v

RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for item No. _16

Item Title _Project Development, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1
Brysn Bart Uinda e cores

Consultants Vealo | Muslier | Painter Total Ranking |
1BLA 106 105 278

Woolpert, Inc. 100 - 80 235 :
USI Conasultanis 80 80 . 215 k
DLZ 20 86 76 . 90 4
[BL&n r 7 7t 85

Farrar, Garve: § 10 30 . [

American Cons. 100 70 80

United Consulting 100 20, 80

CroasRoad Eng. k 80 50 75

Conpdon Eng. 4 - 80 30 - 165 [1
RQAW 4 100 0 80 1
Carradino LLC 3 70 4 45 12
Tranport Consult 80 k 45 K
Janssen, Spaans ) 4 4 4
First Group Eng. 100. 3 4 1
Earth Tech 4 4 4 30 1€
|GPD Assoc. 2 10 25 7

. J. Christlan 4 40 ]
onar Group 1 2 1

|Butroughs 1 20 0

VS Enginesring 3 40 30 [ 21
BF&S 30 E 40 [ 22
Waeasler & Assac 45 F 30 - 95

HNTB 5 20 24
Certified Eng. £ 0 85 §
Hanson Prof, 50 20 80 28
Paul {. Cripe, Inc. 10 50 10 70 27
IParaons Brincker. 20 50 70 28
Paraons Transpor 10 40 10 €0 29
Schneider Comp. 1 20 3 60 30
Clark Dietz 1 [] 4 55 i
R.W. Armstrong * 40 10 4 2
Burgess & Niple 1 10 Z 4 33
Donohus Assoc. | 0 2 35 34
ASA Eng. 10 30 35
URS Corporation 20 0 30_ B
GRW Engineers 0 40} =3 20 7]
A&FEng._ 20 0 -20

FRP 15 20 1 F 39
MS Consultants 10 0 1 40
Strand Assoc. 10 1 41
HMB Prof. Eng. 0 42
Frost Eng. - -11 -5 -12 43
K&S -85 +14 -125 33! 4
Quality Env. «150 =140] - -150 <44 45

Scoring ties were broken using average scores frém past performance evaluations on roadway projects,

Scoring Team Leader Signature: 7i.,‘ P 777. M
Title: ﬁE( {_6";"'.5& IfﬂnT J“" Vn.—c;r
Date: J/0f

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

The selection committae has reviswed the recommendations and associated documentation to verify
procedure.compliance and has considered capacity guidelines and any known ongoing disputes with these
firms and takes the following action wihout diraction from qutside of the commities.

[B/ Selection of the proposed top _(_rmnked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked
firms approved, in order, as alternates.

[J  Selection of the top ___ ranked firms is approved as indicated above after ellminaﬁon of __Indicated
firms for the reasons noted below. The nexd 2 ranked firms are approved, in order, as alternates.

O selection based an the recommendations and the assaciated dooumentation is deniad for the reasons
noted below,







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

16

-onsultant Name: Bernardin Lochmueller Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o N
e _ No outstanding unresolve g.greement disputes >3 mos. old} 0 20 0
o Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. 3
Past Historical Performance. _ SR SRR I
Performance T ' . .-T‘mﬁl.“le§§ score from performance database TR . T -
L Qualrty/Budget score 65 1 similar w work from performarnce database “" i ' —L 5 o 15
o Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance ‘database, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . }
Work " Avallabrlrty of more than adequate capacxty that results in added value to INDO'I‘ _ l 'A ' 1 20 20
L o . Adequate capacity to m meet the schedule 0
- “Insufficient available capacity fo meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. =~ . R
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified| 2 15 30
... forreq'dservices for value added benefit] 2
B — i Expertlse and resources at approprlate level A
T T Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills.
o ~ % Den;odst;éteg éQBé”_ nce it in s:m:lér— t};pe and oomplexrty WZ l 2 5 10
B B Experrence in srmrlar_t and comp]exrty showninresume’y 0
___ Experience ir drfferengtzpe or lower complexrty e
.’ — - - Insufficient experiencef -3 | ORI P
Historical Performance of Firm's Proy:ct Management from database, 1 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project i ) ) Hrgh level of understandlrré and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable movatrve ldeas proposed. _ _'1~ 1 10 16
" “Lack of prOJect understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
T T e e somi. 1 ]
S Tatesom]
. i ) ' o Greater than 500 mij -2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Waighted Total 106

1D vy.al.

HE-D

2/2 /) 2e0d.




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _16
Consultant Name: Woolpert, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ~ o 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlspu s > 3 mos. oldy 0 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e SN B S
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance d abase I o
Quahty/Budg‘eLs'c_ore on snmnlar work from performance database R B __;Jém -
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Waork 3 1hty'of rﬁ&'emfaﬁ .dequate capacxty that results i m added value to INDOT 1 1 20 20
N ' Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule] 0 B
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i . I
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
L e . forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
L W o Expertxse and resources at appropnate level .0
o B T Tnsufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
] "“Iiuenl'o“nstrated expenence m sm;l—I"ar type and conlofe;(lty g 7 5 10
S Expenence in similar type ai and complexny shown inresume’| 0
B Experience in different type or lower complexity[ ' -1
' i " Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Management t from database e T S
Approach to Understandmg and | Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. S
Project X ngh level of understandmg and v1able movanve ideas proposed 2
‘ ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or vi 'le movatlve 1deas propos d ] - t 10 10
N Basnc understandmg of the Pl‘O_]eCt i ) 0 .
‘Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relativeto project. .. ...
o he m e o men e mmms B 4 e s eree e A ANRAMMANGAI ARt L. mad S Aman R b 4 L aer v reasaam AN At asevilers s e s Wlmln 15 ml 2 -
~ " Greater than 500 mi A —2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms .3

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Woeighted Totall 100

1D ~~.00

Titde: BYE-2

Date: >/ / 2o,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

~onsultant Name: USI Consultants, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e 0
No outstmdlngunresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos old| 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old| -3
Past Historical Performance. SR R
Performance ] ' - Tlmelmess score from perforrnmceﬂdatabase R L R
m“ ) N _' _' W Quallty/Budget score on srmxlar work from performance database. "‘ 1 _M;_‘iS - 15
T - Quality/Budget score cn all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ ) .
Work W ) Avallablllty of rr;ore than adcquate capacnty that mults in added value fo INDOT - !_ 1 20 20
. o o . Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. _ 0 o
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. e e
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
) e forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o R Expertnse and resources at appropnate Jevel. 0
) Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
e ﬁeﬁigggt;ated expe 'ence in similar type and'comple 0 5 0
e Experlence in srmrIar typ mp £ 0
: o . Expenence in dlfferem ty e or lower complexrty. -1
- B nsufﬁcrent experiencef -3 | | e
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Manegement from database. * 1 5 s
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost a. and/or time savings. L
Project o o Hrgh level of understandmg and viable Lrlgyetwe rdeas proposed. 2
N o Htgh Ievel of understandmg mdio"rV\;r;E!e inovative ideas prgpgeed. l 1P o 10 0
e S Basrc und.erstz;nd;ng ofthe Project. _‘ . 0: ﬁ
) - S Lack of pra project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, R
_ e o wsOmi] 1
. e e 51 to 150 mi Lo 1 0 5 0
e 151 to 500 mif -1
e Greater than 500 mi] 2
'~ For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms) -3

Welghted Totall 80

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: _133 LG WP Yo
Title; HE -2
Date: /2 /20,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: DLZ Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
e No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes>3 mos. old. o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historlcal Performance, N S . SRR S
Performance o e 1:1melmess score from performance database. * R L
'“ ‘ - Qualtty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * o l~ ., m:“ﬁ_l::i: :
T Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * [ T
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work “ a ) Avallablllty of more than adequate capacxty that results ts in added \_ralue to lNDOT ”]M 1 20 20
T K detaecapacity o e the sehede 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertxse ‘and resources identified 2 15 30
... forreq'd services for value added benefitf 2
) o ) Expemse and resources at t appr _PBrlate level 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
e Demonstrated ex;e_riTence in si s:mtlar type and?&rﬂ;{lexxty i ..:%,..,.:. 2 5 10
e Expenence in sxmtlar  type and cc complexnty shown in resume'f 0
e ) Experlence in different type or lower complextty. -
e . Insufficient experience| -3 Lo
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_pect Management from database * I 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project ... Highl level of understanding and vnable movatlve ve ideas proposed. . 2
] o _; ' w}-hgh _level of understzm‘dmg and/or vxable movanve ve ideas propo ed Y 1 10 10
' “Lack of pmJect understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. —
T T i TS| 3
o 16w050mi] 1
. o Csinasomi 0 ] - 5 -5
15110500 mi| -1

P . .. AL A WARAS s = AT E o . B s Greater thar‘ 500 ml .- -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fi irms.] -3

Welghtad Total 95

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: ED Y el
Title: & -2,
Date: >/ Z)_/ 2O




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

16

~onsultant Name: Beam, Longest and Neff, LLC Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o S — 0
o No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes> 3 mos_ o_lg 0 20 0
; - 0utstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. .. R (SUSON NS
Performance - Tlrnglr'rﬁss score from performance database. * o 115 0
o . Qualny/Budget score - on similar w work from  performance database * 1 s 15
T Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ] . e s
Work . Avarlablhty of more than 'adeouate capacnty that results in added value to INDOT N l N 0 20 0
A Adequatc capacny to meet the schcdule ) o
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. . N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identified 2 15 30
A . forreq'd services for value 2 added benefit| 2
e L —_ Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
' . »ﬁe;nonstrated exgenence in similar type and complexrty MMZ.W 2 5 10
: L Expenence in sumlar ar type and complex1ty shown in resume’, 0
. T Experience in different type or lower complexityl -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Proy:ct Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost a1 and/or t:me savings. A o
Project S ngh Iovgtof‘ ungerstandmg and y_lal“)lg moyatwe ideas s proposed.| 2
o ngh levek' of dnderstandmg and/or vial b‘le:r‘r_tovat-n/e ideas proposed 4 1 ': 0 10 0
e i_.__magiu_gnderstandmg of the Project. o _
4 o Lack of project understanding.| -3 ]
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. :
T . Within 15 mi,
b wemmen e P G e deiem a4 e s YN AN RALTA Y W Tl . . Si e AN S v o L AR RIS 16tO 50 ml .
LT sietsomid 0 5 0
. Greater than 500 mi]
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. ' _
Waeightad Total 70
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: [ VY o Qs
Title: HE-2
Date: 2/ D_/ 2K



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

16

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

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstanding ur unresolv d agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old, 0 20 0
T Outstanding unresolved ag_eement disputes more than 3 mos.old} -3
Past Historical Performance. =~ U e
Performance T o Tlmelmess score from performanﬁ‘d_at_abase ot LN L 0
e LAl s s
‘ Qualrry/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database]  * 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work A Avarlabrllty of more than adecluate ca pacrty ‘that results m added value to INDOT -. l ) 1 20 20
_” o . _m Adequate capacrty 1o meet the “schedule. 0__
o “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 s 30
i for req'd services for value added benefit] 2”...
S _ Expemse angjgsglgces at approprrate level 0
o Insufficient expertrse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatron skllls.
- - 2 S 10
. ~ Experlence r srmrlar  type @ and complexrty shown in resume’| i
e Experrence in drfferent  type or lower r complexity] -1
. .,,-r...e...:. X o e . Insuff' cient experience -3
o " Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and In Innovatron that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs i o
Project w - o B ngh leve_l Qf ﬁnﬁdgmt&ndmg and vrable lnovatrve 1deas prékpgégd ' " %:W
Hrgh level of understanding and/or vxable rnovatrve 1deas proposed, lu - 1 10 10
I Basicunderstanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandrng -
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ORI S
. ) o o 16 to 50 mr o
X o o : e 5] to 150 mi] 0 0 5 0
. _ R _ 151 to 509 mi| -1
L . o Greater ¢ than 500 mi| -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Woeighted Totali 100

P .00

Title:  He= -2

Date: 2)/3. /D.c.r;do




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

sonsultant Name: American Consulting, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
e No outstmdrd&unresolve agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] o 20 0
Outstandmgunresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historleal Performance. . SO DUNE N
Performance o e Trmelmess score from performance database * 0 15 1
— ) - Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database * ’ 1 15 N
o Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, . 1 10 |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do Ve N essmda v " FEEIY T
Work ] w_ B Avarlabrhty of more than adequate cap ¢ ty that results m a value to INDOT. 1 20 20
- N e _Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule
" Insufficient available capacity to meet 1t the schedule,
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified| 2 15 30
i o for req'd servrces for value added benefit. 2 .
) . Ex.pemse and resources at ap 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
o Demonstrated expenence in srmllar type and complexrty T B 5 10
R e Experlence in srmllar type and complexrty shown inresume'y 0
e Expenence in different type or lower comp]exrty. .
‘ e B Insufficient experience] -3 1
) o Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘O_]CCt ManaLcnt from database, * 1 5 S
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/orj time savmgs e
Project o Hrgh level of understandmg and vmﬂe _rngye.trve ideas proposed. 2
T o M—Hi__ h level iable movetlve 1deas proposed. 1 1 10 10
B _.N .' _ _‘_ A e w:_MB:asrc understandmg of the Project| G
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. et | o
o T within 15mil 2
. léto 50 ml 1
o . Csiwisomif o |0 5 0
o R lSltoSOOml -1
. . Greater than 500 mi| -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} 3
Woeighted Total 100

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: % A s
Title: HE -2
Date: >/ / 200




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

16

Consultant Name: United Consulting Engineers Services Description: Project Development Services

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. T T 0
e No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos old] o 20 0
B Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3'mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . s
Performance o Txmelmess score from performance database. * ¢ 15 ..o
T Quahty/Budget score on 31m|Iar work from performance database,|  * [ 15 ) __l§~_
T Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ]
‘Work Avallabmty of more than adequate capactty that results in added value to TNDOT T 1 20 20
' _Adequate capacity to meet the schedule ..o
Insufficient available capacity 1o meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 5 15 30
... forreqd services for value added benefit. 2
e ._“vm‘_i‘ ) __ Expertise and t sources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient e)gpertlse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based en: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
i B M_? '—Demons;ﬁt‘edve;zpencnce in s1m1lar type andmegmplemty NZ ) ' 2 5 10
o _._Experience in similar type and complex1ty shown inresume't 0
L o _E{‘}iﬁ[‘.‘?’.‘f“.?“ dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
Ipspfﬁglent experience -3 | | |
'Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost andlor time | seymgs I
Project o ngh le‘yie“l_of understandmg and v1able movatxve ideas pro;;_gsed 2
o ) ngh level gf: understanding ar and/or vnable movatxve 1deas  proposed., ‘wl 1 __' 1 10 10
:W:_._ ] ' e ) o B Basm understandmg of the i’rOJect _0_
) ' i Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. SUTRRICURRIR S
S . Within (5mil 2 -
o e L 3 51t0150m1 1.0 0 5 0
N . o R 151t0500 mid -l
’ . Greater than 500 mi,| . -2__
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Woelghted Totall 100}

D 00—

He -0

/2 [ acod,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, ltem No.

16

- Jonsultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers, PC 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: ED Y0

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ~ 0
o No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. | N IS AP
Performance | R Tlmelmess score from performance database * | 0 | 15 | O
— Quallt;/Budget score on sumlar far work from performance database X "l ..- 15 p 15
' B Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's persounel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work a 'A Avarlabrllty of more than adequate capacxty t.hat results m addedh\ﬂ/’alye to INDOT L 1 20 20
L B Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule o
" Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, R
Qualifications "Demonstrated 1 umque expertrse and | resources identified 2 15 30
o T for req'd services for value added benefit] 2“ i
. N o R Expertrse and resources at appropnate level{ 0
T Insufficient expertise and/or resources. =R
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
T . ﬁénldnstratcd experrenceﬂl‘rrsrrﬂnﬁlﬂlartype and complex1ty _ 2«ww 0 5 0
e . Expenence in stmllar type and complexity | shown inresume’] 0
. I':‘Ag(_pgrgncﬂe}n_drfferent typeor. lower complextty -
' Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, L
Project Hrgh vel of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed i ‘ _2' ‘
. ngh level of underst'andﬂmgand/or V|able mova_tlve “ld s proposed, (. 1 10 10
T T o understanding o the Proest| 0.
- ‘ o Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . ... .
U S TR . © e e aeeAES AR YA s R e 4 oM Aruesiae Al SIS\ B Aeabiia fa ) . Wlthln 15 ml
S 16 10 50 mi.
e+ e e e 3110150 mi. 0 s 0
. B 15110 500 mif -
o _ e Greater tha.n 500 mi.
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms)
Waighted Total 90

Title: Wx-22

Date: :‘5/1/2003::




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Congdon Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted

Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, .1 o
o No outstanding unresolved agggement dlsputes >3 mos. old. ) O u 20 0
Outstandmg > unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. =~ e —
Performance 3 Timeliness score from performance database, e 0 | 15 0
; o Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database, w: (. ANlS 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 ] 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ]
Work ' WNW Avallablhty of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT, 1~ - 1 20 20
— .' e ‘ Adequate capacity 1o meet the schedule 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ) ) .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
__for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o . 'Egggenlse and resources at appropriate 'level 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complex:ty, type, subs, documentation skills.
o ) wDem.o:;smtra;te.é-e:(-;‘)we'r\fgr;ce in smtléi: ty—p;ea*t*nud}ofmplex-xt): M2 2 5 10
ce in and complexxty shown in resume'} 0
) ) Expenence m dlffgggt type or Iower complexrcy L
e N lnsufﬁment experience] -3 | 1
o " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mana: iment from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives It INDOT cost and/or weﬁsaytl'llg_s.m . o
Project o ' o 'nglzlk level of understapdmg and wable movatlve ideas proposed 2
“ 4 _ngh level .‘understandmg and/or v1able movatlve ideas proposed, ) Jmmb 0 10 0
_; e Basnc understandmg of the Project, OM
4 B Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ i
151 10500 ¢ ml -1

e e b B P e me e e e e

Greater thaxi 500 mi| -

" For 100% state funded a _greemems non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 80

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: = mq-o-a-«'—)
' Title:  +HE -2
Date: /2 / DOrs




<onsultant Name: RQAW

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

16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes [Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
. Noou tandmg unresolved a agreement dnsputes > 3 mos. old ..... 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Historical Performance. e - B
Performance i Timeliness s_core from performance database oo
e ) si 1lér Work from performance database] o
o Quahty/ngget score on all INDOT work from performance database, *
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . o
Werk v "‘-lablhty of more than ad'eqﬁ';ié'a.}?;é?& that re results in added valueuto II:IDOT ; I 1 20 20
' e Adequate capacrty to meet the sehedule 0
B Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield & relevant added
Demenstrated  |value ov efficiency to the deliverable, L R
Qualifications 'Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified 2 15 30
e Torreqd services for value added benefit. 2
' - e __Expertise and resources at appropriate | level, 0
o e Tnsufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
B o Derr\orr'strated experrenee in similar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
| ) Expenence in similar type and complexity shown inresume’| 0
' o _Experge_qc_e_ ‘9..@3’..9!“ type or Iower r complexity] -1
i e Insufﬁment it experience] 3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management “from database. ¥ 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project N ngh level of understandmg and vnable 1novat|ire rdeas proposed u' ~2_
‘ ngh level of understandmg and/or vnable inovative rdeas proposed f‘ 1 1 10 10
) e Basrc understandmg ofthe Project] 0
) ' o Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject, Lo
- o R 16t050m1 1
. T T Siensoml) o) o | s | o
B e ]51 to 500 mi, -1
N N ' ’ Greater than 500 mi| -2 '
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Woelghted Total 100

TS Y000

—E -T2

>/2/2000,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Corradino LLC Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. =~ N 0
. No outstandmg unresolved ageement dlsputes > 3 mos old] 0 20 0
" Qutstandi g&nresolved ggEement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. N ISV AU Y I
Performance o . Tnmelmess soore from performance database SR O R o
L Quallty/Budget scorc on snmtlar work from performance database. 1.6 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ R i
Work M Avallablllty of more tha.n ' adequate capacnty lhat results i in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
- Adequate capacxty to meet the schedule] 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, I R
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
- e ......for req'd services for value added benefit) 2
" e .. Expertise and resources at appropriate level{ 0
B ] Insufficient experfise and/or resources) -3

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

s e

o . D“'e‘monstrated exeenence m snmllar type and complcmwy __2 2 5 10
. Experlence in snmllar type and complexny shown inresume’y 0
T T Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
o el Insufﬁment experience -3 1 1 o}
o " Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘OjeCt Ma:gge_ ment from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings. i
Project _ _ Highlevel of unders;andmg and vnable movanve ldeas proposed. 2
o 'Mthéh level O?Jnderétandlng and/or v1able movatwe 1deas proposed i 1 1 10 10
LT Basicunderstanding of the Project] | 0

“Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Wlthm 15 m1 oy

2
16 10 50 mi. o
0

I Stwoasomif o |1 5 3
e e, 15110500 mi} -1
B - " Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woalghted Total 70

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B T a0
Title: HE-T0
Date: >/ 2./ 200




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

16

onsultant Name: Transportation Consulting Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, T L
~ No outsténdmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| n 0_w 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historicat Performance. USSR NI SN R
Performance ' N B Tlmelmess score from performance database s 15 !
, S0 VN NI N
s 1 10 | 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on tlme.
Team to do
Work ‘ i - Avaxlabrlrty of more than adequate cepziat;ﬂlat results m added value to lNDOT — f 1 20 20
T e Adequate capacxty to meet thc schedule 'S
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified) 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] _2' .
- Expemse and resources at appropnate level, 0
S Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, docnmentatlon skills,
e Dern-onéﬁated expenence in sxmrlar type and complexrty ) 2 0 5 0
R Expcnence in 51mllar lar type and complexxty shown inresume’| 0
e o . Experience in different type or lower complexity| | "-1
A Insufﬁcxent experience| -3 . o
Hlstoncal “Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding ; and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, »
Project High level of understandmg and viable movatlve ideas proposed 2
o ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve ideas proposed., 1 0 10 0
e Basic underslandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
N e Within 15mi]| 2
o ~ ) ) B l6t050m1 1
. . ~ 51 to 150 mif 0 0 5 0
] 151 to 500 miy -1
. i . Greater than 500 mij -2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Waighted Total 80

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

1D~ 5.a0 o

ME-D

Date:

3/2/2004,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Services Description: Project Development Services {
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. =~ o L 0
i No outstandmg unreso]ve agreement dlsputes>3 mos old 0o 20 0
T B Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old]| 3
Past Historical Performance. |~ . . SRR I S
Performance o ‘ Txmelmess score frgyp ‘performance database oy 0 ) 15 o 0
- ) Quallty/Budget score on snmxlar work from performance database) ‘ ) Mu‘lj__ ﬁﬁp:::
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance Jatabase, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e D e At
Work i ~ T Avallablllty of m more than adequaté‘ga;)acxty that r;samm }djle_d__"{‘!‘jfﬁ? TNDOT o 1 20 20
R *_ e Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, ~0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N o, )
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque cxpemse and resources identified 2 15 30
~ for req'd services for value added benefit} 2
Expertlse and resources. at appropnate leveL 0

Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.

e Demonstrated experlence in sxmllar type and complextty . .2 - 2 5 10
~ Experlence in s:mllar r type ¢ and complexnty shown inresume’| 0
e "Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
HW” o T ) Insuffic c1ent t experience. 3 .
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_)ecl Maiagemem from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time e savings.
Project : o S - lixgh level o of understandmg and viable mova’uve ideas proposed. 2
T ': _ '4 Hlé’llé\;éﬁ)f understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 -' 1 10 10
.. Besicunderstanding of the Project{ 0

Lack of project understanding] -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B L T T detesomi) 1
o e _u LSl 1s0mif 0 | 0 5 0
- L - Greater than 500 mi, -2; v
"“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 abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 1 TV 3000
Title; H&=-L
Date: /2 / [le o IN




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

consultant Name: First Group Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, NSRRI WO B
e _No outstandin, solved ag ‘r_n'e_:x_\_t dlsB_utes> 3 m(l)§~o‘l_c‘l o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dnsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. R
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance database; X 0
- Quahty{Budg sc eon sxmxlar work from performance database]  * - 15
o Qualxty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ U AR
Work : __ Aveilgpi_igty of _mgie than n adequate ¢ capaeity that results in added value to INDOT. = I_ . 1 20 20
T o __. _," o : o ' i} Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule 0 ;‘
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. SR T
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 9 15 30
- oo SO EQd sSerVices for value added benefit} 2
- e Expertise and resources at appropriate level, o

Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skllls

[ VSO R Tt vanitg et ot e i, D

. 2 5 10
o o e e E"Per‘encev erent type or I ‘°we" °°mp1e’é.9i -
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managgment from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project S ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative 1deas preposed 2
o _High] level of understandlng and/or viable inovative id ldeas proposed. 1 1 10 10
T i undersanding of the Prost| 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
e, Within 1S mi] 72
T ewesomif A
e L 1w XS0mi) 0T 0 5 0
T 15it0500mi) 71
} Greater than 500 mi| 2~
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| ~ -3

Weighted Total] 100

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 R e
Title: HHE -2
Date: /2 / 200,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Earth Tech Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
B No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 m.‘.’i g}i 0 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. T, JUPRRIOTE SRRNI SRS R
Performance N o Tlme!rness score from performance database. * 1.0 1 15 . 0
' - Qualrty/Budget score on srrmlar work from performance database} * 0 s * o
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . e e L e b s as e+ PO TESIP YRR
Work -. _ ' Avar!abrhty of more than adequate capacrty that resnl}s in addeg !g_!% INDOT. _ 1 1 20 20
- i, N Adquate capacity to meet the scﬁedule. 0
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, =~ o o N
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
e+ e . Torreqid services for value added benefit} | 2
+ evminin v+ wramosnres .. EXpertise and resources ot appropriate level] 0
T T 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.

