" (Continued from Page 1)

RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for item No. 13

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

Member 1 | Member 2 Weighted
Joseph Ronald | Member 3 |Member 4 Member 5| Scores
Consultants Jones Burcham |Nathan Frey] Name Name Total Ranking
Donohus & Associates 35) - 35 25 : 95 27
Earth Tech, Inc. 35 35 25 95 28
VS Engineering 35 35 25 95 29
HMB Professional Engineers, inc. 25 25 25 7% 30
Certified Engineering, Inc. 20] - 20 20 60 31
Clark Dietz, Inc. 20 20 20 60 32
Hanson Professional Services, Inc. 20 20! - 20 60 33
URS Corporation 20 20 20 60 34
Parsons 10 10 30 50 35
A&F Engineering Company, LLC 20 20 0 40 36
Bonar Group 10 10 20 40 37
HNTB 20 20 0 40 38
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Dougias, Inc. 20 20 0 40 39
United Consulting Engineers & Architects ) 20 20 0 40 40
GPD Associates 10 10 10 30 41
Major Engineering 10 10 0 20 42
Frost Engineering -5 -5 20 10 43
Quality Environmental Professionals, Inc. 0 0 0 0 44
Wilcox Professional Services LLC of Indiana 0 0 0 0 45
K&S Engineering 0 0 0 0 46




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: A&F Engineering Company, LLC Servnces Descrlptlon. PrOJect Development Services

Category S Scormg Cuteua : S : e Scale Score : Wexght Weighted -
Dis});ites o " |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘
S e No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, od] 0 0 20 0
S Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance . |Historical Performance. , _
S L Timeliness score from performance database — * 0 5 f 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0 *
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0 M

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

Avm]abnhty of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to I\‘DO[ 1 0 20 0
Adcquate cdpaaty to mwt the scheduh, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliver able. N
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropmate lcvel o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type : and complexity] 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexlty shown i resume’f )
Experience in dxffment type or lower complexxty 1
Insu fﬁcmn experience] -3 |
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcnt from database. * 0 S 0
- {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ngh level of understandmg and vxable movahve 1deas proposed 2 :
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, . i 10 10
Basic undcrstand of the Project, 0

Lack of pxo;ect understanding, -3

Location. . "0 | Lecation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15 n__u 2
61050mi] 1
SltoisOmi] 0 0 5 0

] 151{0500m1 -1
Gr eatcr than 500 mif 2

For 100% state fanded agreemcnts non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. s 2

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed- ,/Z'Ac/ 1 6}/

o )
Title“Consultant Servicé{i(/lanager

Date;  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.

A3

Consultant Name: A&F Engineering Company, LLC Services Description: Project Development Services

Citegory i Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
e Score -
Dispiités % Outstandmg Agre cement stputes
. : . No outstanding unrcsolvcd agrecment disputes > 3 mos. old. NO 0 20 0
e Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performiance - [Historical Performance. o I T
D Timeliness score fiom performance databasc; oo s 0o
Quality/Budget scorc on similar work from performance database]  * e 0 .
S Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0 o
Cdpacity of Team -|Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work : -
[T ] Avallablhty ofmorc than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, T 0 20 0
- _Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
RS Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. ~3
Team s ..~ JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dcmonstrated o value or efficiency to the geliverable, .
Quahltf‘ q;}tyong : Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
IR for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
D Insufficient expertise'an'd/br resources) -3
Project Manager IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S . complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
~ Demonstrated experience in similac t;r})c and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity, -1
' Insufficient experience) -3
S Historical Performance of Firmm: s Pri OJcct Management from database, * 0 N ]
Approachto ‘[Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
P.'"‘?jéé_t I ) High lcvel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
N " High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ] 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
RSPy Lack of project understanding -3
Location . . Location of assigned staff to office relative to pro ject.
T e Within 1Smi] 2
» 16 to 50 mit. 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
15110500 mif -1
. Greater than 500 i) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
) Weighted Tofat 20

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Date:

-

Title: Produciton Manager

1/31/2006




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

13

Consultant Name: A&F Engineering Company, LLC Servuces Descrlptlon. Prolect Development Services

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

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the ratin categories. Signed; / ..
2 81

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings

3

(‘atcgory Scorino (,nten ia Stalc Scm ¢ Weight W;zighte‘d
. ‘ ~ L l_ Score
stput,e_s . ()utstanding Agreement Disputes.
G ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.] 0 0 20 0
v v | Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance. ‘ » .
S o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance datababc. * 0 15 0
L ! Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Teatn [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do:Work
TR Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. i ] 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team s : |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstx ated value or efficiency to the deliverable. » R |
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropnate lcvel. 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources., -3
_ {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or k)wer complexnty -1
Insufﬁmcm experience] -3 ]
Historical Performance of Firm's Proj ect Managemcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. »
High level of undcxstandmg and vxabk, inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or v:able inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic \mders ilhg of thc Pro,;cct 0
Lack of pro;ect underc;tandmg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Wx(hm 15 m\, 2
16 10 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total

. U/{w Pe

)

Title: Program Manager

Date;

173172006




Consultant Name: American Consulting, Inc.

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

13

Serv:ces Descrnptlon. PI'OjeCt Development Serwces

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria i Seale Scm (3 Welghl Weighted
i v ’ _ Score
Dispiites Outstandmg Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
: . : Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance - JHistorical Performance. )
e Timeliness score from performance database. 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 2 10 20
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 0 20 0
Adcquatc capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable. B ) )
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertisc and resources at appropriate levelf 0
Tusufficient expertise and/or resources -3
{Project:Manager - [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
s 7 {complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
hpencnce in snmlar type and compluuty shown m resume’. 0
» Expcrzence in d\ffeu ent type or Iower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project \Aanagement from datzbase. * 0 S 0
Jnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of undcrstandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed, 1 1 10 Y
Bas\c understandmg of the Pro;cct T
Lack of project underslandmg,. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
' Within 15mif 2
16 10 50 mi| 1
51t0150mi] 0 0 5 0
151 0500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 wi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totai] 70

e '7 /3

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. &gneéww /”m/ ] 4/

oy

£

5 s

Titlg#Consultant Servicés Manager

Date:

1/27/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: American Consulting, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
L Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. |
o No outstandmg umcsolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. o]dt 0 0 20 0
T Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance istorical Performance.
C : T imelincss score from performance database. * 1.0 15 | 0
- - Quallty/Budgct score on similar work from pex formance database] ~* 2 15 30 I
e Quahty/Budgcl score ot all INDQT wark from performancc database] ¥ 2 10 20 .
Capsicity of Teamn to |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
do'Work - e .
' ) Avai lability of more than adequate capacity that rcsulls in added value to INDOT| 17 0 20 0
' o ' R equatc capacity 1o meet the schedule 0
I [nsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Teawi's | .| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a retevant added
Demonstrated 2 . [value or effi iciency to the deliverable.
Quahf‘ txons o Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified ) 5 i5
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertisc and resources at appropriate level. 0
A Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
. complexity, type, subs, documentatxon skills.
| ‘Demonstrated cxperience in similar type and complcxn.y 2 2 5 10 .
h‘(pmgz}_gg__]_n similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 .
' Experience in different type or \_vcr complcxlty -1
Sl Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0 i
Approath t6 Pioject {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
S A High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 ;
.I SRR : High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10
Sl . . Basic undcrstanding of the Project. 0
L e L : ' " Lackof project undcrstanding. -3 |
Location {Location ol assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ' o Within 15mi] 2 :
16t050mi] 1 ;
51 to 150 mi. ] 0 5 0
.......... 15110 500 mi] i
- Greater than 500 i 2 5
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 ]
Weighted Total 85

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

.,/”/ - (_
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating catcgories. Signed: < [J/ 4/ "

Title: Produciton Manager i

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _13

Consultant Name: American Consulting, Inc. Services Descnpt:on' Pro;ect Development Services
Category. : Scoring Criteria - : o Rt Scala Score Wexght Weighted
Disputes - ]Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
- : No outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes > 3 wos, old. 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved vagrecmem disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance.  |Historical Performance.
AT : Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2 15 30 *
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ® 2 10 20 M
. |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results | m added value 1o INDOT] 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacny to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
-2 {Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that vield a relevant added
“Hihvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. )
'/ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o I 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel.
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.
. Demonsty at«,d ‘experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 3 0
Expevience in similar type and complexity shown in vesume’, ]
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient g;bex fence -3
’ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Manag_ ment from database, * 0 5 ‘ 0
: ]Undel standing and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High Tevel of understandm;, and vxab!e movauve ideas proposed. T2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. I 0 10 Y
Basic undcx xtandmg of the Pro;oct. 0
l Lack of project understandmv -3
‘!Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within {5 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51t0 1S0mij 0O 0 3 0
151 to 300 mij -1
Greater than 500 wmi} 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 50

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: / M (o L() }/)Q

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2006
“ These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

k Consultant Name: ASA Engineering Consultants, Inc Servnces Descrnpt:on' PrOJect Development Services

Categorv Scormg, Cnte) ia ‘ : ) : L Scale Score Welght Welghted
S R : .l - Score
I)'isputes, : Outstandmg Agreement Disputes.
: o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos. old| 0 0 20 0
i e Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Performance. |Historical Performance.
Gl Timeliness score from performance database — * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * [ e 15
g Qualnty/Budgﬂecore on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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, i 0 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 umquc expertise and resources identified 0 5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at approprxate Ievd, 0
L Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
- |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
_|eomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar typé and complexity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’.
Experience in dxffcrem type or lower complexnly -1
Insufﬁcmnt experience} - -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;cct Mana&ement from database. * 0 5 0
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
- High level of undustaudmg and wable tnovative lglws proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed R 1 10 10
Basic undemtandmg of the Projectf 0
Lack of project undcrstandmg, -3
. {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
B Within 1Smi] 2
1610 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mig -l
Greater than 300 m1 -2
For 100% state funded agrcements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. /"'”) 4 )

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. ngncd\wf } "’ :’ £ %ww

'I‘itk:*/Consultant Servig’é's/ Manager

Date:  1/27/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No. _13

Consultant Name: ASA Engineering Consultants, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category

Scoring Criteria

Scale 1Score

Weight

Weighted
Score

Disputes

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unrcsolved agrcemeut dxsputcs >3 mos. o]d.

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.

20

0

Past Performance

Historical Performance,

" Timeliness score from performance dalabas&

- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasc.

Quainy/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database.

Capa'city.of Team
to do Work

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

) /\_Qgﬁ}abi]ity of more than adequate capacity thal resulls in added valie to“f"NDO'I_‘ |
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule,

20

Teant's
Demonstiated
Qualifications

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added

~-{value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expeztise and resources identificd
for req'd services for value added benefit,

Expertise and resources at appropriate level]

Insufficicnt expertise and/or resources.

Project Manager

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,

complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,

Demonstrated experience in !
Expenence in similar typc and complexity shown in resume’,

milar type and complexity.

Experience in different type or lower complexity] -

Insufficient experience.

" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Mamgemcnt Trom database]  * |

Ap‘pro‘éch ‘to

‘ Project

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/for 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.

Location

Location of assigned staif to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi.

16 10 50 mi,

51 to 150 mi.

151 o 500'}"{{{.

__Greater than 500 ml_

For 100% state funded agreemems, non-Indiana fioms.}

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Weighted Total

45

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No.

13

‘Consultant Name: ASA Engineering Consuiltants, Inc. Services Descrlptlon. Project Development Services

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

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scormg Critéria Scale Score T Welg,ht We\ight‘e’d
- . : -Score..
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
S No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
S Ouitstanding unresolved agrcement disputes more than 3 mos, old. -3
Past Performance  {Historical Performance,
Mg Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15 *
. Qual ny/Budqct 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 capacuy that results in added value to INDOT. : 9 0 20 0
Adequate capacny to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
+{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
:Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15
N , - 5 0
_ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropyi;dte level, 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
jeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
" Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' Imufﬁcwnt experienced -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcm from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
High level of understandxm and vxablc inovative ideas proposed, G2
High level of understandmg and:’or viable’ movatlvc ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
.ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
R Within 1S mif 2
16 1o 50 ni, 1
51 10 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
1510 300 mif -l
Greater than 300 mi. -2
L. . For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 "
Weighted Total 25

Title: Program Manager

Date:

/a/@/ &J’Itwpf

173172006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name. Beam, Longest and Neff Services Descnptnon. PrOJect Development Services
Category of8coring Criteria Scale Scox 3 Weight .Weig’ht,e,d.:é
: o ’ v i ) - Seore:
Dlsputes Vi Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o
L No oufstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old. 0 0 20 0
i . OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Pist Performance |Historical Performance. v
E . Timeliness score from peri formance datab'ase * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from perfonnance database * 2 135 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, ¥ 2 10 20
-{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 0 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. o
' Demonstrated unique experiise and resources identified

for req'd services for valu d benefit,

Expertise and resources at appropriate levcl 0

Insufficient ewemse andfor resources| -3
IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstiﬁfui ekperience in simiia type and comp]ex'ity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complcxuy 9hown inresume’) 0
Experience in dlffercnt type or lowur complex1ty -1
) Insuff' cient experienced -3

Historical Performance of Firm's Project } Management from database. * 0 5 0

inderstanding and Innovation that g gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

H1gh levcl of undexstandmg and viable iovative 1(}@:3 proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. N ] -3 10 -30

Basic understandmg of the Project. 0

Lack of project understandmg. -3

|Location of assigned staff to office refative to project.

