8/8/05 RFP Scoring Tabulation for Item No. 6

item Title Environmental Services, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1

Susan Phil Diane | Weighted Scores
Consuitants Doell Ellet Keefer Total Ranking |

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 35 -5 45 75 10
American Consulting, Inc. (ACE) 20 40 60 120 1

Beam, Longest and Neff, LLC , 40 0 70 110 3
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Assoc., Inc. (BLA) 45 5 60 110 4
Bonar Group ' 10 10 -5 15 20
Burgess & Niple 5 0 60 65 13
Butler, Fairman & Suefert (BF & S) 30 0 35 65 13
|Congdon Engineering Assocs., Inc. (CEA) ~40 0 0 -40 24
Consoer Townsend Envirodyne Engineers, Inc, (CTE) 45 -60 60 45 17
DLZ Indiana, LLC ' 50 - 0 70 120 2

Earth Tech, Inc. 20 0 70 90 6
Envirocorp, inc. 5 -50 70 25 18
Hanson Professional Servxces Inc. 35 0 50 85 7
HNTB Indiana, Inc. 15 0 10 25 18
Keramida 20 -50 80 50 15
Michael Baker Jr., Inc ' 0 -5 75 70 11
Parsons : -25 -5 Y] -30 23
Patriot Engineering & Envnronmental Inc, 45 5 30 80 9

Quality Environmental Porfessionals, Inc. (QEPI) 15 -50 40 5 21
R. W. Amstrong & Assocs., Inc. (RWA) 35 0 70 105 5

RQAW Corporation 0 0 -5 -5 22
Schneider Corp. 0 0 70 70 11
Strand Assocs., Inc. 20 . 0 65 85 7

URS Corporation 40 -50 60 50 15

Scoring Team Leader Signature: ‘%447) Q phpee/
Comublent Snpes Encpences
Ry o

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

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

/
Selection of the proposed top __j_ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next.2tanked firms approved, in
order, as altemates.

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

[0 selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons noted below.

ctnon Ma irector Planning Director
Dat& 2/2.6 ZQ(_ te: g(u [0@
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ANEC. Bsprry Envienmental)
Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _[g_

'Consultant : ‘ Services Description:

.
t Disputes. .

No outstanding unresoived agreement disputes >3 mos.old] 0 | 0 20 0 0
Outstanding l:mesolvecljgreement disputes more than'3 mos, old{ ~-3 :
Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database] . * . 15 .10
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database ~ * {/ 15 . 140
_Quality/Budget score on ail INDOT work from performance database. - 10 [0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that resnlts in added value to INDOT,
Adequate capacity 1o meet the schedule
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 unique expertise and resources identified|

<

20 | @7'0

‘ : i .
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 9\ , > @}0
{ Expertise and resources at appropriate leveld. 0 1
' Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 . 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 52\ ' /0/
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.f -3
Historical Performance of Fimm's Project Management from database. * — 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of ux{:ﬂerstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inavative ideas proposed 1 ] - 10 /0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15mi] 2
16 to S0 mi. 1
51to150mij 0 /} 5 -
15110 500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2 .
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] --3
Weighted Total 0

HE

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)(ﬁ () M
’ Tite: DEEE)
Date: 1“3)”"0[[) :




Consultant Name: - ' :

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

AueRicar neutng

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

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 1, / 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than'3 mos. oldf -3 ) "
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database, * £ 15 ; 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * U 15 [/ 0
Qualitnyuc}_ggt scare on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
* Availability of more than adequate capacity that resultsin added value to INDOT, 1 20 . 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] -0 ' “24
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 unique expertise and resources identified]
. . 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 % . Lo
Expertise and resources at-appropriate level]. 0 : ﬁ /
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 . 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0 ;\ ‘/éj/
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient expenience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * — 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 } 10 ;0} 0
4 Basic understanding of the Project| 0 ~r
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi] 2 -
16 to 50 mi. 1 ,
Stwisom{ 0| /) | 5 0/0
15110500 mi} -1
Greater than 500mi}] -2 .
For 100% state funded ggrreements, non-Indiana firms.]- --3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted 1 otal