© s s o0 A e

Demonstrated experrence m srmrlar type and complex1ty. 2.0 o 5 0
e o Experrence in srmllar type and complexrty §§1_o_wn inresume’] 0 |
Il Experience in different type or fower complexity] -1
o Insufficientexperiencef 37 )k
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. * 1 5 ]
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savmgs )
Project . . Hrgh level of understandmg and v1ab1e movatrve rdeas proposed. Ty
i Basrc understandmg of the PIOJeCt.
Lack of project understandmg.
Location | Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. I IO
. B e MerosOmif 1
Slwol1somif o | 0 5 0

cma e e e b e s o o Y SN -

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

B Ce e e e

Woelighted Totall 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: ED R WY T I
Title:  H=-20
Date: >/ :l/ R,




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

Sonsultant Name: GPD Associates Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e i T
No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > > 3 mos old 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.
Past Historica) Performance. SO : S
Performance - , m B Tlmelrness score from performance database '. R L 0
o Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance databa__se ' 0 - a5 | e
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work o Avarlabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that results m addeg y_:a_ltmre_to INDOT o 1 20 20
e 'Adequate capacity to meet the schedule '
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified]
2 15 30
. for req'd services for value added benefit|
R L o Expemse and resources at approprlate level
o T " Insufficient expertrse and/or resources.
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
B . Demonsuatemperlence in ! snnllar ‘ type and complexity. A 9 5 10
o e | ‘__mn'nlar type & and complexrty shown in resume’.
,.,- _Experience in drfferent type or lower complex1ty
‘ . N Insufﬁcrent experience, T R
' "Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|ect Management ‘from database. 1 5 s
Approach to Understanding and Innovatton that gwes INDOT cost and/or time savmgs. .
Project o o _' ngh ]evel _of understandmg and viable movatrve 1deas proposed
' Hrgh level of funderstanding and/or " viab ble 1novat|ve 1deas proposed., 1 10 10
e, ‘Basic understandlng of the Project.
Lack of project understanding
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .. .
o . o 16 to 50 mi.
L X e 51t0150m1 B 0 5 0
T T sl e so0mi)
. o " Gresterthan 500mi| 2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-[ndlana firms.
Woeighted Total 85

HE-TL

YEYETSA




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Stephen J. Christian Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, - 0
e ‘No outstanding un unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved asreement disputes more than 3 mos, old} -3
Past Historical Performance. ] T T T
Performance | "™ Timeliness score from performance database ¢ | 0 | 15 | 0
du o ,. Quahty/BudE& écore on similar work from performance datal_).gég T T 15 |0
T 'Quahty/Budat score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project ou time.
Team to do
Work - ‘ o Avanlablhty of ‘r“n:)}e_thén adequate cnpaclty that resu]ts m added value to INDOT 1 h 0 20 0
o . : e Adeqyate capacxty to meet the schedule 0 B
"Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
. forreqdservices for value added benefity 2
. Expertise and resources at appropnate levell. -0
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatwn skills,
o Der;ioflstrated exnperlence in sxm:lar type and complex1ty 2 2 5 10
o Experlence in s1mllar type and complexny shown in resume’. 0 ]
-T, L Experlence in different type or lower complexny -1
. ~ . o [nsuff cient experience| -3
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project _ S ' o ' ngh level of understanding and viable movatwe ideas proposed
i ) ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve ideas proposedf 1 10 10
e MQ;’;SLC understandﬂggfihe Project.|
Lack of project understanding.
Lecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~
L Within 15 mi. 2
o i . to 50 mi]
R e stios0omil 1
e Greater than S00 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.| _
Waelighted 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: =) T a0
Title: +HE -2
Date: >/ :L/ 200,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Jonsultant Name: Bonar Group Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. AU B
o ~ o N ts't ‘ng unresolved agrecment drsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
Outstandmg ‘unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. .~ R JUURUT AU IO [
Performance o Tlmehrle score from performance database " .0 15 o
w L .’ Quahty/Budggt score On"Slmllal‘ work from performance database o __l B 15 A y 15”
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance ‘database. * | 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team ta do P A SRAPRUPPRRIRp
Work [ M Avarlablhry of more than adequate cap*a‘ ty | that results in added value to INDOT | 1 20 20
- ‘Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0|
B "Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  }value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
. forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o - Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
S o Insufficient expernse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
eomplexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
R oemonstr'ai‘éa éggéé‘f 1ce in similar N_P_é‘éhd eomplexny T2, 5 0
e on o mmmo. . ...Experience in different type or lower complex‘ty "
" 'Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovanon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. i
Project - o ngh level of understanding and v1aPle movatlve ideas proposed| 2
' o ngh level of understandmg and/or vreble movatlve 1deas proposed. - l ) 0 10 0
. Basicunderstanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
o o 151tos00mif -1
e e e e i Greater r than 500 mi 2 i~
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Welghted Total 75

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: ED L e

Title: e - 2o

Date: B/ /Qcoé,,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _16

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, .1 o
. No outstz{ndmg unrcsolved a&reement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past E.'-i?.!!l.’.iﬁ?!!.?ctf9!??‘§!!£§_,.., R . .
Performance Tlmellness score from performance databasc o 0 15
o Qualrty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 1 ) 1“5_“”
T _Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasef  * 1 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do R R
Work * ' '_ _ Avmlabrhty of more than adequate capaelty that results in added value to INDOT |1 1 20 20
o L Adequate capacnty to meet tt the schedule 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet ( the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources ldennﬁed 2 15 30
e for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
[ . o Expemse and resources at appropnate level. 0
ST 0 T Insufficient expemse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
L Demons"t’rdt'&;d experrerr‘cenf{{ 's'IE{{iér type and co;nple;r;y ) 9 5 10
o Experrence in srm:la.r type and complexrty shown in resume' 0
- . Experionce in different type or lower complexity -1 __
""Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Manag_ent from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings. o
Project _ Hrgh level of underst_andmg and viable movatrve ideas proposed 2
T _ ' ” ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve ldeas proposed] 1 w‘_ 0 10 0
_ ' o _A ,.., . . E_vasrc understandmg of the Project.| (l .
s ' B T Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project, . e e | e
e S VWithin 1smil 2
) i ] o ) 16050m| 1
. . JSlodsomil 0§ 0 5 0
_ . e 15110500mi) o1
e . Greater than S00mif -2
" "For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Woeighted Total 90

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B T N 20 s
Title: & .2
Date: /2 / 200




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

-onsultant Name: VS Engineering, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ] 0
... No outstanding u unresolved agreement dlsgqtes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance, N [SRUHRURN ST IO DS
Performance o Tgmelmess score from performance database D Lo s 0
o . Q lity/Budge;thgore on similar work from performance database ' A L __15_ _“_
B Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - R .
Work i B -:_g;e“ than adequate'capacxty tha_x_t ults in added value " INDO'I‘ 1 0 20 0
A ) __:WMMR ) . Adequate capaclty to meet the schednle 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified] 2 15 30
e+ e eon JOT TEQ'd SEIViCES fOU Value added benefit 2
; I ' ... Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
' ] " Insufficient ek?:ertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
T . Demonstrated expénéﬁéé in s1mllar type aﬁd a)"rnolexny »2_ 2 5 10
Ej(p_‘gence in s1mllar typee and complexnty shown inresume’|{ 0
. ~ Expenencc in dtfferent ferent type or lower co_mglexlty s
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Manaiment from database * 0
Approach to _Understanding and }nnyvgt_n_on that gives INDOT cost ’32‘.‘{,03 tlme savmgs. .
Project L ... High level. of understandmg and viable i m(zy?,uve ldeas  proposed| 2
_ o ' High level of understa;ndmg and/or v1eble inovative _lfifggproposed . o 0 10 0
o R _Baslc understandmg of the Project, A Ov
Lack of project understandmg -3
Lacation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
- . P SV USHN . L ——— e Wlthln 15 ml PR 2
) o i _Stwlsomif 0 | 0 5 0
. o Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Woeighted Total 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B Y Y A0
Title:  ++E-2L
>/2 /a0




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

16

Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman and Seufert Services Description: Project Development Services y
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o A ) 0
i No outstandmg unresolved ag ~eement dlsputcs > 3 mos. old .0 20 0
A Outstandmﬂnresolved Qgreement disputes more than 3 mos, old| -3
Past Historical Performance. - - e o e
Performance o e Tlmelmess score from performance database T L s 0
Quahty/Budge_t §core on snmnlar work from performance ¢ data el * L - A
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - IO
Work Avallabxhty of more than adequate capactty that results m added alue wRQT 1 l 20 20
' Adequate capac1ty to meet the schedule, 0
" Insufficient available capacity fo meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 0 15 0
i __for req'd services for value added benefit 2
L ’ o o Expertxse and Tesources at appropriate level, 0
] o Insufficient expemse and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
e :mﬁe;:;orulst.rated experdlen.ce in sn'mIEr type d eoﬁﬁféitt: /| 0 5 0
. __ Experience in similar type and complex:ty show resume’}
Expenencc in dlfferent  type or lower complexnty -
. ’ o ‘ ns fﬁ ent experience o N
B “Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_lect Manggement ‘from database. 1 s |5
Approach to Understanding and Innavation that gives INDOT cost 31*n~d_/or time savings., .
Project _ High level of understandl.n_g and viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve 1deas s proposed.] ] 0 10 0
o i R Basnc understandmg of the > Project. ) 0 .
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. . . | ..
- R S Within ISmi] 2
S 1610 30mi) 71
T ostwtsom 0] 0 | s | o
e e 3110500 mid T
i ) e Greater than 500 mif -2 4___A
For 100% state funded agreements, 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: E) Y 3aQ0. ..

Title: H& -2

Date: 3/:2./:).05)29




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

16

sonsultant Name: M.D. Wessler and Associates Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o Nooutstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. e
Performance " Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
) Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work ' Avallablllty of more than adequate capacnty that resulls m added value to INDOT B _ 0 20 0
o Adequate capgg‘l_py to meet the schedule 0 '_
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e e .
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umquc expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
R for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
e i “_’* X Expert ise and resources at approprlate level, 0
T N N 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 experle};e;—l‘ﬁ‘;”rozfai type and complexlty 2 0 5 0
e Expenence in similar type and complexnty shown in resume’. 0
e Experlence in different type or lower complexxty -1
‘ o _ T msufficientexperience| 3 | . o
""" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * T 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that t gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o ngh leve} of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
_ h High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 0 10 0
e e e i . B2SIC understanding of the Project| 0
' ( B Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
EPR © b e emwavar. . at b it . e e e 16to 50 ml . ,.]_U..._‘
e ﬂ 5110 150 mi. _ffi_ N s s
i e ﬂGreater than 500 ml 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.| 3
Woeighted Total 20

B Y300

s - D

>/2/2004,




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

16

Consultant Name: HNTB Indiana, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ' I 0
wﬁ_ljo__optstandmg unresolved agreemem dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Oulstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. . ... - U B
Performance — Trmelmess score from performance database] - 0 | 15 0
' _ L ' Quallty/Budget score on srmxlar work from performance database ~ * 0 '_ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work ____ i L Avallabxhty of more Lhan adequate capacrty that resu}ts: ‘m adde_d' va]us _to MDOT N 0 20 0
o o . j\deggate c'apaolty' to rneet theschedulef 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
- . forreqd services for value added benefit] 2
- ) B | Expertlse and TEsources at appropnate level 4
T o Insufficient expemse andfor resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills,
B o 6&Edhstratéd"éip€néﬁ§él"£{ Sr;nilar type c and comSlexrty 2 » 0 5 0
N Experrence in similar type and complextty shown inresume'| 0
e . Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
e o A ) lnsuff cient experience -3 R
T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database] * o | 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or rtime savings, |
Project S ““i-i:rgh level of understandmg and vnable movatxve ideas | prob'oéeﬁ B 2 -
T Tl'r‘éh level of understandmg and/or Vlable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ) 1 10 10
o w_ e Basrc undersfandrn&of the Project] ~0 M
Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, .. .
. T within s mi) T2
N admnruAY AERARLan et C e A AR ki abE o . . et e (e s 16 to 50 ml _.1. pa—
T swisomid 0 )0 5 0
151t0500m1 -l
. Greater than 500 mi. '“-2 .
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3
Woeighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date;

B ~rryanfe

MAE -

2/2 /200,




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

16

'onsultant Name: Certified Engineering, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, N 0
standing unresolyed agree: mos. oid)” 0" 20 0
Outstandmg ‘unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. I RN SR SO
Performance _— Tnmelmess score from performance database . 0 | 15 | 0
o N Quallty/Budget scofe on 1 similar work from performance database] ¥ 0 15 0 w
) Quahty/Budgex score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do L o i -
Work _ ) - - Avallabxllty of more than adeqilate capacnty that results 12 ﬂg’d‘e_d’_!glue to INDOT i 0 20 0
; -:, h _ Adequatogggacxty to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. =~ e
Qualifications 'Demonstrated umque expemse - and resources identified 2 15 30
e for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
e R ‘ Expemse and resources at appropnate level o
Tnsufficient expemse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
5e?n;§§ﬁated exponcnce m smnlar type and coHEl&xiy _ “_2«“: 2 5 10
_ Expenence in snmllar type | and complexlty shown inresume'f 0
) §;§p¢y1en_<:e in dlfffer_ont type or lower complex1ty L
. . ) B Insufﬁcxent experienced ) I T D
' " Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 1 s B
Approach to Understant_img q?d._lnyoy?_t‘!gn that gives INDOT cost and/or ti time savings. |
Project L * High level of understandmg and V|able movatlve ideas proposed 2
' o ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas proposed. T 0 10 0
e . Basicunderstanding of the Project} 0
' ' Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
N S _Within15mi| 2
e 16 t0 50 mi| 1
T stonsomif 07 0 5 0
P R et o . - [ S ' 151 to 500 ml -l ..
o o B Greater than 500 mi| -2
" For 100% state funded : agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 55

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: E) T a0

Title: He& -2

Date: 3/1/-‘100&;




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

16

Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Services Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i 0
N No outstandmg unresolved agreementdlsputes > 3 mos. od|] 0 20 ]
o Outsiandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Historical Performance. . I
Performance - L Txmelmess score from performance database. A L R
. __Qui ality/Budget score on sxmxlar ‘work from performance database ~ * 0o 15 o0 i
T Quahty/Budgeti:ore on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e o]
Work . Avaﬂablllty of more than adequate capaclty that results in added value to INDOT ’ _ 1 ;_ 0 20 0
i i Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
" Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified 2 15 30
o for req'd services for value added benefit. “ZF
o L Expemse and resources at appropnate level o
' ' Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatxon skills,
‘wﬁe;noustrated “xpe}lénce n 51m11ar type an&"o&%}'iéﬁ:y mm_?.‘“ 3 5 10
.. Experience n similar type and complexity shown in resume’y 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexityy 1
e Insufficient experience,] -3 N ~
“Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project q_ ) o ngh lcvcl of understandmg end viable in ?'EIVC ideas proposed 2
. T P_{lgh lcvel of understandmg ar?d/or—\nable inovative 1c_i~g'51”smrnposed j E i 1 10 10
L ‘ i Bas:c understandmg ofthe'Pro‘]ect ‘ 0 -
' Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. =~ . | .
e e e e n o I IS AL 2
T T Tewos0mi)
e e L SLr0050mE] 0 O 5 0
e T 1sites00mi) L
IR e . Greater than 500mi) -2
" "For 100% state funded agreements, pon-Indiana firms) -3
Woighted 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:

Title:
Date:

MHe= -2

/2 /a0l




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

16

onsultant Name: Paul l. Cripe, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ L 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcemcnt disputes more than Imos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. ) U WU S
Performance o ’ Trmelmess score from performance database * 1Y 15 0
Qualxty/Budget sgore_‘ on §_1_r.r_u‘l‘ar_xvlvork from performance database * o ¢ 15 'M ; 0 ; i
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallabnlrty of more than adequate capacrly lhat reeulte in added value to INDOT. N l ; 0 20 0
o “ t e Adequate eapacrty to meet the schedule. g ]
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications " Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified
2 15 30
o _ . forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
’ “ _ ' R N ~M"Expertlse and resources at g appropnate Tevel, o
T mrmmm——————" Insufficient expemse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
comp!exnty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
i“ o -‘:- ) Derrlormrgtrated cxpenenﬂce, musﬂlﬁrvnm Mﬁtﬁyge and complexrty ] 2_? ‘; n 5 10
_ Experrence in stmrlar type a and complexnty shown intesume’) 0
. i - __E_x_perrenee _rn_glri;_l‘erent type or lower complexrty s
i} _ Insufﬁcxent texperience -3 | | |
' " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database] ~ * 0 ' 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable movatrve 1deas proposed ‘2'
_High level of understandmg and/or vrable rnovatrve 1deas_ proposed] 1 1 10 10
) L Bm ic understandmg of the Project, - 0
o Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
2
T :ﬁ o 16t0 SOml L
o ) 51to150mi| 0 0 5 0
o o tosoomf -l
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
. Weighted Total 50

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: &) IR WY X PO

Title: HE -2

Date: >/ -'2./ XA o




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, . 0
N No outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old| -3
Past Historical Performance. o S I
Performance o o e Tlmelmess score from performance database o 0 -
Quallty/Budgg}_ _s_cgre on si srmxlar work from performance database IR L - L
‘Quahty/Budget score on ali INDOT work from performance database| * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personne! and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do

Weark S Avallabxllty of more than adcquatc capacrty thaw sults in _addeq value tof TNDOT 1 ] 0 20 0
o . Adequate capacny'to. meet the scheclule Q
' " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 2 15 30
. forreqdservices for value added benefit, 2
L Expertlse and resources at ap approprlate level. 0
B " Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3

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

Demoggtlgted expenence m srmllar type and complexrty 2 _‘ 2 5 10
E_xpenence in similar type. and complexnty shown inresume’] 0
- o ..,,M,,MNE:’LEEYEC.QQQ. in different type or lower complexnty -
) o ‘ Insufﬁcnent experience -3 1
“7"" " 'Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_rect Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatum that gives INDOT fg{’fj}‘ﬂ_{f{}‘me savr_n_gi.m L e
Project i o ngh level of understandmé" and viable inovative ideas probosgd ;_ 2
N ' ~ High level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas proposed.} 1 1 10 10
e _ Basic unaer;tmdlng of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. N

“Within 15mi| 2

16t050mi| 1

T B e '_" 151 t6'500'm1 an
Greater than 500 mi. 2

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

Woeighted Totall 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: [ RS WA X/
Title: HH= -2
Date: > / 2 / Dol




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

16

~onsultant Name: Parsons Transportation Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

(SRR W

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i 0
R A No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved :greement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, I W -
Performance e Trmelmess score fr performance datz_ib e_ R L s o
T " Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database ¢ "o} is "o
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work ) Avarlabrlrty of more Ihan adequate cap?aat; tTrat results m added vnlue to INDOT ' ‘Alm_ 0 20 0
o ) Adequate capacrty to meet the schedulc 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 2 15 30
i for reqid services for value added benefit] 2...._
) _ o Expertrse and resources at appropnate level, o
T Insufficient cxpertrse and/or resources| -
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
i o _wlb):e'ringw trated experrence in srmrlar type and complexrty 2 5 10
B Experxence in srmrlar type and complexrty shown in resume'| -
. Experrence in drfferent type or lower complexrty =
. o —_— [nsufﬁcrent t experience} ‘ R o
' Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Ma.nag_em from database.] 0 5 0
Approach to !Ql_derstand ing and Innovation that  gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, ]
Project e Hrgh Tevel of undcrstandmg and vrable movatxve ideas proposed 2
} Hrgh lcvel of undcrstandmg and/or v1ab1e movatrve ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
'~ Lack of pro;ect understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
' ‘ _ Wlthm 15 mr 2
. . . 16 to 50 mi 1
D sioisomit 0|0 5 0
. i i . 151 to 500 mijf -1
e e  Greater than 500 mj -2 .
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms. -3 _
Welghted Total| 40

-

/2 /2002,




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

16

Consultant Name: The Schneider Corporation Services Description: Project Development Services

A

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N
o No outstanding u unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos od{ 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. .
Performance '_ . Trmeimess score from performance database, * 0 15 0
R i i By Qualrty/Budgct score on srmllar work from performance database]  * 0 ’ 15 0
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Work o A Avallabrllty of more than adequate capacxty that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate > capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise;: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. L o
Qualifications Demonstrated unlqué'eipénrsc and resources identified 0 15 0
___forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
o ___Expertise and resources at appropriate | Ievel 0
B Tnsufficient experuse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager{Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, su bs, documentatron skills.
N Demonsthr"a:ted e;ri);rrence in srmrlar'nt}}uc'h;rrri comolox;tg' 2 0 5 0
~ _ Expenence in srmrlar " type and compiexrty shown in resume'. 0 -
N - Experience in different type or lower complexity) -~
L Insufficient experience} -3 | | |
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|ect Management from database. * 0
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatmn that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings N .
Project 1gh lcvel of derstandmg and vrable movatlve rdeas c 2
: R 10 0
L Basnc understarldmg of the Pro;ect “_ ‘OM
B ' Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . R
o ) Wlthm 15 m1 2
. 16t0 50 mi, 1
e b i = e e ae e e e e e a e ee e .. e e . . 51t0150m1 Ov‘__‘ 0 5 0
. Isltos0omi] -l
o - Greater than 500 mi| 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Walghtad Total| 20

B VY00

HE -2

>/ /a0ed,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

onsultant Name: Clark Dietz Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . T B
L } No outstanding | unresolved agreement dtsputes >3 mos, old 0 20 0
A Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| 3
Past Historical Performance, TR U VP S
Performance _Trmelmess score from gg_r_t:ormance database R PO U -
s Quahty/Budﬁ_t score on similar work from performance database T 15 o
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do B . s N
Work o wi i Avatlab of more than adequate capactty that results in ‘,“!9_”.{"!!" to INDOT L 0 20 0
- o B o Adequate caLttX to meet the schedule ) ’ o
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o _ B
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o . forreqd services for value added benefitf 2
o . L Expertlse and resources at approprtate level 0
T Insufficient expertxse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated 'éi{;ér}é'ﬁcé lh. imilar t type and complextty 2 0 5 0
i Expencnce in similar type ande mplexity shown inresume'y 0 |
e Experlence in different type or lower complexrty e
® T insuficienesperincel A ||
] © T "Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database * 0 S 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation ¢hat t gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project o ; o High level. of understandmg ‘and viable movatlve ideas proposed 2
ST ngh level of udderstandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed{ 1 0 10 0
e i wndrstanding of e Projest] 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, -
L wabindSmi) 2
' " 161050 mif L
L . ~ ' ‘ _Greater than 500 mi| -2 .
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. 3 _
- Welghted Totai [{]

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: E Y Pa Bl
Title: +HE -2
Date: /=2 / 204s




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

16

Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong Services Description: Project Development Services {

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes [Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 3 0
L No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old .0 20 0
i Outstandmg_nresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Historical Performance. —— o IR
Performance ' o ' Tlmelmess score from performance databasc U L L .
o BN T IR N RO
T Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 0 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do S
Work o Avallablhly of more than adequate capacnty that results 1_1_1 a_dded value to lNDOT ml ) 0 20 0
** N L Adequate capacnty o meet the schedule 0 -
i " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e e N
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified] 2 15 10
L o __forreq'd services for valye added benefit} 2
R Expemse and resources at approprlate levell 0
T Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o L Demonéireted exBEr?é‘ﬁEé u'lhsmula: type and complexuy : 2 2 5 10
' o ’Experlence in snmllar type and complexnty shown in resume'. 0
) o . hE)_ggg;_leqee. mAdl‘f}ferent type or lower complexity] -1
_— L ._; . ' o Insufﬁcxgnt experience - ' _ _
T ""Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and  Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o ' High level of understanding and and | viable i inovative ideas proposed 2
T ngh level of unders}eﬁdlng and/or viable inovatwe ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
) Basnc understandmg of the Project] 0
"""Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
e - R eant e s . WIthln 15 ml . 2 .......
— e l6t0s0mil 1
T swesom] 0 o | s | o
] e JMsloS00mi)
i L R ' Gyeater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3