Wlthm Bmij 2
16 050mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 b 0
151 to 500 ml. -l
Greater than 500mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non- Indiana firms) -3
Weighted Total 30
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria, e ”‘)
C ool AL ,,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. Signed:—- /"“’ ] Cf A S——

Title: féonsultant Services Manager

Date:  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: Beam, Longest and Neff Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
e . s Score
Disputes ‘|Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. ) }
: ' ... No outstanding unresolved ag nt disputes >3 mos.oldy 0 0 20 0
L o] Outstandmg unresolved agrccment dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performiance |Historical Performance,
: - Timeliness score from perfomiancc database, * 0 15 0
Qualny/Budgcx score on similar work from performance databasc]  * 2 1S 30
e Qua]xly/Budgel score on all ]NDOT work from performance database. ¥ 2 10 20
Capatity of Team ~|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work ‘
Avallabllllyof ‘more than adequate éépacitythat Tesults in added value fo INDOT, 1 0 20 0
T Rdequate capacity to meel fhe schedule 0
R Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule,
Tear's .. :JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated - fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 is 0
ST for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
e Insufficient cxpertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: - Ijeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
: Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10
~ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’
Experience in different type or lower complexity.
e Insufficient experience.
R Historical Performance of Firmts Project Managcment from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to .:|Understanding and Innovation that gives I} INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Praject q High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
. C High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposcd. 1 -3 10 -30
: S Basic understanding of the Project] 0
e  Lackof project understanding] -3
Lotation _.JL.ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
v . Within 15 mi. 2
16050mif 1
) ST 0 5 0
T 15110500mif -1
] Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to detcrmine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categorics. Signed: ¢/2/ f/,,{:_/
P Juag g categs

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Consultant Name: Beam, Longest and Neff

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelings for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division retings

Category “I8coring Criteria. Scale [Score L Weight: | -Weighted
‘ _— S i ‘Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. »
5 No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,| 0 0 20 0
> Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance . [Historical Performance.
o o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 {5 0
Quality/Budget score on smnlm work from performance database. ¥ 2 15 30
. Quahty/Bud%t score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 2 10 20
n_{LEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avaiiability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT] 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to mwt the achedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficieney to the deliverable. _ v ‘
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
S Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
‘IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
B Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity,] 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
‘ Insufficient experience] -3 )
Historical Performance of Fin's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
. {Understanding and Innovation that gives Ii INDOT cost and/or time savings. B
! High level of understandmo and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understandmg and/or vxable m(wauve ideas proposed ] 0 10 0
B_asm understandmg of the Pro;ect 0
Lack of project undevstandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o o .
R - Within 15mif 2
16t050mif 1
5110 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110 500 miig -1
Greater than 500 nn -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 50

@&//&/éq e

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

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1/31/06




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: Bernardin, Lochmueller&Assoc1ates Serv:ces Descnptlon' Project Development Services

(‘ategon v Scoring Criteria btale bcox e Welght Weighted -
Score
Disputes : Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
B S Ne outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos.oldd 0 0 20 0
; Outstanding unresolved agreement dlspmes more than 3 mos. old| -3
|Historical Performance. ] .
Timeliness score from performance database, X 0 1S 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from per formance databﬂsc. * 1 15 15 N
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performanw database. * 1 10 10 *
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Availability of move than adequate capacity that results in added vaine to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedulef 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schednle, -3
] : Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable. o ) o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
_ forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
prcrnse and resources at appropriate Tevel, 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.
Dexﬁgpslrated experience in similar type and complexity. ) 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
‘ Insufﬂcamt experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Management from database, * 0 S Q
Understanding and Innovation that gives IN| DOT cost and/or time savmgs
High level of undcxstandmg and viable i movatwu ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movauve 1deas proposed] 1 l 10 10
Basic undez standmg of the Pxo;ect ' 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Wlthm 5my 2
16 t0 50 i, 1
Slw 15() mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mt, -1
Greater than s00mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total a5
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 ating categories. ngncd "“““”“’f? J 1 C/ \“ /‘?" e it

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title/

¢ Consultant Servigés Manager

Date:

112772008




Consultant Name: Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates Services Description: Project Development Services

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No.

13

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Divislon ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Seale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o )
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| o 0 20 0
. L Outstanding unresolved ag?ecmcnt disputes morc than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance. ]
. o T imcliness score from performance database o ' 15 0
' Quahty/Budgct Score on similar work from performance database. * 15 15
L L leallly/BLdgct score on all INDOT waork from performance database. * 10 10
Capacity'of Teaitr {Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work . .
' Ava:lablhly of morc than adequate capacxty that results in added valug to IND 1 0 20 0
- Adequate capacily to meet the schedule. .0 N
LRI ) Insufficient available capacily to meet the schedute] -3
Team's ... . . [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Denionstrated - - :|value or cfficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications . . Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
T for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise aud resources at appropriate level, 0
e Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Projéct Manager  |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and comiplexity shown in resume', 0
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
_______ Insufficient cxperiencef -3 e
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approsch to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
e » High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.] 1 ] 10 10
. 3 Basic understanding of the Project. 0
ERRECE - Lack of project understanding] -3
Lotation . |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
EEEEC TR Within 15 mi' 2
' o 16t050mi] 1
‘ Slolsmy o ) 0 3 0
15110500 mif -
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 45

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




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

13

Consultant Name. Bernardin, Lochmueller&Assomates Servuces Descnpt:on' Project Development Services

Category Sconno 'Cnterla J Scale Score. LWeIght : ‘Wexghted
i Outstanding Agreemcnt Disputes. ,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance databam * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Qualny/Budgct score on all INDO'T work from performance database. * 1 10 10
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added vilue to INDOT o 0 20 0
Adeq uatgggpauty 1o meet the schcdule 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. B 1
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate lovel. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
“complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type 2 and coxhplcxity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexuy shown in resume’, 0
Experience in dlffercnt type or lower complex1ty -1
Insufncxcm experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's PleLCt Manaéement from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed:f © 2
High level of understanding and/or wable inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basm understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project underetandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. i
‘ Within 1) m: 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
Slto150mif O 0 5 0
o AS10500mi) -
Greatcr than § 00 xm -2
For 100% state funded agreumenm non-Indiana fims] -3
Weighted Total] 25

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

| ot or

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

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/81/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 13

Consuitant Name: Bonar Group Services Descrlptlon' PrOJect Development Servuces

Category - /|Seoving Criteria . : i ; | Scale Score . Welght I Welghted

Disputes .- - jOutstanding Agreement Disputes. ) )
Lo No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
- |Historicat Performance, . 1
Timeliness scove from performance databasef * | 0 5 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 0 oI5 0
Quality/Budget score on alt INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0

ol 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 1\‘1)0‘1. o 0 20 0
o Adequatc capac1ty to meet the schcdulc. 0
A 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 identificd 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
prerme and resources at appropriate level 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Dcmomtrated experience in sxmllar type and compk.mty 2 0 s 0
Experience in similar type and complexuy shown in resume’, 0
Experience in dlifm.m type or lower complemty -l
Tnsufﬁmem experienced -3 ) ]
Historical Performance of Firm' s Project Managemem from database. * Q 5 0

Jtct ‘nderstanding and Innovation that gives I INDOT cost and/or time savings.

1~I1gh level of understandmg and vxable inov; auvc 1dcas proposed 2
IS hgh lwz,l of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas pxoposed 1 i 10 10
BdSlL understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project undcxstandmg -3

“|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
W:thm 15 m: 2
16 10 50 mi, 1
0

Slto150mif 0 5 0
151t 500 mi) -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded gruemems, von-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. y /} -
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. ngllem o f / ’, A i

Ti‘t,lc/: Constitant Se"r://ices Manager

Date:  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Gentral Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: Bonar Group

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
R o Score
Dispiites 1Outstanding Agr cement Disputes. )
: . No outstanding g1 ccmcnl disputes > 3 mos o]d: 0 0 20 0
R Omslandmg unresolved a Jrcelncllt dlspulcs more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Performance {Historical Performance, s N
. : T 1mclmcss score from performance database, * 0 15 .0
Qualxty/Budﬂct score on similar work from performance databasc, [ o s 0 *
Lo : Quality/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0 *
Capac:ty ofTeam to Evaiuation of the team’s personnel and equipent to perform the project on time.
do’ Work _
q pacity that results in added valte to INDOT| | 0 20 0
Adequate capacity 1o meet he schodule, 0
: Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
-} Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
:Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverabie.
il Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o i5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
- Expertise and resources at appropriate Tevel. g
L L Insufficient expertise and/or TESOUrces. 3
Project Manager . . |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o |complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
‘ Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in s_xml_l?_t_"_t_mg and complexuy shown in resnme’, o
Expcrience in different type or Jower complexity. -1
' Insufficient experience] -3
DAY Historical Porformance of Tirm's Project Mavagement from database, * 0 S 0
Approach to Project|Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ST Higlh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
e ) Lack of project understanding -3
Location . jLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
s iy e Within 15mi| 2
e ettt 10to50miy |
""" 5tolsomif o | 0 5 0
.... 151 to 500 mi. -1
) Greater than S00 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

2o

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




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

:Consultant Name: Bonar Group

13

Servnces Descrlptlon' Pro;ect Development Services

Category- = =~ Scoring Criteria Scale Score : Wught ‘Weighted
Loia e fe o J Seore
Disputes . Outstanding Agreement Disputes. IR
; : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance. )
Timeliness score i om performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/ Budg_,ct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
am to Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that rusults in added value to INDOT. 1 { 20 20
Adequate capacity to mect the schcdule. 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 0 15 0
for req'd sevvices for value added benefit| 2 ‘
bxpex tise and FCSOUrces at appropriate lwc.l. 0
: I nsufhcn,m expertise and/or resources., -3
ProjectManager  [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
i . complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
I)emonstratcd experience in similar type and complexxty 2 0 5 o
Experience in sxmxlar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Expeneuw in different type or lower complc,xny, -1
 Insuff hucnt experienced -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro; oot Management from database. * 0 5 0
_;ect Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High Tevel of understandmg and v:able inovative ideas pro oposod. 2
High level of undet slandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposedi} 1 0 10 0
Basic undcrstandmg of' the Pro;ect, 0
Lack of project xmdmtandmg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
’ Within 15 mi} 2
16t050mif 1
Sl 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 10500 mif -}
Greater than 500 mijy 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: f(/ 5{ [(/ ,{ p(

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: Burgess & Niple, Inc. Servnces Descrlptlon. Project Development Services
Category -~ Scoring Criteria o : L ; ] Sealé Score Wexght Weighted .
Digpiates = * - AOutstanding Agreement Disputes. }
S No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
e : Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance . |Historical Performance. ‘
' L Timeliness score from perfonnancc database ok 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on mmnlar work from performance database. o 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrfonnancc database, * 1 10 10
JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in a(}degi value 10 INDOT] 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to vmé(;:’tv_th»c schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
| Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. - 1 _
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
prc.msc and resources ata ggopr:ate level ‘
Insufficient expertise andfor resources] -3
- |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
jeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Dc,monsuated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 s 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, -0
Experience in different type or lower complcxxty !
Insufficient experience -3 _
: Historical Performance of Firm's I’roject Managcment from database. * 0 5 0
' Undemandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ior time savings, )
High level of understdndmg and vxable movatxve ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movatxve ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
" Basic understandmg of the Project. 4_0
Lack of project undcmtandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to oftice relative to project. ]
) Within 15 mif 2
16to 501111 1
511w 150 my 0 0 5 0
15110 SOOmx -1
Greater than 500 mi, o2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 48

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

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

Sy e
Title: Consultant Services Manager

Date:  1/27/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: Burgess & Niple, Inc.

