Sonsultant Name: HNTB Indiana, lnc. Servlces Descri ptlon. Bridge Project Development Services

Selection Rating for RFP-No._2

tem No._2

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.

‘,utegory ' i Scormg Crltel ia Scalc Score: | Weight |Weighted
_ e Score
Disputés o :
) olved agreement d1sputes > 3 mos, ;. old. ) 0 A 0 20 0
Outstandin; g ‘unresolved ag1 cement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past formance. —
Performance. O i o - 0 .4 . 15
Capacity of
Team-io do
Work i 0 20 0
_____ ' 'Adequate capacxty to meet. ﬂle schedule. 0
Tnsuffi Cient 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 dchverable - e e
Quahﬁéations Demonshated umque experta ‘and resources identified] o 5 15 30
e ' for req'd services for value -added bene 2'
. Insufﬁcrent expertxsc and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, '
© oo+ - lcomplexity, type, snbs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated ex
o e b o 0 5 0
Experlence‘ in smu]ar yp mple?
o Experience in different type or low
. Hictorioal Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 70 A
Approach to |Understanding and Tnnoyation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project High level of understanding and viable ingvative 1deas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed| 1 1 10 10
Basic understandmg of 1hc Project. 0 |
o X Lack of project “understandin g| -3
Location . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: 1 Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1 .
B 51t0 150mi| Q0 1 5 5
- 15110500 mij -1
Greater than 5(__)__(_)_» mi| -2
For 100% state funded aﬁwms pon-Indiana firms) <3
70

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No._2 , ltem No

2

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Engineerlng, !nc Seerces Descrlptlon. Brldce Pro;ect Development Services

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:

Y

Category Scoring Criteri xa : Scdle [Score Weight |Weighted,
R Score
Disputes ’g}’ggﬁtandix}g_égreement Disputes.
c 20 0
Past
Performance SR EETER Co
| I N
o get 5C 1 pe ,ormance database R D S R (I
Capacity of |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do i . R S
‘Work m—— Avallabﬂxly of mow ﬂmu adequale capacxty ‘that resu]t; in added value to INDOT 1 B 1 20 20
j " hdequut e 0
“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 deliver, E R -
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expert]se 'and resources identified| 0 15 0
e i N forleq‘d services for value added benefit| w2
) . Insuff cient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the proj ject, based on: experience in size,
: . : complexxty, type, subs, documentatxon skills.
m N Demonstrated experxeﬁee' in snm]ar type and comp]emty % 2 5 10
Experience in sum]ar type and cmnplex1ty shown in resume’, 0
e s Experience in different type or lower complexxty =l
o s m—————— - Tnsufficient experxencemx- 3 ) .
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, N/A 5 . —b
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ~ High level of understanding and viable inovative 1dea§_j')roposed 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
Tocation . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
' ' Within 15mi| 2
—_ 16 to 50 mi. 1
) ) S1to150mi] 0 1 5 5
15110 500mil -1
. Greater than 500 mif -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana Firms. -3 .
Weighted Total 75

1/26/2006

Ti (ﬁ/nsultantServlces Manager
bl




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

—

Tonsultant Name. K&S$§ Engineers, Inc Servnces Descrlptlon. Bridge Project Development Services

