‘Tmeet the schedule]
Team's ' TTechinical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a r elevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified| 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit. .
Expemse and resources at appropuate Tevel, 0
i L Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
SR |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
3 Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 9 5 10
Bxperience in similar type and comp]exny shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or Jower complexity) =~ -1
Insufficient experiencej -3
L . Historical Performance of Firmt's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Appreachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' ' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
. Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location - . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 1mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than S00mi} -2
For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 40

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement Dbeing 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/M//

?71[ 1/26/2006




Consultant Name; Clark Dietz, ]nc

Selection Rating for RFP-No._2_,

Serwces Descnption. Project Develoopment Servlces

item No._1_

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 abave represent my best judgement of the consultant'

7 AL
s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: //ﬂr

Category Scormg Cr)teria -Sedle [Score |- Weight WClgllf,cd
, , - < e : ‘ Scm e
Disputes Outstfmdmg Agrcement stputcs.
' . No outst andmg unreso]ved agreement ¢ disputes > 3 mos o]d L0 0 20 0
. B Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more fhan 3 mos. old| -3
Past | Historical Performance T |
Performance ) ' e Tlmelmess score from pe1 formance database o
: . Quahty/Bu‘dget score on INDOT work frgin'pe;-foxmz{nce data!;ase
Capacity of |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work . Av:}ﬂ’glh)}htybof mowthau adequ;t'(’e"gapacnyﬁhat resuhs i added vnln to] 0 20 0
. . Tnsuffi cient available capacﬂy o meet fhe schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deérnonstrated |valué or efficiency to thedeliverable. s e Lo o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
: ' __forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at appropnate Tevel. 0
o ; ~ Insufficient expertise and/ar resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
C Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type ¢ and complemty 2 0 5 0
Bxperience in similar type and complexny shown in resume’. 0 ’
Experience in different type or lower complexny -1
“Tnsufficient 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.
Project "High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas pr oposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas pr oposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. ) ) ] Lack of project understanding. -3
Y.ocation . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.,
Within 15 mi. 2
~ 16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 3c

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , ltem No._1_

"onsultant Name Congdon Engineerlng Assocuates, lnc Services Descrlptlon' Project Development Services

‘tegory ' ScaIe |8eore” ‘Weight |'Weighted
: - Score
Disputes . o
k i e No outstanding 1 unresolved ag1 eement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
) T Outstandmg \mresolved agreemem dlsputes more than 3 mos. “old.
Past Historical Performance, | .. o oromysnroe s+ o o e
Performance e LT IS s st st S . s
. Quallty/Budget scote on all INDOT w work from perfonnauce database R A T I L
Capagity of Tvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do n
Work . 1 Ava1lab1l1ty of more than adequate capacny that 5 esulls in 'ulded value o INDOT nu 0 20 0
o Adequate capamtyto ‘mect fhe schedule 0 |
Insufficient available capacity to mest the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonsirated  [value or efficiency to the deliver able. o I
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
: __forreq'd services for value added benefit 2
Expemse and resources at app1 opnate fevel] 0 _
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' complemty, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience | in similar type and complexity] 2 0 5 0
Bxperience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityl = -1
Insufficient 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. .
Project High level of understanding and vmble movaﬁve ideas proposed 2 N
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
i Basic understanding of the Project. 0
o ) ) Lack of project t understandin gl -3
Lo_ceti_on |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5

151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
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:
Titlg”

la/te/ 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No._2 ,

ltem No._1_

Consultant Name: Consoer Townsend Envirodyne Englneers, Inc. Serwces Descrlptlon Project Development Services
Category - [Scori ing Cuteria Scale |Score | Weight - | Weighted
. ’ e : o Score
Disputes I Outstandmg Agr ecment Dlsputcs
e —— No outstanding unresolved ag1 eement d:sputes >3mos. old,| 20 0
] i o Outstand j&unresolved _Ex_eement d1sputes more than 3 mos. "old.
Past |Historical Performance.
Performance | Tlmelmess scorc ﬁom performance database.
e —— ‘Quality/Budget s scoxe on similar work from  performance database.t 0 ) 15 o f 0
, ' " Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. l 0 | o
Capacity of " |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the proj ject on time.
Team to.do :
Work N ‘Avaﬂablhty of mbm Lhau adcquate capac:ty ﬂ:at resuhs in added V'llue to INDOT, i _ 0 20 0
s —— - Adequate capamtyto meet the ule; )
Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedulel
Team's {Technical expertise: Unigque Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the dehverable R
Qualifications ' Demonsi}ated umque expertlse and resources 1dent1ﬁed T 0 15 0
" forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertxse and resources at app] oprlate Tevel. 0
s . ) ) Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager: |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated exper ience in similar type and comp]ex;ty 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and cumplexny shown in resume’. 0
Bxperience in different type or lower complexity| -1
) Insufficient experience -3 .
- . . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachto . * [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs
Project High level of under standing and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas prop osed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project| =~ 0
L Lack of project understanding,{ -3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi. Y 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state furided agreements, non-Indiana firms.{ -3
Weighted Tptal 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.