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
; Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No ouls(andmo unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
L Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance {Historical Performance. e
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Qualxty/Budgct score on similar work from performance databasc * m 15 15
L e Qnallly/Budact score on all INDOT work {rom performance database. * 1 10 10
Capatcity of Team |Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
to do'Work = o
o /\vallablhty of more than adequatc camcny that results in added_ value to INDOT| 17 ] 20 20
Adcquate capacity to meet the schedute] 0
R “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedue. -3
Teawi's - |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dempristrated .- -Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications .- - Demonstrated unique cxpertise and resources identified 0 15 0
' s for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
Expertise and resources at approptiate level. 0
RN Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated expcrlcncc in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
_______ Expenence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
} .. Experience in different type or jower complexityd -1
_______ ' ' BN Insufficient experience -3 .
i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to ‘JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas propo‘séén. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project| 0
; Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, )
; e Within 1Smi| 2
' Tlet0s0mif 1
5110 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
o 15110500miy -1
' Greater than 500 _1_‘1_11’. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total 65

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. Signed:
P y juag g 8 g

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: Burgess & Niple, Inc. Servxces Descnptlon' PrOJect Development Services
Category - ¢ Seormg Criteria T o Lo Lo Scale Score Wexght jWeig’htc‘d.,
Lo G e * i 1 Score

i G g g

: Outstandmf, Agreement Disputes.
: No outstanding unresolvcd agreement disputes > 3 mos. od) o 0 20 0
o : . Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old} -3
Past Performance  [Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Qualny/Budgu score on similar work from performance database. X 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 1o INDOT. 1 0 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. T — |
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate levd
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 cbmplexity 2 0 5 0
Fxpenencc, in similar type. and complexity shown in resume’, 0
F xperience in dx ffcreut type or lower complextty -1
Insuff' cient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings.
High Tevel of under: standmo and vxabie movatwc. ideas proposed 2
High level of understandmg and/or vxable inovative ideas proposed. T » 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandm« -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Wxthm 15mif 2
16 to 50 . i
0

5110150 mif 0 5 0
151to>00m1.” -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non- Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

g
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: aUc: Qj’! (,() / {)

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13
Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman & Seufert Services Descrlptlon- PrOJect Development Services
Category Scormg Cnterla : i Scale Score
Disp‘u'tes i Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o
s : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
: : Outstanding unresolved agreement disputces more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past:Performance  {Historical Performance.
L Timeliness score from performance databasc. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance dambaseA -® 1 1S 15
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 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 0 20 0
Adaquate capacity | to meet the 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 umque premse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
. |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- {complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Dem(_n_;stré@d_ experience in similar type anﬁi ‘comp)lé‘):{i‘ty’. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
' Insutfi icient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project \/Ianagcment from database. * 0 5 0
- {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT nd/or time savings. S
ngh level of undcrstandmg g 3 movatwe ideas propoxed. 2
High level of understanding aud/or v1ab1c inovative ideas proposedd - 1 1 10 10
Basxc understandmg of the Pro; ect] 0
Lack of project undcrstandmg. -3
cation of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Wlthm 15 mi. 2
1610 50 mi. 1
S1to 150 mi. 0 0 S 0
15110500mif -1
G eater than S00mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

{ R A
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Si gne‘demwv/fz;/ L] il

Weighted Total

45

T itlef'{:onsultant Sedfices Manager

Date:

1/27/2008




Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman & Seufert

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Produciton Manager

* These ralings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreeiment dlspute 0 0 20 0
Oulstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance. }
o Tlmclmcss score from performance database, * 0
Quallty/Budgcl scorc on similar work from performance database.]  * 1 5
L i Qu'lhty/Budgel score on all INDOT work from performancc (atabase. * 10
Capacity of Team |Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than'_'j;ﬁequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 '_ 0 20 0
) Adequate capacily to meet the schedule] 0
) Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deinonstrated value or cfficiency to the deliverable.
Q’ua_li'f'ications ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified i 15 15
T for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
.: L Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Expggggﬁg in similar type and complexity shown in resumme’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,| -1
i Insufficient experience] -3
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemem from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of undcrstandma and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 1 10 10
__________ Basic understanding of the Project 0
' Lack of project understandingd -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
i Within 15 mi. 2
""""""" 161050mif 1
""" 5ito150mif 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mi. ool
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firns| -3
Weighted Total 60

1/31/2008




Selection Rating for RFP= No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman & Seufert Servxces Descnptlon' PrOJect Development Services
Category - |Scoring Criteria , : Dol L) Seate fScore Welght Weighted:
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old] 0 0 20 0
i - Ouistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
t Performance | Historical Performance. o o
’ Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15 *
Quamy/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 l\’DO T. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedunled -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“value or efficiency to the deliverable. ‘
| Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified, 1 5 15
for req'd services for value added benefity 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient cxpert|se andfor resources] -3
" |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Dcmonstrawd experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity %hown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lowcr compluuty. -1
Tnsufficient experience -3
: i Historical Performance of Firm’s Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
proachto _,-]Undel standing and Innovation that gives 11 INDOT tost and/or time savings.
: ‘ ngh level of undemtandmg and viable movative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or vnable inovative ideas proposed, _l“‘ ‘ 0 10 0
Basic unders(andmg o[' the Project{ - 0
Lack of project un(lcrstandmg -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
‘ ' Within 15mi] 2
16t050mi] 1
*Sit0150mif 0 1 5 5
1S110500mi| -1
) Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
- Weighted Total 65

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria.

‘The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /&Q[%« K(.) ,4} { / PC’/

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: Certified Engineering, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. ; Scove " :
Disputes {Outstanding Agreentent Disputes.
i . No outslandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes >3 mos. old. 0 ¢ 20 0
L Oulstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) -3
Past Performance  jHistorieal Performance, }
: Timeliness score from performance database.| ~ *
Quahty/Budgct score ot similar work from performance database|  *
G Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. *
Capacity of Téam to|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
" Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vatue to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
Cmmmmmm——— Adequate capacity to meet the scheduled
e ) Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Teamy's - - Technieal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deriignistrateéd - | value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qu‘a'lji_ﬁc:iﬁdhs . K Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
S for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
__Expertise and resources at appropl'{ate level, o
L B Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexxty, (ype, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexny. 2 2 5 10
... Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3 ) —
S FHistorical Performance of Firmy's Project Management from database. * 0 S 0
Apiproach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Projéct - ' chh Tevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High Ievel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 i 10 10
Basic understanding of the Projecty 0
L - ' Lack of project undezstanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' B Within 1Smi] 2
''''' 16 to 50 mi, I
5110150mi| 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi] -1
' Greater than 500 i -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings

-

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1131/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. _13

Consultant Name: Certified Engineering, Inc. Services Descriptlon‘ Pro;ect Development Services
Category . 18¢oring Criteria il , Seale score : Wught : ‘Weigmeﬁd‘«
« - . Score
Disputes:: Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
SRR No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos. old| 0 0 20 0
e : Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Performance  |Historical Performance. »
L Timeliness score from performance database.  * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database — * 0 15 0
e Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capatity of Team to|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
doWork
geR Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 I 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3

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

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 0 13 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstratcd experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complcxxly shown in resume’
Experience in chtimqu”lypu or Iowu complexity -1
Inqufi“ icient experience] -3 | o }
Historical Performance of Firm's Project ) \/Ianag_cmcnt from database. * 0 3 O
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of undﬁrsmndmg and viable inovative ideas pmpo%d. 2
_ High level of understanding and/or v1able inovative 1de'1$ proposed. 1 0 10 0
' Bamc undemandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, o
Within 15 mi, 2
16t 50mif 1
5110 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mif -1
Greater than S00mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % }d J AU // (
A7

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



' Consultant Name: Certified Engineering, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No.

13

Serwces Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this REP o determine the scale eriteria.

.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signelt- 7.

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria “Seale:|Score Wexght chghted
Lo et ; Score.
Disputes - |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
e ' ' No outstanding unresolved agreement dispuies >3mos.old| 0 0 20 0
Outst(mdmg unresolved agrecment disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance. o ! )
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from pecformance databasu. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrfox mance database, * 0 10 0
/ Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
do Work
: Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 0 INDO’L 1 0 20 0
Adequatc capacxty 10 mect lhu schedule 0
: Insafficient available capacity 1o meet the schedule, -3
- | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable. N B
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate lwd. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Lomplemy, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complextty. 2 9 5 10
Mpencncc in smular type and complemty shown inresumel 0
}:xpcrxcncc in different type or lowex compkxuy. -]
- Insuihcwnt experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's PmJect Mandgcment from database. # 0 5 0
| Inderstanding and Innovation that g gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ihgh levcl of undemandmg and e in ‘ : 2
High level of undcmtandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposedd. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project{ 0
Lack of project unde;standmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
‘Within 15 mi. 2
16toS0miy 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to SO0 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
ighted Total 20

Title? Consuitant Seﬂices Manager

Dates

1/27/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 13

“Consultant Name. Clark Dietz, Inc.

Servnces Descnptlon. Project Development Services

Category” “IScoring Criteria e : | “Seale |Score ‘Weight | Weighted:
; e S » Score
Disputes . Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) ) )
- : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. oldj 0 0 20 0
; s Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
rformance. . {Historical Performance. )
- Timeliness score ﬁom performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Gl b Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from per formance database, * Q 10 0
Capacity of Team  [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
to:do Work :
£ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vatue to INDOT) 1 0 20 0
Adcqudto capacuy to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule) -3
Team!s. ..o Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
) - value or efficiency to the deliverable. ‘
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 o
for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2 o
Expertise and resources at appropy 1ate levd 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 ckpel jence iii similar type and comp]exity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and compkmy shown in resume’y
hxpcnence in d:ffex ent type or lower comp]exnty. -1
Insu fﬁcwm experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Proyect ’\/Ianagement from database. * 0 5 Q
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings.
High level of understandmg and vxab]u inovative ideas pmpo:,ed 2
High level of understanding andlor vxahlo inovative ideas proposed] - 1 . v _‘ 1 10 10
Basu, mxderstandmg of the Project] 0 '
Lack of project understandingf -3
fLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi) 2
16 0 50 mi. 1
51 to ] SO i, 0 0 5 0
1500500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
o For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3
Weighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. / ""'””) # ;’

¢
4

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. btgned e /(/ vy,

d, -

Title: 'gonsultant Service$ Manager

Date:  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Consultant Name: Clark Dietz, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , [tem No. 13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstand resolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved ggrcemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance {Historical Performance.
' ' ) Timeliness score from performance database, * 0
n similar work fron e
] 1INDOT work from p * 0
Capacity of Team |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment te perform the project on time.
todo Work
1}\'a_i'labilily of more than adequate capamtythatrcsuhsmﬂddcd value to INDOT} 1 0 20 0
. Adcquate capacity“t'a meet the schedule.| b
L : Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Teani’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Detnonstratéd - :jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable, o
Qualifications ) Denonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
R for req'd services for value added benefit. z
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
L Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: expericnce in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
""""" Demonstrated experience in similar 1ypé'~z{{{5"€(")‘i;1p]exily. 2 5 s 16
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resame’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
_____ Insufficient éxjoérie;lce: -3 -
- Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database]  * 0 ) 0
Approachto - Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
.Pl‘ oject High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
o Basic understanding of the Project} 0
” Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
B . Within IS mif 2
B ) B 16 10 50 i, 1
Sltols0mi] 0 | 0 5 0
151 t0 500mi| -1
Greater than 500 i]).i: 2
For 100% statc 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 consu

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

-
2 >
ltant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: G =

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Consultant Name: Clark Dietz, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No.

Servnces Descnptlon PrOJect Development Servnces

13

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

.
4

/j\//d/» (3\} < Ay n

Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score Welght Wenghtcd
G Gl v o \_«‘ : Score -
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. oldf 0 0 20 0
o ; Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Perforn Historical Performance.
i hmchncss score from pertormancc database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on sxmxlar work from performance database * 0 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 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 20
Adequate »apacuy to mest the schedulc, 0
: Insufficient available capacity to raeet the schedule] -3
‘Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the defiverable. ) N
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
I’;’x;ienise and resources at appropriate level] 0
= i Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager - [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o . complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
| ' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 3 0
Pxpcmncc in similar type and complexny shown in resume’, 0
Expem,nce in different type or lower complexlty el
lnsumcxent experience] -3 v
Historical Perfonmance of Firm's Pr(uect \/Ianag,unent from database. * 0 5 0
JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
High level of understandmg and viable i movanve ideas propased 2
ngh levcl of understanding and/or viable i movalwe 1deas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basxc understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project undcrstandmg_; -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
' Within 15 mif 2
16w 50 mi, 1
31t 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
lSltoSOOmx -l
(;reatcr than 5()0 m1 -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana finms. -3
Weighted Total 20

A

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 13

Consultant Name: Congdon Englneermg Associates, Inc. Servnces Descr:ptnon' Project Development Services

(‘ategory Scoring ¢ Cx iteria: o : e : : Scale SLOI'(. Welg,ht chghted
; J : ' e s : L , “Scorer
l_)xs'putes : it O‘utstanding Agreement Disputes.
‘ ; No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
¢’ [Historical Performance. _ ‘
Timeliness score from performance dambasc o 0 15 0
~ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance dalabase * ol 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDO” T work from periormancc database, * I 10 10
Ivaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adeqxiate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. ! 0 20 0
o Adequate capacity to meet the echcdule 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. N
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
Expt;:ﬁ_ise and resources at appropriate lev 0
Insufficient expertise andfor 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 complexiiy 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
I'xpenencc in different type or lower complexlty' -1
Insufhcxem experience] -3 1
Historical Performance of Firm's Project \/Ianagunem from database. * 0 5 0
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, |
High Jevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understandmg and/or vmble movauve 1deas  proposed. ‘ 1 1 10 10
Baslc understandmg of the Project 0
Lack of project understandmg‘ -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Wﬂhln 15 m1 2
16 to 50 miyf 1
5110 150 mif 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 300 mi{ -2
For 100% state funded agreemc,nts non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria. . ) )

¢/ (_
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signeds...., 4. ‘/ ? 4 ““ ~~~~~ i

L
Title: Consultant Services Manager

Date:  1/27/2008

“ These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings




Consultant Name: Congdon Engineering Assaciates, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No.