Category ~ |Scoring Crit’erla Scale Sc01 e | Wei'glxt | Weighted
: ' TR i Score
Disputes -,Oufstandln\g_,ﬁgggeemﬁnt Dispute s e
' : _ No dxsputes> 3 mos old. 0 0 20 0
' Outstandmg unresolved agrcement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. T3
Past .
Performance e Tlme]mess score ﬁom pel
' ' l.‘ev on similar work from performanc datab .
. _ " Quality get score on a1l INDOT work from performance database] T 00 100 T o
Capacity of ‘|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work fivallablhly of more 1'_11;1 adequate capacitw 0 20 0
] " Insufficient avaﬂab]ehcap:wlty to meet the schcdulc B
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expemse and Tesour
: : . 3 15 -45
e, TorTEq d services for value a
' - o Expertxse and resources at app”_p )
s ) ; Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S - complemty, type, subs, documentation skdlls,
e e Demonstlated experience in snmlar t 1 5 5
Expex fence in sumlar type and complex ty §
B Experience in different type or lowe
4 . . Hlstoncal Performance of Firm's Pr: OJect Mangge_ent from databa{s;é | wa 57
Approacl to Under standing and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ox time savings. )
Project 1o High level of understanding and v1ab]e movatlve ideas proposed| 2 '
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
L Lack of project under standing] -3
Location - [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
' - e ————————— Within 15 mif 2
"""""" ' . {6to50mif 1
) ~ 51to1S0mif 0 1 0 5 0
T 1570 500mi| -1 |
N .G eater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreemgﬁts non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total -80/

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 REP.

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

Titl,




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

Consultant Name: Lawson-Fisher Associates P.C. Services Description: Bridge Project Development Services

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N o
) . 'No outstandmg unresolved agrccment dlSletCS > 3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Outstdndmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Historical Performance. -~~~ ... 5 ! B R
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from perfonnancé database, - B T | w’xlO h
tvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
ml ,m( Avmlabﬂuy y of more thdn adequate CdPaCJty lhat resu alts T m added value to INDOT N 0 20 0
o pa t_y to mcct thc schedulc 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
]Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
| value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
‘Demonstrated 1 umquc expemsc and resources identified 2 15 30
s ) - _for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 )
e Expertxse and resources at appropnatc levcl o
T Insufficient cxpemse and/or resources| -3
r|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
2 5 10
] 10 10
" Lack of prOJect ’understandmg B
|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, =~ =~
canol v oo . S . thmlSml | 2 .
‘ 51t015()m1 o0 | o 5 0
=4 131 50 ml F— ‘lvmw
Y T T T For 100% state funded dgrecments non- Indxana ﬁrms 3
Weighted Total 75

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being cvaluated 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:

Titlf/ﬂbnsulfent Services Manager
7
Daté: 1/26/2006

v




Sonsultant Name: MajorEngmeering & Land Surveying, Inc. Services Descrlptlon Bridge PrOJect Development Services

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

Category Scox ing: Crxten i ’Scale f Scol e Wejght Weighted
. i - ) : Seore
Disputes Outstandmg Agl eement Dlsputes. N
t d'ng unr olved agle 3 mos o]d ) O 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agl cement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past formance.
Performance T
Capacity of
Team to do
Work |
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule' T
Team's - Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or cfficiency to the deliverable. =~ = _
Qua]iﬁcatiqns Demonstrated umque expcrtlse ‘and 1csomces {dentified 0 15 0
e esresmesmenss, 10070918 services for valug added benefit
' " Bxpertise and resources at appropriate le
o . 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.
. Dcmonstrated experlence in 51m11ar type and com 0 ’ 5 0
Experlencc in similar type and compA ex1ty shown in T ]
s BXperience in different type 1 orlower complexity,]
‘ s, e ke IS § Insufﬁcmnt experionce . o
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ' WA | 5
Approach to " |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : High level of understanding and viable inovative 1deas proposed 2 "
i High level of understanding aud/or viable inovative 1deas pr oposed 1 0 10 0
Basic under: standmg of the Pro_1 ectd O
: ) Lack of project under: standmg a3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. I -
A Wltlﬁﬁ 15 mi. 2
16t050mil 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 | 1 5 5
- 15110 500 mi . <1
________ Greater than 500 mi|] -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indlana firms. -3
Welghted Total 5

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

Titlgt G

D jt/ 1/26/2006

M/

sultant Services Manager




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 , tem No._2

Consultant Name: MS Consultants, Inc Serwces Descnptlon Bndge Project Development Services