Sec guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weightad Totall 40

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

Title: W& -2
Date: 2/ /2000,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

onsultant Name: Burgess & Niple Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, _ o 0
. No outstanding u_n_reso ved ment dlsputes > 3 mos, old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcement dxsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. " NUUU FUURDR I ISP U
Performance | "Timeliness score from performance database ~* | "o | 15 | o
N ~ Quallty/Budget score on s1m1!ar work from performance database. " n 0 15 wi 0
o ‘ Quahty/Buc!get score on all INDOT work from performa.nce ‘database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work 3 : . r l"equz;.t; c;paclty that results i m added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
; -_ L “_M“_ Adeciuate capacnty to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. b
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit, __2 .
) o Expemse and resources at appropnate level] 0
o Insufficient expemse - and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentation Skl“S
i - Demonstratcd experlence in similar type and compi"e-)‘(;t“);. y'.f: ;; 0 5 0
. Expenence in sxmnlar r type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
T T Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
M;__" o o - o _}nsufﬁcwnt experience] -3 | i I
" 7" Historical Performance of Fn‘msPro;eCt Management from databasej  * 0 5 0
Approach to Undt:rstarl_qlng~ fl“.’ Innovation that gives INDOT cost andl_o_x: ti_m_g savings.
Project o ngh level of understan(_img and v1qlzl;g_mgvgtwe 1deas proposed. 2
o ngh level of undcrstandmg ahd/or viable inovative ldeas  proposed. i o 1 10 10
e Basnc understandmg of the  Project, 0 )
e ' Lack of projegt understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. I B
S e ammdnrabais e e re A4 eatin e APLLNRAS WAL % e P e W1thln ls ml' E 2
e ' 51to150mi] 0 0 5 0
T islos0omi] e
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3 '
Woightod 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: &= Y a2l
Title: HE-2
Date: /2 / OO,




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

16

Consultant Name: Donohue & Associates Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight [Weighted|
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
e No outstandmg unrcsolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old. 0 20 0
4 Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. ot i SRS SN RO NP
Performance o o Trmehness score from Eerformance database o lboe 15 ] 0
o Quahty/Budggt score 2‘2.?1’.’1‘@‘ \vyo‘rlg from  performance d database o 0 15 0
Qualrty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . N
Work wv o Avarlabrltty of more than adequate capacrty that results ln addedhxa_lue to INDOT 1_;~ 0 20 0
; ‘_ i Adequate capacrtx to meet the schedule **O‘_W
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, =~~~
Qualifications 'Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
i for reqd services for value added benefit] 2
; L e WExpertrse and resources at appropnate level 0
CT o e Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentaﬂon skills.
e ’ Demonstrated éx';;er*te'nce in srrnrfar type and complexrty ~-2' 0 5 0
— Expenence in stmtlar r type and complexrty shown inresume'] 0
. Expertence in dlfferent type or | lower complexrty Lo
Insuff cient experience, : S ol
"Historical Performance of Firm's Project Man_gement from database. *
Approach to Understandmg ‘and Tnnovation that gives INDOT cost ar and/or time savings. —
Praject ) N _ __ _ngh 'te_vel of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
T __ Highlevel of understanding and/or lrab'_ ing vative ideas proposed| 1 0 10 0
..... e o __ Basr?understandmg of the 2 Project. ;w_(_)_ s
B o ' 4 “Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e N
e ' - “Totos0mi| I
o . . 51t0150mif 0 0 5 0
T T T T stesomiy
T Gt soom| 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsf -3
Woeighted Total 0

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

HE -2

)2 /20,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

onsultant Name: ASA Engineering Consultant Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scering Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. =~ R R B
i No outstarldmg unresolved agreement d' putes >3mos,old] O 20 0
Outstandrng unresolved_gr_eement disputes more ‘than 3 mos. old| -3
Performance ' e _Trmelmess score from performance database * e 115 0o
_w T Quality/ledg g_ré on similar work from performance database| * 0 V 15 “ o
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, x 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T Avallabrlrty of more than adcquate capaclty that rmults m added value to lNDOT T 0 20 0
. o i Adetluate capacrty to meet the schedule 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o N
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
) i forreqid services for value added benefit, 2
T ' N R Expertlse and resources at appropnate level o0
T T Insufficient. expertrse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the profect, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
T ) Demonstra{ed E)Zﬁérlence in srmllar type and compleggg' 2 -1 5 5
i Experrence in srmllar type and complexrty shown inresume'y 0 |
e T Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
‘ i o o Lo T ' lnsuft'crent experience] -3 | 1 .
: ) ' Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Management from database, * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandlng and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, ——
Project L " "High level'o?*d;dérstmdlng and viable inovative Ld_aas proposed| 2
, _' _‘ _ ‘ ' Hrgh leilel of understandmg and/or viable movaﬁve ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
: ,_:“_ o o Basic understanding of the Project] 0
o o ) T Lack of pro_]eci understanding. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
P . e e PR e PRV ]6 to 50 ml' - -1 mbae|
. B . NM - - 1 '(_)_““__ 0 5 0
- o ’15_1t9599m. o
_ Greater than 500 mi| -2 ;M
For 100% state fund_ed_agrcements non-Indiana firms] 3
Welghted 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: [ N e 00

Title: M= -2

Date: EJ/Q/Q_CDZ,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _16

Consultant Name: URS Corporation Services Description: Project Development Services ‘|
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outst mg resolved agreemem dlsputes >3 mos old |0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e P R
Performance ‘ e . Tlmelmess score “from performance database. o o 1 15 1 _
' o Q_uahty/Budgg‘t‘ soore on srmllar work from performance database. vl . * 0 s _ “_~0~
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - .
Work '_ ' o A:'z;liablhty of' more t.han ad{cjuﬁté .oapacrty that results in a(}ded value to INDOT] 1 0 20 0
o - apacltylto meet the scheduled 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
j o Expemse and resources at approprrate level o
oo o Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatron skxlls
Demonstrated experlence m s1mrlar type anEE&ﬁé_lgxny = ”2_ 0 5 0
ce lar type and complexrty showninresume'y 0
~ - . mE}pg ence in ¢ drfferent type or lower complexxty e
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database * 0 S 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that grves INDOT cost andlor time savmgs. o
Project Hrg}f le\;el of understandmg and v1able movanvc ideas proposed )
i ngh level o rstanding and/or v1able inovative rdggs sproposed 1 0 10 0
o e . Basrc understandmg of the P;ofect 0
T " Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject.
A ier e . PP .o D e L LR TR T I A AL AR LN RIS T bt Wlthln 15 ml et ey
. B m LSlwlsomil o} 0 s 0
i 15150500 mi| " °1
B Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Woelghted Totall 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B B X P
Title: b= -2
Date: 3 / 2 / jote SN




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, ltem No.

16

~onsultant Name: GRW Engineers, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

@

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Seale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
R No outstanding unresol ‘d agreement disputes >3 mos. old o 20 0
Outstandmg » unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . ... -
Performance » ' N T elmess score from performance database. * o 15 0
~ . " i M T Qualxty/Budget score on snmllar work from performance database. N 0 15 0
T Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do o . R
Work o Avallabxhty of more than adequate capacrty that results xn added value to lNDOT 1 0 20 0
) e Adequate capaclty to meet the sche_dule _“ 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, U S
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 2 15 30
L ___ for reqd services for value added benefit, 2
o B Eﬁpﬂemse and resources at at approprlate level 0
T - Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, docu mentation skills.
h ”ﬁeaonélr&ed exbe;len?gl;x;nnnler type and c%ﬁ?ﬁxrty N 2 5 10
o - Expenence in srmrlar type and complexity shown in resume’. o
| _Experience in different type or lower complexity] -l
'Historica! Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs, By
Project . Hrg_h‘leye‘l“ of understandmg ‘and viable inovative ideas proposed ) __2“ ~
- ngh lev?:l of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. T 0 10 0
_ %“ _ _Basicun understan ng of the Projectf 0
" "Lack of p prOJect understandulg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
P - o Within 15 mif "2
1ot 50 mi] 1
o J R ‘e PO 5] to 150 ml eo . 0 5 O
o lSl to 500 mi -1
e Greater than 500 mi| -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total| 40

B vyl

2

2/ /20e¥




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ] 0
N outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old. 0 20 0
- Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . ... I
Performance L Tlmelmess score from performance database o 0 L Is
L ‘ Qualrty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database. "' 0 15 T
o Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 U0 o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e R
Work ’ ) o Avallabxlrty of more than adequate capacrty / that re results in added v ue to INDOT. b ' 0 20 0
iw _ o R Adequate capacrt_y to rneet the schedule ﬂ»_O o
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demenstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
N - for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
j . e Expertlse and resources a approp i .
o Tnsufficient ex expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills.
L 3 Demonstrated exgertedce in srmrlar type?nd Eorrlplexrty “02;" 0 5 0
L ) Experlence in srmllar type and complexrty shown inresume’t 0
, i Experrence in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty. oo
L o ‘ , T ( Insufﬁcrent experienced -3 T o
' " "Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * o |5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or tlme s.g’vmgs ~
Project _ . o Hrgh level of understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed ‘h_ Ej:
' WM h ngh level of understandmg andn/gr ilalzle inovative ideas proposed.| 4i ' 0 10 0
o L Basrd uﬁderstandmgpf the Project, VO
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
) o ' ‘Within 15mi 2
) 160050mi| |
N ) Stolsomi] o0 ] 0 5 0
o 151 1o 500 mi|] -1
For 100% state funded agreements,_rion-lrldiana firms| -3

Welghted Totall 0]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: [=} wa'—d
Title: HE -2
Date: >/2/2060¢,




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , [tem No. _16

onsultant Name: Fink Roberts & Petrie, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N 0
o No outstandmg unresolved ggreement drggutes >3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved a&reement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. = . . SSUPUUUS PRI IR SEURUDN IS
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance database R T L
o n rty/Budg score on srmrlar work from performance database. R s ;Q
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * ! 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work - _ Avanlabrhty of more “than adequate capaclty that results in ad‘dedut_ralue to INDQT ~: 1 '_ 0 20 0
o _— i Adequate capacrry to meet the schedule 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, R
Qualifications Demonstrated unrque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o B ~__for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
3 o Expertrse and resources at approprrate level 0
B - Insufficient expertlse and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e L o Dwemonstrated | experience m srmllar type - and complex“ft; ' 2 0 5 0
e Experrence in stmxlar type and complexrty shown inresume'y 0
e . ‘"W_E;_(gerrence_ln' drﬁemgw or lower complexity| -1
‘ ; lnsuff‘ crent experience| -3 N
"Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project o Hrgh level of unders:teerdeng and vrable movattve ldeajs*proposecl X 2 L
‘ - Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vrable moygnve ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
_w o . Basic understar;drng of tne P»rﬂojee_tv O_A
T ' B B o Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = . __.
— W‘rthm'IS m1
. . _igwosomi] 1
e e Stotsomif "o 7| 0 5 0
' B ) i T151t0500mif -1
— Greater than 500 m| -2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3 _
Woeighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B w
Title: }E -2
Date: /2 / 2000




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: MS Consultants, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, N B 0
i itstand] __g unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance, [UURRURNE ISP IURPTRIURIN [
Performance L Tlmelmess score from _Eerformance database_ RO D R
Quahty/Bud_g“et score on srmrlar work from  performance database] * 0 ] 15 1 O
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do o N T
Work “ ‘ {\véiln ' ty‘of more than adequate capacrty that results m addst_l J‘f}‘_’e jo_ ll\lPOT , ,.‘.M.. 0 20 0
" S Adequatec pacrty to meet the schedule} 0
"“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resounrces & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. =~ .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
_ forreqid services for value added benefit} 2
o ﬂ o Experttse and resources at appropriate | level _4”_(_) B
T T o Insufficient expertrse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatron skills,
:, l)emonstrated expenence m srmllar type and comp]exrty 2 '. 0 5 0
n i Experlence in srmrlar type and complexrty shown inresume’t 0 |
) N Exp_errence in drfferent type or lower complexrty -1
- ' lnsufﬁcrent experience,| -3 N P T
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pl'OJeCt Management from database. * 0 s 0
Approeach to Understanding and [Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project o ngh level of understandmg and vrableﬂmovatlve ldeas prdpo?ed 2 )
o ‘ Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vxable inovative ldeas proposed 1 o 0 10 0
o L ‘Basrc understandmg ofthe Project. 0 #
' ' A ‘ Lack of project understandmg S 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. :
. T T _S.O.m.: T
e e L Greatcr ‘than ! 500 ml. -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Woelghted Totall 0]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: = VY Ye 0l
Title: Y= -2
Date: 3/ 2 / 200




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _16

~onsultant Name: Strand Associates, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, )0
L 'No outstanding unresolved agrecment dlsputes >3 mos. old) 0 : 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance o ‘ Tlmelmess scorc from pcrformance database]  * o 1. 15 0
S w . Quallty/Budget scoye on s1_nn_lgn' work from performance database ~ * 0 15 0o
' Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team ¢to do
Work ' B i'::/ivallablhty of more than adequate capacny that results m added value to INDOT . “]::w 0 20 0
o Adequate capac1ty 0 meet the schedule o
' " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
- ____ forreq'd services for value added benefit, 2 B
. Expertlse and resources at approprlate level N 0
) ' Insufficient expemse . and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentatlon skllls.
. : crience in similar type and complexity] 2 0 5 0
i Expenence in s;mllar type and complexity shown in resume’| 0
” ] Expenence in different type or_ lower complexlty -
. o o Tnsuffi cxent experience| -3 - o
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project L ngh level of understandmg an@le movatwe xdeas proposed 2
T _W_Wh}‘{il‘gh l‘ev\el _9}‘_ gngenstandlng @9/0', !1'a_ble }Bo“vetlve _'ldeas proposed. : 1 0 10 0
e e oo . _...Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. . | .
L e NihindSmi) 2T
- e 161050mi) T
) . Cstwo1somif 0 | o 5 0
T s G
o Greatelj }ha_n _§00 mif -2w ;
" For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: [= Ty Q0.

Title: ME-2.

Date: 33/3../2&)(@




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: HMB Professional Engineers Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criterfa Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
e No outstandmwesolved agreemem dnsputes> 3 mos. old. 0o 20 0
Outstandm&unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. = . ... R U N
Performance e Trmelmess score from performance database, TR T LT
" Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database] ~* "] "0 50
Qualrty/Bu dget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnet and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do s s
Work o o Avar]ablhty of more than adequate capacrty that results in added value to INDOT b 0 20 0
o _“ L Adequate capamty to meet et the schedule 0 -_ _
B ' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources 1dentrf‘ edl 0 15 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o ' o Expemse and resources at approprlatc levell] 0
T Insufficient expertise and/or resources]| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e o Demoﬁsi?;;ed.éxmrxence in 51m|lar type and complexny .2 0 5 0
) Expenence in. srmllar type and complexxty shown inresume’) 0
_. :T o Expenence in drfferent  type or lower complexrty - M-lvu‘_
o N - Insufﬁcrem experience -3 | e
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managemcnt ‘from database|  * 0o | 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, .
Preject - Hrgh level of und rst dmg and viable inovative 1deas proposed.} 2
3 : B ﬁlgh lev ¢ of under ing and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
e T . " ’, ~ Basic understandmg of the Project.| o
- ' ' Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = .
) B _ o ~ Within 15 mi
o e bttt . e . T P 16 to 50 ml .. ST
e | - Siwisomi] o] 0 s 0
o 151 t0 500 mi,
e Greqter than 500 mi,
"For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.
Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: jo) SN 200 s
Title: W= -2
Date: / 2 / RECAY,




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

16

Consultant Name: Frost Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e 0
o No outstandmg unres olved agreement drsgwes > 3 old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3'mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . s AUUURUU NP N W
Performance B Trmelmess score from performance databasc 4 0 15
Quallty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database } . MIS 0
Quallw/@giscore on all INDOT work from performance database] 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - _ R
‘Work ~_~ ) ' Avatlabrhty of more than adequate capac1ty that results in added value to INDOT. ' _ -3 20 -60
' o o . Adequate capaclty to meet the scheduie ) i
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unigne Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. . .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 3 15 45
o L __for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
| _ e e L 5&95,.;. and resources at appropnate level 0
T ] Insufficient expertise and/or resources} -3 B
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatton skills,
-, M:m“ ~ *se‘r;ongtrated éx}a&'fe}fc'é' m‘é'rmrluarwtype and complexrty 2 1 5 5
e Expertence in s1m11ar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
‘ . Experience in different type or lower complexityd -l
o Insufﬁcrent experience -3 I
B Historical Performance of Firm's Protect Management  from database) * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost aﬂd/qr time savings. o
Project o h Hrgh level of understandmg_ and vrableyrno;/atrve 1dea§ b;oposed 2 _
o " High level of understandmg and/o;yrable movatrve xdeas proposed. 1 0 10 0
L o Basfe understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, ceefe
N - ' " Within 15 mi. mif 2
) e . 1620 50mid 1
— e o RS Lt 1 1 e e A A T — P el 51 to 150 m!' 0 -l 5 -5
L Islwosoomif o1
i = o _Greater than 500 mi| -2
‘For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -

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:

Title:
Date:

Woeighted TOIZIJ -115

HE~2

YEYEA




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

1

6

Consultant Name: K & S Engineers, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. | SN P 0
i No outstandm nresolved agreement dls_gutes > 3 m 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. -3
Past Historical Performanc - e —
Performance Tim elmess score from performance database. * LA L 0
e Quahty/Budget score “on similar- work from performance database, * 0 = 15: ) 0
T ] Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e .
Work NM:W_ o Avallabtllty of more ¢ than adequate capacrty mé{ resuls in ndded value to INDOT| 1 -3 20 -60
i _: L _ Adeguate ___pacrty to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the ¢ deliverable. ‘ N .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and- resources rdentrf ed 3 15 45
o __ forreqd services for value added benefit 2,_.‘%.
e . Expertxse and resources at appropnate level, e
- - Tnsufficient expemse and/or resources] -3 |
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, Subs, documentatlon skills.
i bemonstrated“e;pﬁer;gnce“;n 51mllar type and complexrty: :;fm -1 5 5
~ _ Experlence in similar type and complexrty shown inresume'd 0
- ' ) Experlence in dlffcrent typeor lower complexrty. e
] ' . In fﬁcrent experience -3 N o ol
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database, * 0 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _ :
Project Hr_g}l Ievel of undcrstandlng and vi Ie movatrve 1deas probosed. ‘ _2_
Hrgh levero}‘ understandmg and/(;r viable movatrve ideas proposed. l ) -3 10 -30
e ... Basic understandmg of the Project, : 0
] i Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, )
" R Within 1S mi) "7
e L Mewsomi] 1
S ' ' TS e 150 mi] 0 -1 5 -5
) e e 15110500 mi] D
. Greater than 500mi} -2
" "For 100% state funded agreements, s, non-Indiana firms) 3
Weighted Total -145

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: E) V32 Q.0

Title: M-~

Date: > /-3-/3-000




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , Item No. _16

Consultant Name: QEPI Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes [Outstanding Agreement Disputes. L 0
e ) No outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes. > 3 mos old 0 20 0
' Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, e PR IO IR I
Performance o L ~ __ltnmellness score from performance database DR L R -
' . Quahty/Budget score on similar wo work from performance database, 1 o0 | 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do ) N n B
Work . i Avaﬂabdlty of more than_ Aaﬁ(}ieguate capac.l'tyﬂthat—;es*lﬁt&s in added value to INDOT. 1 -3 20 -60
) ‘ e . Adequate capaclty to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expertnse and resources identified 3 15 45
. _forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
Expemse and resources at appropnate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o ; :_ L Demonstfated experlence in 31mllar type and complex1ty ~2 , 1 5 5
_ T Expenence in sxmllar r type and complexxty shown in resume’, ._,..u.g.....-
-1
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl'OJeCt Management from database * 0 5 -
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gnves INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs. .
Project o ) _H{@ level of uncle;sutaqupg and v1able movatwe 1deas proposed 2
- o ngh levEI ‘of unde'rsian ﬁg ahd/or wable movatw deas proposed. :l' _A _ -3 10 -30
_ Basm understandmg of t}ie Project, ng
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. , i
. - ) Wlthm 15 m1 2
_istosomif T
e S Slwlsom] o | 0 s 0
i o o ) ) 151t0500mi| -1
e e Greatcr than 500 mi, 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3

Waelghted Totall -140

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: ) N NPT P
Title: H&=-2
Date: > / 2./ O







<onsultant Name: Bernardin Lochmueller

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

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 categorigs. Signed

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight ] Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R T P 0
.No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos odj 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old) -3
Past Historical Performance, |~ S
Performance ' _ Trmelmess score frg@_gerfommce database *
e Qualrty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance d database L
Quallty/Budggt score on all INDOT work from performance database. *
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . .
Work Avarlabrlrty of more than adeqda{e e;pac;rfy f.hat results m added value to INDOT B l‘ 1 20 20
] ) - Adequate capacrty ro‘meet the schedule 0 '
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule)] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifieations Demonstrated umque expertlse “and resources identified 2 15 30
.. forreq'd services for value added benefit) 2
 Expertise and resources at approprite level| 0 _
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
e Demonstr;?emyerlence m:;r;rrldr rype and compl.;;rg i i 2 B 0 5 0
Expencnce in similar type and corrlglexrty shown inresume'] 0
_ Expenence in drffergnt type or lower complexrty o
. - N __ Insufficient experience -3 | .
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Man; ‘age_ment from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project B High levcl of understandm_g and vrable movanve ideas proposed 2
o ngh level of understandmg “and/or vi v1able movatrve ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
T S wndersanging of e Project| 0"
“Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S B
N e b - e e e e e WIthln ]5 ml 2 DR
SRR PN, (11T
e 51 to 150 mijf 0 1 5 5
B e 151 to 500 mif -1
. " Greater than 500 mi -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms) -3
Waelghted Total 65

g r
: Z%“ /-
HE 1 Consultant Services

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Woolpert, inc. . Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e N 0
o No outstand _’g unrcsolved agrecmcnt drsputcs >3 mos olg 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputcs more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. N RSN I I I
Performance o L . Trme]mess score from performance database T L 5 )
' , _ Qualrty/Budget score on srmllar work from  performance dat: database . * .0 ‘ 15 _ QON_
Quamy/Budg_t score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work A . ' _I Avarlabrlrty of more than adequate capacnty that results in added value to INDOT. o l 20 20
- . o Adequate capactt to mcct the schedule 0 *
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, _— —
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified
0 15 0
i for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
L Expemse and resources at approprrate leve! .0
o ' Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skifls.
Dehogstrated expencnce in snhxiar type. and complexrty B : 2 2 5 10
Expencnce in similar type and complexrty shown in resume’. 0
o ... Experience in drffercnt type or lower complexrty _ -1 .
i ] Insufﬁcrent t experience] 3 ﬂ N B )

: Historical Performance of Firm's PrO_]CCt MaLgemcnt from database. * 1 3 5 |
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o |
Project o ) ngh level of understandmg and vrable movatwe ideas proposed. 2

) o _ High level of erstanding and/or vrab]e movatrve 1deas proposed 1 1 10 10

e o Basrc understandmg of the i’roject o
' “Lack of project understandmg T3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, ]
e e, Within IS mil 2
e e J6T030mif "7

) e 51 tolSOml 0 0 5 0
e 15110300 mi] -1
o Greater than 500 mi§ 2

For 100% state funded. aErcements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Waeightad Total 55

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  373/2008




’bonsultant Name: USI Consultants

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R N 0
No outstandm& unresolved agrcement drsputes > 3 mos old] 0 20 0
Outstandmiunresolved agrccment dlsputes more than 3 mos, old. -3
Past Historical Performance. SUUNUREU ISR SRS WOV SO
Performance N Tlmelmcss score from performance database | .o s 19
B Quahty/Budget score on sxmnlar work frwwp‘erformance databasem__h’f'w 1.0 15 0
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,.
Team to do o]
Work ' Avmlabllrty of more thar; u:ieciu‘:;te-oupacny that results in added value to INDOT l i 1 20 20
. Adequate capacrty to ) meet the schedule 4_ OH )
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resourccs identified 0 15 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
L _ Expertise ¢ and resources at a ~Epropna\to level 0
Tnsufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
Demo;streled experlence m s1mllar type and comglexlty 2 ; 2 5 10
Experrence in S|m11ar type and  complexit shown inresume’| 0
e i Expenence in dlfferent 1L type © or lower complexrty -
. C ' - Insufﬁclent experience. 3 . N I
" Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project A ngh lcvel of understandmg and v:ab]e inovative ideas proposed] 2
ngh lcvel of understandmg and/or v1ablc inovative lde;;w@ééﬁed ) l 1 10 10
N Basic understandmg of the Project| 0 _
' Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
' Wlthm 15 mi| 2
~ = - - - ]6 to 50 ml e vaney 1 -
_— Slto 150 mil 0 0 5 0
o lSl to 500 mif -1
o ' Greater than 500 mi, ' -2
For 100% state funded @greements, non-lndlana ﬁnns -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Welghted Total| 55]