&0

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: Mﬂ Q‘{) X

N

Title: MQ

Date: [“’3}’0(‘;7 :
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _(g

Consultant Name: ' Servi

|Outstanding Agreement Disputeﬁ. - '
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 0 20 Q 0

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3 ‘

istorical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database| . * o 15 210
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ¥ 7) 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database] ~ * 10 {0
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
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

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
lyalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified is _
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 5/71\ ‘ A @
Expertise and resources at appropriate fevelf. 0} 1. /
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
'_ complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

<

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 . 5 00
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resumg’. 0 O{”L\ /é;
Experiénce in different type or lower complexity] - -1
Insufficient experience -3 :
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 I 10 .2 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project-understandingd -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘Within 15 i, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 )
51tc1SO0miy O 5 o 0
151 t0 500 mi| -1 C) 0
Greater than 500 mi. -2 .
For 100% state funded Egreemenm, non-Indiana firms.{ -3
Welghted Total 0
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. 70

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ?}}‘(ﬁp )Q'v 4
* ioes WP
Date: 1“8 ] ”’0[(37‘
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. (o

‘Consultant Name:

‘Services Description:
= . e el

. «

{sputes. ,

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| ~-3
Historical Performance.

. Timeliness score from performance databasef . * s 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database]  * i) 15 Vo
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from perfonmance database. o 10 ;0

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

Availability of more than adequate gapacity that results-in added value to INDOT, 1 } 20 . |~l 00
~ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] -0 DD
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 unique expertise and resources identified is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 L; , kg@ g
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, N R : /
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 0 ' : 9)
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database] - ¥ s 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ’ l : 10 /0/0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 '
Lack of project understandingy -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t 500mil -1
Greater than 500 mi{ -2 .
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| --3

Weighted Total 0

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: N{ﬁ(@ O/
- ‘
: Tite:_DECAA
Date: |31l




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ftem No. {o

Consultant Name:

Services Description:

"Borwe-

o oE i
. %%ﬁf L . % . wg‘ég S
QOutstanding Agreement Disputes.
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 . O 20 O 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old§ -3
Historical Performance. ‘
Timeliness score from performance database, o 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. U 15 o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
@%? Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Awvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT., 1 20 {0
Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule, 0 0 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 unique expertise and resources identified
. 15 1 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 |
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
et 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. z 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0 -
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1 3 ‘/{[5.
~Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * e 5 0
JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project 0 d
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
' Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
Sltol5Omij 0 5 . 0
151 t0 500 mig -1 "9\ /0
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Total

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ‘72((70 ,1
Title:
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. Q

utstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 @ 20 (/}/ 0
" Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3 ’
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database . * ~ I 15 ~10
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * {/ 15 . I0 / 0
Quality/Budgeét score on all INDOT work from performance database.| ~ * 10 {0

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

Avajlability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 ) 20 .QO[D
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 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 unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 5/7’{ 15 V
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 '
Insufficient expertise and/or resources., -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 N 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 {/ 0
_Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -5
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * o 5 0
4Understanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 :
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ‘ 10 ’ 0 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandingd -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0

151 to 500 mi -1
Greater than 500mi| -2 .
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3

Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. [00

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

Title: MQ’
Date: }_3’“0(0 -




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. (p_

Consultant Name:

Services Description:
i ,

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. )
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) --3
|Historical Performance. ,
‘ Timeliness score from performance database] = * . 15 ‘Yo ]
Quality/Budget score on similar work from ﬁerfonnancc database. * L/ 15 . 4o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. I ‘ 20 10
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 Q&
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 unique expertise and resources identified 15 10
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 O O
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
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 O O
Experience in different type or lower complexityd = -1
Insufficient experience| -3 ;
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ¥ — 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ) 10 / 0 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff {o office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150mi|] 0 . 5 0
151t0500mij -1 } 5
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. \g 5

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

’ Title:

Date:
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 | Item No. _écg_

Consultant Name: Services Description:

AR

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved apreement disputes > 3mos. oldj 0 O 20 Q 0

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy --3 :

Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database . * . 15 N O
Quality/Budget score on sirsilar work from performance database. * |, N Is . {1}\ 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0

Evaluation of the team's personnel ard equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that resultsin added value to INDOT.