Category ’ Scoring Cntel i o o Scale Seoie Weight ‘Weighted|
5 : G L : RS _ : 1 Score
Disputes g Outstanding Agrcement Dlsputes o resurem——
' e No outstanding unr esolved ag1 eemcnt dlsputes >3 mos o]d» o 0 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agrecment dxsputcs more than 3 mos. old. 3
Past - |Historical Performance. ... S—
Performance | ' » ' ‘ ' .. ‘ o ' o ‘ Tlmelmess scm e ﬁ‘om performance d N -0
1 1 5
. Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrformance database] | o ] 10 T
Capaéity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the proj ject on time.
Team to do .
Work o 0 20 0
: - . . ) Adequate capacity t to meet the schedule
) ) - ] “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulc N
Team's " |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, R R
Qualifications “Demonstrated u q ékj)cltise and resources identified| ’ 0 ' 15 0
. L B Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, Dbased on: experience in size,
o © {complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills
L ] Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approach to Under. standing and Iunovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings, |
Project _ High level of uuderstandm g and vxaﬁjé movaﬁve ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding ‘and/or viable inov 1 0 10 0
ing of the Project. 0
L Lack of pwJect understandmg. -3
Location = |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. B
s ' - ' Within 15 mi.
. 16 to 50 mi,
' 51,_?9,.150 mi| 1 5 5
“{51t0 500m]
_________ Greater than 500 mi
I‘OJ 100% state funded a iements non-Indlana firms| -
Welghted Tota!

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:

?7& 1/26/2006




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

Yonsultant Name Parsons, Brinckarhoff Quade& Douglas Inc, Serwces Descrlptlon Bridge Projact Development Services

ategory | Scale [Score | Weight [Weighted
“ i i | Score
Dis‘pu'tgs
- i 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt dlsputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Past ical Performance.
Performance e e e o
. Quality/Budget score on ali INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of " IEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo
Work 0 20 0
Team's " |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld a relevant added
Demonstrated -|value or efficiency to the deliverable. AN R
Qixalifications ‘ Demonstlated umque expertlse an résoui'éés“idénﬁﬁ'ea T
] d benefit. 2 2 15 30
e L » Insufficient expertxse andjor resources| -3
Project _Mzin_a‘gér Rating of predicted ability to manage the projeet, based on: experience in size,
Lo e complemty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
L Demonsh ated expenence in umlar'type JpP] ¢ ] 2 5 5 10
Bxperxence in similar type and ¢ mplexity show. inresume'|
i e Expeueuce in different type or lower com
N ' Insufﬁclcn expe 3 .
‘Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_lect Management from database. TN/A T
Approaclito  |Understanding and Innoyation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project -, e ngh Jevel of understanding and vxab]e inovative ideas pr oposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovati ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10
Basic tmderstan g of the Pr&j_@act 0
_ . Lack of project understanding| -3
Location “[Location of assigned staffito office relative to project, .
: ' ' Within 15 mi. 2
161050 mi] 1
"""" 51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
. Greater than 500 mi| =~ -2
I‘or 100% state finded agreements, non-Indlana firms| N
' Weighted Tgtal 55

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

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

P VI R
Title/ Consultant Servicas Manager

Dafe;/ 1126/2006




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

Consultant Name Quality Envnronmental Professionals, Inc Servxces Descnptlon Brldge Project Development Services