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ\ Y. l/{V(

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/3/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: DLZ Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N e 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrcement dlsputcs > 3 rnos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. S S SR
Performance . } ' Txmelmess scorc from performan de * L 0 s 1. 0
T " Quahty/Budget score on snmllar work from performance databasc O D N _15N _“_9 W
Qualxty/Budi score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work o Avaxlabxhty of more than adequate capacuy that mults m addcd value to INDOT” h 1 1 20 20
D o » ‘ Adequate capacxty to mcet the schedule ] 0 .
' " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpemse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
. _Expertise alld resources at approprlate level 0
. Insufficient ¢ cxpcrtlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o onstrated exp 'SS@ETéxny 2 5 0

ce m 51m11ar fype and complcx'
Experlence in dxfferent type (

Historical Performance of Firm's P}ojé&uﬂd}nagemcm from database. 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or fime savings.
Project o ngh lcvcl of understandmg and able inov ideas proposed 2
' ngh level of understanding and/or v1ablejnovatwe ideas proposcd T 0 10 0
}§_aS|c undé?étandmg of t the Project, 0 '
' Lack of project understandlng -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
s s e 4 L . -~ . - N tesies e Wlthln lsml P 2 e
o Y
Slolsomi] 0 | 0 5 0
T iSTies00mil T
Greatcr than 500 mi. w_:?‘_"_ ,
For 100% state funded aEreemems non-Indiana firms| -3

Welghtod Total' 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁw\, M M
4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/2006




‘Consultant Name: Beam Longest and Neff

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstandin ngAgreem ent Disputes, I 0
Ne outstandmg unrcsolved agrcement d:sputes >3 mos. ol old .0 20 0
Outstan ﬂ&unresolvcd agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| =3
Past Historical Performance. i R
Performance o Txmelmess score from perfonna:lce database e
‘ Quallty/Budgct score on snmnlar work from | performance ¢ database s .
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. *
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do » o
Work ' Avallabllny of more than adcquate capacny that results in added vglug toj DOT 1 1 20 20
e B Adequate capacuy to meetﬁle slzhedule waW
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. 21
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpcmse and resources identified 0 15 0
A ~ forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
i Expertise ; and TESOUTces at approprlate lcvel o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatnon skills. ‘
_ D'eroonstrated experlence m "sFﬁ{]TaF’ t;';e and complex"ity 2 2 5 10
Expenence in mmllar typc and complex1ty shown in resume’, 0
i Experlence in dlfferent type or lower comE ezg@y -l
o lnsufﬁcxent experience.| -3 I A
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOjCCt Mana&ement from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatwe 1deas proposcd_ _
_High level of understandmg and/or viat }9’ gnovatwe |dcas proposed. “. B Y 10 0
Basu;  understanding of the Project. : 6» '
"Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
' Within 1S mi] 2
_ l6ﬁo_50m| 0
o 5110150 mi] 0 0 5 0
i 151 to 500 mi, -1
§ Grcatcr than 500 mi, -2 .
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Woighted Total 45

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁy\, 777 (//"/é
7

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
3/2/2006

Date:




Consultant Name: Farrar, Garvey & Assoc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

Services Description: Pro

, tem No. 16

ect Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e 0
_tstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. IR DU S R IR
Performance Trmelmess score from performance database * 0 |15 0
Quahty/Budgct score on srmrlar work from performance database * 0 ___1~5" . OM
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance ‘database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
Team to do
Work e Ava:lablhty of more lhan adequate capacxty that results in added \(alue 10 INDOT wwwlfm 1 20 20
o " Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o L for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
. Expemse and Tesources at appropriate level 0
o Insufficient. expemse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
. Demorfs;;aqea-e;bencnce in s z_;r't;q;eand complexrty A 2 _' 2 5 10
Experience in similar type ¢ and complex1ty shown inresume’| 0
N_E)»(_penenee in different type or | lower complexrty . .',LW
e B ‘ lnsufﬁctent t experience.| -3 ) .
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJCCt Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and ’Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. B
Project ngh level of undcrstandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed] 2
Hrgh levei of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve ideas proposed| ‘ 1 ' 1 10 10
Basrc understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o )
' N Wlthm 15 mi| 2
_I8rosomi) i
e _ 51 to 150 mi, wpm 0 5 0
) o Greater than 500 m1. 4_ 2
" "For 100% state funded agreemems “non-Indiana firms)] -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Weighted Total| 55

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: -/3’-3/\» }77 U{«/C
v

Title:
Date:

HE 1 Consultant Services

3/2/2006




Jonsultant Name: American Consuiting

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

Item No. 16

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: -ﬁm m . M

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrecment dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandms unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e, o .
Performance o Txmehness score frorxi pcrfonnapccldatabase A D A -
an!lty/Budget scot:e on‘sumlar work f‘rom performance database] ¥ o 1.1 0
Quahty/Budgel score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work Avaxlabxlny of more than adequate capaclty that results m added value to INDOT o 1 ' 0 20 0
. Adequate capacxty to mcct the schedu]e 0 ' _
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3’
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications "Demonstrated umque cxpcmse and resources identified . 0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
e Expemse and resources at appropriate level_bw&__()w
Insufficient cxpemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complemty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
ol et Demonst;‘é;'ea‘eipénence m 51m11ar type and co‘rrhl;l‘;;‘t? j“j Ié 2 5 10
-1
@ . S I I
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. A 3
Project . ngh level of understandmg and viable movatlvc idea C z
Hngh lcvcl of understandmg and/or wable movatwe ideas p}(;posed ) 1 0 10 0
‘Basic understanding of the Project] 0 _
Lack of project imderstanding. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e o
T i 15 ] 5
T T o Somi] 1
R 51to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
I 151 to 500 mi. -1
......Greater than SO0 mif -2 -
For 100% state funded asreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total] 10

3/2/2006




Consultant Name: United Consulting Engrs.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

Services Description: Project Development Services

, Item No. 16

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R 0
_ No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old. .0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . e Joh o e
Performance T}gnclxne§_s fcore from performance database._ o 0 5 | 0
e Quahty/Budget score on similar work from _performance database} " '_ ) o | _]5 ] . NO“
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work B Avallabxllty of more than adequate capac1ty 'that results i m added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
e Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule_. ' 00_
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. .
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse “and resources identified 2 15 30
R __ for req'd services for value added benefit. w2
_ B Expemse and resources at appropriate level._ . 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Derr{o“n;a'a?e‘d‘ e;(oerlence in snmxlar type and complexity, 2 0 5 0
E.\(penence in sxmllar type and complemty shown in resume’, 0
Expenence in different type or lower complexnty. -l
) Insufﬁmem t experience] -3 | |
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|ect Managemem ‘from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative | xgeas proposed. o
High Icvel of understandmg and/or vxable mbvat' € ic 1de;s . I 10 10
: g of the _PrOJect.
“Lack of pro;ect understandmg. '
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, =~ | I
Wlthm 15 ml. 2
_ ]6to 50 mJf 1
N __“_5_1 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
T 1s1t0500mi) -1
T Greater than 500 mll j:g
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
Waeighted Total 60

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ.m_ 7. (/{a/(

/4
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
Date:

3/3/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, . 0
R . No outstanding unreso _.ved agreement dlsputcs >3 mos. old 0 20 0
0utstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past - [Historical Performance. o enmr A et SIIUURIIDS VR IR S
Performance i Tlme!mess core from performance database L N T -
o Quahty/B dgqt score on srmllar work from performance datg_lgg_sg L 5 0
Quahty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do R
Work - AVﬂllablllIy of more than adequale capacrty that results in added value to INDOT . 1 . .'« 1 20 20
B Adequate capacuty to meet thc schedule s 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, N .
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
e e oo JOF FOQ'd sETViCES fOr Valuc added benefit] 2
e EXBETHISC and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Praject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentahon skills. B
;_ o . Wb';‘r‘norrswtr;téd expenence m s1mllar typ; andvgt;mél—éklty wémj 0 5 0
e Expenence in snmllar type and complexnty showninresume'| 0
e Expenence in dlfferent t type or lower complexlty -
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managcment from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project ) ngh level of understapdm}g and v1ab*leimovanyc ideas proposed. 2
o ' ngh lcvel of undcrsténam—g axElior v1ablje n.;ovanve ideas proposed. _‘ 1 A 0 10 0
L o Basm undcrstandmg of thc Pl‘Q}CCt. . 0
o o ' ' Lack of project understandms. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R R
e e _Withinlsmif 2
) B 51t0150ml. 0 0 5 ¢
1810300mif T
Greatcr than 500 mi| -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3~ _
Waighted 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. Signcd:ﬁw 777 V%A

[/
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Congdon Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
) Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
i No outstandmg unresolved agreemem dlsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
‘ Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. S S, ISR RIS SN A
Performance ' ‘ o i l'lmelmess score from performance database O TS A . L
. Quality/Budget score on snmxlarmvgq_rmk from performance ¢ database 10 oo o0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do _—
Work a M'r Availablhly of more than adequate capacnty Lhat resulls m added value to INDOT b 1 20 20
o m ) Adequate capacny to mect the schedule. .' 0
“Tusufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Qualifications "~ Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2

Expemse and resources at agprqpnate level. B
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.) -
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.

. ___.Demonstrated expenence m snmllar type ag i _comple)uty. . 2 ) _ 5 5 10
_... Experience in similar type and complex:ty shown in resume’y 0
) Expenencc in dlffercm  type or lower complexxty. -1
" insfcientenperience) 4 [ f ]
Historical Performance of Firm's Prmect Management from databasef  * ] 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o

Project ngh Ievel of understanding and viable movatlve ideas proposed. 2
ngh !evel of understandmg and/or vxable inovative ldeas proposed. 1 0 10 0

Basic understandmg of the Project, 0 ’

Lack of project understande -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
* Within 15 mi. 2
_16t050mif

_ 51 to 150 mi,

—Greater than 500 ml. )
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,

Wolghted 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: ﬁ,‘,‘, m . M

174
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/2/2006




consultant Name: RQAW

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Descnptlon. Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. I R 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes > > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. ; S RPN BENUO I
Performance - ' Tlmehness score from performance database o 0 15 1.0
' ) Quahgy/liigdget score on similar work from  perfonmance database o ___p 1‘5 6
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallablllty of Mm:)‘;e"{han adequa{e capacrty that resulfs in added value to_INDOT Vl”” 1 20 20
N . Adequate caﬁaat; t”(‘;a;et“tﬁhewschedule _0_ )
B Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
N for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
_% - o ) Expemse and resources at appropriate | level . _9"_‘
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
‘M.. "‘_ ) Demonstrated | experience in srmllar type and comple;dt;" “ih . 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'f 0
_Experience in different type or lower complexitz e
[nsufﬁclent experience| -3 o b o
. Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Mana&ement from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project _ High level of understandmg and vrable movatrve ideas proposed 2
‘ . ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative xdeas propo;—ed ) n .- 1 10 10
—_ . Basrc understandmg of the PI'O_]CCL m A 0
S “Lack of project understandms 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e e
~ Wxthm 15 mi. 2
- L 16to50mif 1
k;w S1t0150mi]  © 0 5 0
T S esomi] 1
Greater than 500 mi| 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] ~ -3 _
Woeighted Towl| 40

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: \721‘,\/\_ 747 . M
7

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
Date:

3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name; Corradino LLC Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e e 0
No outstandmg unresolved  agreemen 'lsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes more than 3 mos. - old] -3
Past Historical Performance. — e S P -
Performance ~ Tlmelmess score from pcrformance . R T T - R
. Quallty/Budget score on sxmllar work from  performance ‘database R o | 5 0
Qualny/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do . ) _
Work o ' vaalnlablhty of more thanweqm c‘a;;aclty that results m added value to lNDOT 1 0 20 0
' H‘W o ._m' . wAdequate capactty to mcet the schcdulc_ o
Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. e e
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc expertlse and resources identified '
0 15 0
— __for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 o
e Expemse and rcsources at approprlate level 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources., -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatnon skilis.
ljgr;lor;strdted cxpencnce in sxmxlél‘?ﬁ); z;.nd complex1ty ' .w_ 2 2 5 10
Expencncc in Slmllal‘ type and complexnty shown inresume'] ¢
Expenence in d!ffo[em type or lower complexlty -l
o . T insufficientexperience) 3 | | b
Historical Performance of Firm's PX'OjeCt Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project S ngh level of understandmg and viable movatlve ldeas proposed 2
h o ngh level ol‘ undelstandmg and/or viable movauve |deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basnc undcrstandln&of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, L
i - Wlthm 15 m| 2
o e ~ 16t030mil 1
S C Stwlsomif 0 |1 5 5
T I51%0500mif -1
e | _ Greater than 500 mil 2|
For 100% state funded agreemems, non-lndlana firms. -3 _
Waelghted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 72.»/\, 7?7 M

Title: HE 1 Consunant Services

Date:  3/2/2008




Consultant Name: Transportation Consulting

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scering Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ ) S 0
No outstandmg unresolvcd agrcement dlsputes > 3 mos old] 0 | 20 0
) Outstandrng “unresolved. qgreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . B S
Performance Tlmelmess score fror _* 0 RERE
o Qualrty/Budget score on srmrlar w_qu from “p__rformance database e U _ 1.5._'_'
Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work ‘ Avallabrhty of more than adequate capaclty thatﬂrcgu Its in mmg:i value to lNDOT b 0 20 0
. Adequatc cap .crty to meet the schedulc 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. T
Qualifications Demonstrated umque cxpemse and rcsources ldcnnﬁed 0 15 0
...... forreq'd services for value added benefitf 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate levelf | 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatron skllls
o Demonstrated expcrrcncc m??ﬁiﬁar til;;: ;13 zbﬁxﬁiexrty _»2~ Ai 2 5 10
N Experrence in similar type a and complexxty shown inresume’] 0
m@_&ﬂggrrgng;)ﬂgﬂ@}f{grent type or 1ower comp]exrty o
i Iy lnsufﬁclent experience] -3 |
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management ( from database, * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project ) ngh level of understanding and viable movatlve ideas proposcd 2
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable 1novatrve rdeas pro;g;ed ) ) 1 : 1 10 10
.. Basic understandmg of the ProLct :_ 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
S WihiniSmil 2
) 16i030mi) 1
5110 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
o BEEE LT I
. Greatcr than 500 mx 2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waeighted 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: %—Vy., 777 . LM
4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/3/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i 0
No outstandmg unrcsolvcd agreement dlsputes > 3 mos oldf 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresotved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. ) 1. N
Performance ‘ Tlmelmess scorc from performance database. o 0 115
Quahty/Budget scorc on snmllar work from 1 performance d database. _‘ “ 1. 0 i L5
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work i B 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to mee he seh_e__w 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demanstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 0 15 0
i forreqd services for value added benefit. %
e . Expemsc and resources at appropnate Tevel 0
] ] Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complemty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
} ] Demonstrated experlence u; olm*;lmbi}p?and complexnty ”2_ ' ' 2 5 10
B Expcnence in snmllar - type a and comﬁglexﬂg showninrgsume'| 0
.. ... . Expericnce in different type or lower complexity] -1
' ‘Insufficient experience] -3 | R
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. S 0 5 1o
Approackto  [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatlve 1deas proposed 2
_ ngh level of understéndmé and/or v1 e l 10 10
“Lack of pro_lect understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ o
) Wlthm 15 mx 2
) M' 16 to 50 mif T
o e Sl 150mif D 0 5 0
o B  15110500mif -1
} i Greater than 500 mi,
" For 100% state funded agreements “non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ.’y\, m l/““{.
7

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/212006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

sonsultant Name: First Group Engineering Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ] 0
_ No outstandmg unrcsolved agrcement dlsputes > 3 mos old S0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. SN ORI I I
Performance o Trmclmess score from performance ‘database. - N T =
T ‘ Qualrty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database] * | 0 | 15 N
Qualrty/Bud&et score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equlpment to perform the project on time.
Team to do )
Work o Avallabrlny of more than adequate capacny that results in added value to Iﬁl?_b’f‘ 1T o 20 0
- "Adequate capacity to meet the schedule "0
" Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] ~ -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. i .
Qualifications Demonstrated 1 umque expemsc and resources identified
0 15 0
__for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
B Expertlsc and' esources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
» Derr;orwrsht—ratedlexpen:trze in s1mnlar type and complexrty ' 2 0 5 0
Experlence ilar type and complexrty shown in resume’] 0
o ) Experrence in drfferent L type or lower complcxrty -
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managemem from databasc * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ~ }
Project . _ _ Hrgh levcl of understandmg ‘and vrable movatrvc ideas proposcd 2
ngh level of undcrstandmg and/or vrablc movatrve 1deas proposed _ ] ) ‘ . 1 10 10
L Basrc understandmg of the Project, ' — ﬁO
Lack of project understandmg =
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. —— —
e e e Within 1S} 3
O 16tos0mil T
e Sl 150mil 0 O 3 0
e 151toS00mif -1
o Grcaier than 500 mif -2 '

For 100% 5 state funded aE_eements non—Indrana firms] -3 _
Woeighted Totai 10

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. Signed: 734,\/\, 747 Lha/é
7

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Earth Tech Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e, o o 0
No outstanding ur unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved ag\reement drsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. - v f |
Performance _' N Tlmelmess score from performancc database T TR T UL
T Quallty/Budget score on smplar york from performance database e 0 15 0 ,.;
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e e
Work o Avatlabllrty of more than adequate capacrty t.hat results in added value to YNDOT -M_ ] ' 1 20 20
‘ A ) .___*__;:_W o Ad ~guate caﬁacnw to meet the schedule 0 B
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. -
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identificd 0 15 0
~ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient ¢ expertlse and/or resources. -3

Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, suhs, documentatron skrlls

R Demonstrated experlence in srmrlar type and complexrty 2 5 5 10
Exper nee in srrmlar type and complexrty shown n res

ettt aty s

. Expenence in different type or lower r compl

ty.
__________ Insufﬁcrent exper;ence
Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database.
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
Project H:gh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed _
' ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or vragl”ewmho;a‘t;ﬂve ldeas proposed T
Basrc understandmg of the Pl'OJBCt‘ 0

" Lack of project understandmg -3

Location - Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

' Wlth_ln 15 mi

2
1610 S0 mi. 1
. 0

Weighted Tota!l - 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: ﬂw m [/é/
[/4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/2/2006




sonsultant Name: GPD Associates

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description: Proj

Item No. 16

ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, = R S 0
. No outstandmg unresolved agrcemcm dlsputes > 3 mos old, ', 20 - 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past. Historical Performance. ) e e ]
Performance ~ Txmclmcss scorc from performance databasc * 9 15 0
Quahty/Budgct scorc on S|mllar work from petformance d database o 0 15 »0
Quallty/B udget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do s
Work Ava:labnhty of more than adequate capacny that resu“lts in added value to [NDOT - 0 20 0
) Adcquatc capacxty to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertxse and resources identified ; 0 15 0
. forreqd services for value added benefit. 2
) o '~ S Expemse and resources at t appropriate le levcl 0
T ' o ) Insufficient cxpertlse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation ski!ls.
SO T Demonstrated exp c | . ~Wt§'p‘e-and complcxxty ‘ “2“ 0 5 0
Expenence m sxmxla ar type anducomplexxty shown inresume’} O
- Experlencc in different type or lower complexnty -1
. Insufficient experiencey -3 | ] L o
Historical Performance of Firm's Prq;cct Management from database. * 2 5 10
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project ngh leve f understandmg and v1able movatlvc ideas proposed 2
ngh levcl of understandmg and/or v1able movatwe ndeas  proposed| l 0 10 0
o Basm understandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, o
B Wlthml5m1 2
T i somi| 1
e n 5|t0150m1 L0 0 5 0
B T 15110500 mi) 1
i i ‘_,Mw_“"'Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] ~ -3
Waeighted Totai] 30

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ,\, 774 y l//(,yf-
v

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Stephen J, Christian Services Description: Project Development Services - .
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight |Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, . 0
No outstandmg unrcsolved agrcemcnt dlsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
‘ Outslandmg unresolved agrcement dlsputes more than 3 mos. oid| -3
Past Historical Performance. = : e URUY DEER I PO
Performance Txme[yles‘sw_sxcgre from _perfonnance database o 0 REEEE
Qualltnyudget score on similar work from performance ¢ databasc o 0 s 1 o0
Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do I T .
Work a -Avaxlablllty of more t‘ha'x'i.édequate capacity that results in dde;I ;lalue to- C 1 20 20
“Insufficient avallablé“capaclty to meet the;ci;dule =
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N R
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expcmsc and resources identified 0 15 0
: . forreqd services for value added benefit] 2
' e Expom.se.and resources at approprlate level, 0
Insufficient expemsc and/or resourcesd -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o Demonstrated cxpcrtence in mmllar type an& E?r?lﬁt:knty ' 2 '_ 2 5 10
o Expenence in similar type and complexxty shown inresume’| 0
Experience in dxffeyc_nt type or lowcr complexny.. ol ..‘..
. lnsufﬁcnent texperience| -3 |
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Managemem t from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and lnnovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project ngh icvcl of understandmg and v1able movatlvc ideas proposed. 2
- ’ wP\[::ig'h Tevel of understandmg and/or v; le_ movzgp_r_g iggas proposed. :w“i: ’ 1 10 10
. __':._\._”__‘“__;»_______L_ - o Basxc hn&erstandmg of the Pro,;cct: T
“Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ _ S
et e e et e Wlthm s m,l.' ,,,,,
T o]
) 5] to 150 mij 0 0 5 0
o ST istesomif
Grcater than 500 mijf -w =
For 100% state funded agreemems, non- Indlana fims] -3 .
Woeighted Total 49

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: /i-'\m 7/}4 . %V(

4
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/2/12008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

sonsultant Name: Bonar Group Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. Y . 0
e No outstanding unresolved agrecment dlsputes > -3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. S DR
Performance o S Tlmelmess score from performancc database ¢ 1.0 1 15 | 0O
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database]  * 15 0
Quality/Budget score on 21l INDOT work from performance database. * i0 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . et e
Work valuetoINDOT] 1 |1 20 20
e tom ithc schedule :__:
Insufficient available capacny to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: UniGue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, o »
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlsc and resources identified] 0 15 0
.. forreqd services for value added benefit 2
S e Expertlse and resources at tappropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentation skills.
_ T D?E&E;{riiéa expenence in sxmllar type and complcxny ' ] 2 0 5 0
Expericnce in similar type and complexity shown in resume'{ 0
o ' [Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
. ] L S ‘ ) Insufﬁcncnt experience -3 N D S
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managcment from database. * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, |
Project S ngh level of undcrstandmg and v1able movatlve 1deas proposed 2
o o H ievcl of undcrstandmg and/or v1ablc movatlve ldeas proposed 1 1.0 10 0
e _ ) Basxc understandmg of the Project| o
' ) ] Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
I  Within1smil 2
o o o 16t050mi}] 1
L . Slte 150mx 0 -1 5 -5
15110500 mi} -1
‘ Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded a&reemems, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 15

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 73,,\,‘_, . (, {wA

[
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
Date: 31212006




Consultant Name: Burroughs and Assoc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description. Project Development Services

A

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrecment dxsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandi ing unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. SR e o e e
Performance Tlmelmess scorc from performance databasc SRR U T R T
Quahty/Buqit scorc on sxmllar work from performance ¢ databasc L ‘___“_9'_ *N 15 0 '" '
Qua]nty/Budset score on all INDOT work from performance ‘database) * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluatmn of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _
Work Avallabthly of more than adequate capacny that results Tn "a';lagiw;alue to [NDOT ' 1 0 20 0
o Adequate capaclty ! 0 mcet the schcdulc _0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque cxpertlsc and resources identified 0 15 0
L L for req'd services for value added benefit) 2 B .
e Expemse and resources at ajggrogrlatc level 0
O B Insufficient expertise and/or resources. T3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, hased on: experience in size,
complexuty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
~ Demon's.trajttédméx}e;;grf;eml‘ﬁ?lx;ﬁlai’ type and combg)az ’:MZ ) 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity s shown inresume'| 0
i - . Expcrlence in dlfferenl type or lower complcxnty -l
Insufﬁcwnt  experience. ' 3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's PmJect Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs -
Project ngh level of understanding and v1ab1e movatxve ideas proposed 2
' _High level of understanding and/or vxablc movatlvc ldeas proposed. A 1 _ 0 10 0
o Ba51c undcrstandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ S IR
L Wibinismil 2
_ o A6t0s0mif 1
Sl to150mi] O 0 5 0
o ISTS00mi) T
e . Greatcr than 500 mij -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: ﬂw\, . [,Cl/(
K74

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

~onsultant Name: VS Engineering, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale 1Score Weight | Weighted
) Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R 0
No outstandmg unrcsolvcd agrcement dlsputes >3 mos. old o 20 0
. Outstandmg unresolved agreement dnsputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Past Historical Performance. . [ R IS DU R
Performance ‘ o Tlgxglrr}ess score from performance databasc ot N = 0
' Quaht_z/Budget scorc on similar work from performance d databasc oo 1.0 | l;Snm 1.0
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘ )
Work : ' Avallabmty of more than adequate capacxty that results in added value t to INDOT 1 0 20 0
o Adequatc __g,_paclti;o me { the schedule
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemsc “and resources identified 0 15 0
_ forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
. Expertisc and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
jwwm B . Dcmonstra-tt;d::;benence in similar type and complcxlty :TZ* 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'} 0
v _...Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_;cct Managcmcnt from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project undcrstandmg and vxable movatwe xdeas proposed 2
‘ _ Hngh level of understandmg and/or vnablc inovative ideas proposed o 1 10 10
. ‘Basic understanding of the Projest] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. . I
‘ ba Ar e b rAT e v s Wlthln IS ml promte et
R L CTECT
B Tsiisomf 70| o 5 0
L A 151t0500mif -1
. Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Walghted Total 35