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Produciton Manager

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
s : “Score”
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
e No outstanding unr d agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
e Oulslandmg unresolved agreenent disputes more than 3 mos, old] 3T
Past Performance JHistorical Performance,
PN - . Tinseliness score from performance database. 15 o
o Quahty/Budact scorc on similar work from performance database ~ * 15 15
R ' Qua]zly/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance databasc. * 10 10
Capatity 6f Team ‘JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work - ‘ o
[ " Avai fability bf fhore_than adequate capacily that results in added value to INDOT.| 1 20 0
N Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
X ' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated - value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quahrcatlons " Demonstrated unique expertisc and resources identified 15 o
for reg'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel, 0
e *Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
compIexutv, type, subs, (locumemat:on skllls
Demonstrated expencncc in similar type and complexity. 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown inresume’] 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' Insufficient experience] -3 ~ o
P Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0
Appr' ¢h'to ‘[Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
.Pro;ect ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,|
s . High Tevel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 10 10
B Basic understanding of the Project] 0
R Lack of project undcrstanding -3
Location Laocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
) Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
........ STt 150mi} 0 5 0
_______ 150 10500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 . -2
For 100% state funded agreernents, non-Jndjana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: Congdon Engineering Assomates lnc Servnces Descr:ptnon' Project Development Services

Scoring Crlterla BER Er e S Scale Score Wexg,ht Welghted
GoEhan e e Score”
. Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. oldf 0 0 20 0
L Qutstanding unresolved agrcunuu disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance.
g Timeliness score from 1;¢rfox mance database o 0 s 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from pcrfqrmanu, dat@b@_s_g * 1 15 15
L : Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from berformance database. * ! 10 10
Capacity of Team. |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vatue to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available éapacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. N -
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expem% and resources at appropriate levol 0
i Insufficient uxpcmse and/or resources) -3
t Managér [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
L - jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
| Demonstrated experience in similar type and cumplexxty. 2 0 5 0
. Experience in similar type and complexxty shown in resume’, 0
: Experience in dlfferem type or lowcr uomplexuy -1
L _ Insufficient experiencef -3 _ »
: . Historical Performance of Firmt's Project Managemem from database. * 0 S 0
hrone Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
" 0] Ihgh level of undurstandmg and v1able movauve ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or vxablc inovative ideas proposed] 1 0 10 -0
c understandmg of the Pchct. 0
Lack of project underslandmf; -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 135 mi. 2
1610 50mif 1
510 150mi) O 0 5 0
151 to 300m1. -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2 ‘
L. For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: A/(L sa {,U . /éq 6’7 C"’//
R

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: Corradino, LLC Serwces Descnptlon' Project Development Services
Category #Scoring Criteria R _ Gt e Seale Scm ¢ Welght ~Weighted::
R o : L S & : Score
Disputes- - ~1Outstanding Agreement Disputes. )
L No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 v 0 20 0
ey Outstandling unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Performance Historical Performance. o
T nnelmess score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databaso. K _ 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 valueto INDOTS 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schcdule. 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, _ ) ) o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
premqe and resources at appropriate lwcl -0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
er. [Rating of predicted abitity to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in dlfferent type or lower wmplexnyA -l
Insufﬁctent experience] -3 |
Historical Performance of Firny's Project } \/Ianat,emem from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and [nnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High Tevel of undustandmg and viable inovative cas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed. 1 11 10 10
v Basic undustandmg of thc  Project. O_
Lack of project underslmdmo -3
Location of assigned statf to office relative to preject.
Within 15 mi, 2
161050mi| 1.
Slto150mil 0 0 s 0
151 to 50 -1
Gr e'ltcr than 500mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non- Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this RFP 1o determine the scale criteria. /)
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe& i 712 L e

7 v
Title/ Consullant Services Manager

Date:  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: Corradino, LLC Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
e : Score
Disputes |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. § o
‘ No oy_‘t._s._t;__lndiﬁg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, .0 Y 20 0
L Outstandiilg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance ‘|Historical Performance. .
- Timelincss score from performance database]  * o 15 ' 0
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * ) 1 15 15 *
S Quahly/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10 N
Capiacity of Teain |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to' do Work
: Avaitability of‘ more than adequatc capacity that rcsulls in added value to INDOT. ] 0 20 0
. Adequate capac:ly to mecet the schedule, 0
: " Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
-JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
i " “value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qud ﬁcatiohs-' iy Denionstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
: T for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
R Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: _jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skitls.
S ) ’ _ Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3 s
T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * Q 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innavation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
qp roject S High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed} 2
: Lo High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. ¢
I, Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- . e Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
5110 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
15]10500mx -1
... Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fitms| -3
Weighted Total' 45

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

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

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name: Corradino, LLC Services Descrupt:on' Project Development Servuces
Category, . |Scoring Criteria _ . e | Seale:. Score Wexg,ht | Weiglited,
T : e : - G o i s A uScore
“1Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old) 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance. ‘
Timeliness score from pcrfommnce databasey * | 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on smnlar wonk from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Cvaluation 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 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable. v o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd sexvices for vatue added benefit] 2
Expertise and Tesources 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 skitls.
Demonstrated experience in smnlar typu and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and con1plex1ty shown in resume’, 0
Experience in dxfferent type or Iower comp!cxny -1
Insufﬁment experience] -3 _
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database]  * 0 ) 0
: nderstandmg and Innovation that gwcs IVDOT cost and/or mne savmgs.
ngh level of undexstandmg and vxable movanve ideas pfoposed 2
High level of understanding and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposedif i : ' 0 10 0
Basxc understandmj, of !he Project] 0
Lack of project undcxs(andmg -3
Location of assigned statf to office relative to project. )
Within 15 mi. 2
161050miy 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 toSOOrm -1
Gr eater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 n
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP 1o determine the scale criteria
-
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /( Jl é(,, Ly Féf
7 / P J

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. _13

Consultant Name: CrossRoad Englneers PC Servnces Descriptlon PrOJect Development Services
Category Scormg Cnterm : : : S ky Scale Score : Welght ‘Weighted
y e Lo - - Seore
Disputes Hah Outstandiug Agrecment Disputes.
o ; No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos oldf © 0 20 0
2% Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. old| -3
ce - |Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 o
Quality/Budget score on sxmxlar work fromperformance database. ¥ 1 15 15 M
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10 *
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Availability of more than adequate capacnty that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adcquate capauty to meet the schululr, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable, ) o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified! 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate fevel, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience i similar type and cbi'riékxity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’y 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3 _ »
Historjcal Performance of Firm's Project Managumt.m from database. * 0 S 0
|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of undcrstandmg and viable movanve ideas proposed 2
High level of "understanding and/or vmb]e inovative 1deas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understandmg of the Pro;ec.t. 0
{ack of project undcrs{andmg -3
-ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. ] 1
Within1Smiy 2
16 10 50 mi, 1
5110150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 10500m1 -1
- Greater than 500 mif -2
i e For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3
Weighted Total 45

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

p 7
Tifle: Consultant Servigés Manager

Date:  1/27/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers, PC

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidetines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement es,
' ststanding unresolved agrcemcnt d putcs >3 mos. o]d .0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unrcsolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Pérformance [Mistorical Performance. -
'l lmc]mcss score from pcrformancc database. e 15 0
Quality/Budget scorc on similar work from performance database, ok 15 15
R Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 10 10
Capacity of Team [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work
_ Avallabnhty of more than adequate capacny that results i in adde(l value to INDOT] 1 0 20 0
B Adequate capacuy 10 meet the schedule; vO
o . Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3 '
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstratéd - - |value or efficiency to the deliverabte. _
Qu:il'i'f:i'cations S Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
B _for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
__Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
. L Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
1 Demonstrated .é;géﬁence in similar typc and compl&i& 2 2 5 10
Experxence in similar type and complexity shown inresume’y 0
n _ Experience in dij flerent type or Jower complexity. -1
o Insufficient experience -3 ]
RS ] Histotical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
|Project High Jevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed | 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
| Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
51 to 150 mi,| 0 0 5 ¢
151 to 500 mn oo
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agrcemcnts ‘non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total 45

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Consultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers, PC

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

13

Servuces Descriptnon. PrOJect Development Services

Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /( }g fee ((}, Y2 (Of
v/

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category : Scorm{, Cntena Sl i oo Seale {Score: Wexght “ ' Weighted
G o - 1 | Score
Disputes. - Outstandmg Agreement Dleputes
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
G Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
st-Performance [Historical Performance.
S Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 I 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work ﬁom performance databasc * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacltv of Team Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work:
Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuhs in added value to INDOT| ol 0 20 0
Adequate capacxty to meet the schcdule 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit,| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, doeumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in simi ilar type and comp]cxuy. 2 0 5 0
Experience in smular type and complemty shown in resume’. 0
L‘xpmgnge in different type or lower complexny -1
Insuff' clent experience -3 )
Historival Performance of Finm's Proj ect Managemcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. »
: High level of undelstandmg and viable i inovative ideas proposed | - .2
High level of understanding and/or vxable mow{wc ldt.ds proposed 1 0 10 0
Basw undexstandmg ol‘ the PrOJecL 0
Lack of project undemtandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 nu 2
16 0 50 i, 1
Slwisomil 0 0 5 0
151t0500mi) -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3 ) N
Weighted Totai 25

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




“Consultant Name: DLZ

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

13

Serv:ces Descnptxon Pro;ect Development Services

Category ] Scox mg Critetia Qcale Score. Wexght :Weighted
R _ « -~ o Seore
Disputes Oulslandmg,, Aguuntnt Disputes.
: No outstanding wnresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement dnpules more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance. database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * i 135 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrionmn(.e database. ¥ 1 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 10 INDOT, 1 0 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 c,xpemse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for valuc added benefit, 2
Experhsc and resourc 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resovrees, -3
Projeet M {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Dcmonsnated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complcxxty shown in resume’. 0
Experience in dxfterent type ot lowcr com_p}gzxnty -1
Insuffxcnent experiencej -3 i ]
Historical Performance of Firm's Proju.t \/Iandgcment from database. * 0 5 ]
bnde:standm“ and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
» H1°h level of undersumdmg and v1able noy 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 l 10 10
Bam understdndmg of the PI’Q]CCt 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi, 2
16 o 50 mi 1
510150mi] 0 0 5 0
151 0 SOOnn -1
(Jreatcr than 500 mx “2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-ndiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. ey ' /]
'. P yd ”
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe({: /q ’5/ l (5"‘{ -------- ; AR e

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: /C/onsultant Servigés Manager

Date:

1/30/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _13

Consultant Name: DLZ Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criterla Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes O
s , unresolved agrecment disputes >3 mos.oldf O 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcemcnt dlsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance,
" Timeliness score from pcrfon mance dalabase, *
gcl score on similar work from performance database o
. Qixality/Budgcl score on all INDOT work from performance database, *
Capatity of Team |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work
0 e than adeqmtc capacny that results | in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
. ) Adcquatc capacity to meet the scheduie| 0
- “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's . Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated . -fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable, )
Qualificitions Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 1 5 s
P for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
i L Insufficient expertise and/or resources{ -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonsteated experience in similar type and complc:q}x 2 2 5 10
_________ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complc_zg}y. -1
Insufficient experience] -3 IS SRRSO I
R Historical Performance of Fimnis Project Managcment from database, * 0 S 0
Approachto . |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
‘IPro‘je‘ét : High level of underslandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed)] 2
: _ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
"""" . Basic understanding of the Project. ]
) . ) Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' N Within 15 mi] 2
161050mi| |
510 150mif 0 ¢ 5 0
T151 10 500 nu. -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 60

See guidelines for thjs RIFP to determine the scale criteria. /

Title: Produciton Manager

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

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , ltem No. _13

‘Consultant Name: DLZ Semces Descnptlon. Prmect Deve!opment Services
Cate{,ory Pt ASeoring Criterla s B i e e ni o Seale 1 Score
Zl)isj);ites\ S " |Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
Sk : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3

Past Performance. © Historical Performance.