Categoxy : Scoritig Criteri m ';sA ', e . _ . | Scale . Scm e Welght Weighted
] L S T I Score |
Disputes .. putstaxnding_Agl'eemelxt Disputes. o
: ' No outstan ) o | o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt dlS])UtCS more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance. i e s s o)
Performance | o - Tilné]in'e‘éé;tls;gbr'e f;'d.nliv]Scrfbfh)ﬁééxe_: database
Capacity of
Team to do
Work
. Insuffi clent available capac1ty to meet the schedule rE
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated - fvalue or efficiency fo the deliver able. .
Qualifications ) ‘Demonstrated uruque expemse and resources identified| 3 15 45
8 . for reqd services Tor value added benefit, 2
. ) " Insufficient expcmse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
L complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
; . Demonstrated experxence in similar type 3 5 15
Expenence in similar type and 001nplex1ty ) C
- Experience in different type or Tower comple xityd -1
' . Insufficient exper 1en1:e 3 N )
B L Historica) Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, N/A 5
Approachto Under: standing and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project HJgh leve] of understandmg and vmble movatwe Jdeas proposed 2
and ' 3 10 30
S of the )
L “Lack of project understandmg 3
Tocation  |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
o et > o ].5 -~ _—
- 16 10__5—9_ mi.
] 57 10 150 mi. 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi.
_____________ Greater than 500 mi.
For 100% state funded agr eements, non-Indxana firms.
Weighted Total -145

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: Lopsultant Services Manager

Dati7 1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2_, item No._2

é.onsultant Name:R W. Armstrong & Assoclates inc. Services Descrlptlon Bridge Project Development Services

(,ategory “Seale” [Score - | -Weight |Weighted
: - . , L Score
Disj)utes ‘ HOmy‘fstanclm Agrecn}e_r_lt D)sputcs. do
R I mos.old 010 | 20 0
- - ' Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
PalSt g < NIRRT X RN I
Performance m_"melmcss score fron{perfomwnce database '
e d daiabase
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT "work from perfonnance database,
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the pr aject on time.
Team to do '
Work 0 20 0
Team's . |Tcchnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Démonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable. -
Quali_ﬁcatibns . Demonéﬁﬁted umque"éxpcmse and resources 1dent1f' ed ) o 0 15 0
- T " Insufficient expertise “and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to mmanage the project, based on: experience in size,
o |eomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e - p‘emonstrated expeuence in sumlar type and compl 9 5 10
" "Experience in similar type and complexxty shovw
. N } . Experience in different type or lower complemty _m-ul_'
T o Insufﬁcwnt experience, T3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. “N/A 5
Appl oach to |Understanding : and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pro_| ect . E High level of understanding and viable inovative ;d_eas P oposed 2
High ]evel of understandmg and/or viable inovative ldeashproposed 1 1 10 10
Basw understanding of ﬂ;g"];fajq_ct 0
L Lack of pro;ect-understandmg 3
Location “|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' o Within 15mi| 2
16t050mi| 1 |
51t0150mif 0 | 1 5 5
15110500 miy = -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 40

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: < AS // é
T1t177 p/sultant Services Manager

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No._2 ,

Item No._2

Consultant Name: RQAW Corporation Servu:es Descrlptlon' Bridge Project Development Services

| Weighted |

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 consultaut's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: C;/ nsdltant Services Manager

Date: //
v

Category Scale |Score | Weight
' ) : Score
Disputes - —
- ‘ _ : Jsputes >3 mos s. old. o 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresojved ag1 cement dlsputcs more fhan 3 mos. old| -3~
Past Historical Performance. . . N
Porformance P O e s o : 'data]gaog' BN BUURSURVIR 5
1" | v
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 1 10 10
Capacity of Evalnation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do -
Work ~ Availability 0 20 0
Insufficient ‘available capamty“to meet the schedu]e”
Team's Teclinical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified] 5 15 30
' _ for req'd services for value added bemf‘.. L2 '
- . 0..
. ) Insufficient EXpCl'tlSE and/or resources.
Project ManagerjRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience In size,
©e g B complexlty, type, subs, documentation skﬂls
B Demonstrated‘ 5 10
Hlstonca] Pcrfox mance of Firm's Project Management from database. NA TS
Approacli to i I_NDOT cost aud/or tlme savmgs o
Project ¥ T ]
de 1 1 10 10
- as 18 of the Pr O_]ECt 0
L coL Lack of project understanding. -3
Location _"{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . s
B 1 ' Within 15mi| 2
8rosom 1
) 51t0150mi| 0 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -1
_~ ‘Greater than 500 mi| 2
“For 100% state “funded agreemen’cs Ton-Indiana firms. 3
Weighted Total 80