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , ltem No._1

“onsultant Name. Corradino, LLC Serwces Description: Project Development Services

tegory Scormg Critéiia =~ . -~ . | Seale Seore | Weight |Weighted
- R L Score
Disputes Outstandmg Agreement Disputes. ]
’ L No outstanding umeso]ved ag1 eement disputes > > 3 n 0 20 0
: B _ Oulstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes nore fhan 3 TMOS. o]d '
Past |HistoricalPerformance. .., ]
Performance | T Tlmchness score from performance database. 1 ’
s Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database] 1 1 ...
. I Qua 1ty/Budget score on all INDOT "work from performance dutabase] ) 1 |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work N Avaﬂablhty of more ﬂlan adeguatce capac:ty ﬂmt results in ndded value to INDOT{ ¢ 20 0
) Insufficient ‘available capaclty to me
Team's “ITechnical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. - o
Qualifications A Demonstrated unlque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
ﬁxp ertise and resources at app1 opnate Tevel, 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, documentation skills.
e Demonstrated experlence in s1m11ar‘type aud complex1ty L2 0 5 0
Bxperience in s:rrnlar type and complexity shown in resume. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
] Insnfficient experience. 3 ]
. v Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pr‘oject S High level of undersggndlng and viable jnovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. L _ Lack of project understanding, -3
Location ~ | Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
15110 500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi . -2
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:
. I =

T1t onsultant Services Manager
1/26/20086




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1_

Consultant Name: CrossRoad Engmeers, PC Services Descrlpilon. Project Development Services

Category Scoring Crlteria : S o . Scalc : Scure Weight |Weighteq
] . i Do . I | Scare
Disputes ) Outstanding Agl ecment stputes o N
e No outstandmg un' ved agr cement d:sputcs > 3 mos old b 0 20 0
Outstandmg “mresolved d agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. oid| -3
Past - ' Historical Performance. vt vr o fra - U I
Performance " ‘ _ ’ ‘ Timeliness score from perfor ‘mance database. N o 15 _4
' s s ‘Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databased L2 15 130
o Quahty/Budgiscore on all INDOT work from perfoxmance ‘database] O U I S U
Capacity of 1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work o 0 20 0
. Tnsufficient available capacny to meet the schedule .
Team's o Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable, N I o
Qualifications . ” Demonstrated imlque expertxse and resources identified| 0 15 0
' s for req'd services fo for va]ue added benefit. ,._2
T Expertise and resources at “appropriate level.
CL Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
T complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2. 0 5 0
Expenence in similar type and complexny shown i in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower co 1
Insufﬁment expenence 3
c e . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachto Understanding and Dinovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Pr0j,épt ' . High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' High level of understanding and/or v1able_movat1ve ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
L . Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
Within 15mi| 2
. 16 to 50 mi. 1
' 51t0150mi| 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
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:

L

onsultant Services Manager

D te: 1/26/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No._2 , ltem No._1

"‘onsultant Name: DLZ Indiana, LLC Servnces Descrlptlon' Project Development Services

legory, ' Scoring Critena ‘Scale TScore | Weight |Weighted
i L A : Score
Dlsputes Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes N
: - No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos 0 20 0

ot e T et DT

Outstandmg unresolved agleemcnt dlsputes more than 3 mos.

Past Historical Performance. N .
Performance e Tupclmess score from perfmmauce database| )
' ‘ Qu gdlget score o- similar work from performance database N 1 1
. : Quahty/Budgctlscore on all INDOT wmk from performancc database T Ol
Capacity of |Evaluation of the team's personne! and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo ) ~ -
C apacﬂy lhat resulls in added'value to INDCYI‘ ”l 0 20 0

Work ) Availability ofmofé

e R PR LT A I e

Adequate capac:ty to' me 0
- Insufficient available capacity to meet -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added ‘
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, N ]
Qualifications 4 "Demonstrated u umque experilse and resources s identified] 0 15 0
. R ___ forreq'd services for value added benefit, %“
N Exper’use and resources at approPnate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Projéct Manager |Rating of predicted ablhty to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
T complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Dcmonstrated experience in n similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Expenencc n smnlar type and complex1ty shown in resume’, 0

nersus.