‘I‘ihwlin_egs score from performance dawbase  * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasef % 1 15 15 v
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 20
Adequate capacity 10 mest the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resonrces & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. - . o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

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

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and vmble inovative ideas proposed., 2
High tevel of understanding an(l/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basm understanding of the Project 0
Lack of project understandm« -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Within 15 mi, 2
161050mif 1

0

5110 150 mi. 0 5 0
15110500 mij -
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45

s

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. M
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /6 %, Q/) (Oéj

Title: Program Manager
Date: 11312008

~ These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design. Division ratings

Consultant Name: Donohue & Associates Services Descrnptuon' Pro;ect Development Servuces
Category: : Scori ng Criteria Scale Sccre T_‘V-Ouig,ht o Welghted:
R N - Seore
Outstandmg A;,reement stputcs.
No outstandmf, unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mes. old| -3
Historical Performance. ) )
Timeliness score from performance database] — * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from pci“fompance database|  * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that vesults in added valuc to II\DOT 1 0 20 Q
""" Adequate capacity to meet the schedulc 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| 0 i5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
l:xpel tise and resources at appropriate lu, el, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted abilify to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
“{ecomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstralcd cxperxence in similar type and complexity| 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
hpeucm.e in different type or lowu complexityf -1
Inxufﬁc:ent experience -3 B
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mandgemcnt from database. * 0 S 0
Under: standing and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, )
: Ihcvh level of understandmg and viable 1 movanve ideas pr opoeed 2
High level of und(,rstandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas propo#ed 1 ! 10 10
Basic undc\ standing of the Prc)J gty 0
: Lack of project understandmg -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project: o
' ' Within 1Smi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
Sl lsomif 0 0 3 0
151 to SO0 mi -1
‘Greater than 500 mi, 2
For 100% state funded agrcunems non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totali 38
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. - ) """"""" )

TitlexConsultant Sewf’c;; Manager

Date:

1/30/2006




Consultant Name: Donohue & Associates

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputcs.
No outstanding untesolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
. . Outslandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. ofdf -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance. N
' ..r imeliness score from performance databasej ~* 0
' ' ' Quahty/Budoct score on similar work from performance database, * 1
] Quahly/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1
Capacity of Teain -[Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to'do Work B o
Avallabl hty of more than adcquatc capacity that results in added value to INDOT] 1 0 20 0
' Adequate capacity to mect the schedule.
i : Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule]
Teain's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deionstrated - {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
SR for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
e I[nsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonsirated experience in simifar type and con 0 5 0
5 . Experience in similar type and complexity shown in res 1.
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experiencey -3 | } o o
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managerent from database. * 0 s 0
Approachto Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
’ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
_______________ Basic understanding of the Project, 0
o . ' ' Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relativetoproject. |
Within 15 mi§ 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
. 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 S 0
15110500 mif -1
________ Greater than 500 mi/ -2
For 100% state funded agreemenls, non-indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 35

N /A

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Consultant Name' Donchue & Associates

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No.

13

Services Descrlptlon. PrOJect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP 10 determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title:
Date:

C’ltegorv < 18coring Criteria Scale Seore | Wenght Weighted:
( | , 1 ' - J-_Sc‘d’ren
Dispij‘te;’i : Outstanding Agreement Disputes. »
: e No owstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old{ 0 0 20 0
S ) Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance.
i Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. oo 1 15 15
Quahty/Budoet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 0 20 0
Aduquatc capacny to meet thc schedulc‘ 0
: Insufticient 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 0 15 0
for rey'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and Tesources at appropriate lwch 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
r  |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
_|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complckily. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexuy shown in resume’. 0
F\:pcnenu, in different type or lowcr complcmty. -1
Imuff‘ icient experience.| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mamoement from database. * 0 S 0
| Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Hsgh lev el of underslandm az_}_d __v1able movanve ideas proposed. o2
High' levul of understandmg, and/or viable movatm, ideas proposed.| - 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. 1
Within {5mif 2
161050 mif 1
51t0150mif 0 0 5 0
151 o 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 25

/(/af%o QJ,/,&%/ Pe

Program Manager

1431/2008




Consultant Name: Earth Tech., Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 | ltem No. _13

Services Description: PI‘OjeCt Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category. . Scoring Criteria Seale |Score Weight | - Weighted
. Joo . [ _Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
Ci No outstanding unvesotved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
. Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
.. |Historical Performance,
Timeliness score from perfon mance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget scorc on stmilar work from performance database — * 1 15 15
: i o Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrfonnauce database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Team to} Evaluation of the team's personnel and eqaipment to perform the project on time.
do-Work :
: Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vaiue to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacuy to meet the schcdu le. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
{Technieal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable, S 1
Demonstrated unique exper tise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate lwel. 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 cé)mplexny‘. 2 0 3 0
Experience in snmlar type and compluuty 9hown . 0
Experience in dxf[vcrcp”t type or lower complexity. -l
Insufhment experience -3 N
Historical Performance of Firm's Project \/Ianagement from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Hwh level of undersldndmg and viable i movanve ideas pre oposed. 2
ngh level of understanding and/or viable movanve ideas proposedd | 1 10 10
) Bauc undmtan(hns, s of the Project]. . 0
Lack of project undcrstandmg ~3
JLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. N N
' Within IS mi 2
16 o 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
1510500 mid -1
Greater than 500 wiy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 35

,/ //
Title:/Consultant Services Manager

Date:

1/30/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

‘Consultant Name: Earth Tech,, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding un 'égr'cémeny §pu'les' >3 mos. old, 0 20 0
L Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputéé more than 3 mos. old.
Past Performance |Historical Performance. _ — " 1
Quality/Budgci : " ¢ on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 o
R Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasc. * T 0
Capacity 6f Team |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work -
B ) Avaxlablhty “of more than adcquatc capacny that results in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 o}
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 9 |
R, " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team’s’ .- [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deitionstrated - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
S for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Lo e Insufficicnt expertisc and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager - [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated expcnence in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown § in resume’, 0
Exporlencc in different type or lower complcxlty. -1
Insufficient experienced -3 )
e Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * Q 5 0
Appredchte - .. -|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/for time savings.
‘Pr‘oje‘c"t S B g o High level of 1_1ndeg;udmg and viabje inovative ideas prbposed. 2
R 1 High level of un&éﬁi&ﬁdrgg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10
o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
] Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
_________ T Within 15 mi] 2
» 16 to 50 mi. 1
N 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
llllll 15110500mif -1
“Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreetents, non- Indiana firms]| -3
Weighted Total 35

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: KZ% ,Z}

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Consultant Name: Earth Tech., Inc

Selection Rating for RFP-_No. 05-02

, Item No.

13

Servnces Descnptlon' Pro;ect Development Services

Categm y “-1Seoring Criteria : Seale [Score - 1 Weight. | Weiglited
o L 7 l_ S Seore
Dlsputcs Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance.
‘ : Timeliness score from performance dawbdse * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databaee * 1 15 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 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. i 0 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
‘Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
prcmse 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,
‘ complemty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated cxperxenw in umxlar type and complcxxty 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complcxxty shown in resume’| 0
prenence in dif! forent type or ]ower complcxxty ~1
Iusulﬁcu,nt experience] -3 ) )
Historical Performance of Firm's Pr(u ect Manag(,mem from database. * 0 3 0
' Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost'and/or time savings, © |
ngh level of understandmg and vxable movauvc ideas proposed: 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movative ideas proposedA S 0 10 0
" Basic understandmg of the ijec(. _‘ 0
Lack of project understandingd -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 1Smij 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
Sito0 150 mif 0 0 5 0
151 10 500 ml -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiang firms] -3
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /C e f o Ld Aﬂﬁ/ ‘réw

Title: Program Manager

Date: 11312006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. _13

Consultant Name: Farrar, Garvey &Assocnates Servuces Descnptlon' Pro;ect Development Services

C'ategoxy R Scm mg Cy lteua S R ScalL Scorc : T Wel«rht

Disputes ,' SR Outst.mdnw Agreement stputcs

e ’ No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputcs -3mos. old| 0 0 20 0

o S Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3

Past Performanee’ [Historical Performance. ‘ »

L : Thmeliness score from performance database. * 0 s [
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasej  * 1 15 i5 *

Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pevformance database. * 1 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 10 INDOT. 1 0 20 0
v Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available ci\pacity to meet the schedule] -3
~#+Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
emionstrated . - fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. ) i
6 ualiﬁcations, L Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified! 0 15 o

for req'd services for value added benefit 2
Expertise and TESOUrCes. at appropriate lcvel 0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
ject Manager - |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
i eomplexity, type, subs, documentation skilis.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexityf 2 5

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. ? 10
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufﬁcxent experiencef -3 -
Historical Performance of Firm's Pr oject Managemcnt from databuse, ¥ 0 5 0

_{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. i
l{xgh Tevel of unck:rs(andm«7 and vid vevxdeas proposed 2
High level of undcmandmg and/or vxable inovative ideas proposed, 1 ‘ ' 1 10 10
Bastc undexstandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandmg -3

~{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Wxthm 15 mi 2
16 to §0 mi. 1
0

51to 130 mi. 0 S 0
151 10 500 mi. -1
ertcr than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreemmt;, non-Indizna firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. o ") . )

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. ngncd{u . ’1/ V/{ /L“W i

Titlc:,fc/onsultam Services Manager

Date:  1/30/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _13

Consultant Name: Farrar, Garvey & Associates  Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weiglted
s Score
Disputes |Quitstanding Agreement Disputes.
) No outstandmg unresolved agreement cl:s utes > 3 mos old, 9 0 20 0
LR Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oid] -3
Past Perforinance . :{Historical Performance.
‘ ' o llme]mesq score from performance databasc - 0 e
Quahty/Budoet scare on similar work from performance database. 1 15
L e Quahty/Bu dget score on all INDOT work from performance database. | 10
Capacity of Teant |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
to do Work N
Availability of more than adequate y that results in added value o INDOT| 1 0 20 0
S " Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0
L 5 ' B Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Teami's . .. . °|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Denionstiated . -|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications < . ' o Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
AR for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropnate fevel, 0
R Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager - jRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
{complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
: o Demonstrated expencnce in similar type and complexity | L2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. o
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient cxperience.f -3
IR “Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approachto .- .~|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
.Prbj'éc't‘ HEIRR High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
_— High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
R Lack of project understanding{ -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' o o ' . Within 15 mi. 2
» 16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ 15110500mif -1
o Greater than 500 mi) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms.| -3

Weighted Tofall 45

Sec guidelines for this REP 1o determine the scale criteria. // / ’
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ¢ 424/%/ L—

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Consultant Name: Farrar, Garvey & Associates

ltem No.

13

Servuces Descnptxon Pro;ect Development Servnces

Category * '+ |Scoring Criteria ScaIe Score: I Wenght Welghted
: st : i : [_ \ Score.
- |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance. )
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vaiue to INDOT. i 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedulef 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Ievel 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 complexityd 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’] 0
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Imufﬁclem experienced -3 _
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Manavement from database]  * 0 5 0
_{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Ihvh level of undcrstandmv and vxablc movauvc xdeas proposed| 2
onh level of understandmg and/or vxable inovative ideas proposedy 1 0 10 0
Basxc undemandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mx -1
Greater than 500 i, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms., -3 n
Weighted Total] =~ 25]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Ol w/ e

Title: Program Manager

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

Date:  1/81/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



-Consultant Name: Fink Roberts & Petrie, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

item No.

13

Servuces Description: Project Development Services

Category Seoring Criteria Scale {Seore Weight '] - Weighted
o 4 . o Seore:
Dispites Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) ) i
’ ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
: Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
c¢ | Historical Performance. - NI
. Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databa»e. * 1 I 15
L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Team |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to.do:Work ..
i Availability of more than adequate capacity that results i in addcd value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity t0 meet the schedule, 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's - Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Denibnstré }d'» E value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qllaliﬁca'tiqns": = Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
S for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
] Eix-pgrtisc 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 skitls,
- Demonstrated »exvperi‘engvé‘ivnvé'ivxhi]ai‘ type and complexityy 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’) 0
premcnct, in dlffercnt type or lower complemty -l
) Insufﬁcxent experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 4]
- |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings., ]
: High level of under standing and viable movatwc ideas pmposcd 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project undelstanchnz_l -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, R
' Within 1Smi] 2
16t050mif 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
ISItOSOOmI S
Greater than 500 mij 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana f‘lrms -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. _,,,w.7
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. bxgngd ‘z ‘. {/ 1 “t ~ ) ™
’lfit[a:/Consultant Sewté;s Manager
Date:  1/30/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




* Consultant Name: Fink Roberts & Petrie, inc.