1/26/2006




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

Yonsultant Name: Stephen J. ChrIstIan &Assoclates, .C. Servxces Descrlptlon Bridge Project Development Services
\,ategory ' 1Scori mg Cl ‘fteria; : - - 1 Sca]e Score | Weight |Weighted
L ' ' - ' ' Score
Disputes . : Outst:mdmg Agl eemcnt Disputes ______ _—
Lo No outstandmg unreso]ved agreement dlsputes >3 mos o]d 0 .I Y 20 0
] Outslandmg unresolved agr cement disputes more than 3 mos. old] <3 |
Past Historical Performance, | .. . .. I —
Performance | . o Tnne]mess score from performance database. 0
from | pe1 formance database.| 1
Capacity of
Team to do
‘Work 1 1 20 20
.. 0
_ Tnsufficient available capamtymie ‘meet the schedule 3
Team's [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable. U T
Qualifications " Demonstrated umque experhse and resources identified] 0 is 0
' ' ) .., forreq'd services for value added benefit, 2
o L Insufﬁcxént expemse and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
i ' o comp]e)uty, type, subs, documentatmn skl]ls
v s N 0 5 0
Experlence in similar type and cox
e e s Experience in dlffelent type or lowe
e o ‘Tnsufficient gxperience -3 N 1
. : Historjcal Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5T
Approach to * :|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT costr:ukld/or time savings. _____
Project . 3 o High level of understanding and viable inovative 1deas proposed. 2
' : High level of understanding and/or viable movative ideas ])roposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project] 0O
: Lack of project understanding,] -3
Tocation  |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
: ! ~ Within 15 ml. 2
16 to 50 m1. ) 1
. 5110 150 mi) 0 1 5 5
o 151t0300mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded a agreenents, non-Indiana firms)| -3
Weighted Total 50

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:
onsultant Services Manager
1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 ,

Serwces Descrlptlon'

Iltem No._2

rldge Project Development Serv:ces

Consultant Name Strand Assoclates Inc

| Weighted:

Categoxy " Scale Score Weiglt
Score
Disputes )
R R 20 0
.. S
Past o o o
Performance Tlrnel.mess scmc from’ ])G] fom:\ance databasc o
: C ) Qualxty/Budgel score on all INDOT work from performance database]|
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work ' 0 20 0
. ] et the schcdule o
. " Insufﬁcxent avaxlable capaclty to meet the schedule. a3
Team's ' Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. - N
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resou ces identified]
0 15 0
. ...for req'd services for value added ben
. : Tnsufficient 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 skills. '
e et lDemonstrated expeneuce in sxmﬂar type aud complcx1 0 5 0
type or lower complexity,|
B ‘ 111511&' cient experience 3
o Historical Performance of Firn's Project Managoment from database. TNIAT
Approach'to  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project High level of understanding and viable movatwc Jdeas‘i)roposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or wable inovative 1dcas pr oposed 0 10 0
Basic understandxng of the Project, »
. ) Lack of project undesstanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
R ' Within 15mi 2
16t050mif 1
""" ~51t0150mif 0 | 0 5 0
151 o 500 mi, -1
) Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agxeements non—Indlana firms. -3
: Weighted Total

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

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

Title:

onsultant Services Manager

1/26/2008

.