Sece 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: 73~«- /77 . M

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:  3/3/2006




Consultant Name: Butler Fairman & Seufert

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) 0
_No outstandmg unresolvcd agrcement dlsputcs >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old| -3
Past Historical Performance. v e mtr e VORISR IR U
Performance T}m lrrn;ss score from performance dataogse P L 0
o . Quallty/Budgct score on similar work from performance database '_' * ' 6 _ 15:_ “_0
Qualrty/B Jet score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do L
Work Avarlabrlny of more than adequate capacny lhat results i in added value to INDOT, _' _ l 1 20 20
Adequate capacny to meet thc schcdule . . O '
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demaonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o . for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expertise and resources at approprrate leveI | 0
‘ Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, su bs, documentatlon skrlls
_ Demonstrated expcrlcncc m similar type a and comglcxrty ' ~2 2 5 10
Experrcnce in mmriar ‘type and complexlty shown inresume'l 0
o ] Expcnence in dlfferent type or lower comﬂg&r}x -l
- Insuff' cxcnt  experience -3 i -
 Historical Performance of Firm's Pl'OJCCt ManggLnt from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that .g_'.‘ffi INDOT cost and and/or or time savings. .
Project _ ngh ]cvcl of urrderstandmg and vrable e inovative ideas proposcd 2
”i-hgh evel of understandmg and/or v1ablc movatlvc ldeas proposed. ‘l‘ - 0 10 0
. Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ' o ' Wuhm 15 mr 2
Ct6tosomi| 1
) ) 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
) o 151 to S
) " . Greater than 500mif -2
For 100% state funded agrcements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _ _
Waeighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ,,m/ yz/3 l/,{(A
— =

Title: HE 1 Consuitant Services

Date:

3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

sonsultant Name: Wessler & Assoc., Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o . 0
No 0utstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old .0 20 0
Outstandlnijmesolved agrcement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] ~ -3
Past Historical Performance. ; e e
Performance ' ) Tlmelmess score from performance database * 1.0 115 1.0
R Qual ny/Budget score on srmllar work from Berformance database o N e 0 )
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work o Avallabrhty of more than adequate capacny that r&sults m added value !o INDOT _Wl i 20 20
o L 5 Adequatc capacrty to meet the schedule 0
“nsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] ~ -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications “Demonstrated unique expemse “and resources identified 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level,
. Insufficient c)ipertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complextty, type, su bs, documentatlon skills.
. 1‘)en‘¥65§€r§t§é¥§i§ehénce in slhrrlar type and complexxty 2 ' 2 5 10
Expenencc in similar type and complexnty shown inresume'| 0
o Eggperlence in different type or lower complexrty L
‘ o o Insufﬁcrent  experience] -3 _' R I T
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mana&ement from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs o N
Project A Hrgh level of understandmg and viable inovative ldeas proposed 2
' ngh Ievcl of understandmg and/or viable movatwe 1deas proposed 1_* 0 10 0
o . ~ Basic understandmg of thc Project] AO“ -
' ' Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. R
e __Wlthm l§ ml 2
T T 16tosomi| 1
» 51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
B . o 151t0500m|
o o Greater than 500 mi) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms) -

Welghted Total| 45

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂv\/\., 7. L/e‘/(

g
Title: HE 1 Consullant Services

Date:  3/3/2006




Consultant N

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ame: HNTB

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

5
S

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
... No outstz and ing v unrcsolved agreemcnt dlsputes > >3 mos. old o 20 0
‘ Outslandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, N F— RRNUTOU WSS— ) .
Performance . ungelmess score. from performance databaie IR L O TR
QualltyYBudget score on similar work from  performance database. * O L. “ 0 .
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work . AVﬂllablll[y of more than ad'e'qll;fe';:;;);clty that results m added value to INDOT | .“ ) l 1 20 20
) R ) Adcquatc capaclty to mect the schedule - 0 )
] Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] ~ -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, N
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcmse and resources identified 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
o _ Expertise a and resources at approprlate lcvel 0
‘ ' Insufficient e expertlsc and/or resources} -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills
o 7 Demonstrated cxpenence msx } llar type aﬁd”56?n}>le}<1ty ' 2 5 10
ilar type and comple ity shown in resum 0
-nce in different type or lower complexlty -
R Insufﬁcxent experience] -3 i b o
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management ‘from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or and/or time savings, e
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable movatlve ideas proposcd 2
ngh level of understandlrlg;nfligr v1able movatlve 1deas propos?d' : f 0 10 0
e Bgsm undcrstandmg of the Pu.ect 0
Lack of project undcrstan@g -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
T Wihin iS5 mif 727
T iesomi) T
sltolsomi| 0 0 5 0
. e o l51 to 500_m1 =l
3 Greatcr than 500 miJ 2 _
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Waelghted Total 30

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁ«w 747 M

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

sonsuitant Name: Certified Englneering Services Description: Project Development Services
| Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e e 0
‘ . No outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes > 3 mos. old o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance, - e e e
Performance Tlmclmess score from perfonnance database. o o 1. .15 0
o Quallty/l}udggt score on snmxlar work from performance database] * | 0 “!f”_“ NO__
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ) i
Work 1) o Avm!ablhty of more than adequate capacxty that resul “?“Eéd';d value to INDOT, Wl ] 20 20
' o _ Adequatel céﬁé_ Yy to mcet the schedule . ' 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. L .
Qualifications "Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at appropriate level .o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
) Demonstrated experlence in similar type and‘oo;olexlw 2T 2 5 10
Experlence in sxmllar type and complexity shown in resume’|
o Expencnce in dlfferent type or lower complexny e
o lnsufﬁcxcnt experience) -3 | | |
. Historical Performance of Firm's Prqject Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and [ Innovatlon that glves lNDOT " cost andlgr !lme savings. o
Project _ ngh level of understandlng and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
o o ngh ievel of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve 1deas as proposed. lm 0 10 0
e i . . .Basicunderstanding of the Project| 0 |
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, s
e . 51!0150m1 0 0 5 0
R - 151t0500mi| '
. Greater than 500 mi. -
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.

Woeighted Toull 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂw 7. (/éy(

v
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
Date:  3r2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Services Description: Project Development Services ‘
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N i b 0
No outstandmg unrcsolvcd agreemcnt dxsputes > 3 mos odl 0 20 0
Outstandin _Eﬂrcsolvcd aﬁment disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. S ESUURT ISR AP N
Performance ‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database o 0 15 0
4 Quahty/Budget score on snmllar work from performance databasc L o __]_é .0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work 'n added value to lNDOT m’i 0 20 0
. .1ty to meet the schedule] '0. N
" Insufficient available capac)ty to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. =~ .
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
' B . forreqd services for value added benefit] 2
R Expcmse and resources at aEErgE_“ate level o
Insufficient cxpertlse and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Dempﬁr'lﬂ_:ated experlgn;e Tn sxmllar type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
_ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
A Experience in different type or lowef complexity] -1
- Insufﬁment  experience.] -3 . -
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managcment from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or fime savings. '
Project H1gh level of undcrstandmg and vnable inovative ideas prbposed 2
ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or v1ablc inovative xd“ewas deas proposed| ]Mt 1 10 10
L *Ba'il(i wr}qcrstandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg b -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, = | . .
- ' B _"WIthm 15mif| 2
) T T ietesomi| 1
e 51 t0150miy 0 0 5 0
L 151 to 500 mif -1
N Grcater than 500 mi, M__'-g_ B
 For 100% state funded agrccmcnts, non-Indiana firms} -3 _
Walghted 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: ﬂ_w 7 77 . %{/(

[4
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/12006




~onsultant Name: Paul |. Cripe, In¢.

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

0.16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. S 0
. .No outstandmg unresolved agrcement drsputes >3m mos old o0 ] 20 0
' Outstandin ling unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. = S DRSPS WS SN SN S
Performance B le‘xmelmcss score from performance datg’llg_se L 0 15
' Quahty/Budger score on similar w work from performance database] * 0 15
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avaxlabllnty of more than adequate capacnry ‘that resulls m added va!ye to INDOT/ ‘wi:"v 0 20 0
Adequatc capacny to rwn“ewt; the schedule 0 '
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, )
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
__for req'd services for value added benefit ,...,g..n.
L Expertlse and resources at apgrm_nate level .o
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, docum entatlon skllls
nstrated experrence in similar type andu(‘:.omplexny 2 " 2 5 10
Experrenc in srmllar ‘type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
o Ex.pergence' in EF,ﬁ,“?!'em type or lower comple ity{ -1
. Insufﬁcxent experience. - N o
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOjCCt Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. R
Project ngh Icvel of understandmg and viable inov itive ideas proposed A >_ 2
High leve] of understandmg and/or v1able m‘ovv'au;e 1dea:§ p’.?_f,’?sfﬁi i -0 10 0
e Basrc understandmg of the Project] 9
Lack of | project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
R o Wlthm lS m1 2
~ . l6to SOml L
. ) ) S1t0150miy 0 0 5 0
: B 151t0500ml -l
Greatcr than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Welghted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale critetia.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁ,y\_ 7/}7 l/ 4,/@
7
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/3/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16
Consultant Name: Parsons Brinckerhoff Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
e No outstandmg unresolvcd agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 1] .0 20 0
Outstandms unresolved agrecmcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. i e
Performance Trmellness score from performance databasc * 15 '. 0 '
Qualrty/Budget score on srmrla: work from performance database ok o lé ~0
Qualrty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Waork Avarlabrhty of more than adequate capacny I.hat results in g_dded_ value to mootT| 1’ i 0 20 0
Adequatc capacxty to meet the schedule 0'
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i -
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc expertlse ‘and resources identified| 0 15 0
e . for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 |
o Expemse and resources at appropnate level .0
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complcxxty, type, subs, documentatwn skills.
Demoo;;ated exper ence nuslmtlz;rﬁ“ewar‘ld complexlty 2:..“ 2 5 10
Experrence in srmr!a: type and complexity shown in resume’f G i
. Expenence in drfferent  type or Iowcr r compl exrty -1
oo . Insufficient experience] 37 . i
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managemem from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
Project l-hgh level of understandmg and v1able movat e ldeas proposed. 2
l-hgh level of understanding and/or vrable movatrve ldeas proposed 1 1 10 10
e e Basrc understandmg of the PTOJCCI 0
. “Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. : N
PRI R p—— WIthln 15 ml . 2_
- 16t050m1 o
3 o 51t0150m1‘ 0 0 5 0
B . lSltoSOOrm s
) Greater than 500 mij. :"ZM
For 100% state funded agreements , non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Totali 20

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categorics. Signed: ﬂw 777 . l/,{,/é
[-4

Title:
Date:

HE 1 Consultant Services

3/2/2008




sonsultant Name: Parsons

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

°

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
_ _No outstandmg unresolved agrecmcnt dlsputes > 3 mos old R 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrccmcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old. -
Past Historical Performance. N ORI NSRN IS S
Performance _— Tlmclmess score from performance database R U T -
QuahtY"/Bnget score on snmllar work from performance d databasc * 0 1_5 B 0
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘ . S
Work Avallablhty of more than adequate capacxty that 'results m added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
e Adequatc capacxty to meet the schedule : .0;1__
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] ~ -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable. = = e
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertlse “and resources identified 0 15 0
’ o . forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2 R
e Expemse and resources at qurognatc lcvel .0
Insufficient expemsc and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demoﬁstrated expencnce in similar type and complemty 2 5 10
Expcncnce in 51m11ar ' type and complexity st shown in resume’.
Experience in q;(fl‘_fie.rent type or Iower complex1ty e
) ' Insufﬁcxent experience -3 I R
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Managcmcnt from database. 0 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project ngh levcl of understandmg and viable movatwc ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or vxable movanve 1deas proposed w L_L_ 3 0 10 0
o L MBgsnc understandm&wf the Project. 4 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
- . - U VO U . ].,._, s
) L - 51 to 1 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
o D s es0mif
. ' o _Greater than 500 mi| -2 '_y
" For 100% state funded Jreements non-Indlana firms| -3 _
Woeightod Total| 10

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ,\, 777. l//«évL

[
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

i

Consultant Name: Schneider Corporation Services Description: Project Development Services B
Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, 3 ) 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes> 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandm} unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. = e PRV AU IR PSS
Performance 4 ] N Trmelmess score from performance database. L T T - L
o : Quahty/Budget score on snmrlar work from 1 performance ¢ database. o y O:M 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ) L
Work '. ' Avallablhty of more than aderfdevte capacxty thal results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
o R _ Adeguate capacrty to meet the schedule. - 0 ‘
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
~ for req’d services for value added benefitf 2

0
T LT Insufficient cxpemse and/or resources.)] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based oa: experience in size,
' complexnty, type, subs, documen’ratron skills.
Demonst*ret“eﬁdmexpenence 1; s '"Ii&? type and compIex1ty. : ﬁ_”_ 0 5 0
Experlence in similar type and complexrty shown inresume’] 0
. Experlence in different type or Iower complex1ty. -1
Insufﬁcxent  experience -3 ‘ T T .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0 -
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gweg INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o Hrgh leve] of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
” -‘ firgh level of understandmg and/or v1aole mo\}atlve rdeas proposed; 1 _- _ 1 10 10
R Basrc understandmg of the Proy:ct; Om
Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
Wrthm ~l_Sﬁmr. 2
- o 16050mi| 1
_ ) N 51 to 150 mij 0 0 5 0
_ T S S00mi]
o ' ) Greater ter than 500 mi. w-2: ~
For 100% state funded aEreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Waelghted 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: ﬂ\,\,,‘_, 777 [//

) [/
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/212008




Sonsultant Name: Clark Dietz

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes, S o 0
' __ Noou dmg unresolved agrccment drsputes> 3 mos old 0 20 0
B Outstandrgmresolvcd agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. 3
Past Historical Performance. ; R FUSRE S
Performance 4 Trmelmess score from perfonnangg’glatabase ot U 0
) Qualrty/Budget score on srmrlar work from | performance database] ~ * 0 5 1.0 .
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avarlabrlr(y of more than adequate capacity that rwults m added Xalue © TNDOT _ A 1 0 20 0
] Adeguate capacrty tlo“r-;l'ee?thc schcdule ____*_9:
Insufficient available capacity to , meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e N
Qualifications “Demonstrated umquc expemsc and resources identified 0 15 0
. ) ____ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expemsc and resources at appropriate level] 0
) Insufficient expernsc and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
. ‘ ] N ﬁémonstratcd experlencc in srmllar“&geha-nd complexxty : z_ 2 5 10
Expcncncc in similar type and complexity shown in resume’| =~ 0
o Experlencc in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -1
‘ L lnsufﬁcrent experience ‘ <N D o
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatron that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. R
Project _ ) ngh fevel of understanding and _vrable movatlve + ideas proposed A 2
o _ ngh Ievél of' I.Inderstandmg and}or Qlable movatrve ldeas proposed. “—“1* ' 0 10 0
) L Basic understandmg of the he Project| 0
S Lack of project understandm& -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . S
T withinasmif 27
R t61050mi) i
s strsomil 0 |1 5 5
e o Isiws0omil i
Greater than 500 m| -2 |
For 100% state funded aggemems non-Indiana firms.] -3 _
Woelghtod Total 15

.Signed:_ﬁ;},\, 777 lé/

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description: Pro

item No. 16

ect Development Services

3

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, R 0
I\!g_g}xtstandmg unresolved agrecment dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outs{andxn&unresolvcd agreement dxsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. N SO B N
Performance ) Tlmelmess score from performance databaser ¥ Lo B o1 0
o Quallty/Bildget score on srmllar work from performance database} * ) 0 ‘ '_IINSLW; »'; 0
Quallty/Budﬁet score on all INDOT work from performance database, * -1 10 -10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e _— .
Work Avarlabrf't'y of more than adequate capacrty th’at tesults m added value to INDOT _' 1 0 20 0
Adequatc capacrty to meet the schedule 0 X
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the ‘schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. L
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
... for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
e — Experllse and resources at appropnate level 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentaﬂon skills,
o Demonstrated  experience i m s:mllar typ_ Jn complexit 2 5 10
Experrence in srmllar type and complexlt_y shown m resume Lo
Expcnence in dlfferent type or lower ¢ complexrty L
. o lnsuff' cientexperience.] -3 | o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * -1 5
Appreach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project High leyel of understandmg and vrable inovative ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/ ab}e inovative 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
o . Basicy understandmg of the Project. - o
' ) Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. RN S
L lthln 15 ml 2 .
e S Iew30mil 1
S e  Slolsomif 0 0 5 0
, e I 151t0500mif * -1
e Greater than 500 mr ' -‘2“'. _
For 100% state funded : ageements non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Total -5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categorics. Signed: Z/g,.,\/\_' 77, k,/a./(

Title: HE 1 Consuitant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




sonsultant Name: Burgess & Niple

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Sec guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e R 0
_No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old . 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Historical Performance. . ... | - R
Performance B Timeliness score from performance databasc s 0 15 0
_ Quallty/Budget scare on similar work from performance database ok ) n'a 15 o
Quallty/Bu_get score on all INDOT work from performance database. * Y 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's persennel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work li : ; i 'more than adequate capac:ty that results in added valuc to INDOT h_lh _ 0 20 0
- N o Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule A 19_
 Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. N .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
o Expemse and resources at approprrate level A
Insufficient ¢ expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type,: subs, docum entation skills.
i Demonstrated exgenenee m srmllar type and 'éb"J{féxlty 2 0 5 0
o Experlence in 51m11ar type and complexrty shown inresume'} 0
o Experrcnce in drfferent type or lower complexnty B
. B Insufﬁcrcnt texperience - R
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_lect ManaEement from database. 0 S 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that it gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, .
Project ngh Ievel of understandmg gnd v1able inovative ideas proposed 2
) kngh lcvel of understandmg arrd/or vrab jl:rzo:\{atrve 1deas proposed.| ,..li_r 1 10 10
N e Basnc uhderstandmg of the Project. o
o ‘ T " Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
T T 1
o 5|t0150m1 0 0 5 0
o 15110500mi| -1
. 'h Greater than 500 mi, ﬁ;z
'For 100% state funded : agrec €nts, 5, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Woighted Total 10

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂ.-\,\,_ 2/77 %«/6\
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
31212006

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Donohue Assoc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
No outstandmg unrcsolved agreemcnt dlsputes > 3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Outstand:ng ¢ unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. o e s e+ e U ISR SNV ISR N
Performance e . Timeliness score from performance databasc  * | 0 | 15 ] 0
o Quahty/Budget score on similar work fro; |+ 1.0 | 15 . .0 .
. Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
'Work Y Avalla~bmll'ﬂ v of | more than ad_"m “apacxty that results 1n31dded value to INDOT AJNTW: 0 20 0
i . . Adequate capae;ty tb meet thc schedule . ) 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o, e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified
0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit.| 2
_ ) o Expemse and resources at appropnate level 0
T B Insufficient cxpemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatuon skills,
. Dcmonstratcd cxPerlence m s:mllar type and comp!em% w* ? 2 5 10
Expenence in s1mllar type and complexxty shown in resume’y 0
) E_)\(penenee !p_dlfferent type or lower comp]extty -1l
' i Insuff' c1ent nt experience. -3 ) o
Hlstoncal ‘Performance of Firm's Prolect Managemem from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project - ngh level of understandmg apd v1able movanve ideas proposed 2
- ngh level of undcrstandlng'and/or VIable movatlve 1dcis proposed.] 1 '_ 0 10 0
e e Basxc understandmg of th the Project| 0
T Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned stafl to office relative to project, . e
T Withinsmi 2
e 51 to 150 mx 0 0 5 0
Greater than S00 mx =2
For 100% state funded agreements ‘non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Welghted 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: /. Q

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 37212006




Consultant Name: ASA Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description: Pro

Item No. 16

ect Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score -
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e, e 0
No outstandmg unreso]ved agrccment dlsputcs >3 mos. old Lo 20 0
Outstandin ling unresolved agreement dzsputcs more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. o L
Performance - . Tnmelmess scorc from perform e database * 1 510
Quahty/Budget scorc on snmllar work from performance database o 15_ 0
Quahty/Budyt score on all INDOT work from pcrformance database. 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work _ AVﬂl]ﬂblllty of more than adequale capacnty that results in addcd value to TNDOT. - iﬂ 0 20 0
' . Adequate capacity t to meet the schedule ’ _wj):
“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, S S
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse “and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| = 2
e Expertise and resources at appropriate level| "0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, docu mentation skills.
) Demonstrated cxperIchg ;Eszmllar type and complé;ats/ ._ : 2 ) '_ 5 5 10
_ Expencnce in similar type and complexxty shown inresume'f 0
u Ex_peqonce in dlfferent type or lower complexnty -1
‘ L ) _W " _ B L Insufﬁment experience] -3 ~ o
"Historical Performance of Firm's Prolcct Management from database. * 0. 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project ngh level of understandmg and vxable movatnve ideas proposed. 2
High level of understandmg and/or v:able movatlve 1deiis proposed. ,._.,,.l ‘ 0 10 0
Basxc understandmg of the ProJect - 0 1
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. SN
- Vithin ISmil © 2
o ) _letosomi| 1
o . o i ] 51t0150m| 0 0 3 0
) _ . 151 to 500 mi] -1
. Greatcr than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded : agreements non-Indiana firms] -3 .
Weighted Total 10

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬂw 777 l/a/(
v

Title: Consuitant Services

Date:

1/20/2006




Consultant Name: URS Corporation

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services '

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. —— 0
No glitstandlng unresolved agrccment dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcemcm disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance, e . SRR RS R
Performance Txmclmess score from pcrformance database o 0 s 1 0
i Quahty/Budgct scorc on 51m|lar work from _performance database o 0 15 0
Qualxty/Bu_dget score on all INDOT work from performance database| * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘
Work Avaxlabllny of 'ore Lhan adequale capacnty that results m added value to INDOT. ' . 1 ) i | 20 20
) L Adequate capacx_ y to mcct the schedulc 0 _,
“Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. e -
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemsc and resources identified 0 15 0
- . forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o Expcmse and resources : at t appropriate level 0
) Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, docu mentation skills.
Demor;str;fgd mc'ﬁ(pcn'enc;;rs‘:m;]a; fypc and co}n’};lcmty o 0 5 0
Expenence in stmllar type and complexity s shown in resume’,
o ) Experlcnce in Adlffoggnt type or lower complcx1ty -
' . Insufﬁcxent texperience| - N )
Historical Performance of Firm's PrO_]CCt Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project ~ High level of undcrstandlng and vnabh: inovative ideas proposed 2
~ High tevel of' understandmg and!or VIable movatlve ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bésxc understan ng of the Project. 0
Lack of pro;ect understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, N
- f ey w4 e Wlthln 15 ml 2 .
_ t6t0s0mi| 1
B - lio 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
istios00mi| i
e Grcater than 500 mif -2
" For 100% state funded a&_ements non-Indiana firms) -3
Woeighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Z 3 . ;ﬂ’l s M

7
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services
Date:

3/3/2006




Consultant Name: GRW Engineers

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. ~ 0
No outstandmg unresolvcd agreemem dnsputes > 3 mos old, 6 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agrccmcnt dnsputes more than 3 mos, old| -3
Past Historical Performance. L N
Performance o Tlmclmcss score from_performance database o o
/Budge; score on snmllar work from perfor ' 0 0
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrfo ance database. 0 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's persennel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do )
Work Availability of more than adéquatc capuclty that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
L Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 _'_
" “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcmse and resources identified 0 15 0
} o .. forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at appropnate lcvel 9
Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexlty, type, su bs, documentatlon skills.
o Demonstrated exper'léno'e 1nvs;n{;la; t;'pe and complex1ty. m:*: 0 5 0
. Expenence in snmdar type a and | complexity sl shown inresume’] 0
o _ Expenencg lI}#}_fijrE?t type or lower complexny. o
‘ e lnsufﬁcnent experience.] -3 R ]
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Ma Egement from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings, -
Projecet - ngh levc] of under;tan_d}ng and vmble lnovatlvc ideas proposed. 2
‘w__“ ) ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed _' 1 B 1 10 10
B Ba"'s‘.E dndcrstandmg of the ; Project. __ i 0
' “Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative fo project, A P
e N v . . - ,. ’-- e ek 4.. Wlthln |5 ml . - 2
T i6wsomi] 1
~ 51 t0150m1 6 0 5 0
C151t0500mif -1
- Greater than 500 mi. -2 i
For 100% state funded a&eemcnts non-Indiana firms. -3
Waelghted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