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

*> These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Secale [Score Weight | Weighted
) Score .
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes.
No outstandm«7 unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. 0 20 0
e Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 t0s. old} 3
Past Performance .{Historical Performance.
: ) ' N Timeliness score from performance database, * 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ~ * 1 .
RN Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 .
Capacity of Teaim' -|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do'Work -
{ Availability of more than adequat capacily that results in added value to INDOT{ ] 0 20 0
e Adequate capa'&& 10 teet the schedule. o
R o jnsufficient available capacity 'to meet the schedule. -3
Team's . . . -|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demosistrated | -fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications .. ° Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 05 0
ST e for req'd services for value added benefi
Expertise and resources at appropriate level.
R Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Mariager = {Rating of predicted ability to manage the profect, based on: experience in size,
: complcxlty, type, subs, documeitation skilis.
Demonstrated cxpencnce jn similar type and complexity. Ty 9 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
nce in different type or lower complexity] -1
e Insufficient experience -3 |
- L " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcm from database. * 0 5 0
Approachto . . .|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
.Pf oject " o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
B High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project 0
- ] Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
. 16 to 50 mi. 1
Slwistmd 0 0 5 0
15110500 mid -l
__________ Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3
Weighted Total 45

A

Title:

Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Consultant Name: Fink Roberts & F’etne Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

,tem No. _13

Servnces Descrnptnon' Pro;ect Development Services

Categm y Scoring Crltex ia Seale 1Score Wu(.,ht Welghted
: e : < Score
Disljutes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. , v
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old] 0 0 20 0
; OQutstanding unresotved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Pas Historical Performance. )
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on smm]ar work from performance databasu ok i 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrf(mnance database. * 1 10 10
‘{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that vesults in added vatue 1o INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacxly to meet the schedule, 0
Tusufficient 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitf 2 )
prunsu and TESOUTcEs at appropriate lc,vcl 0
Iusufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
‘lcomplexity, type, subs, docamentation skills.
Demonsuated experience in similar type and complcx1ty. 2 0 3 0
Pxpenemc in similar type and complexity shown inresume’y 0
Experience in different type or lower complexlty, o
} ) Insufﬁucnt experience.) -3
Historica] Performance of Firm's ij ect Mana%mem from databasge. * 0 5 0
Inderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas propose(L 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basw understandmv of 1hc Pr(uect. _' 0
Lack of project undersianding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 10 50 mi, 1
51to150mi] 0 0 5 0
151t0500m1.‘ -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
Tor 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Tota! 25

=

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

dﬂ/w" &) 1;/ ([f

Title: Program Manager
Date: 143172008

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: First Group Engineering, inc. Servuces Descrlptlon. PrOJect Development Services
Cateoory B lScormg Cnterxa SR . Scale Sum. L Welght Weighted
Dlsputes s Outstandmg Agrcement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.v 0 0 20 0
e Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Pérformance - |Historical Performance. ) :
e G Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from pcrfonnancc databasu. * 1 15 13
: Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * i 10 10
. {Evaiuation of the team's personnef and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacxty that results in added value to INDO' T 1 0 20 0
Adequatc capacny to meet the sx,hedulc, 0
| Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
- “ITechnical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
~fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. ] )
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
premse and resources at appropnatt, levd -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 expericncé in similar type and complcxity, 2 3 5 10
prcnenw in similar type and complexny shown in resume’,
prcnence in dlffercm type or lower complexxty. -l
Insufficient experience] -3 | ]
Historical Performance of Firni's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. R
Ih«’h level of understandmg and viable i movauve ideas proposzd. 2
High level of understanding and/or vidble inovative xdeas ‘proposed. 1 1 10 10
Bas;c unclcxstandmg of the Project. i 0
Lack of project understandmg. -3
- |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Wxthm 15 i 2
1610 50 mi, 1
5] ol150mif 0 0 5 0
151 o 500 wif -l
Greater than 50() mi 2
For 100% state funded amecmcms, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 45
See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria. o ) / //2
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signbdiwo/z &/2 Ay i

Title:*Consuitant Servicéé{ﬂanager
Date:  1/30/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Consultant Name: First Group Engineering, Inc.

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

.Pt"oje‘ct

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old) 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Performance {Historical Performance. ‘
' Tlmc]mess score from performance database. * 0 135 0
Quallty/Budgct score on similar work from performance database ~ * 1 15 s
U ) Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Teatn |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
to-do Work
N Avmlabihty of more than ﬂdequalc capacny That rcsuhs in added value to IN 1 0 20 0
o Adequate capacny lo meet the schedule. o
- Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Tean's |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated .. |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quialifications ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 4 0 15 0
SRR for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
;- . Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and comyilvé.iify. 2 P 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experlcncc in different type or lower complexity} -1
" Insufficient experiencef -3 N
i . Historical Performance of Fimnt's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
] High leve} of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High Ievel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.} 1 1 10 10
o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. . Lack of project uﬁderslan(ling. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16toS0mi] ]
) 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
i 151 t0 500 mi| -1
_________ Greater than S00'mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 45

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /p% «/ ’/,1/Z—~

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: Producxton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consultant Name* First Group Engmeermg, Inc. Servuces Descnptuon. Project Development Services
Categ,ory : Scoring Criteria. g 3t ‘;eale Score : T Wexght We_ighted
Dlsputes ' ~:]Outstanding Agreement Disputes. »
el No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 0 20 0
o : Outstanding, unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance - {Historical Performance. ‘ )
EE o Timeliness score from performance database]  * 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
“{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 woor] 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacuy to meet the schulule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a velevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. ) o
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for reqg'd services for value added benefit, 2
prcrumv and resources at appropnatc lcvcl o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’y 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
Insufficient experience -3 »
Historical Performance of Firm's Proj ject Manaﬂcmem {from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, -
ngh level of x,lmierstandxm7 and v&ablci ev 2
High level of understandmg and/or vmble movauve 1dt,as proposed 1 0 10 0
Basw understandm5 of the PrOJect 0
L v Lack of project understanding. -3
Liocation . {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
g ; Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. {
51wis0mi| 0 0 5 0
15 1 o -1
G reater than l -2
For 100% state funded '1grecmems, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total 25

Y

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria %
1 p it
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:  / j{ '/v C{J wecirh C
7 7

Title: Program Manager

Date: 143172008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



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

13

Consultant Name: Floyd E. Burroughs & Associates  Services Description: Project Development Services

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Scale “|Score ~-Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputces,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance - [Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2 15 30
. . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 2 10 20
Capacity of Team | Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to:do Work:
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valae to INDOT. i 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedulef 0
ey Insufficient availablo capacity to meot the schedule -3
fl‘cam'g , ‘Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demionstrated -~ Jvalue or efficiency to the delivernble,
Qil?liﬁéaﬁons ] Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
e Insufficient experfise and/or resources -3
1}Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonst_r:_\ied experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different {ype or lower complexity] -1
’ ' Insufficient experience.] -3
o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
.Proje’ct i g High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.] 2
. High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.] 1 Y 10 0
: Basic understanding of the Project: 0
Lack of project understanding | -3
“1Location of assigned staif to office relative to project.
Within 15 ni. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51t0150mi| O ] 5 0
15110500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 N
Weighted Total 60
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. . ) ; { /:)
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Sigaxedf':w__,,«(lﬁ’:w v’I /‘ y}%l: ‘‘‘‘‘‘ S

’I‘itlg:"éonsultant SeMcéégnanager

Date:

143072008




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 ,

Item No.

13

Consultant Name: Floyd E. Burroughs & Associates Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Dispute |
No outslandmg unrcsolved agreement disputes > 3 nos. old, o Y 20 0
Ountstanding unrcsolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance. ) N
“Timelincss score from perf ormance dalab * .0 15 0
Qllallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database| ~* | 2 s b3
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 2 10 20
Capacity of Tecam  {Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do'Work o
_ Availability of morc. lhan adcquatc c'\p1c1ty ‘that results in added value to II\DOT ’ 1 0 20 0
Adequate cai;aélty to meet the schedule] 0
L ) Insufficient availablc capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Tearn's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonistrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualitications : Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified » o 15 0
R R N for req'd services for valuc added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Tevel] 0
T Insufficient expertisc and/or resources. -3
Project Manager  |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
compleuty, type, subs, docmncntatxon skills.
Demonstrated expencnce iu similar typc and complexity. 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’.
_Experience in different typeor ]
R Insuffi P - BRI S
I Historical Performance of Fitin's Project Management from database] * 0 S 0
Approach te U nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Projéct ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High lcvcl of understanding and/or viabic inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
. Basic understanding of the Project] 0
T . o Lack of project understanding, a3
Leocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e o Within 15 mif 2
' 16t050mi] 1
Slto150mi} 0 0 5 0
e 151t0500mif -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3
Weighted Total 60

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. Signed:
J o =] g &

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

i

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:  1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: Floyd E. Burroughs & Assocnates Serv:ces Descnpt:on. PI‘OJeCt Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Date:

(‘ategm y Scormg 5 Criteida Scalc Score Welght l Welghted
L : . - Score -
Outstan(lmg, Aux eement Dlsputes o
No outstandmg unru.olved agreement dxsputcs > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
1 Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 moes. old} -3
Historical Performance. o )
. Timeliness score from performance database — * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget scove on similar work h‘om pmformanu. database. - 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from per formance database. * 2 10 20
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Wm k
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
. |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
 |value or efficiency to the deliverable, ) . )
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and Tesources at appropriate lcvcl. 0
- Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager . {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o - [eomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demenstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complcxxty shown inresume'y 0
‘Experience in different type or lower complmlty -1
Insufﬁcxcm experience -3 ‘
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Manaocmcnt from database, * 0 $ 0
Inderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/ox time savings.
ng,h level of undcvstandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
IHigh love] of understanding and/or viable § uxovatxve ideas: proposedf - 1 0 10 0
Basic understand;ng of thc Project) 0
Lack of project undastandmé -3
Lucation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 wi. 1
51t10150mif 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mt -1
Greater than 500 rm -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
. Weighted Total 50

ﬂ/«% @Cj.l Aoy fe

Title: Program Manager

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 13

Consuitant Name: Frost Engineering Servnces Descrnptnon' Pro;ect Development Services
Category: Scoring Criteria . ; : 3 B bcale . Swre . Wexght Weiglited:
s = , BRI : ’ : : __ Score
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
_ Nooutstanding unresolv«,d agreement dxspums >3 moe old{ 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement dlsputea more than 3 mos. old. -3
- | Historical Performance. N
: Timeliness score from performance database|  * 0 15 _ 0
Quatity/Budget score on similar work from pcrformance databaae * 0 15 0
(Quality/Budget score on alt INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perfornt the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, { 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet thc schedul(. 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. o
: Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified) 0 15 0
for req'd services for valuc added benefitf 2 -
Expertise and Tesources at appropmate Ievel 0
Tusufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Dcmomtrated exper: ience in s'imi ar type ahd complexityd 2 0 5 0
Fxpcmnw in similar type and complexity shown in resame’, 0
Experience in dxffexent type or 1ower complemty -1
Insufficient experiencef -3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pr mm Management from database. * 0 5 0
derstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable i inovative ideas proposed 2
High Ievel of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
- Basic uudersm\dmg of the Projecti’ 0
Lack of project und(.rstandmg -3
oeation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
5lto 150mi] © -1 5 -5
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mx 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
. Weighted Totai -5
Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. P ) Fi s )
- / i .
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signé/d:m /&»o/} S st

ot ~
Titler Consultant Services Manager

Date:  1/30/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




- Consultant Name: Frost Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 |, item No. _13

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Produciton Manager

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
_No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. Y 20 0
L Qutstanding u'imresoh'ed'agrccmem disputes more than 3 mos. old
Past Performance (Historical Performance. o N T
Timeliness score from performance database|  * O 15 o
. Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 o
RN Quality/Budget scare on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Team' |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do'Work o )
".,‘\\':;'z:l'abilily of more than a capac csults in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
e " Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0
L . Tusufficient available capécity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's - fTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstiated - |value or efficiency te the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
cU for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriatelevel] 0
R ' Insufficient expertise andfor resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
) Demonstrated cx})cnence in smlfarlype and complexity] 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
R - Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
o ' Insufficient experience| -3
RS Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemem from database,| * 14 S 0
Approach to |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
‘pfﬁjééf T High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
e High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
T _ Basic understanding of the Project{ 0
S : " Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15mij 2
........ 16t050mi} 1
51t0150mif 0 -1 5 -5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 i -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Jndiana firms. -3
Weighted Total -5

Date:

1/31/2006




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

Consultant Name: Frost Engineering

13

Semces Descrlptlon' Pro;ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category “1Scoring Criteria i Seale Score Weight - ‘Weighted: -
R e . - “Score
: . JOutstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old., 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
{Historieal Performance,
Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * | 10 10
tvaluation 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 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
: Tnsutficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Pxpertlse and resources at appropnatc Ievcl. .0
Tnsufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demomtrated expenence in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Fxpem.ncc in smnlar type and compl(,xuy shown i in resume’ 0
Fxpcnencc, in dxffcrcm type or lower complegq ty_ -1
. Insufficient experience| -3 _
Historical Performance of Fimn's Pl‘OjLCI Managemcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Ihgh level of undelstzmchnry and viable movanve 1deas proposed 2
High level of undcrstandmg and/or viable fnovative idess proposed. ] 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project underatandmc -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
" Within 15mij 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
Slol50mif 0 -1 5 -5
151 t0 500 mz -1
Greater than 500 mi) -2
For 100% state funded a_gréemems, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 20