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

Sonsuitant Name The Schnelder Corporatmn Services Description: Bridge Project Development Services

t,ategory _ Sca]e [Seore. | ‘Weight |'Weighted
) ] Seore
Disputes e
oo 20 0
A 3
PaSt ' fia o ln oot 3 lnazenertite e et
Performance _ Tnnelfncss score ﬁom pclformance database) _ ]5
' u_dget score on similar work from performance database: e 1 5
Capacity of
Team to-do -
Work 20 0
Insufficient avaﬂal')l'e capacity to ﬁléet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifieations - - ‘Demonstrated umque cxpemse ‘and resources s identified| o 0 5 0
: for req'd serv:ces\_fl‘pr vajue added benefit. 2
TCES at apyp. | O |
. Insufficient e:q;enise and/or resources] 3 |
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S complexxty, ty])e, subs, documentatmn skills.
0 5 0
‘‘‘‘ Expeuence in dxfferant type or lower complemty
' Insufﬁcxent experience.
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 5
Approachte |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Projeet - ~ High level of understaudmg and viable inovative ideas proposed.
) High level of understandmg and/or vxabié_;;iovahv_q_ ideas proposed 0 10 0
Basic unde"l:;standmé_githe Project! |
, . Lack of project understanding.
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e o
Within15mi| 2
16 t0 50 mi. 1
570 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t 500 mif -1 |
X i Greater than 500 mi. 2
' For 100% state fulwdetij@a111ellts, non—Indlana 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:
onsultant Services Manager

1/26/2006




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

Consultant Name. Transportation Consultmg Engmeers, Inc Servxces Descrlptlon Bndge Project Development Services

C““gO'Y |Sco; Scale [Score | Weight - Weighted:
i . . Score
Disputes o Outstgnr(_l“g}g Agreement Disputes )
’ ' N ) No outstan 1r¢solved agreement d oldl 0 0 20 0
. ’ Oulslandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old a3
Past erformance.

Performance Tnnc]mess score from perlformancc jatabase] | 0
N on snmlal work from perfor

- . o ahty/Budget score on gil INDOT work from performance database. o T 0
Capacity of- Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Wark o1 0 20 0

A cquata caEacxty to mect thc schedu]e “ 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, L
Qua'l'i'ﬁcations A Demonstrated umque expcrtlse and resources identified| 0 15 0

. Jorreqd services for value added benefit)

: o ] Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
a " .|complexity, type, subs, documetation skills.

Demonstrated experience i m sn i

_“w " ]ﬂax‘gcrlence in similar type and compl 1y 0 > 0
T, Experience in different type or ]owel comp
Approachto  * [Understanding and Innovatmn that gives INDOT co
Project : R
I 0 10 0
Basic understan ~iig of the Plo_]ect 0
o Lack of project understanding} -3
Location "[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: : Within 15 Jm 2
16t050mif 1
] 51t0 150mi] 0 1 5 5
15110 500 mi . -1
) Greatel than 500}}11 -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total] 35

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 g




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

Jonsultant Name Umted Consultmg Engineers & Archltects Services Descrlptlon Brldge Project Development Services
Category it - .Seale - Score ' Wenght Weighted
N T L Score
Disputes o
) utcs>3 mos old O Y 20 0
) Outslaudmg wnresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| 3
Past Performance.
Performance LCHIOYMANCL. e -
15
s
Capacity of
Teamto do
'Work 0 20 0
’ to meet the schedu]e - 0
o 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 umquc expertlse and 1esou1 ces identified 0 15 0
B . forreq'd services for value added benefity 2 '
Expertlse and resources at approp 1ate Tevel _ 0 )
) o Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
h S ‘Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' ~ R Demonstrated expenenccm simi 3 0 5 0
C Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management From database. N 5770 R
Ap'pr;oach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost andfor time savings. o '
;P‘l'fIJJ'(‘—Ct Coe ngh level of understquu_ng and vxable movatwe 1deas p] oposed Ty
S T i level of understandimg 1 0 10 0
Basic under standmg of the PIOJGC'L 0 .
S L Lack of project understandmg -3
Location “ILocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
- : o _ Within 15 mi.
., S TS| : 5 5
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.
Weighted :I‘otal _ 20