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3

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

20 b\'o

O

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 \ 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 D O\
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
fnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
;omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 O ° ()\O
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1 -
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. S B 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposedy 1 O 10 O\)

Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of projec; understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi| 2
161050 mi| 1
51to 150 mif 0

5 \o
151t0 500 mi] -1 O O

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.

) 2
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: M}p ,4;}'{2 A
| i
7 Title: \\ﬁg}’)
Date: _|-23)-Olp
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _{Q

es Descri

Consultant Name: ' Servic
A L,

T P 3 s - - b

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. — , )
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 O 20 O 0

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3 ) '

| Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database} . * - 15 RE
Quality/Budget score on similar work from bgrformance database. * U 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database] ~ * 10 0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT} | ‘ 20 - 0
Adequate capacity 1o meet the schedule] 0 QD }
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3

Techuical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

. 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 L;l[ &f
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resums’, 0 O 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
[nsufficient experience -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * i 5 0
§ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 I 0 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 i, 0

151 to 500 mi. -1

) Greater than 500mi| -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’)é’p Q’\O A
N
. Tatle: b{l%{g’f
Date: 1”1:3!'0(9 :
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 | Item No. _4(2__

Zonsultant Name: Services Description
f %gu - w;«% - . 88 ghited
Outstarding Agreement Disputes. . .
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 . O 20 0 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3 i
Historical Performance. ‘ ]
Timeliness score from performance database . * 7~ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databage, * [ 15 tho
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluatjon of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 ] 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the'schedule] 0 Qf)}
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 unique expertise and resources identified is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 Q_\ % i
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 = }
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown.in resume’. 0 ‘9}’2 JO,
Experience in different type or lower complexity] = -1
Insufficient experience) -3 '
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * Benil 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time saviugs.
' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 ! 10 ; 0 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project-understanding.] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 1Smi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150 mi, 0 5 0
15110500mif -1 O 0
_ 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: B)\/DQ R 00
¢ ;

70

- Title:

Date: ]‘Z%J“‘D[g .
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. _&Q_

Consultant Name: Services Description

T g 2y

ement Disputes. . ;
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 . O 20 0 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3 )
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database] . * | o 15 10
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. Y 15 1{jo

Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 I 20 0

Adegquate capacity to meet the schedule, 0

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3

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

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 15 S0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 9_\ &)
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 B /
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown i resume’, 0 éA / O
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1 ;
Insufficient experience) -3 -
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * e 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High leve! of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High leve{ of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ‘ 10 } 0

Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

151 to 500 . -1

Greater than 500 mi] -2

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

O 5 O 0

Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. 70

’ )

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: {N{Qﬂkﬁ/}
s =7

Title: 58 v

Date: “73"0(() :
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. (¢

Consuitant Name: Services Description:

UL . . ; . le Ve
. , . i 2/ ng . - o
|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} ¢ D 20 O[ 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than'3 mos. oldj -~-3
Historical Performance. o
Timeliness score from performance database. ) 15 jo
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * L/ 15 I ] 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 10 {0
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 t 20 90}3
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified is 10
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 Q\ . 2@}
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
, Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
ciRating 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 & /0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * — 5 0
4 Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 p 10 /D 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project“understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16t050mif 1
5110 150mi| 0 D 5 .@/ 0
1510500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded ggreemems, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Total

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

Title:

no

Date: / 1@}*@[9




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

sonsultant Name: ' Services Description:
o

Quistanding Agreement Disputes. ‘
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 {) 20 O 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. oldf --3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * A 15 30
Qualxty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * L 15 o
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 [ 0
{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDOT, 1 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0 f 9
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 unique expertise and resources identified ‘ 1s
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 a 9[/
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
qaﬁgge 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 O
Experience in different type or lower complexity = -1
Insufficient experience -3
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * e 5 0
4Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 O 10 D 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project- understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16t050mi] 1
S1to150mil O 0 . 5 5 0
151 to SO0 mig -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
Date:

Weighted Totali

%@M

B0

18 Dlp




/Consultant Name: Services Description:

<

/

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

NTB

reement Disputes. '
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 O 20 O /O
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than'3 mos. oldf -3
cal Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 7 15 . ] 0
QualitY/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * {/ 15 Ljo
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 10 / 0
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valae to INDOT. 1 0 20 D 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 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 unique expertise and resources identified is 10
for req'd services for value added benefit, v v2 @ i[)
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources! -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
| complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 , 5 io
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 0 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management frorm database. * R— 5 0
1Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' « High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 / 0 0
) Basic understanding of the Project{ 0
Lack of project understanding,, -3
| Location of assigned staif to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
S1to1S0mi}] .0 0 5 @ 0
151t0 500 mij -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:
Date:

Weighted Total




KeEram

Selection Rating for REP- No. 05-02_, Item No. (¢

Services Description:

o

Consultant Name:

_ {Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ‘
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. oldy 0 0 20 Q 0
Ouistanding unresolved ‘agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf --3 )
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database} . * o b 15 1 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * L/ 15 . {0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 10 /0

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

Awvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 I 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 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 unique expertise and resources identified

. 15 40
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 Q\ ]
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 ]
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 9\ /Q
Experience in different type or lower camplexityd -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * — 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 62 - 10 :;E'}O

Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understanding, -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
S51to150mif .0 5 0
1510500 mil -1 0 @
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.f -3

Weighted Total [¢]

20

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: H’({}o f}«o ) A

Title: w{\‘?ff’?’ ,
Date: | "3}0—/3/(7




Michae] Bakec

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

Consuitant Name: Services Description:

OQutstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 . 0 20 0 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldjy --3 ’
1Historical Performance.
Ttmeliness score from performance database . * N 15 ﬁi 0
: Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * {/ 15 1o
: Quality/BL_dget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 [ 0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 20 . 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 1
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3

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

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 )
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 9\ 3{)f
Bxpertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 0
Experience in similar fype and complexity shown in resume’. 0 9\ }0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 :
Insufficient experience} -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ¥ e 5 0

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 ‘
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 9\ 10 QU
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2
16 to SO mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 } 5
o P |
151t0500mi] -1 |
Greater than 500mi| -2
For 100% state tunded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. 7b

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

Title: ?“f
pae: __J=3)-(o-
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No. /o

Consultant Name:

Services Description:
*}{1&

Fhgeons

Greater than 500mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| --3

{Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ;
/ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historjcal Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database] . * . 15 )0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database] ~ * t/ 15 Ui o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasef 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 20 0 / 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 0 a
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 '
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' ) Demonstrated experience in simi_iar type and complexity. 2 s \o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 O 0\
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience} -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * i 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 O 10 C) 0
Basic understanding of the Projectj 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 .
51to150mij .0 0 5 0}0
151to 500 mif -1 v

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: Mg

Weighted Total

A

’ Title: \QQQ

,c;j

N

Date: ""'3

j-




Hkior Exareering

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

Consultant Name: Services Description:
' 0 ( o - - . . F Weinl ig
. )
- OQutstanding Asreement Disputes. -

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 O 20 O/ 0

Outstandin_g_ unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} --3 :

Mistorical Performance. v

Timeliness score from performance database ~ * . i3 210
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * {/ 15 /o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits-in added value to INDOT. 20
Adeguate capacity 1o meet the schedule, 0

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

0

{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit 2 O 15 A 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexityd 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'| 0 O O
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * R 5 0

‘Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 } 10 i j 0
0

/

Basic understanding of the Project.