/Ké// za/é pe

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1731/2008




Consultant Name: GPD Associates

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria - Seale |Scove: | Welght ] Weighted
I o] e f e Seore
Disputes - “|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
b ‘ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos. old| 0 0 20 0
) OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
i Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 N 0
Quality/Budget score on s:milar work from performance databdbc * 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 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 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet thc schedulc 0
~ Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
. [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
emonstrated = value or efficiency to the deliverable.
' Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified) 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
E xpemsc and resources at appropriate levelf 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,
Dl.monsu ated expenencc in smular typu and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in snmlal type and compluxny Shown mresume'| 0
prmwm,e in dxtfcrcnt typeor lowcr comp1ex1zy -1
Ixmufﬁcnent experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect \Aanagement from database., * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ngh Iwel of understandmg and v1ablc movatwe 1dcas proposcd 2
High level of undcrsmndmg and/or viable i m(waﬂve 1dcas proposed S ! 10 10
Basw undelstandmg of the Project. 0
T.ack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
o Within 15 mi] 2
16 0 50 mi 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 S 0
151 to 500 mi) -l
_Gruitm thaq 500m1 -2
For 100% state tunded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 10,
N "
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. S H
/ -

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Dasign Division ratings

Tide: ,Qo/nsultant Services,,wfanager

Date:

1/30/2006




Consultant Name:

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

GPD Associates

Item No. _13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Seale Weight Weighted
) Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agrccmen 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes more than 3 mmos. old] -3
Past Performance -|Historical Performance. il cenmrnres
' core from pcrformancc damb 0
Qllality/Bxldgé sce ork from performance database, &
L Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 10 0
Capacity of Teéam - -|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work ]
o ¥ mlablhly of more than adcqi;.{i.c capacily thal results in added value to INDOT, 1 20 0
... Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient availablc capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's ‘FTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ~ : _lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications ] ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
o for 1cq'd services for value added benefitd \2
E and resources at appropriate lcvcl 0
R fficient cxpertise and/or resour ces| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- {complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
- ... Demonstrated experience in similat type and complexity. 2 5 0
Experience jn similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 4]
Fxpcrlcnce in different type or lower complexity] -1
o Insufficient experiencef 3 | _—
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * S 0
Appreach te Undcrstandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of under: standmg and v1ab1e inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
! ~ Lackof project undcrstandmv. -3
Location Location of assigned staffl to office relative to project,
‘ ' o o " Within 15 mi. 2
' 161050mif 1
5110150miy O 5 0
_ 151 t0500mid -1
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Greater than 500mi} 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms. 3
Weighted Total 10

Sce 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:

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: GPD Associates Serwces Descnptlon. Pro;ect Development Services
Category = Seoring Criteria I Scale [Score chght Veighte
A o : ~ v : . Seore
Disputes {Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ]
- y No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old., -3
ce: - |Historical Performance, 4
i Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. A B R ) 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 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 0 20 0
Adcquau, capacity to meet the schednle 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| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriatelevel] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or cesources] -3
“{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexxty, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstratc.d experience in similar type and complexxty 2 0 s 0
Experience in similar type and wmp}exxty §lxoxyn inresume'y O
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3
; Historical Performance of Firm's Pro)cct \'Ianavcmem from database. * 0 5 0
|Understanding and Iunovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Hi ;,h fevel of under: standmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
High leve] of understandm, and/or vxable movanve ideas proposedf 1 0 10 0
Basxc crstandmg of the Projéct. 0
Lack of project undcrstcmdmg, -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
Slto 150 mi) 0 0 S 0
151 w0 500 mif -1
(.ueatel than 500 ml 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
) Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria y %
4
¥ ! « L
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / /If / . ((/( LLgy {3 (5
N o

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: GRW Engineers Services Descnption* Pro;ect Development Services
Category- Scoring Criteria ) ; : e ’, Secale ”'Scox' : We‘ ht | Weighted:
Disputes “]Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘ ,
R : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos. old 0 0 20 0
. Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Performance’ |Historical Performance. N
s i Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0 »
Quality/Budget Score on s1m11'1r waork ﬁom per formance databasc * _ 1 15 R
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from per formance database, M 1 10 10 o
{Evaluation of the team's personnel and ¢quipwment to perform the project on time,
Avaitability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capauly to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
" [Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
. fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. _
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
| for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. . -3
{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skiils,
[)cmonsu;ated experience in similar type and cdmp lexity. 2 0 s 0
Experience in similar type and comp]exny shown 0
F\:pernence in dlffm ent type or lowex complexxty -1
lnsufﬁcxem experience -3} »
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro; ¢ot Management ‘from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Fli gh levcl of undcrstandmg and vizble movatlvc ideas proposed 2
High level of under standing and/or vxable inovative ideas proposed, 1. 1 10 10
~ Basic undcrstandmv of the Project. 0
: Lack of pru;uct undér\tandmf, 3
2 HLocation of assigned staif to office relative to project.
Within ISmif 2
161050mif 1
S1to 15() mi) 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 1m -1
Greater than 300 m1 -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
; Weighted Total 35
See guidelines for this REP 1o determine the scale criteria. P } ,{? (‘( )
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: < - ( . t/ d >"‘ """"""""""""""""""""" ’

Title: Cénsul’tant Sewices’fﬁanager
Date:  1/30/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: GRW Engineers

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

13

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight Weighted
) . Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
) Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Performance [Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance databascf ~ * 0 s 0
Quahty/Budgct score on similar work from performance database * 1 15 s
e Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Teain :|Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to'do Work
) o Av'nlabxhty of more than adequmc capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
R Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduie -3
Team's - ) JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld a relevant added
Deitoiistrated . {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications ) ' Demonstrated unjque expertisc and resources identificd 0 15 0
S for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
____________ Exper tise and resources at appropriate Jevel. 0
e ‘ Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager  [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
) |eomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar lypc and complexity. 2 0 5 0
l‘xpenence in similar type and complexity shown inresume’y 0
Expericnce in different type or Jower complexity -1
] Tnsufficicnt experiencef -3
L e Historical Performance of Fi 'Projcct Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to }Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 1¢
- ' Basic understanding of the Project] 0
L Lack of project understanding] -3
Loeation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15mi{ 2
_____ 161030 mif i
- S1t0150mi] 0 0 5 0
........... 151 1o 500 mi. -1
" Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreenients, non-lndiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 35

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Date:

-

Title: Produciton Manager

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

‘Consultant Name: GRW Engineers

, temNo. _13

Servnces Descnptlon' PrOJect Development Serwces

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 categorics. Signed:

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title:

Date:

a,% W. %ca =

Category 1Scoring Critevia. . %ale ‘%core Welg' it Weighted:
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.| 0 0 20 0
: : Outstanding unresolved agreement (hspmu, more than 3 mos. old. -3
Paat Pcrtm mance 1H|stor|cal Performance.
T mxelmc..ss score from performance databasc ) 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database ) 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work fiom performance database. 1 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 I\‘DO’I’} 1 1 20 20
' Adequate capacity to meet the scheduie. 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager  {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: e complexity, type, subc, documentation skills.
Dmxomnated experience in similar typt, and compilexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and comple*qty shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lo ‘ mplcxny -
Insufﬁc:em experience] -3 )
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managt.ment from database, * 0 ) 0
- |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
High Tevel of understandmg and viable inovative ideas propos_g:d. 2
High level of under: standing and/or viable inovative ideas proposedy . 1 0 10 0
Bas:c undc,rstandmg of the Pr oject] 0
Lack of project understandmg. -3
| Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, :
' Within 1Smi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
Slto 150 mif 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi| -1
Gﬂatcr than )OO mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
: Weighted Total 45

Program Manager

173172006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 0502 , Item No. _13

~Consultant Name: Hannum, Wagle & Cline Englneerlng Semces Descrlp’uon. Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria . G : Scale < {Seore Wenght .~ Weighted
o : ' e ' ~ Seore |
Disputes = Outstanding Agreement Disputes. »
e No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes » 3 mos. oldf 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance. ‘
T nnclmess seore from per formance databasef  * 6 1 15 0
Quality/Budget score on sxrmldr work from pcrfommnce databasc - 1 15 15 I
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 INDO’I?. T 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3

.| Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a velevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unigue cxpc,mse and resources identified

 forxeqd services for valwoadded benefit| 2 | ° N °
Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
 |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and cbin;ilei{y 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexuy shown in resume’, 0
Experience in dxfiu‘cnt type or lower complexxty -1
lnsuff' icient experience. -3 1 _ 1 )
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Manak,unent from database. * 0 5 0
inderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ihgh level of under standmg and vmblc—. inovative ideas pr oposod 2
High level of uuderstandmg, and/ox v1able movauvc ideas proposed, ' ) B 1 10 10
Basw undustaudmg of the Project; 0}_'
Lack of project understandmg -3
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. ) ) -
- Within 15 mi| 2
16 10 S0 mi, i
51to 130 mif 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 m1 -1
Greater than 500 mif 2
For 100% state funded agleunems, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 50
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. /”';) ,; s
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. ngned i o L«/ b 1 . {,f e

Title: Consuitant Servic/és Manager

Date:  1/30/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings



Consultant Name: Hannum, Wagle & Cline Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services

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

13

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the seale criteria.

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

* These ralings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Scoring Criteria Seale |Score Weight Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. .
_ No oulstandmg uny csolvcd aorccment disputes > 3 mos. o!d: 0 Y 20 Y
) Oulstandmg unresolved agreement dlspulcs more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Performance {Historical Performance, . -
T 1mehness score from performance databa 15 0
' Quahty/Budgct score on similar work from performance database 3 15 s
L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 RO
Capacity of Team |Evaluation of the team'’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work _
lity of more than adcquate‘zé sults in added value to INDOT., 1 0 20 0
' ate capacity to meet the schedule} 0
L . Insuffi ilable capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demoustratéd - “|value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expcmse and resources identified 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefit 2
Expertisc and resources at appropriate level| 0
RN Insufficient expertise and/or zesources) -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, R 2 5 10
- } . Expericnee in similar type and complexity shown intesume’f 0
_Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience| -3 ) _
L Historical Performance of Finm's I’rOJcct Management from database,| * 0 S 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
. High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i I 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
e : Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office refative to project.
' Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5] t0 150 mi. 0 I S 5
s s00mil
" Greater than 500 mi] 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total 50

-

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 ,

item No. 13

Consultant Name: Hannum Wagle & Cline Enguneermg Servuces Descrlptlon. Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

(‘ategovy Scoring Criteria : Scale Score Wexght o Weighted.
: « _J S l__ Seore:
|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
Ouistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance. ) }
Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 i5 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
0 Quality/Budget score on alf INDOT work from performance database. * 1 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 0 20 0
 Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equnipment that yield a relevant added
- [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
E : for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
hxperusc and resources at appropriate 1eve1 0
| Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager. * |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
= {complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
’ Demonstrated experic,ncc in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume!, 0
Experience in dlffcruxt type or lowex copjxglcxxty -1
lnsu{ﬁuent experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
‘|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ihgh lgvel of understanding. and vmblc, movatwe ideas pr opoecd ’ 2
High Jevel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas pri oposed t 0 10 Y
Basic undmstandmg of the Proy,ct ) 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
“|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
S51to 150 mi, 0 t 5 5
15110 500 m1 -1
Greater than 500 m; -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fitms,| -3
) Weighted Total 40

.A’/d% N FLy Pe

Title: Program Manager

Date:

1/31712006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

ytem No. _13

Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Servuces Inc Servuces Descrlptlon. PrOject Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings

C’ategory : Scormg Criteria : Scale ISeore Wexght - Weighted
3 T RS : : i i J ! - Score.
Disputes O Outstandmg Agreement Disputes, o 1
S ‘No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Historical Performance, )
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database] ¥ 0 5 0
Quality/Budget score on alt INDOT work from DEL formance database. * 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the projeet on time,
Availability of more than adequate capacity that wsui(: in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity (o mect the schcdulc 0
Insufficient available capacity (o meet the schedule, -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable, )
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
hpertnse and resources at appropriate level -0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexityd 2 2 5 10
prcnenCo in similar type and complemty shown in resume’f 0
Expenen(,e in different type or lower complemy -]
... ... Insufficient experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
| Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of under staudmg and viable movatlve ldeas ploposcd 2
High level of understanding dnd/m vxable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basxc undmtandzxag of the Project, 0
: Lack of project underslmdmg, -3
{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ) o
' Within 1Smi] 2
16 to 50 i ]
Sl © 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mif -1
" Greater than 500 m1 -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims -3
. Weighted Total 20

, 7 s
Title: Consultant Services Manager

Date:

1/30/2008




. Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Services, Inc.  Services Description: Project Development Services

Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02

, Item No.