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 _]Ud gement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title; p/ sultant Services Manager
DaE_ / 1/26/2006




Consultant Name' URS Corporaﬂon

Selection Rating for RFP- No._2

Services Description: Bridge Project Develo

Item No._2

pment Services

Category riter ia - . Scile |Score | Weight. | Weighted:
. 1 Pt o S ' i i Score
Disputes Outgtandi__n_g Angecman Disputes. o o
) g Jsputes > 3 mos old o 0 20 0
B ; Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3mos. old] -3
Past |Historical Performance. ... S O N
Performance e o Tnnehness score from pe1 rformance dat ase' o
Capacity of
Team to-do _ »
Waork NDOT| 1 0 20 0
' . pacity 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. =~ o
Qlielific,_ations Demonstrated uruque expertlse ‘and resources dentified | 0 15 0
: o ) o for req'd services for v added benefit) 2
T ‘ Expemse and resources at appropriate [ 0
L L Insufﬁcwnt 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.
| Demoustrated expeuence in sum]a1 type al._ 0 s 0
Expenence in smnlar type
] . ""Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemem ‘from database. TN ST
Approachi to Understanding s and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and v1ab1e 1novat1ve ideas pr oposed 2
S H1gh level of understanding and/or viabie i inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
: Basic under: standmg of the Project, 0
. Lack of project understanding] -3
Ltfication of assigned staff to office relative to projeet,
' Within 15 mi. 2
16t050mi) 1.
STto150mi) 0 | 1 5 5
151to 500mi) -1 N
e o Greater than 500 mi. . ‘2 , .
o For ]00% state funded ded agreements, non—In—dJaﬁa firms. -3
Weighted Total 5

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

is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title:

MR

nsultant Services Manager

1/26/2008




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

x,onsultant Name. USI COnsuItants lnc Semces Descrlptlon' Bndge Pl'0]ect Development Services

Zategory - Seale” ! Scorc Weight | Weighted:
- . " Score
Disputes R
: 1@11;g unresolved agreemcnt dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 ) 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved awent disputes more than 3mos. old] -3
Past : Historical Performance, '
]?_erj‘(jrlnance .u,..- et L 0 '
...... imilar work ormance database LTS 1T 1S
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ' 17T 100 ] 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work » o1 Q 20 0
_ dequate capacaty 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 umque expertlse and resources identified) 0 15 0
' for s for value added benefit] 2
N ) Expe 'ces at appropuate ]evcl ) 0
. L . Insufficient expertise and/or lesources 3
Project Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o complexity, type, subs, documentatlon slulls
2
oo 0 5 0
q con Historical Performance of Firm's ﬁfoj'ect Management from database. NA TS T S
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ol
Project 1 High level of undel standmg and v1ab]e inovative ideas proposed ‘2 -
- o ~High level of understandmg and/or viable inovative i ideas pr oposed. R I 10 10
Bas:cu tandulg of the Project] 0 |
_ Lack of project understanding| -3
Location {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, o o
o N Within 15mif 2
L 16t050mi 1
T Sito1s0mi| 0 | 1 5 5
N 15110500 mi| <1 |
______ I Greater than 500 mif -2 |
'''''' For 100% state funded agl eements non-Indiana firms. 3
Wsighted Total 40

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: Q/;( ulta{nt Services Manager