7
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 7/3,‘,/., Vﬁ . L/Ac/é
v

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

Item No. 16

Consultant Name: A & F Engineering  Services Description: Project Development Services g
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, e o 0
. No outstandmg unresolvcd agreement dlsputes >3 mos od| 0 20 0
‘ Outstandmg unresolved agreement dtsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. = s e e |
Performance } Tlmelmess score from Eerformance database | 0 L Is
. Quallty/Budget score on snmxla:_ _\york from m performance d database 0 Is
Quahty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10
Capacity of, Evaluation of the team's persennel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N _
Work equate capactty that resultsA'madd d s ;I;;td rﬁﬁOT U 0 20 0
o - B Adequate te capaci ty to mect the gcll_t;m le, - WO
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e i b
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o __for req'd services for value added benefit} 2
e Expertlsc and resources at appropnate level.‘ o
Insufficient ex expertlse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl"S
. Demonstrated expenence m s1m11ar type and complex1ty. 2 _ 2 5 10
Expencnce in similar type a and complextty shown inresume'| 0
SO . on...Expericnce in different type or lower complexity) -1
o ' o ‘ _ Insuffictcnt nt experience) -3 )
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, |
Project ) H:gh levcl of ‘ut_tderstandmg and v1able movatxve ideas proposed; 2
l—hgh level of understandmg and/or v1ab1e movatlve 1deas  proposed. e 1 10 10
B Basnc understandmg of the PrOJect, 0 .
' B ) Lack of project understandmﬂ. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . e
[PV et ———— L g s e el e ee e Wlthln 15 m". - 2
e e, 1. 0 5 0
e 1510 500mi) T
e _ Greater than 500 mi| :2_ i
For 100% state funded s jreements “non-Indiana firms] -3 .
Waeighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: ﬁqv Y4 \,é,/i
4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




sonsultant Name: Fink Roberts & Petrie

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, ltem No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, R o 0
_No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. e - U B
Performance Tlmclmcss score from performance database ¢ 0 15 0
15y/Budget score on sxmllar work fro ’«Eerfonnance databasc ) * 0 RN
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. -1 10 -10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallablhty of more than adequate capacxty that results m added value to INDOT 1 ' 0 20 0
) B Adcquate capaclty to meet the schcdulc _‘ 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, o
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpcmse and resources identified| 0 15 0
.. for reqid services for value added benefit] 2
- cee.. .. ... Expettiscand esources at appropriate level] 0
S ' " “Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
B u:_. ."dD”emonstrated experlence m sxmllar yoe;ﬁazoﬁx‘ofexlw 2 i 0 5 0
} _Experience in similar type and complex1ty sho I
o ' o N S Expencnce in dxfferent type or lof low‘v“_ Nt_:omplexny' o
' ; ' T _____Insufficient experienced = -3 '. R
" ‘Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_;cct Management from database. -1 5 -5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or vlab]é movanve 1deas proposed. - R ¢ 10 0
S o l_?'_aslc underslandmg ofthe Project. .' 0
) - "Lack of project undcrstandlrg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
5 e WlthmlSml 2
e e _l6wosomif 1
L e i 51t0150m1‘_(_) 0 5 0
o 151to 500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Walghted Totall -15

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁ% 7. L‘{f/(_,
1/4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16
Consultant Name: MS Consultants Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i e 0
____ Nooutstanding unresolved agrcemcnt dlsputes > 3 mos, old .o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputcs more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. U R IV
Performance ' ) Trmelmess scorc from pcrform da R L T S
3 _ Qualnty/Budgct score on srmllar work from pcrfonnance databas_; o 0 BN 15 b .
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work " Availabi 'ty of more than adequate capacrty ‘that resuits in added value to INDOT._ - '_ l N 0 20 0
e Adcr)cifftaﬁ:w 5a§ac1ty to meet the schedule,| 0 ]
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule,
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
for reqd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesf -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexlty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
.' b*é&]&ﬁ“s“iééted experxencc in sxmllar type a : 2? 2 5 10
Expencnce in_ srmllar type and compch1ty sho .0
) Experlence in different type or lower com plex1ty. -l
R ) lnsuﬂ' crent experience.] —3 TR D D
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managemcnt from database, * 0 0
Approachto  *|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings. o
Project N ngh tevel of understandmé and vrab]e movatlve ideas proposed _ A
'ngh level of ( understanding and/or viable i _o\iatlye ideas proposed. ~ T 0 10 0
Basrc driderstarrdmg of the e Project. L 0:;_
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
s Witinismif 2
) CM6ros0mif 1
T _Stio150mi) - 0 s 0
} 151 to 500 mi.
) Grcatcr an 500 mi,
"For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fi 1rms.
Welghted 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: jzyw, 77) %ﬂé

v
Title: HE 1 Consuitant Services

Date:  3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Strand Associates Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. e, o 0
No outstandmg unrcso!ved agrccment dxsputes >3 mos old o 20 0
Outstandmg unresotved aag‘reement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance, PR NSRRI VRN I BURI
Performance S ] Tlmclmess score from pcrformancc dgggpase LA N 0
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performancc database| * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘
Work - ' Avaxlabxluy of more than adequate capacity that results m added value to INDOT T _,_~ 0 20 0
- Adequatc capacxty to mcet the schcdulc 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N R
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
vewe . forreq'd services for value added benefitf 2
cmeimien . . EXPETHISC and resources at appropriate fevell 0
~Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
' Demonstrated experlence m mmﬂaﬁ}{g HFE&E 3(1ty 2H:\ 0 5 0
Experlence in SImllar type and complcxxty shown inresume’] 0
Experlcnce in dlfferen_t type or lowcr complexnty -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managcment from databasc * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/for time savings.
Project o S ngh level of understandmg and wable inovative 1dea§ proposed 2
. ‘ “High level of understandmg and/or viable movanve ideas proposea 1 1 10 10
e Basic understanding of the Project] 0
‘ Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ——
' o Wlthm }5 m1
16 to 50 mi,
) 51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
51t 500 mi
' For 100% state funded agreements ‘non-Indiana firms| -
Waeightad 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: 72,\,_ 777, M

7
Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/3/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: HMB Professional Engineers _ Services Description: Project Development Services :

Category Scoring Criteria ‘ Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. NI RN SRR
Performance 4 Txmelmess score from performancc database! o o .15 10 i
i Qualxty/Budgct score on sxmllar work from 1 performance d databasc. "‘ ) 0 h 15 ’ . 0
Qualuy/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database  * 0 10 o0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work ' -A Avallabllny of morc than adequatc c:apac'l-t}7 that }esﬁlis m a “ed value to INDOT ‘l” 0 20 0
o T "Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications "Demonstrated u umque expcrtlsc and resources identified| 0 15 0
o o forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2 .
_ o e Expcmsc and resources at appropnate level 0o
i - ) Tnsufficient expcmsc and/or resources.| -3

Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the projeet, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.

) A UL LYo AR L oL

Demonstrated expcnence m s:mllar type and complexnty B 2; i 0 5 0
Expenence in s1m1lar type and complcxxty shown inresume’] 0
Expencnce in different type or lower complex1ty . -1_ '
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database o 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, i
Project ‘ ngh level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
h o High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ldeas prlogosed N 0 10 0
o Basnc understandmg of the Project{ 0
B Lack of project understandlng -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ e
Within ISmi] 2
)  16w050mi| 1
Slto 150 )mij 0 0 5 0
ST P . - . fota b v e ]51 to 500 ml - -1.
e o _ Greatcr than 500 mij -2
' For 100% state funded agrcements ‘non-Indiana firms) -3 N
Weighted Total] 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 2 3 ) ZZ l 1/ A

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

~onsultant Name: Frost Engineering _ Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Scare
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e o 0
‘ _.....No outstandmg unrcsolved agreement disputes > 3 mos old. 0 20 0
o Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . o
Performance o 0
' Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work from Berformance até.base_. 0 .' R
Qualrty/Bud&t score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team te do N L
Work . ' Avallabrhty of more than adequale capaelty that results m added' al " o ~1._ 0 20 0
o ) Adequate capaclty o meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e —
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
) R for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 -
e Expemse and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatron skllls
Demonstratcd experlence m srmrlar type énd complcxn,y. ":3.: :_ 0 5 0
Experlence in srmrlar type and comg]exrty shown inzesume'f 0
... Experience in different type or lower complexity| ~ -1
‘ _ o Insufficientexperience 3 | | |
Historical Performance of Firm's Prq;ect Management from database. * 0 5 0 -
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or trme savu_lrl_ﬂg.s_ . |
Project S Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable movatw_e ;Eeas proposed. 2
‘ o ngh level nderstandmg and/or vrable inovative 1deas deas proposed. w_ ‘l_'“ ' 0 10 0
e Basic understandl ing of th  of the ¢ Project. 0
Lack of prOjCCt understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e Wlthm 15 mi, 2
' 'kﬂ_' ' _ 16t050ml. 1
L 5lto 150 mi] 0 -1 5 -5
.o B T P 151 to 500 ml: .-l.
Greater than 5()0 mif -2
For 100% state funded asreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Waelghted Total -5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

/
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: m 777 . \/ u/é
7

Title: HE 1 Consuitant Services

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: K & S Engineers Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, I 0
o Nooutstanding unresolved agreement dlsputcs > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outsta.ndmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance, = e UUREUIN SR WA S
Performance o . Tlmelmess score from performance database 1.0 ) 15 30
o » Quallty/Budgct score on stmllar work from performance database . M'Qm‘“ . 15w - 0
Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do B o
Work Avallabllxty of more than adcquate capacnty that results in addcd value to INDOT 1 -3 20 -60
' ) N Adequate capacxty to meet the schcdu 1
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstratcd umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
e eewen fOr TEQ'd services for value added benefit) 2
... Expertisc and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o Demonstrated experience in similar tybe and compiegft_y 2 ) 0 5 0
) Experlence in similar type and complexity : shown inresume'y 0
e . l}gg&rlcncc in different type or lower complexnty M:l; o
Insuffi cient experience -3 _'
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database)  * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project : _ ‘ ngh !evcl of understandmg and v1at_>1e inovative ideas proposed 2
ngh Icvcl of understandmg and/or wabl{ é(;atlvp ldeas proposed. 1 ' 0 10 0
Basxc understandmg of the PrOJect 0 ‘. '
‘Lack of project undcrstandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
o Within 15 mif 2
. S 1wsomil 1
- . 51t0150m1 0 -1 5 -5
o 15110500 mif -1
) Greater than 500 mi] 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Welghted Total -65

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: '73\4,_ M . (/Wg
[4

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date: 3/2/12006




onsultant Name: QEPI

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

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:

'71,”*}47.&/

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old o0 20 0
Outstandm& “unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. o] 3
Past Historical Performance. - SURNUU SR
Performance ' Trmelmess score from performance database ok S0 1 15 10
e Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 15 o
- Quallty/Budi score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ]
Work i _ Avallablllty of more than adequate capaerty that results m added value to I'NDOT . 1 "_ ‘ -3 20 -60
o e Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule ﬂj .'0 '
Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 3 5 45
for req'd services for value added benefit) 2
S . Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
T TInsufficient expertise and/or resources. T3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon sk|lls
_ Demonstrat expcnence 1n mrﬁll%?t}bhe';ndcomplexrty '4 2 3 5 -15
Experrence in srmrlar type and complexrty shown in resume’] 0
Experrence in different type or lower complexny -1
. i B Insufﬁclem  experience. -3_“ . b
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project o Hrgh level of understandmg and able movatrve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatlve 1deas proposed . l__ -3 10 -30
o ] Basrc understandmg of the Projectf 0
o T ' ‘Lack of project understandulg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .~ . |
e e e .. Yithin 15 mi, .
' ) T Tl6wsomi| T
— 51 to 1 éO mi, 0 5 0
) 15 1 toﬁ500 mi.
] Greater than 500 mi,
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. _
Waeighted Total -150

el

Title: HE 1 Consultant Services

Date:

3/3/2006







Consultant Name: Bernardin Lochmueller

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. L 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputcs > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . PR RN S
Performance o Tlme]mcss score from perfonnance databasc o 0 | 15 ' 0 .
Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from perfonnance databasc oo B! _ 15 B 15 -
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1t | 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
'Work ' Avaxlabrhty of more than adequatc capacxty tha! results m added value to INDOT . 17 1 20 20
—— o Adeguate capacrty to meet the schcdule ;_ 0
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| <3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, I e i
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
... forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
— . Expertise and resources at appropriate level} 0
T ~Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
com plexnty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
‘ _ Dcmonstrated ekiaérl?nz:é 1'n srmllar typé‘ ;Hafc;;nplcxrty f::z 2 5 10
. Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’| ™0
. ..Experience in different type or lower complexity., -
‘ - “ oo Insufﬂcrent experience) -3 N .
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project Hrgh level of undcrstandmg and vrablc inovativ 'deas proposcd o2 '
. Hrgh lcvcl of understandmg and/or vlable movalivc rdcas s proposed| 1 1 10 10
' Basxc understandmg of the PrOJect _ _4 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B N Within 15 mi,
. 16105 507 mi,
e SlroisOmif ! 5 5
T istiosoomi]
.  Greater than 500 mi.
For 100% state funded aﬁreements non-Indiana firms.

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?