A3

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstanding unresolved aglccmcm (hSp\l lcs >3 mos old: 0 0 20 0
Outstandmo unresolved agreement dlsputes niore than 3 mos. oid] -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance. .
' " Timelincss sco crformance database. * o s
Quallly/Budgct score on similar work from pcrfozmance databasc. * 0 5
: : Quahty/Budoct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Capacity of Team |Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
to do Work )
B Avaxlabxhly of more than adequatc Capacny that lcsults in added valnc 10 II\I)OT. 1 0 20 0
) Adequate capactly 10 mect the sch e
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Tean's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quialifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resonrces identified| 0 15 0
N for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
o Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
SR Insufficient expertisc and/or resources| -3
Project Manager  {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, docuwnentation slulls
Dcmonstratcd experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexny wn in resume’, 0
) I:xpcz ience in different type or lower \gpmplcxity. -1
Insufficient e)iperimce. -3
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, [
- ; ~ Lack of project ilndcrstanding. -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 10 150 mi| 0 0 S 0
15110500 mi| -1
Grealer than 500 wii, -2
For 100% state funded agrccments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Tofal 20

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

- The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. Signed:
P Y judg 8

* These ratings are based on information provided by Centrat Office Design Division ratings

7 -

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2008




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

13

Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Services, lnc Servnces Descriptnon- Project Development Services

Categox y Scormg Criteria o Scale Score Wexght Weighted:
: do l G . Score
Disputes e Outsta:xdi11g Agreement Disputes. )
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
: Quistanding unresolved agreement dlspulcs more than 3 mos. old) -3
e |Historical Performance. ) ) )
' Timeliness score from performance database] — * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0 *
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0 .
/JEvaluation 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 1 20 20
Adequa(e capacity to meet the schedule. 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 umque exper tise and resources identified 0 s 0
for req'd services for value added bene ] 2
Fxpemsc and TeSoUICes at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
“IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skilis.
Demonsty: atcd experience in similar type and complexuy 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexlty shown in resume’| 0
Fxpencnct. in different type or lower complunty !
S Insufﬁcxem experience -3 )
Historical Performance of Firm's Project } \/Idnag,emem from database. * 0 M 0
{Understanding and Innovation that gives WDOI cost and/or time savings. i
. lhgh level oi understandmg andv e inovative ideas pmposcd 2
High levc,l of xmdmstandmg and/or vxable movaukm xdeas proposed) 1 0 10 0
0
-3
Location of assigned staff 1o office relative to project,
‘ . Wxthm 15 m1 2
160 50 mi. 1
Slto 150 mi. 0 0 S 0
151 t0 500 mij -l
Greater than 300 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agrcemmts, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Totaif 204

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:

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

LJ/ l ﬂu Pe”

Title: Prograrm Manager

Date: 173172008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: HMB Professional Engmeers Inc. Services Descnptlon. Pro ect Development Semces
Category : Scm ing Criteria cedabaSeale JScore . Welght
Disputes: 05 Outstandmg Agreement Dusputes. .
: : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
- Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Pagt Performance  |Historical Performance. o
- : Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database — * 0 15 0
- Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacuy f iEvaluation 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 0 20 0
Adcquatc, capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufticient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unigque Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated umquc cxpemsc, and resources identified 0 " 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexxtv, type, subs, documentation skllis‘
Demonstrated expex ience in similar type and complexny 2 5 3 10
- Experience in similar type ‘an_d complex:ﬂty shown inresume'y 0
. Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
E Insufficient experienced -3
v Historical Performance of Firm's PmJu:t \/Ianag(mxcnt from database. * 0 S 0
[ t Understanding and Ynnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
. thh level of undmstandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
¢ High level of understanding and/or vnablé movatlvc ideas proposed. T 1 10 10
- Basm undu standmg of the Project: 0 '
‘Lack of project understandmg 3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
' ‘Within 15 mi] 2
: 16 to 50 mi. i
i 3110150 mif 0 1 5 5
131 to 500 mi -
(:reatcr 1han 500 mif -2
B For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total 25

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above Tepresent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signedi "%

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

A4 - -~

1 oo o™

-

s
'l
*

e

Titlefdc/:onsuitant Sem’&;s Manager

Date:  1/30/2008




Consultant Name:

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

HMB Professional Engineers, Inc. Services Description: Pro

Item No.

13

ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Category Seoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes.
, No outstanding unr esolved ‘agreement disputes >3 mos. old| 0 0 20 0
» Outsmndmg unresolved agreemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old. ~3
Past Performance |[Historical Performance. )
Timeliness score from performance databasc, * 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0
S L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasc, * 0
Capacity of Team to|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
) Avallabmly of more than adcqumc capacnly that results in added value to ]\‘DOI 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. o
. ; Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quizlifications Demeonstrated unique experuse and resources identified 0 15 0
ol : for req'd services for valuc added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
Ce Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager  {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatron skills.
... Demonsirated experience in similar type and complexxty e 5 5 10
prcncncc in similar type and complexity shown inresume’] 0
_Experience in different type or lower complcxuy -1
Insufficient experience -3
L B Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 [4]
Approach to ‘Proj e'ct Undcrstandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposcd. 2
_______ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. _ Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
' Withig 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
st 1s0mi] 0 ! 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fitms. -3
Weighted Total 25

-

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: HMB Professional Engmeers, Inc Services Descnptlon. Pro ect Development Services

Category : Scormg Criteria . v Sl S . i i Seale fScore. e Weight We:ghted
Outstandmo Agx eement Dlsputes
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. oldf -3
- IHistorical Performance. ) ) ) -
Timeliness score from performance database] — * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
e Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Ceam to|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
do Work _
o Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDOT 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to mee‘f the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capécity 10 meet the schedule. -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{ value or efficiency to the deliverabie. o o ) ]
Qualifications: -+ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 0 13 0

' Exbm‘ﬁsc and resources at appropriate level. 0

: - * Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Projeet Manager::  {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
i : =i - deomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexityd 2 0 5 0

Experience in similar type and complexxty shown in resume’. 0

Experience in different type or lower complexny -l

Insuff’ cient experiencef -3 1 o |
Historical Performance of Firm's Prx ()](.ct Managemcm from database * 0 5 0
I Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,

' High leve] of undcrstandmg, s and viable movatwc ideas pxoposed 2

High level of understanding andlor viable movattvc 1dcas proposu] 1 0 10 0
Basnc understandmg of the Projest) 0 )
Lack of project undersmndmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )

Within 15 mi. 2

16 10 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 i 5 5

15110500 mi) -1
Greater than 500 nif. 2
For 100% state fanded aglu,mum, ron-Indiana firms, -3

Weighted Totai] Z5

See gaidelines for this REFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /C} g - U ja{ji ?Z

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/3172008

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: HNTB Services Descrlptlon' Project Development Services
Category. . Seoring Criteria » - « e Scale [Score . | Weight. Wexghted
=+ 1Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
e _ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from per formance database] * 1 0 15 0
Quahly/Budgct score on similar wo1k from per: fommnce database. o [N S - | o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0 M
Evaluation of the team's per: sonnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vatue to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequatc capaclty to meet the 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 umque experuse and resources identified 0 0 o
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and Tesources at appxopnate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e complexlty, type, subs, documentanon skills.
' Dcmonstrated experience | m slmﬂax typc and compluxxty. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and Loxnplcxtty shown inres 0
prcuemwc, in chf ferent type or lower complexuyf -l
-3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Proj ect \/Lmag * 0 3 0
- {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of under standmg and viable novative ideas pxoposcd‘ 2
High lwcl of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposedf = 1 i 10 10
Basxc underst:mdmg of the Progevt. 0
Lack of project under: standing -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative o project. ) -
' Within 15mi] 2
161050mif !
51to ]SO mi, 0 0 3 0
15110500 mif -1
Gleater than SO0 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreement&, non-Indiana firms| -3
: Weighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria, P

/
i

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

e /
[itle: Consuitant Services Manager

Date:  1/30/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




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

13

Consultant Name: HNTB Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scering Criteria Scale |Score Weight Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . ]
No outstanding worcsolved agreement disputes > 3 mo: 0 0 20 0
Oulslandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Performance |Historical Performance,
§ Tnnc]mess score from performance database, * 0
Quality/ Budgc ore on similar work from per formance database. o .o
L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0
Capacity of Team [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
tn de Work .
Ava)labllny of morc lhan adequate capacny that results in added vatue to INDOT. T 0 20 0
. Adequate capacxty to mect the schcdulc. 0
insufficient availabie capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's .[Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated - . lvalue or efficiency to the deliverabie.
Qualifications ) Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
v for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertisc and resources at appropriate level| 0
R Insufficient cxpcrtlsc and/or resources] -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentation skdls
Demonsirateq _gmpl {ence in simitar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower comp]cxtty o=
Insufficient experience] -3
R Historical Performance of Firm's Projec!'Mauaecmcnt from database. * 0 S 0
Approach to JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas pmpqsgd 2
High level of underﬁlé"r{&-mg and/or viable inovative ideas pr opog&i i 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. o
: Lack of project understanding. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office velative to project,
) ' - o Within 15mif 2
B 16 1o 50 1mni| [
I Sito150mif 0 0 5 0
15110500 mif -1
“Gr eater than 500 m1. -2
For 100% state funded awrccments, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Welghted Total 20

See guidelines for this REP 10 determine the scale criteria.

‘The scores assigned above represent iy best judgement of the consultant's abilitics for the rating categories. Signed: /,7,/ /

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

Title: Produciton Manager

Date:

1/31/2008




Selection Rating for RFP-~No. 05-02 , Item No. _13

Consultant Name: HNTB Services Descnptlon. Pro;ect Development Services
Category. - : Scox'ing Criteria : : . e Scale Scme | Weight |
Disputes R Outst‘mdmg Agreement Disputes, -
S o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old) 0 0 20 0
[ o Qutsmndmg unresolved agxeementdxsputcs more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Perforinance - |Historical Performance. ] )
ST Timeliness score from performance database: - 0 15 v 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from per formance database, * 0 15 ) 0 *
: Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from per! formance database. * [ 10 4] *
_|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 0 20 0
Aduquate capacnty to mect the schedule 0
Insutficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
‘Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
Demonstrated umque exper! tise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefitd 2}
Exp«.rhse and resources at appxopnatt, levcl
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' D(:rnon\n'ated  exper ience in simifar typc and complexny v 2 0 5 0
hxpcx ience in qumiax type and complcxny shown inresume’] 0
Experience in d1fferent type or Iowt,r complexity -1
Insuff' cient experience] -3 N .
Historical Performance of Firm's Pxomt \Aanagemmt from database. * 0 5 4]
. [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. »
‘ High Tevel of undersmndmg and viable movatwe ideas propoeed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movatwc, xdeas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basxc undcrstandmg oi the Project} - 0
. Lack of project understzmdmrr -3
- {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
- Within 15 mi] 2
16t050mi] |
sl t0150m1 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Grcatcx than SOO mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non- -indiana Grms) -3
) Weighted Total Q
See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria /[//(/u
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /{ &) @(;

Title: Program Manager

Date:  1/31/2006

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings




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

13

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spanns Engineering Services Descnptlon. PrOJect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

‘/

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

* These ratings are based on information provided by Central Office Design Division ratings

?

e, w/“(,/«"

(‘ategm Y. Scorm{, Cl iteria < Beale. SCOR'L Welght (Weighted -
T Seare:
stputes( Outstand_ing Agreement Disputes. )
e : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
: R Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
Past Performance  |Historical Performance. » 1
: : Timeliness score from performance database — * 0 5 0
Quality/Budget score on similar wmk from performam,c database. * 2 I5 30
Qudhty/Budg,c,t score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 2 10 20
o]Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to performthe project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that Eesulvts in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adcqua‘tc capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available éébacity o meet the schedule, -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“{value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
Demonstrated umquc expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 )
L‘{pcrnbe and resources at appropriate lcvel 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
| Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
- jeomplexity, type, subs, documentation ski!ls.
Demonstrated cxpm ience in snmlar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Expcnence in similar type and complcxuy shown inresume’| 0
Experience in du“ fercnt fype or lower complemty -
Insuff‘ cient experienced -3 )
Historical Performance of Firm's leect Management from database, * 0 5 0
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
ngh level of under: standmg and viable movahvc. ideas proposed o 2
High level of underatandmg and/or viable movattw 1deas proposed. B 1 10 10
Basic understandmg of the Pxo;ect 0
Lack of project undcxstandmg -3
“{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
1 Within 15 mif 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
‘51vtoli50m1 0 0 5 0
15100500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
: Weighted Total 70

1 /{MW, /

’l“itle://onsultant Serwees Manager
Date:

173072006