Datc/ / 1/26/20086




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 2

Consultant Name Wilbur Smith Services Descriptlon Brldge Pro; Development Services )
Category IR A - S:cale ‘ Scon e Weight | Weighted
. . - ‘Score
Disputes
3244235 TP 3 3 g 20
i Outstandmg umresolved agre than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance
Quahty/Budget score on al] IND T Work rom pe: ormance database.)
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work v : 20
equate cébﬁolty 10 meet ﬂie schg )]
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Techmcal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a r elevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources s identified 5
_for req'd services for value added benefit,| 2 '
" Expcmse and resources at appropris iate ]evel ) )
, . Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3 l
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' _ Demonstratcd experience in snmlar type and complex1ty 2 5
. Experience in similar type and complexity shown inyesume'l =~ 0
Bxpenence in different type or Tower complexuy -1
-3
L . HJstoucal Perfmmance ‘of Firm's Pr oject Management from datébase L TS
Approach to
Project’ 2
0
‘Lack of pro;ect understandmg -3
Locafion relativetoproject: e
o : Within 15 mi. 2
- 51 to 150 mi, 5 .
_ N o Greater than 500mi| -2
” For 100% st state funded agleements non-Indiana fimms.| -3 ]
Welghted Total
4

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Titl%g sultant Services Manager
Da}/ 1/26/2006

to'bid on ltem #3 -



Selection Rating for RFP-No._2 ,

ltem No._2

“onsultant Name: wilcox Professional Service, LLC of Indiana Services Descrlptlon Brldge Project Development Services

f.]tegory 1 Scm ing Cnterm Scale '[Score Welght Weighted
: - Score
Disputes ) Outstandmg Agl eement Dlsputes o ~
o : No outstaudmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 0 20 0
- Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old|
Past |Historical Performance.
Performance s Rt Ltz -
' - Quahty/B t sxc’::re on 51m|1ar work ﬁom'performance database N 1
: Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database] | o 1710 1o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work e o INDOT) 1| 0 20 0
. . T " Insufficient available capacity ]
Team's .|Teehnieal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable. L
_Qiialifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified] 0 15 0
' __forreg'd services for value added benefit.| 2
' Expemse and resources at appropl 1ate level '. 0
B Insufﬁclent expertise and/or resom ces. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
; S complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
R _|_nonstrated expenence . 0 5 0
Experxence in sumlal type and comp]emty shown in resume’, )
. Bxperience in r complexity]
o Insuffcmu‘t CXPE]‘[S]]CC o
o Historical Perfomxance of Flrms Pro;ect Management from database. NA | s
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project | ~ High level of under standmg and viable movatlve ideas pr oposed 2
DR Hl gh leve] of understandin g and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed. 1 0 10 0
‘Basic undel'glaudmg of the Project. 0
. _ ) Lack of project understanding| -3
Location " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
T 1 " Within 15mif 2
N 16t050mi] 1
1 150\1 i 0 1 5 5
N o ) Grcater than 500 mif ,.."2.,.. ]
T “"For 100% state funded ggienents ‘non-Indiava firms]| -3

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:

D

Title/ Qonsultant Services Manager

1/26/2006




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

Consultant Name Woolpert Inc Services Descnptlon. Brldge Project Development Services
Category 51 1 R . Scale i | Score' " Weight |Weighted:
R . . o : I . Seore
Disputes =~ Outstandmg Agre eemcnt Dlsput
: i No outstandmg unrcso]vcd ag1 eemem d:sputes > 3 mos o]d 0 0 20 0
_ I ' Outstandmg unresolved agwemcnt dlsputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past ‘|Historical Performanee. .
Pe!‘fﬂrn’lﬂnw e - T ’ D B ]5 N 0 T
Quahty/Budget score on sxmx]ar wmk from per fonhancé database N ]5 s
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from per. formance database] | 1 |10 | 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the feam's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamto do
Work 1 20 20
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
) ' . forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2 '
o ) Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0
L . . 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, documentatxon skills.
- — 2 5 10
o ; Thistorical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5 T
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project ’ o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas pruposed 2
' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas ])1oposed 1 2 10 20
_Basic undetstandmg of the PI‘O_] ect. 0
_ . Lack of project understandin ding| -3 |
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, _
- " 1
- 0 1 5 5
151t0500m) -1
_..Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 ,
Weighted Total 80

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

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
g y g categ £
. {
Titlef Zonsultant Services Manager

1/26/2006