Woeighted To'ta-'il

105

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006




Consultant Name: Woolpert, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria - Scale. |Score Welght |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, . 0
.. No outstanding unresolved agreemcnt drsﬁputes >3 mos.oldl 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. S S
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance databasc. ¢ N 0
N Quahty/Budget score on snmllar work from performance database. o 1 = 15 ~__ 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work h }Avallablllty of morc than adequate capaclty that results in added yﬂtie- to INDOT: ) I - 0 20 0
. N _ Adequate cgpamty to meet the schedule. MO_
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demoustrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e e N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
oo .. forreqid services for value added benefit}) 2
e ..., 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,
complexny, type, suhs, docum entation skills.
o Demonstratcd experren n similar ty;: ;r:d coﬁdpl'e;l}; 2_ 2 5 10
Expenence in similar type and complcxrty shown in resume’| o
N ] n@gp}enence in dl_ff_cr_cnt type or lower complexn:y. 2
' I uff’ cient L experience] u’?w_v I T
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project o o ngh 1 level of understandmg and v1able inovati > id \ proposed. 2
Y T H gh level «of“u;;d”e;"standmg andior v1able movanvc 1dea§ proposed.| 1 1 10 10
Basw undcrstandmg of the Project.| 1 0
' Lack of project understandmg -3
Location | Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e o
) _»_Wlt‘hm 15 mi. 2
) 16t050mi| 1
~~~~~~~~ B Slto 150 mi] 0 0 5 0
L _ ] T 151t0500mi] -1
i . Greaterthan 500 mij 2
"~ For 100% state fundedgag_eements non-Indiana firms| -3
Welghted Total 80
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,/éu

/gu]"/:/)

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date;  3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: US| Consultants, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) — o 0
. .....No outstanclrg& unresolved agrecmcnt dxsputes >3 mos old ' 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrecmcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. =~ . RENUNN RSN DU B
Performance _ ' ' Trmelmess score from performance databasc * .o 1 15 I
) Quallty/Budget scorc or srmrlar work from performance database * T B 15‘ _ )
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work . . Avmlablllty of more than adequate capacny thal results in added value to INDOT. 1" 0 20 0
T o AdecLuate capacnty to meet thc schcdulc “0
Insufficient available capacity to o meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. Y
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ) s 30
o . forreqdservices for valuc added benefit) 2
o o Expemse and resources at  appropriate level Jevel. 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstratcd~ éxérréﬁoe in srmxlar typc and complexrty _“2 2 5 10
Expcncncc in srmxlarhxgwand complexrty shown inresume’y 0
Experlencc in different type or lowcr complexny s
( Historical Performance of Firm's Proy:ct Management from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project o ngh level of understandmg and v1able movatrv% ideas proposed 2
" High level of understandmg and/or vrable movatrve ld?ﬁi proposed| 1 1 10 10
L Basw understandmg of the f’rOJcct . 0_
B Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, RN
v — T I T NI SNt e @ savas o e . B T . Wlth]n 15 ml e s
T iGwsom
. TTstousomid 0Tl o 5 0
_ R 0 1| N,
" Greater than 500 mi) -2
"For 100% state funded agrcemems ‘non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total] 80}

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. Sigt‘e::
Tit
Date:  3/2/2006

& C.S. Program Coordinator




Consultant Name: DLZ indiana, LLC

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

i

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes [OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. R 0
~ No outstan_ gl resolved | agreement dlsputes >3 mos old o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . ISUO PO
Performance B rmclmess score from performance database oo 0 15 0
R Quallty/Budget score on similar work from pcrformance database o 1 15 15
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avazlablllty of more than adequate capacnty that mults m added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
T ' Adequate capacny to meet the schcdulc .0
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc expemse ‘and resources identified . 2 15 30
o ~ forre r req'd services for value added benefit] 2 N
e Expemse and resources at agproprlate level. o
Insufficient expemse and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager jRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documen(atmn skllls
Demonstrated expcncnce m srmrlar type z;t);d"corﬁivlexnyr —:Ti_ 0 5 0
_ Experlencc in srmllar r type and complexrty shown inresume’| 0
e Experlence in dnfferent type or lower complex:ty -
T 77 nsufficient experience] 13 R
“Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation n that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, |
Project N A H_rgh level of understandmg and vnable inovative ideas proposed """" 2
B ngh level of understandmg and/or vmble movatwe ideas proposed, Mmlw 0 10 0
. e 3 Bastc understandmg of the Project. o
' ' - "Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. SN R
e _ Within 15 mif "2
) o 16wsomi 1
e . . - S WP S 51 to ]50ml s 0 . -l 5 -5
- _ 151t0500m1 -l '
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| = -3 _
Waeighted Totall 75

Sec 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:

—7)

71/})

7l

e [
Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Beam Longest and Neff Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e N 0
) No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old. o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved a&_eemem disputes more than 3 mos. old| "3
Past Historical Performance. N e S OO S
Performance Ttmehness score from perform etmwmiglaase. A
Quahty/Budget score on stmtlar work from m performance database.| ‘ .
Quahty/Budget score on ail INDOT work from performance database. *
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work ' “. Avallablllty of more than adequate capacny that results -;;lwa:i‘tiéd value to INDOT lm 0 20 0
) Adequate capactty to meet the schedule '- 0~
) ' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, y
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified|
2 15 30
o o .. forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o i Expemse and resources at appropnate level 0
Tnsufficient expcrttse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexuty, type, subs, documentatron skrlls
Demonstrated expenence m stmtlar type and complextty. “Z‘m ) 0 5 0
Ex.p_e*r_.lence in snmllar type and complextty shown inresume'] 0
) ) o . Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complextty =1
‘ e . . Isufficient experience 3| | |
"Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Manag_ment from database. * ] 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or - time s*a_vr_ngs:_m_m ) e
Project o ngh level of understandmg and vtable movatlve ideas proposed 2
_"M B ngh Icvel of understandmg e.nd/or v1able movatlve ldeas proposed _' . 1 10 10
e o ) Basu: understandxw the Pro_tect 0
Lack of project undcrstandmg
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ . |
e L Sl to 150 mt 0 0 5 0
T T stosiom| AT
Greater than 500 mi| 2
'~ For 100% state funded aLements non-Indiana fims.| -3 - -
Woeighted Total 70

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: ) Mu f_:a(, xf[ 2y

Tltle Cs. Program Coordinator

Date: 3/2/2006




Consultant Name: Farrar, Garvey & Assoc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description: Pro

Item No. 16

ect Development Services {

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . ) 0
No outstandmg unreso]ved agreement dxsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outatandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. ; o et e
Performance Tlmclmess score from pcrformance d_ata_basc o . 15 ‘
Qua]rty/Budget score on sxmrlar work from performance database,| ~ * ' 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do -
Work ' Avarlabrhty of more than adequale capacny that resulls in add ed value to TNDOT ‘. 1 0 20 0
) de QUate capaclty to eet r.hc schedulc B 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. T
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified| 0 15 0
L . forreqd services for value added benefit, ‘2 -
o Expertrse and resources at appropnate Ievel 0
T Insufficient expcmse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexny, type, subs, documentatlon skr!ls
Demonstrated experlence in similar type and complexrty 2 0 5 0
Experience in 51?‘,‘.11?1.’,_ type and complexity spgyp_m resume’, 0
i _Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. o lnsuff' cient experience, —3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managemcnt from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
Project ngh level of 1 understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
Hrgh level of under ndmg and/or v1ab1e in atlve 1dcas proposcd 1 0 10 0
, ' 9.
- T " Lack of pro_]ect understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative toproject. .= . B .
B ' Within 15mi| 2
) B o 16toS0mi) 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi.
For 100% state funded agrecrrnerrts, non-Indiana firms|
Woighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ;2:“ v ,ﬂ“,&u
4

Title: €.S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/12008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No. 16

.onsultant Name: American Consulting, inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, B 0
.. No outstandmg unrcsolved agreemem dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrcemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. S A~ SRS SR
Performance o B B Trmelmess score from performancc database * 10 o110
Quallty/Budget score on srmllar work from  performance d database O R 15 '__1§_ __
Quahty/Budget score on alt INDOT work from performance database] % 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ ‘
Work o ' . Avallablllty of more t.han adequale capacnty th;t‘r“egﬁlts in added vnlue lo INDOT ) 1 ' 1 20 20
L ‘ Adequate capacrty to meet the sched}rlg 0 .
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. '
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at appropriate lcvel 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources| -3~
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: ¢xperience in size,
com plexlty, type, subs, documentatron skitls.
_mlser.r‘ionstrated experrerfoe in snmllar type and complexrty . 2 2 5 10
Expencncc in similar type a and complex:ty shown inresume'} O
. ] Experience in different type or 1°wer comp*emy L
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managgment from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost a and/or time savings. |
Project ngh leveI of understandmg and vxablc inovative ideas proposed 2
o ngh level of undcrstandmg and/pi anble inovative ldeas proposed l ' 1 10 10
i l_B@sné Grrderstandmg of the the PrOJcct o
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, e
- l_ B ' - - ) .1.6 o 50 ml L1
o . 51t0150m| 0 ¢ 5 0
i 1110 500mif -1
Grcatcr than 500mij -2
For 100% state funded agreemems non-Indiana firms. -3
Woighted Total 70§

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: .

Title: €5. Program Coordinato

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: United Consuiting Engrs. Services Description: Project Development Services |
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, R ] 0
No outstandmg unrcsolved agreemem dlsputes > 3 nlgs old 0] 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
Past Historical Performance. S —— T D S
Performance Tlmclmess score from performance database Lo o151 0
o - Quallty/Budget score on mmllar work from _performance di database e 0_ L
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _
Work ' . Avallablhty of more than adequate capacxty that resul_ts in added value o INDOT| 1 .. 0 20 0
S R _ Adcquatg capamty to meet the schedule. ~0
T “Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. )
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
_ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Ievel 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexuty, type, su bs, docum entation skills.

Demonstrated cxpenence ‘m sm'ular type and complexxty 2 v

) nce in snmllar r type and ¢ complexny shown inresume’| O
Expenence in different type or Iowcr complcxnty -1
. _ Insufﬁment experience, 3 B ]

' Historical Performance of Firm's Projéct Management from database. 0 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project _ ) ngh Icvel of understandmg and vnable movat e ideas propqsed “ 2 )

. o ~ High Ievel of understandmg and/or VIablc movatwc 1d~cra's propdscd ' 1 IV 1 10 10
. ’ Ba ic understandmg of the Pr ject. h 0

Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,

__For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms

Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:  3/2/2006




sonsultant Name: CrossRoad Engineers, PC

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

e

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e 0
No outslandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old} ~ -3
Past Historical Performance. . e e
Performance ' I score from perfonnance database * 6 11 10
- Quahty/Budget score on sxmrlar work from performance database * 1 ) 15 15 )
Qualrty/Budget score on ail INDOT work from performance ‘database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ' Avarlabrlrty of more than adequate capacrty that results m added ;'alue u;'n?i)b“f lm 1 20 20
o Adequatc capacrty to meet the schedule _ 0“”
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
 forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise ces at apgro_gdate level 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs documentatron skills.
Demonstrated expenence in srmrlar ty;e ;r;d gomplexrty 2 . 0 5 0
Expenencc in simitar type and complexrty shown inresume’y 0
) Experrence in different type or lower complexny -1
. Insufficient experiencef -3 F 4 b
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managemem from database, * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project ngh level of understandlng and vrab]e movatlve ideas proposed. 2
' ngh level of understandmg and/or viable' movatrve 1deas' proposed N 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ) L
Wlthm 15 ml. 2
T ewsom)
51 to1S0mij 0 0 5 0
151t0500m1 -
Greater than 500 mi| -2
' For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _ _
Woeighted Total] 50
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. N o
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: il /gu L[‘:u )

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator
31212006

Date:




Consultant Name: Congdon Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. | 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrecment dlsputes > 3 mos. old. Y 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, [UEORUIURNTUNURRUI SRRV SRR e e
Performance R Tlmelmess score from performance database  * o 15 0
Qua]rty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database. x o 1 |5 s 15 ._.
Qualrty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avarlabrlrty of more than adcqm te capacrty that results m “dded value to INDOT 1 ‘ 0 20 0
___Adequate capa_ meet the schcdulc 0
Insufficient available capacrty to meet the schedule. -3
Team’'s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. o o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique experusc and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
. Expcmsc and resources at appropnate level o
i Insufficient ¢ expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, su bs, docum entation skitls.
_ Demoﬁgtrated experrer'fco"m‘ s}mrlar type. and co;r:})iéxrty 2 0 5 0
. Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'{ 0
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufﬁcrcnt  experience, -3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|ect Managcmcnt from database. * 1 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs . 1
Project Hrgh level of un—der_stgndmg and vrablc movatlvc ideas proposed 2
Hrgh level of undérgt;u“ldmg and/or v1able movatlve 1deas prop ed T 0 10 0
Basrc undcrsta 1ding ¢ ofth Pr vject. O »
Lack of pro;ect understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e o )
_ Within 15 mi. 2
iiiiii 16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
1510500 mif -1
Greater than 500mi] -2
“For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. -3 = _
Welghted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/212006




;onsultant Name: RQAW Cons. qurs.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstandi emcnt dxsputes >3 mos od] 0 | 20 0
Outstande unresolved agrecmcm dlsputcs more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, SN PR SRS SN SO
Performance L _Tnmelmess score from prfg__rm_ance database. ok A T ) 0
o - Quahty/Budget score on similar work from  performance database]  * ' . 1 _5 o
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avaxlabllxty of more than adequate capacuty that resullts' m added value to INDOT 1 . 0 20 0
. Adequate capaclty to meet the schedulc o
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e )
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpemsc and resources identified 0 15 0
___for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 N i
o Ex Expemse and resources at appropriate level. s
B Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
N Demonstratcd expcncncc m sxmllar typc and co“rr;p’l;:;n”ty '_ “ZM_; 0 5 0
I_ix_pclgpncc in snmllar type and complexxty shown inyesume’} 0
Expcrlcncc lq_“gl_l'ffercnt type or lowcr complexny e
‘ B [nsufﬁcxent experience| -3 o L
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database.]  * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1_able movatlve ideas propost_ad 2
High level of undcrstandmg and/or v'lab‘l"c mova’uve 1deé‘s~'};r~(;bdsrcd ) f 0 10 0
B_asu; understandmg of the Project. b ﬁ
“Lack of project undcrstandmg
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ o
. i Wlthm 15 m1 2*
' 16 to 50 mi. l_
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
15110500 mif -1
' o Grcatcr than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded aEreements non-Indiana ﬁrms -3
Welghted Total| 10

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: S 3 oA /Z w2y

Tit'lé-:'"C,S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/212006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: Corradino LLC Services Description: Project Development Services L
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e _ ) 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrecmem dlsputes >3 mos old .o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrccment disputes more ‘than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. ] Y IR
Performance L Txmelmess score from pcrfonnance datal?a§gw L 0 | 15 (L
' o Quallty/Budgct score on srmrlar work from performance databasel *+ | 1 | 15 1 1 5
Qualrty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do , o
Work Avallabl rty of more than adequate capacxty hat results i in added va!ue to INDOT I 0 20 0
) _ Adequate capac1ty to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity fo meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcrtlse and resources identified 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefit] 2

. sources at appropnate level 0

Tnsufficient cxpertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.

i Demonstra(cd cxperlérlcé in szml.larxt:y_i;c‘;;d\::éhplexn; N 2 0 5 0
_..Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'{ 0
__Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
o o “‘:MV o ' ‘ lnsuff'ment experience} -3‘ T
) Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Management from database. R
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. A -
Project } ‘ ngh !eve;l of understandmg and viable 1&()?&1 e 1deas prdposed 2
. ngh levél of understandmg and/or vlable inovative 1deas proposed ' _ 0 1 10 10
) Basw understandmg of thc Project, 0 o
Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

_Wlthm 15 ml 2
i6t0s0mif 1
) 51t0150m1 -0
15110 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 ml )
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indlana ﬁrms -3

Woeighted 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, Signcd' >’ )y ¢ﬂ0@ >
TltIe“C S. Program Coordinator
Date:  3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

sonsultant Name: Transportation Consulting Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight ] Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N 0
_No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old] 0 | 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrccment drsputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
Past Historical Performance. - SR
Performance v o Tlmehness score from performance database. o 0 15 1
- Quahty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database.| * | l 15
Quallty/Budget score on afl INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work » Avallablllty of more than adequate capacuy ‘that results m added value to INﬁé”f 1 0 20 0
Adeguate capacnty to meet the schedulc e
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 -
o Expemse and resources at appropnate level]| 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3

Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexxty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls

rated expenence in srmxlar type and complexny 2 0

Expcncnce in snmllar type and complexxty shown inresume’y 0 ’ 0
Expenence in dlfferent type or lowcr complexny -1
‘ o - Insufﬁc1ent experience. -3 T T .
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. ] 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project B ‘ High level of understandmg a[lfi viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
» - '_ ngh level of understandmg and?orw viable in 1novat1ve 1deas proposed I 0 10 0
.. Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
T - Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
Wxthm 15 mij 2
1610 50 mi. _' 1
- o _ 51 tolS0mi] 0 0 5 0
SN € K F 1.3 R
Greater than 500 mi. _”_-2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Sngnet& ’ §/, O@ )

Title: ¢.8. Program Coordinator
Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Engrs. Services Description: Project Development Services |
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, ] 0
No outwstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos o]d o 20 0
Outstandlng unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past ‘|Historical Performance, T R ST S -
Performance ) Txmelmess score from chrformancc databasc. oo e s 0
oTE On. s1mllar work from performance database. o *VH 0 '; Ww: 13 :_4 __‘_9_._””__
on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work o Avallabthly of more tha.n adequate capactty m%??é'sﬁ'éﬁ“‘ "H ed valu - ‘:Imww i 20 20
o o Adequate capacxty to meet the schedule. N 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unlque expcmse and resources identified 0 05 0
... forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o . Expemse and resources at appropriate Ie levcl. o 0 N
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plex:ty, type, subs, documentatmn skllls
Demonstrated experlence 1n snﬁtfiar”t;}ean complexnty. 2 ﬂ 0 5 0
Expcnence in snmtlar type and complexxty shown in resume’, 0o
_ Experlence in dlffercnt type or lower complexlty. -
3 Insuff'clent  experience.| -3 _ —o oo
Historical Performance of Firm's PI'O_]CCt Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project _ N Hngh level of understandm_g and viable i movatlve ideas proposed. 2
' o ngh level of understanding ‘a'nd/or viable i inovative ldca T 1 10 10
- o _ Bastc understandmg of 0
" Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
e 4t o —— fr pman s e l6 to 50 ml- . I
[ T ST SOOI T SV e . 51 to 150 ml' P .0~_ - oo 0 5 0
i “151 to 50 -1
. X _Greater than S00mi -2
For 100% state funded agrcements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
Weighted Total 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scares assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %14/4_, {(beﬁg 5

Title: C.S. Program Coordiator

Date:  3/2/2006




-onsultant Name: First Group Engineering

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

0.16

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. Srgned

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
) Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R 3 _— 0
No out tandmg unresolvcd | agreemer t drsputes > mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, RS R ISR SR,
Performance ' Trmelmess score from performance databasc. * 1 o 15 0
Quahty/Budget soore on srmdar work from _performance ¢ databge :_" 1 l 5— . 15_: }
Qualuy/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do -
‘Work Avallabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that results in added value o INDOT] 1 :’ i 0 20 0
. Adequate capacuy to mect the schedulc ; 9~
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedufe| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified 0 15 0
___forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expertlse and resources at appropnate level o
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager Ratmg of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated experlence in stmllar type»;;d gomplexrty 2 .. N 0 5 0
Expenence in srmrlar type and comp]ex1 shown inresume'} 0
Experlence in drffercnt typeor Iower complextty -1
‘ lnsufﬁcrent experience] 3 ) 1. .
' Historical Performance of Firm's PI'O_]CCI Management from database. * 1 5 S
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable movatlve 1deas proposed 2
H1gh level of understandmg and/or vrable movatwe 1deas proposed f 1 _4 0 10 0
!3asrc understandu}g of the Project. '_ 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Locatien Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o o
U o e . Within ISmif 2
' o ) C16t0s0mi| 1
i 5I 10 150 mi. [ 0 5 0
T151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mif -2_
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 30

%yféu s

Title™ L/ S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006




Consultant Name: Earth Tech

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R o 0
. No outstandmg unreso ved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandms unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . SR JUU (S N
Performance ' Trmelmess score from performance database * oy 15 1 0
_ Qualrty/Budget score on srmllar wc_)_rk from performance d database o . 15 1 15
Qua]xty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluatlon of the team'’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
'Work Avarlabrhty ofmore Lhan adequate capacrty tl; at results m added value to INDOT “ . 0 20 0
) Adequate ¢ p cxty to ‘meet the s schedule T
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
. ... forreqd services for value added benefit 2
” ....Expertise and resources at appropriate level{ 0
~Insufficient expertiso and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complex:ty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demor;str'ated expenence in srrmlar type and complcxlty 2 ' 0 5 0
Experlence in similar type and complex:ty shown in resume’. 0
Experlence in drfferent type or lower complexny -1
Insufﬁ(:lent it experiencef -3 N
 Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Management from database. * 1 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives lNDOT cost. and/or time savings. —
Project ngh level of understandmg and vrable inovative ideas proposed 2
Hrgh lcvcl of undcrstandmg and/or viable inovative i eas proposed ‘ l 1 10 10
' o B}asw imderstandmg ofthe Pro_]ect ‘ " 0 -_
' Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) “stwtsomi| o | o 5 0
o 7 151t0500mi) -1
) e Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms) -3~
Woeighted Total 40

3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No. 16

sonsultant Name: GPD Associates Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i . o 0
o No outstandmg u csolvcd agrcementd isput tes> 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance, e - SRV DR IR IS
Performance ' Tlmelmess sc re from pgrformance database * L .0
T ) Quahty/Budget scorc on snmxlar work from performance database __W:__.m 0,_ 15 ...__0
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do L
'Work Avaxlabtllty of more than adequate capacxty thatre‘sults m added vglne to INDOT 1 - 0 20 0
' . Adequafe capacnty to rneet the schcdule o 0
" Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the dellverable i s
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc expemsc ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit} _g.._.. _
V ' Experuse and resources at appropnate level .0
) Insufficient ¢ cxpcmse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager jRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated expenence in srmllar typc and com-plexuy MZ 0 5 0
Expencnce in similar type and complcxny shown inresume'l 0
Expcnencc in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -
. . L Insufﬁmcnt experiencey -3 | N I
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_;ect Management from database. * 0 S 0
Approach to Understanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . Hngh level of undcrstandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
T ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movgt_lve 1deas proposed iy ‘ 0 10 0
i Basw undersiandlng of the : Project. B 0“_
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of asslgned staff to office relative to project. R
Wlthm BSmi 2
S 16030mil 1
51t0150rm 0 0 5 0
i 151t0500ml -l
Greatcr than 500 mif -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. Si gn&d: Z ‘2 ﬁ:‘ éi ﬁz )

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date: 3/2/2006




Consultant Name: Stephen J. Christian

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, - 0
No outstanding unresolvcd agrccmcnt disputes > 3 mos. oldf 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old] 73
Past Historical Performance, SR B SN [T S
Performance Txmelmcss score from pcrformance database . o 1 15 1 0
R Quallty/Buet score on s1mxlar work from performance database 1 15 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Avallabxlxty of 1 more Lhan adcqua{"“z{;;;cﬁﬁ]ai results in ad'de}iﬂ\;l;xe to INDOT o . 0 20 0
i ’ ~Adequate capacxty to mcct P, schedulc. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemsc and resources identified 0 15 0
. . forreq'd services for value added benefit,| 2
e Expemsc and resources at appropriate level, 0
S T Insufficient expemse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plex:ty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
N : I’)hcrilonstra.tema“ éx})crlcncc in sxmtlar type and complcxuy h2 N 0 5 0
Expenence in ¢ sxmllar ir type | and complcxny shown inresume’] 0
Experlcnce in dlfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
‘ Insufﬁcnent t experience. -3 N o
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. * )] 5 5
Approeach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project ngh lcvel of understandmg and v1ablc movatlvc ideas prqposcd
o H1gh level of hzae;s;aadxng and/:;r viable inc movatlve 1deas proposed.| 1 10 10
B _ L Basxc undcrstandmg of thc Project|
o o “Lack of project understandmg o
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . S
T T within TS mif 3
L o | l61050mif 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
' 151 to 500 mify -l
..... Grcater than 500 mi -2
'For 100% state funded agrcements non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
Woeighted Totall 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:  3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

onsultant Name: Bonar Group Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N 0
No out tandmg unrcsolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos, old L0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. N S
Performance N Tlmehness score from performance database e 15
) ' Quallty/Budget score on s1mrlar work from performance d atal_)age. o L 15 I
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘ o , .
Work T Avarlabllrty of more than adequate capacrty that rcsults m add_ed 'value to lNDOT :_ 1 0 20 0
' o . Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule 4 0 ”
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable. i
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse - and resources identified 0 15 0
o ) for req'd services for value added benefit| _2
o i Expemse and resources at appropnate level 0
T Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexlty, type, subs, documentatron skills,
] Demons‘trz;te'dﬁe;(pe‘nenee in surular typearld complexxty _' 2 0 5 0
Expcrlence in similar type a and complex1ty showninresume'y 0
s . Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
. o o o " Insufficient experience] -3 U DU
B ' Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er tlme.savmgs I
Project o ngh level of understandmg and viable inov ive ideas proposed 2
' ngh level of understandmg and/or vrab!e m-ovatl-v'e |deas proposed 1 M 0 10 0
Basw understandmg of the Pro_;ecL 0 )
Lack of project understandlng 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Wlthm 15 mi, 2
. l6t0 50 mi] 1 i
B 51t0150ml 0 -1 5 -5
o 151 to 500 mi| -1
. Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, ;, non-Indiana firms. -3 _ _
Waighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /m'/r , / Y2

Title: C.S. Program Coorginator

Date: 3/2/12006




Consultant Name: FEBA Consultmg Assoc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

i

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o o 0
e No outstandmg unrcsolved agrecment dlsputes >3 mos oldl 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved ageement disputes more than 3 mos, old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . o . _ o
Performance - Txmelmess score from performance databasc o 0 15 o
Quahty/Budgct scorc on snmllar work from  performance d: database - 0 15 0 i
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do B
Work Availability of more than adequate capacxty that results i in added va!ue to INDOT 1 0 20 0
o Adcquatc capacnty to meet thc schcdulc 0 " v
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jvalue er efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
. for req'd services for valuc added benefit} 2
ceewr o ee . .....Expertise and resources at appropriatc lovel] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complemty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated expenence m sxm ar jpe and complex:ty 2~ i 0 5 0
Expenencc in 51mllar type and complexny shown inresume’| O
) Experience in different type or lower complexity{ -1
-3
 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from databasef  * o s T o
Approach to Understanding and lnnovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project ngh 1é;elof undcrstandmg and v1ab]e movanve eas pr : S 2
High level of understandmg and/or vxable movatwe xdcés proposed 1 0 10 0
Basnc understandmg of the Pro_|ect 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
o Wlthm 15 mi. 2
C 16tS0mil 1
‘ SItOISle 0 0 5 0
o L tStwsom|
o Greatcr than 500 mif -2
" For 100% state funded a&rcements, non-Indiana firms, 3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Woaelighted Total

10

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Slgnﬁ{ }i; v e £000275)

Title: C.8. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2008




.onsultant Name: VS Engineering, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Sce guidelines for

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Slgncd /—% M'/

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Welghted Total

s

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
e No outstandmg unresol agree ent dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputcs more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. BN SR I
Performance S ROV R R - WA
... Quality/Budget sc fatabasef 1 1 f 15 15
Quamy/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do vom v
Work A\;di'l:ebi}{ty;df-ﬁ{o 9 than adequate capacxty Lhat results m added Yalue to INDOT .' N l ) 0 20 0
o " Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, e o
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
. forreqd services for valuc added benefit.| 2
o u.;,..,._ o Experuse and resources at appropnate level o
T o Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexu’y, type, subs, documen(atlon skills.
) - be;iionstratcd cxperlence in 51m1|ar type and complexxty 2_W 0 5 0
Expcrlence in 51m|Iar r type and complexuy shown inresume'| 0
‘ngpe_r_l_e'nee in different type or lowcr complexnty ol
' . lnsufﬁcwnt experienced -3 | I
Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘O_]CCt Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. —
Project ngh Ievel of understandmg and v1ab ;_rlt_)vatlve 1deas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed 0 . 0 10 0
o Basic understandmg of the Project] 0
""" Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. —
3 Within 15 rm 2
- - : “i6wosomi) 1
o 5110150m1 0 0 5 ¢
T 1s110500mi) -1
} " Greater than 500 mi. ‘ :2_;“_.
For 100% state funded ageements, non-Indiana firms. -3
30

Title: C.8. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006




Consultant Name: Butler Fairman & Seufert

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

N

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement 0
. T 20 0
) Outstandmg unresolved agreemem dlsputcs more than 3 mos. old 3
Past Historical Performance. s NSO TR B
Performance Tlmelmess sc evfrom performancc database L 0 15 0" _
Quahty/Budget score on similar w work from performance database ” " _' 0 : ‘ ‘ 15 _ 0
Quahty/Budget scare on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work Avaxlablllty of morc than adequale capacxty lhat results m added value lp\l'TiQOT ‘ o 1 20 20
N Adcquatc capacxty omeet the schedule| - 0
"Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque cxpemsc and resources identified
0 15 0
___for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
”“E}‘XP?{T_@E and resources at approprlatc lcvel 0
Insufficient cxpcmse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
) _ Dcmgh?{; wteg éxperlence in snmxlar typc and complexnty ”‘ML 0 5 0
B Experlcnce in sumlar - type and complexny shown in resume’| 0
o Equr‘:cngc in different type or lower complexny -
M ' ' . Insufﬁment  experiencef -3 o e
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managemcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives IN_Dp'_I_‘ cost and/or txr(!_e savings. '
Project ngh level of understandmg and vxable movatlve ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or vnable movauve ideas proposed 1 | 10 10
' Basm undcrstandmg of‘the Project. 0 ]
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
' T Within5mi| 2
B 16 to 50 mi|] 1
_ 51 10 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
) 15110 500mi| -1
~ __ Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded asreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

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

Title: C.8. Program Coordinator
Date:

:%J/ ‘)II/AJ Qctﬁj}J

3/2/2006




-onsultant Name: Wessler & Assoc., Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight }Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
o tandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old| 0O 20 0
Outstandm&unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e BT RPN UNUENENUDS PRSI I
Performance ' melmcss score from pcrformance databasc x 0 AL
. Qualrty/Budget score on similar work from performance datab database x 1 s 315
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtedo | )
'Work ' Avarlabrlrty of more than adequate capacrty that results m added value to INDOT | 0 20 0
o :.-,.._ L Adequate capacrty 10 meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable. R )
Qualifications Demonstrated umque cxbertrsc and resources identified 0 15 0
. . for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
w L Expemse and resources at apprgprrate level .8
. Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexrty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
e M D_gm‘onstratcd expcrrenoo rnvélmrlar‘tyé:;nd comple;crt}r 2 0 5 0
) Experlence in srmrlar ar type and complexity shown in resume’| 0
Experlencc in drffcrcnt type or I¢ lower complexny -1
. T T . Insuffcrent experience. ' —3 L i b
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;cct Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project o Hrgh level of undcrstandmg and VIable movatrve 1dcas proposed B '\ 2