Insufficient experience, -3

: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachto Understanding and Tnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' v High level of understanding and/01 viable tnovative ideas prOposed 1 0 10 0
Basm understandmg of the Pl 0je ect 0
e ‘ Lack of project understandin gl -3
Location  |Location of assipned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi| 0 1 5 5
151t0500miy -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
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.ny best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Titlg: Q/nsultant Services Manager

Wé/ . 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1_

Consultant Name: Donohue & Assoclates, Inc. Serwces Descrlptlon PI‘Oject Development Services

Categor y Scale Scox e W'eigh‘t “Weighte/
: : Sl L : . : Score *
Disin_itcs‘ o Outstandmg Agx eemeutD )utes i
' : . o outstandmgm }resolved agreement disputes >3 mos old 0 0 20 0
. Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past  [Historical Performance.
Performance | e
perf mance database 0
. Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database 0
Capacity of TEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . N
Work =~ o Avarlabxhty of more than adequate capacuy that re§ults in: ndded value to INDOT_ o1 1 20 20
‘ - . Adequate cg}’)a'{cxt;:c‘o meet the schedule o
B Insuffi cient ayailable capacity to meet the schedule. o
Team's .|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficlency to the deliverable,
Qualifications R Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and 1esources identified| 0 15 0
: _— . forreqd services for yalue added benefit] 2
S "“Expertise and resources at appropnate jevel] 0
. . _ Insufficient expertise and/cr resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
) _Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexﬁy’ 2 0 5 0
Bxpencnce in similar type and complemty shown in resume’. 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 |
Insufﬁment experience. .3 |
L Historical Performance of Firn?'s Pr oject Management from database. N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative xdeas pr_dposed. 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas pr oposed 1 0 10 0
" Basic understanding of the Pro_|ect. 0
R L Lack of project uuderstandmg_, -3
Location. |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' : Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi,| -2
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:

Title/ Céﬂsultant Services Manager

D?/:/ 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1_

ronsultant Name: Earth Tech Inc. Serwces Descrlptlon' Project Development Services

tegory Scormg Cl"ité'l"ia - |Scove” | Weight [ Weighted
. o q S e ; - "Score
Disl'iutes | Outstandm Agl cement Dlsputes ]
‘ ) No ouistandmg unreso]ved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old .o 0 20 0
] . ) Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlspules more than 3 mos. ‘old, -3
Past Historical Performance. ...
Performance o T 1me]mess sco: (= ﬁom performal _ 0
_Quality/Budget s score on Slmllal ‘work from performance database. I TR U N TS A =
, Quahty/Budget score on all "INDOT ‘work from perfonnance database. 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to pexform the project on time.
Team to do
Work - o Avmlabﬂny o mow than adequate capamty ﬂ]al 1esults m 'n"a'déa vnlue to ]NDOT 1 0 20 0
' o o Adequate capacxty to meet th _
Insufficient available capacity 1o 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 eXpelilse and resources identified ' 0 15 0
e for req‘d servxces for value added benefit, ,2
) o ]:xpemse and resom ces at appro_ 0
] Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager:|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, '
L "|complexity, type, subs, documentation skiils.
e Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity) 2 0 5 F 0
* Experience in gimilar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
i Expenence in d1ffe1 ent type or lower complexityd -1
‘Tnsufficient experience| -3
y Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
A-ppreach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understan ding and viable inovative 1deas : proposed. 2
’ High leve! of understanding and/or vxable inovative jdeas prop osed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandin g of the Project. ¢
) . Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
: Within 15 mi, 2
16t050mit 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110 S00mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 : -
; Weighted Total 30

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

isto be as documented in the RFP.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. S1g11ed %

Ttt],fpéultant Services Manager

1/26/2006

vell/




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , Item No._1

Consultant Name: Edwards & Kelcey Sewlces Descrlption. Project Development Services

Categor y Scormg Cnteria - i . o Scale Score Weight | Weighte
Disputes Qutstanf?ing Agresment Disputes, —
: No outstandmg umesol\red agr eemcnt dnsputcs > 3 mos ol 0 20 0

B S R T

_ 'Ouistandmg unresolved agre cement dxsputes more than 3 mos. old
Past Historical Performance. | -
Performance ’

Quahty/Bud gct score on sumlar w

PR e el ISRRTRIY. RPIRAS) PR

Quahty/Budg_ score on all INDOT work from perf ormance databasc

Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do , _ _
Work e vailabiliy of moro than adequate ozp: 1 0 20 0
- I. ‘, -0l o Avagipuitn e Adequate capamty o meé . ;
N Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's {Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to thedeliverable, e
Qualifications - Demonstrated umque expertlse “and resources jdentified o 0 15 0
N __ for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertlse “and resources at appropn iate level. 0
: ) Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesf -3
Project_Managef Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on; experience in size,
- complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
A Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexsty - ) 5 10
Bxperience in similar type and complex:ty shown i in resume‘ 0
- Experience in different type or lower comp]exlty -1
‘ . Insuffi clent experience} -3 e
- _ * Historieal Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachito . Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDO'I‘ cost and/or time savings,
Project High level of under. standmg and vxab]e inovative ideas proposed.
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas pr oposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Proj _ect
o ) Lack of project understanding. -3
Tocation  |Location of assigned staif to office relative to project.
e Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 1 5 5
1510500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded &, _Ereements, non- Indlana 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. . 7 P
7

4

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title" Cénsultdnt Services Manager
Dt 1/26/2008