Lack of project understandingd -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative fo project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0

: 5 0
151 to 500 ny. -1 0 0

Greater than 500 mi. 2
o For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total

20

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: MQE)@/]

B Title:

Date: 1*3}-{‘)/0




(ALY Enuenpeded olessionels
Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _Q

.Consultant Name: Services Description:

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 O 20 0 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -~-3 :
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database . * L 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * {/ 15 . [LA0
QualityBudget score on ail INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0

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

Awailability of move than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 20 O 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, O
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

[Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified]

. 15 ] O
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 (Q\ g
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 )
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume". 0 (9\ [
Experience in different type or lower complexity.f -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * it 5 ' 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 O 10 0 0
: Basic understanding of the Projecty 0
Lack of project understanding -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi, 0

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 represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:Wg Q‘éQA
! Al
. Tite: NG

pae: )R] Dl

—




- RGAW (e

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

~Gonsultant Name: Services Description:
Caterory . Scori | scale[Seor V Weig)
. - o ;
Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
1 No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.} 0 O 20 @ 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] --3 :
Historical Performance. ‘ ‘
Timeliness score from performance database . * | o~ ] 15 RLN
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * '{j 15 U] 0
S : QualiW/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 to
i fw@é Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. I 20 1 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Technjcal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. »
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 O
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 . 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 S )
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
Insufficient experiencef - -3

Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * R 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ox time savings.
. High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 O 10 0 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandingj -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151t0500mi] -1 O O
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Weighted Total

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

N »
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: W{m/}_@ A

Tide PG

pate: __|=3]|-Ofp-




KW Prerrone

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

Consultant Name: 4 Services Description:
; i 2 Sk o

Outstandmg Agreement Disputes,

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 O 20 O\ 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf --3 :
Historical Performance,

- Timeliness score from performance database| . * 7 15 A0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from perfonnance database, * _8 15 o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database| . * 10 0
H{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
- Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1. ’ 20 A3 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient avajlable capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified T . :
. 15 0
" for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 9\ . %
Expertise and resources at appropriate leve], 0 "y
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Rating of Predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
I ' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 5 0
" ] Experience in sim;lar type and complexity shown in Tesume’, 0 ;\’ [0
L Experience in different type or lower complexity] .1 :
o Insufficient experience] <
Historical Performance of Fim's Project Management from database * e 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed:
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.
Basic understanding of the Project.

Lack of project understanding, 3

=Y FS IR
—_—
=
=

Location of assigned staff to office relatiye to project.

5 Within 15 mi. 2
e 16 to 50 mi. 1
, 31 to 150 mi. 0 o 5 O 0
151 t0 500 mi] - ‘ O
. Greater than 500 m;. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] .3
Weighted Total 0
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria, 70
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed ) ,/(iy A
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. L@

fConsul?ant Name: ' Services Descriptio

T

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,

9 O 2 &0

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
|Historical Performance. ‘
5 Timeliness score from performance database] . * N 15 \ 0
Quality/Budget score on sirnilar work from performance database. * {/ 15 . [#)jo
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database] * 10 0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results-in added value to INDOT,

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.

-3

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

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 9& 15 3 D 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 :
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. _
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 . 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 {9«\ }
Experience in different type or lower complexity] = -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Fim's Project Management from database, * e 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 7 =, 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project“understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51t0 150 mi, 0 — 5 0
151t0 S00migy -1 ! ““5}
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Weighted Total

7=y

) \
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %}‘(ﬁg M

Tite: N

Date: t*BI“O[p




U85 (kP

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. {p_

Consultant Name: Services Description:

o 8
greement Disputes. X ,
‘ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old: 0 C; 20 q 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes mote than 3 mos, oldj -3 ;
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database] . * 1 s )
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database|  * {/ 15 A0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 } 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 &[X
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technieal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 & X
Expertise and resources at appropriate level,| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 : 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 O ) 0
_ ‘Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experiencef -3 _
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * — 5 0
Understanding and Inpovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 )U 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 o 1 ,
Slto150mi| 0 . 5 0 0
151to 500 mi| -1 0 v
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms. -3
Welghted 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: N{Qg élp i

- Title:

Date: ""3 I‘”(j() :