) ) Hrgh lcvel of understandmg and/or vrable inovative rdcas proposed . "l':_ 0 10 0
) Bosrc undersrandm_g of the the Project. __: :QM
Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
A ' o Grcatcr 1han 500 m1 o -2 4
" For 100% state funded agrecments non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Totall 30]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: ¢38. Program Goardinator

Date:

3/2/2008




Consultant Name: HNTB Indiana, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

{

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
] Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i ] 0
s No outst 0 20 0
) Outstandmg  unresolved agreement dlspules more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. RRUTUR IS ISR
Performance N B A
B NN O N A
Quallty/Budg‘ct score on all INDOT work from performancc databasc * { 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do )
Work Avax]ablhty of more tha.n adequate capacnty that results in added value to INDOT l 1 20 20
N B Adequate capacxty to meet the schedule. 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. i e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcmse "and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefity 2
oo ... Expertise and resources at appropriate level ] 0
T  Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
Dcmonstfa?ea &per:cnce in stmllar ty{)é;r;&“complexlty “ 2 0 5 0
Experlence in : sxmllar type and complexity shown inresume'| 0
o " Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1 _|
L ) o lnsufﬁclent experience] -3 I T
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managemcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innevation that gives | INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project ngh levcl of understandmg and vxable movatwe ideas proposed 2
T ngh lcvcl of understandmg andlor‘\ix‘gble movatxv_c Jgggs.proposed o 2 10 20
: i Baélc uﬁ&erstandlhg of the Project. ,". 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
o “Within 15 mi] 2
T Castosomil T
- 51t0150m1'u_0 0 5 0
ST
] Gréater than 500 mi/| , -2 A
" For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
Woeighted Total 50

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator
Date:

3/2/2006




vonsultant Name: Certifled Engineering, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. I i o 0
L No outstanding unr solved ‘agreement disputes > 3 mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmgunresolvcd g&recment disputes more ore than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance, [SUU U SUNUTO IUURIVUION NORRORO I
Performance o Trmclmcss score from performance database L1 o0
} Quélity/Budg core on similar work from performance da database x ____*_wv_ _' 15 1.0
Quahty/%t score on all INDOT work from performance databasc * 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e
Work Avarlabrlny of more than adequate capacrty that resuhs Am added value to INDOT lm’ 0 20 0
Adequate capac;rty to mect the schedulc 0 '_
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique cxpcmse “and resources identified 0 15 0
~_ for reqd services for value added benefitf 2 B
Experuse and resources at appropnatc lcvel 0
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on; experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
o . Deﬁroﬁgtréiéd experrencc]n‘ ys“r.an_rl-ar type and COH];)’E).(-H)’ :_: 3 0 5 0
) i Expcnence in srmrlar r type and comp exrty shown inresume') 0
— "Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1 _
' . Insufﬁcrent experiencel -3 Y N
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Managcment from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost. and/or time savings, .
Project ngh lcvcl of understandmg and vrgb]e movatlve ldeas_proposed 2
Hrgh levcl of understandmg and/o'rv\;labie movanve lda; proposed. s 0 10 0
o Basrc understandmg of the Prbject _ ““0 .
o V ‘Lack of project undcrstandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. —— e
o L withinsmif 2
R T iswesomi) 17
o L 51t0150m1 0 0 5 0
LT L slesoomil T
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded aErcements “non-Indiana firms| -3
Welghted Total 0

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %7;/”) (0777

Title: C.8. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Hanson Professional Services Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
| i R No inding unresolved agreement dlsputcs >3mos.old| O 20 0
Outstandmg ‘unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. =~ SSIURSUEPS RSN AU IUNRURY SSNITRP S
Performance ] Trmelmess score from pcrformance database 1.0 15 0
' o Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database ,* 1.6 ) IS_M 0
Quallty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work Avarlabrhry of more than adequate capaclty that results in added value to INDOT ' l - 0 20 0
. N ) Adequatc caéacrty to mcet thc schedulc 0
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated umquc cxpcrtrsc and resources identified 0 15 0
o _ for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 B
SO i | ources @ L.PP.FOP”"‘C Ie"ﬁl LYl
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability te manage the project, based oa: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatwn skills.
- mﬁ%nqdﬁsrrated expencnce in snmllar type and com) plexrty _21 ) 0 5 0
Expericnce in similar type and complexity shown inresume'{ 0
S Experience n different type or lower complexityy -1
' " Historical Performance of Firm's Projcct Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project N Hrgh ]evel of understar}d_mg and v1able inovative ideas prbposed 2
I Hrgh lcvcl of urldcrstaﬁdrng and/or vrabre inovative ideas propows.qd o l~ 2 10 20
_ o o o ' Basm undcrstandmg of the Prdjccr ' -. 0
T S - Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
. o ' _ ‘ o W1th1n15m| 2
e 161080mif 1
' . Sluolsomif 0 ] 0 5 0
.| .
o Greater than 500 mi| _;2 i
For 100% state funded agreemcnts, non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

N
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: i /}/%11'/71)
. 77

Titler TS, Program Coordinator

Date: 3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

wonsultant Name: Paul |. Cripe, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
-Score
Disputes 0
Outstandmgl unresolved agrccment dxsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . 3 N
Performance Hiistorical eriormance. v A. S .- : O'
Quallty/Budget scorc on sxmxlar work f om pérformance database _ *_ ' .0'“ - 0
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work Avallablhty of morc than adequate capacxty Lhat results m added value to INDOT 1 . “I 0 20 0
o Adequate capaclty to mcet thc schcdule 0|
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R i
Qualifications Dcmonstrated umquc expertise and resources ldentlf ed ' 0 15 0
. forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
e M‘_ES}Pinse and resources at appropriate lcvel 0
' o Insufficient expcmse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complenty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
. Dcmonsuated expenence in 51mllar type and complé):lt;' " 2 0 5 0
... Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’) 0
.. . ... Experiencein different type or lower complexity| -1
. o - o S [nsuff‘ cncnt experience| -3 ~ e
'Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managcmem from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project _ - Highlevelof understandmg and viable movatwe ideas proposed 2
' High 1cvé| of understandmg and/or v1ab]e inovative 1deas proposed. - wT ’ 1 10 10
S Basw understandmg ofthe Project] O
o Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. , .
i Wlthm 15 ml 2
B 16 to 50 mi ,; 1
) L 51to]50m1 o 0 5 0
SO T NN N O R P e e e o 151 to 500 ml FERE .l A -
“ ,.,.m.._ Greater than 500 )mi -2
"For 100% state funded agreements, . non-Indiana firms. -3

Welghted 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:
P y Judg g categ, g

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator
Date: 3/2/2008




Consultant Name: Parsons Brinckerhoff

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, —_— 0
_ No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old. 0 20 0
‘Qutstandin ing unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . Joo - . N
Performance , .‘ ) . Tlmelmess score from performance database. * 0 13 0
Quallty/Budget score on sumllar work from performance database. * 0 L5 1 o0
Quahty/B udget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,.
Team to do ——
Work Avmlablllty of 1 more than adequate c';;‘)acny that results in added value to lNDOT. 1 0 20 0
e y Adequate capac:ty to meet the schedule. 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
o _ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
i Expcmse and resources a at gppropnate leym 0
Tnsufficient expemse and/or resources. -
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complex1ty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
_'::v tm Dy ated experlence m sm@pﬁﬁd cof . 0 5 0
_.. Experience in s:mtlar type and | complexity shown in resume.
. Experience in different type or lower complexity.
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_pect Management from database 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project High level of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proposed'. 2
High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed, 1 0 10 0
e . Basic understanding of the Project{ 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Lacation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
e v - Wit 1S id 2
" e N62050mil 1
R stotsom] 0| o | s | o
A, ' 1510 500mi| "ol
N " Greater than 500 mi. 2
“For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Woeighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

i Dt

Title: C’S. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006




consultant Name: Parsons

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e 0
o No outstandmg unrcsolvcd agrcemcnt dlsputcs > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. J— s RN FAUSTI
Performance Tlmelmess score from performancc datab_gse * L
_ Quahty/Budg_gtﬁgg'r_o"o sxmllar work from | performance database. * -0 15
Quahty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do L
Work Avallab lhty of more than adcquate capacuy tha( results m added value to INDOT _' N l 0 20 0
. Adcguate capacxty to mect the schedule 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. i R
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpcmse and resources identified, 0 15 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
- ) ___';'m_ - Expemse and resources at appropnate level 0
T Insufficient expemse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs documentatlon skllls
. Demonstratcd cxpcrlence in strmlar type and complex1ty N 2 .. 0 5 0
Bxpcnence in s1mllar type and complcx1ty shown in resume’) 0
L L Experlcncc in dlffcrent type or lo lower compl‘e)‘(_l_t_y -1
V - N lnsuff'cwnt experience -3 | o L
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_,ect Management from database. * 0 S 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project of understandmg and viable i o_vatwc 1deas proposcd 2
. f uhderstandmg and/or - viable inovative ideas proposcd ” 1 _ " 1 10 10
o Basw understandmg of the Project] :9“
] ) Lack of project understandmg E
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
~Wlthm 15 m1 2
e MSt0SOmIL T
) . Slwo150mi] "0 0 > 0
| R o 15Ttos00mi " -1
' - ‘  Greater than 500mi| -2~
For 100% state funded agrcements, 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:

Date:

3/2/2008




Consultant Name: The Schneider Corporation

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, N e o 0
i No outstanding ut unresolved agrecment disputes > 3 mos s.old) 0 20 0
Outstand_ul& unresolved agreement dxsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e SR JU
Performance i Tlmelmess score from perfonnance database.| > L L o
Qualxty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database "‘ 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _
Work h Avarlabrmy of more than adequate capacrty that results in added value to INDOT, lm‘ 0 20 0
R Adequate capacrty 1o meet the schedule i *_i):
" Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule] -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i ‘
Qualifications Demonstrated unigue expertrse and resources 1dent1f1ed 0 15 0
] ~ forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expcmse and resources at appropnate 1eve1 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation sk:lls
B ‘ us«;“r}‘l.larhtype and cdr‘r:lilet_ ty 0 5 0
0
- ence in _}fferent tyﬁe or lower complexrﬁ 1
Insufficient experience -3 . "
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * ] 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project i , ngh level of understandmg and v able ino ative 1deas proposed ) ,,-,2,.
' ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable movatlve rdeas s proposed. ' 1 k 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project, _0
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Wrthm 15 mr 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
R . .4 . 0.. 0 S 0
~ Greater than 500 mr 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

/%T/Z'”n'é / ﬂ'kﬁ/‘l}

Title:Mogram Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

~onsultant Name: Clark Dietz, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scering Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No tstandmg u esolved agreement dxsputcs > 3_ mos old o0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved a&reement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. e s ¢ e SV S,
Performance Trmelmess score from performan database 1.0 f 15 ) 0
Quallty/B et score on srmrlar work from performance database ~"u __Q"__ } ; 15 _ ] W_Ow i
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT wark from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do _
Work B Avallablhty of more than adequate capacrty that resu[ts in fdded value to INDOT ' l:. 1 20 20
o Adequate caphaert‘yﬂto meet the schedule w:“:‘
" Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications “Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
» o Expemse and resources at appropnate level '
Insufficient expemse and/or resources -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated experlence m sxmrlar type and complexlty 2 0 5 0
o Experience in similar type and comple:gny_sho)yp“rn resume'y 0
o Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. _m ' - Insufﬁcrent experience. R R T S
) Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_lect Management from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings., o
Project N ' Hrgh level of undcrstandmg and v1able movatlve ideas proposed 2
' High level of understandmg and/or viable movatwe rdeas proposed ‘ _l:m ~ 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the e Project. ; 0
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. , S
. Wlthm 15 ml _____ 2
o 16t050mif 1
L _j}lzolSOmr 0 1 3 5
L Greater than 500 m1 2
For 100% state funded aEreements non-Indiana firms, -3

Weighted Toull 40

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. Slgned \5> /é‘:g / ,,ﬁ;, j

Date: 3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong & Assoc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . R 0
o No outstandlr}‘g um'esolved agrecmcm “dispu *putcs > 3 roos oldf 0 20 0
0utstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. s o I SO .
Performance ' . S Tlmclmess score from perfonnance database 1.0 ] 15 10
) n_ Quallty/Budget score - on sxrpxlar work from performance. database * N ” 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT wark from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
'Work - Avaxlablllty of more than adequate capacxty lhat resuls in added value to INDOT » lH 0 20 0
o Ade ate capamc.xnthy*{o meet the schedule 6:
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e -
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemsc “and resources identified 0 15 0
»»»»» for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
B N Expemse and resources at appropnate level B 0 -
. ' Insufficient ¢ expemse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
L2 0 5 0
0.
- O S
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;cct Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1ablc inovative ideas proposed 2
' ' High lech of underslandmg and/or v1able inovative 1deas proposed f: - 0 10 0
Basnc understandmg of the Project, - MO
] Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
. . o o Wxthm 15 mi, 2
" 16't0 50 mi. ~,1. )
X . 51 tolS_O L 0 5 0
. 151105007 1
e e Greaterthan500mif 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. Slgned /yy{ép—gz

T!tle: [ Program Coordinator
Date: 3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

vonsultant Name: Burgess & Niple Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. —_— 0
- No outstandmg unreso]ved agreemcnt dLPutes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved _aﬂement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance, . . e
Performance o o Tlmclmess'score from perfonnance database P L
' o Quallty/Budget scorc on similar work fr from performance dalabase o W_ O _
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work . Availaﬁiiiij? of more than equate capac:ty that re§u!§§ in added valu to INDOT ) 1 ' 1 20 20
T o Adeg te“ capamty to meet the schedulc 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet et the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e L
Qualifications ‘ Demonstrated umquc cxpertlsc and resources identified 0 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
L . Expemse and resources at appropnate lcvel o
T Insufficient . expemse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plex1ty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Dcmonstrated expenence m samllar“t'yﬂgeh a;ld Comp]C;l& WN i M 0 5 0
o . Expenence in s1mxlar type and coml)lex1ty shown intesume'] 0
...l Expericnce in different type or lower complexity] -1
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl'OJCCt Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatlve ldcas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the Project, '_ ' 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. B R
Wlthm ]5 mi, “2
) N 51 t0150m1 0 0 5 0
151t0500mi| -1
‘Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements “non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe@' ' j ’q A/ o)

Titte: C.§. Program Coordinator
Date: 3/2/12008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: Donohue Associates Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. T 0
No outstandmg unrcsolved agrecmcnt drsputcs >3 mos ld. 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . U B SO R DR
Performance ‘ ore from performance database X1 .0 R
Quahty‘ mudgct score on srmﬁnlgg Vl‘?fk from performance ¢ database “* . 0 o 15'__ _ __,__
) Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performarnce database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ' Avallablllty of more Lha.n adequate capacny that results in added value to I_NDOT ) : T 0 20 0
B L Adequétc'égf)‘;glvty tom meet the schedulc 6—”
v " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. R o
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpcmsc ‘and resources identified 0 5 0
~ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
o . Expemsc and resources at aEproprlate leve] 0o
Insufficient expcmse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability toe manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstratcd cxpcnence i 'rmllar type and complexuy 2 ) 0 5 0
- Experience in s1m11ar type ai and ‘complexity shown in resume’| 0 :
Experlence in d!_ffprgn_t type or lower complexrty -1
" Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managcmcnt from database * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings., _
Project S ngh level Of understandmg and vxable movatlvc ideas proposed. 2
ngh level of undcrstandmg and/or v1able movatlve 1deas proposed 1 ) 1 10 10
e o Basnc undcrstandmg of thc > Project. 9,
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. | .
e e
stgusomil “00 |0 5 0
e C tstwsoomi| i
h . Greater than 500 mi, -2 ) ‘
“For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. 3
Woeighted 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:

Titlé"C.§. Program Coordiator

Date:  3/2/2006




wonsuitant Name: ASA Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

Services Description: Pro

, item No. 16

ect Development Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dxsputes > 3 mos old o 20 0
' Qutstandin ling unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old. -
Past Historical Performance. o i
Performance Trmelmess score from performance database o oo b0
Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar vyo“r,k' frgg 1 performance d database o 0 15 1.0
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avarlablhty of more than adequate capacrty that results in ad 1 0 20 0
0
B " Insufficient available eapamty to meet the schedule 3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, e R
Qualifications Demonstrated- umque expertrse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
N for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
_ Expemse and resources at apprognate level .o
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatron skills.
- Demonstrated experience in smnlja;t;;;;zn‘d oomplexrty ) _2 - 0 5 0
_ Expcrrence in srmrlar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
‘._'_Egcperrence in qrffererrt type or ]ower complexrty -t
Insufﬁcrent  experience| -3 N R
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Management { from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understandmg and viable movatlve 1deas proposed 2
Hrgh Ievel of understandmg and(or viable movatrye 1deas proposed By 0 10 0
o o B i3a51c understandrné of the P_rojs;:i J:O :
i T " Lack of project understanémg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
L Wrthm 5mi|] 2
L B B 16 to 50 mi| 1
N ) 51 to_ 150 mi] 0 0 5 0
) ) 5 Cistos00mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
“For 100% state funded agreements, “non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total 10

’ﬁ@u@m

C.S. Program Coordinatar

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16
Consultant Name: URS Corporation Services Description: Project Development Services '
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight } Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, S 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreemenl dlsput > 3mos.oldf 0 20 0
" Qutstandi ﬁngﬂnresolved agrecmcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . S INPRUURNR N (SRR MU N
Performance . Trrnelmes§ 5C e from performance database.. 1.0 o5 4.0
Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from pcrfonnance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do e
Work '-_rty of more tl‘l-an“;déquate capacnty that results_ rrr_ _added value to INDOT. 1 ' ) 0 20 0
) Aclequate’z;;acuy to meet the schedule. waf
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. R ) o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 0 15 0
R for req'd services for value ndded benefit|
e Expertise a and resources at approprlatc lcvel._ )
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills,
Demon;la;ed experlence in srmﬁdr ‘t;'pe and com;ﬁle;(lf); - % 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’| 0
' Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
- B lnsuff' c1ent experience, -3 L
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl’()jecl Managemcnt from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable Lnoxgtrve rdeas proposed. - l t Y 10 0
e o Basrc undcrstandmg of t the he Project. 0: ‘
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. RO
L WihinS ml; -2
e e e J010S0miY T
- e e L Sltols0mil o 0 5 0
s b M emmm e .- 151 to 500 m‘ ._.. .-.l... -
Greater than 500 mij -2
F. or 100% state funded_agrecments, non-lndlana ﬂrms -3
Waelghted TotaII 10}

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Title: 'C S. ngram Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006



vonsultant Name: GRW Engineers, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputeg >3 1 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt disputes more than 3'mos. old] -
Past Historical Performance. - S .
Performance melmess score from perforr mance 0
. Qualrty/Budgct sco on srmxlar work from erormance B o o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avmlabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that results in adrled value to INDOT B 4 0 20 0
__ Adequate ca Jaaclgy*toNr’ncct the schcdule 0
" Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable, L
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
__forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
o Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0
T Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
com plexity, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
T L Ijernonstrater‘f e;(EerﬁlenT:eA in srmrlar type and compiex ly_ é 0 5 0
_ Experlence in srmllar r type and complexxgz shown inresume'] 0 -
o ' ,[‘:,2‘.2?’}‘?“"‘:__‘“ q:_fferent type or Iowcr complexrty N .
. Insufﬁcxent experience| -3 . N e
'Historical Performance of Firm's Progect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project High ievél of understanelmg and vrablc inovative ideas proposed 2 '
ngh level of understandmé and/or vrable movatWe 1deas proposed :*1 -3 10 -30
Basic understandmg of the : Project| _0"
~ Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. D
ki 5| 2
16t S0mif 1
. 51 tol50mi] 0 0 5 0
L 181wes00mif -1 ‘
' , Greater than 500 mif- -2
For 100% state ‘funded agreements, non-Indrana firms. -3
Waolghted Total -30
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed' i //p/ LZ‘Z z)

Title: C s. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

Consultant Name: A & F Engineering _ Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R L 0
No utstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandrnwsolved aEreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. - SURTUI! DRI NN TS
Performance ' o Tlmelmess score from performance database O R T .- R
T Quallty[l}_rrd_get score on srmllar work from performance database ot ' o 0 N L : 0 'A
Qualrty/Budget‘score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
'Work . Avallabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that results m added value to INDOT ) 1 0 20 0
Adcquate capacrty to meef ?ﬁe gchedule ! 0 )
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified '
0 15 0
_________ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
} Expcmse and resources at approprrate level 0
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources.y -3

Preject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.

Demonstrated experlence’ —srmrlar type and complexrty a

2
. Er(perrence in similar type and comple ity ; shown in resume’] .0' 0 ? 0
B erience in dlfferent L type of lower complexrty ) -1
ofﬁcrent experience) -3 N Lo .| ]
'Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect ‘Ma gement from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding ‘and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project _ High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
o Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vrable movatrve xdeas proposed. 1 “ 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project] ) 0 '_ '
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
' i thln 15 mi| 2
161050 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi
Greater than 500 n
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total| 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ) ) i ’P e ﬁ )

. S
Title: C.8. Program Coordinator

Date: 3/212006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

consultant Name: Fink Roberts & Petrie, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R 0
No outstandmg unresolved | agreement drsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrccmcm disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. R I—— RPN S K e
Performance ‘ ' _ _ Trmelmess score from performancc database . 0
- Quahty/Budget ore on s1mllar work from performance database} L 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work re than adequateﬁea ! eriy that results in added value o INDOT 1 ” 0 20 0
) u Adequate capacrly to meet the schedule _ 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. _
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources 1dent1ﬁed 0 (5 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,
com plexrty, type, subs, documentatuon skrlls
L Demonstrated experrence in srmr]ar t;'p’e-and complexrty. ) g _ 0 5 0
. . EXperlence in srmrlar type and comp]ex:ty shown inresume'| C
o . Expenence in different type or lower complexrty. b
. ' _ Insufficrent experience) -3 | T
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|cct Ma: anagement t from database. * 1 5 5
Approach to Understanding and lnnovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project Hrgh lcvel of understarrdrr‘ré and viable movat:ve ideas proposed. 2
R Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vlable movatrve 1deas proposed. - ,,1:.. ,_‘” 0 10 0
o N o Basrc understandmg ofth  Project. w_(‘)__“
B T " "Tack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ | S
. ~ o Wrthm 15 mr .,.,..?
' L . 16 to 50 mi. .mml;“
e R o Slwisomil o f 0 5 0
. e 1810500 mif 1
- T Greater rhan 300 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agrecments, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waelghted Total' 15
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed' \3; y,/ 2/ ﬁ;)

e

Tnle 8. Program Coordinator
Date;  3/2/12006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: MS Consultants, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old .0 20 0
Outstandms_unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance, o I T
Performance - . ' TlmelmcSS scorc from performance database r 0 las 0
" ) Quahty/Budget score on 51mllar work from performance database 1 0 * s O .
Quahty/Budgf:t score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work ' Avaﬂabxllty of more than adequate capacnty lhat results m added value to INDOT 1 o 0 20 0
o '. ) _' ' Adequate capac:ty 10 meet the schedule o
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified
0 15 0
L ~forreqd services for value added benefit] 2
— e _ Irces at appropriate leve] 0
T Insufficient expcrtlse and/or resources. 3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
o 5emo'r:§t'r;te”d' EXperlcnce in s1m11ar type and complextty ) 2 - 0 5 0

Expenence in dlffercnt type iower com . -1_ ) :
Insufﬁcwm  expe: _nce . :3;_ L o '
"Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project nghﬂi;wel of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative |deas proposed. K. ”l 0 10 0
Basnc understandmg of the Project. o
o Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
' _ Wx_tl_nn 15 mi. 2
| ' LT iewsom] 1
T S A, PPy N - . . . . 5] to 150 ml ~ 0 . 0 5 0
L A AR R 4 . .x»‘, . . . . . 151 to 500 ml -.1 e
o ' . Greatcr than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agrecments non-Indiana firms. -3
Woelghted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date:  3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 16

<onsultant Name: Strand Associlates, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
e No outstanding unrcsolvcd ag ment disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanduﬁ unresolved agrecmcnt dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . -
Performance ) ) 'mclmess score > from performance databasel  * B 15
) Quahty/Budgc s:co;e n 51m11ar won:]_cnfurpm performance database o 5 1.0
Qualxty/Buet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ) y
Work : . Avaxlablhty of more than adequate capaclty that results in adde(_il y_algg't"o INDO’I‘ mwlﬂ . 0 20 0
. _ Adcqgate capécnty to.mectwthc scthule ‘ 0 .
 Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcmse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
e _forreq'd services for valug added benefit) 2
R L Expertlse aq_c;lqresourccs at appropriate level] 0
o ' Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, docum entation skills.
' _i“Demonstrated expenence m snmllar type and complemty A 2 0 5 0
... Experience in similar type and complexnty shown inresume'y 0
. ' ) o Expe:lence in dlfferent type or lower complexxty -1
® S e e G I N
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘OJCCt Managemcnt from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatlon that gxuvﬁe§ INDOT cost and/or time savings. i . '
Project - High Ievel of underst: ing jand viable 1novat1ve ideas proposed 2
o ngh level of unde;sta_ndmg a;xd/or Vlablc movauve‘ 1d‘ca‘s proposcd '_ ' l; _ 0 10 0
e Bas:c understandmg of the Project. 0
S o B Lack of project understandin ling. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . .
N Wlthm 15 m1 2
T 16ws50mi| 1
N _ 51t0150ml 0 0 5 0
e L 15110300mi) o1
L i Grcatcr than 500mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Welghted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

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

Title: C.S. Program Coordinator

Date: 3/212006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16

Consultant Name: HMB Professional Engineers _ Services Description: Project Development Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e - 0
N outstandmg unre olved agrcemem dlgputes >3 mos. old. o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. B ST DERUUURN DR
Performance ' o Tlmclmess score from performancc database|  * 0 1 15 1 0
S hﬂ Quahty/Bg_get score on snmllar work from performance database. s O,M -lé .. .._9:”..
Quahty/Budi score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N - Antimarms At
Work ‘ ‘ Avallablllty of more than adequate capamty that results m added value t INDOT ' 1 . 1] 20 0
' - Adequatc capac:ty to meet thc schedulc 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque cxpcrhsc and resources identified o
0 15 0
~for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
e ___lf,ipemsc and resources at appropnate level. o
Insufficient e expemsc and/or resources) -3

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

, Dcmonstratcd experlen

; Experonce in simila type and complty shown inresume] 0| |7 )7
) E)ﬁpgggnce in different type or lower complexity] -1
) - ‘ . Insufﬁcxent experiencef - I T
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management 1t from database] * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gwes INDOT cost and/or time s savings, |
Project . ngh level of understanding and viabl movatlvc ideas proposed. 2
o ' H:gh level of unﬁerstandmg and/or vxable movatwe ldeas proposed. P 0 10 0
i Ba51c undcrstandmg of the Projectd 0
o S " Lack of project undcrstandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L Within 15 mif 2
- Sltol50mi| 0 0 5 0
) o 15110500 mi] -1
) Grca T than 500 mif -2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Waelghted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %,” ,,;,:Q 77740

Title: €.S. Program Coordinator

Date: 3/2/12008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 16
~onsultant Name: Frost Engineering _ Services Description: Project Development Services
Category Scering Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
‘Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. T, i 0
No outstandmg unresolvcd agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old .0 20 0
Outstandm&unresolvcd agreemem dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. SSRPUUTS PSS PRI S
Performance " ' * 0 s 0
Quality , edaabase] x| o NTISTLT 0
Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from perfom\ance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Work Avallablllty of more than adequaw capauty that results in added value to INDOT. . 1_' 0 20 0
‘ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet ‘the schedule. -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 0 15 0
_for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 _
e Expcrtlse and resources at appropnatc level o
‘ Insufficient expemse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentat:on skills.
Dén;?)”n;t};téd expenence m grm;lmar t'ype and co;l1pTe;<1ty __:g* 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'| "0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
e T Insufﬂclent texperience -3 | -} o}
Historical Performance of Firm's PrO_]CCt Managemem from database. * 0 5 0
Approeach to Understanding and Innovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able movanve ideas proposed
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movatlvc 1deas prpposed ' 0 10 0
. ) Ba51c unde andmg of the P:';)icct
T B Lack of project undcrstandlrg
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, B
o B Within 15 mi) 2
' - 16t050mi} 1
stosomil 0 - 5 5
151t0500mif -1
) Grcatcr than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. 3
Weighted Total -5

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Titler

Date:

.S. Program Coordinator

3/2/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No. 16

Consultant Name: K & S Engineers, Inc. Services Description: Project Development Services .
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, R 0
No outstandmg unresolved agrccment dliputes > 3 mps ‘old o] 20 0
Outstandmg “unresolved agreemcm disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. P UIUVRUT FEUHRSSRTRIY SR
Performance ' Trmelmess scorc from performance database T . N L
Quahty/Budget score on srmn]ar work from pcrformancc database ] * 0 1_5 0 .
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallabnhty of more than adcquatc capactty that results i m added value to INDOT : l -3 20 -60
o Adcquate capacrty to mcet the schedule ‘ 0 N ‘
_ Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable. L _ L
Qualifications Demonstrated umquc cxpemse and resources identified] 3 15 45
. .. ..., forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
e .. Expentise and resources at appropriate levelf 0
o ) Insufficient expérffsc and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
compleXlty, type, subs documentatlon skllls.
_ Dcmonstrated ex 'errooée_ln srmllar typc an complexny ) 3 5 .15
Expenence in sxmlla " type and complex1ty shown inresume’} 0
Expenencc in dxffercnt typeor lower complexnty
o InsufﬁClent _experience. R o
“Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJcct Managcment from database. 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDO’I‘ cost and/or tlme savmgs
Project
& ngh level of understandmg and/or'v;;l;ie ;r;ovatwe 1deas | 0 10 0
A . Basrc nderstandmg of th_ PI‘Q]CCt L
Lack of project understar@g -
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
16r0s0mif 1
N 0150mil 0 -1 5 5
i Grcater than 500 m1 =2
For 100% state f'unded agreements, non~lnd|ana ﬁrms 3 _
Woeighted Totall -125

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'

/u/~_/~~u.pﬁj)

Tltle T8. Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/12008




_onsuitant Name: QEPI

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No. 16

Services Description: Project Development Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. % T 0
, Noc outstandmg unresolved_&“_eement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstandm&ﬁnresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. = — SO FRNUUTN NSRS I N
Performance - _Trmelmess score from performance database v 0 15 10
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance cgztabase "‘ v_ Q ) !_5~~ A . ) O
Qualxty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o
Woerk ' Avarlablhty of me re rhan adequate capa : t.hat results m added value to INDOT l _ -3 20 -60
. ) Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule L 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemsc and resources identified 3 15 45
~__forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
o o ____ Expertise ¢ and resources mgnate levei .0
Insufficient s expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
T o ' Demonstrated experlenEeWnn—srrnrlar“type and c_o_é»ﬁ;;rty _ ___2:: 3 5 _15
o o Expenence in snmrlar type and complexity s shown inresume'y 0
B Expencnee_ in different type or lower complexlty -1
‘ i e Insufﬁclent [ experience. -3 . e
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 ngh jevel of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 )
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable movatrve 1deas proposed 1 :‘ -3 10 -30
L Basrc understandmg of the Project] 0“
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . S
i _.“Wlthln 15 ml. 2
. o 16 to 50 mi, 1
o 51to 150 ) mi| 0 0 5 0
. 151t0500mi] -1
‘Greater tnan 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total] -150

Title: E.é-:—Program Coordinator

Date:

3/2/2006







