RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for Item No. _18

Item Title: Environmental Services, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected _1_

Moember| Member| Walighted

Wayne | Brittney; Steve 4 5 Scores

Consultants Dittelberger | Harlan | Hughes | Name | Name Total Ranking
BLA 85 i 7 225 1
BL&N 70 70 70 210 2
American Cons. 70 60 80 210 3
URS 70 60 80 ) 210 4
BF&S 70 50 70 190 5
HNTB 70 50 70 190 &
| Strand 60 30 80 170 7
Parsons 60 30 80 170 8
DLZ 40 40 70 150 9
Earth Tech 30 40 70 140 10
Bonar Group 0 50 70 120 11
[Burgess & Niple 20 30 70 120 12
HMB 20 20 70 110 13
ROAW 20 (¢] 70 80 14
[Hanson 20 [1] 70 80 15
IAMEC 0 1] 80 80 16
RW Armstrong 10 0 70 80 17
| Patriot 0 ] 78 75 18
Keramida -5 0 70 65 19
Schnelder 0 -15 80 85 20
K&S -10 -55 70 5 21
QEPI =110 -45 70 -85 22

**Scoring ties were broken using average scores from past performance evaluations on roadway
projects; we also spoke to Janice Osadczuk, OES Manager, for input on past performance.

Scoring Team Leader Signature: \uo) cuam. \% X AL
m«g A

Title: 1} 4 echomns Scap. e
‘ Date:?](]cc
Cantral Office Selection Committee Action:

The selaction committee has the s and lated documentation to verify procadure compliance
and has cor d capacity guldslines and any known ongoing disputes with these firms and takes the foliowing action without
diraction from owside of the committee,

ﬁ Selection of the proposed top _L ranked firms (s approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms approved,
In order, as alternates.

{3 selection of the top .. Fartked fims Is approved as indicated above afler elimination of ___ indicated firms for the
reasons notad below. Tha naxt 2 rankaed firms ace approved, in order, as @itemates.

L1 Seiection based on the ions and the o documentation is denied for the reasons noted balow,

N\

Contr: on 0

te: 00

Prgdut-tion Mana WW

Da ed_ 3—lo-Ag







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

nsultant Name' V\. (( 6 CO‘C Q Serv;ces Descriptlon. £ ViR oa MTLTAL AY
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
A Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
" JHistorical Performance. QD
Timeliness score from performance database. » A 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * </ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

—
—

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 20 -
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 20

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3

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

Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 e
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 z
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 .? (4]
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skiils.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and compiexity | 2 2 5 o
Experience in similar type and compiexity shown inresume’} 0
Bxpenence in different type or lower complexityf -1 /0
- Insufficient experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * ) 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 O 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 20
Lack of project understanding. -3
/i|Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
i Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mil 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 5 ]
151 to 500 mi] -1 d
Greater than SO0 mi) -2

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 :
Weightad Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: ;£ é ML‘—-\

Title: Fﬂwr(mm{mh/ Sov
Date: o/~ 27 — 54




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

Consultant Name: D L Z Services Description: £,u0, R cwmruTAal S CE3
Category Secoring Criteria ' .| Scale [Score | Weight Weighted
' : ' ' Score
Disputes Quistanding Agreement Disputes.
. No outstanding u unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 () 2¢ 0
o Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance - — . Timeliness score from performance database}  * ¢ 15 0
: ‘ R Quahtleu@get score on similar work from performance database, Vo) 15 0
e i Quahty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * /) 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment te perform the project on time. i
Téam to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 I 20 -
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0 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 T Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified } 15 —r
: i o for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 30
i, . Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
:—:“ N . Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 | Zz 5
. Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
) ) L Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
o .,._.\ . T Insufficient experience -3
. cTTT Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * o) 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project e ~_High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
T W” High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1] ' 10 B
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /o
' Lack of project understanding] -3
location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o _Wwithin15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5 5110 150 mi, 0 o 5 0
o 151t0 500 mi} -1
o Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _ _
Waeighted Total b 1] E

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

‘I'he scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: é 4// v A/

Title: E'f\ Jlrne/n}&\%{ S@«/
Date: o 131~ & (




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

Jnsultant Name: H NTB Services Description: £,0u0 R e urmutuTal SEVCES
Category Scoring Criteria . - Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
: : ' ’ o Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
A o ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos, old| 0 () 20 0
o Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old} -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance ~ Timeliness score from performance database. * D) 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 19 15 0
' Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * O 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project en time.
Team to do
Work ' . Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT] 1 | ‘ 20 -
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 20
. 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
_Qlu;iliﬁcations Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified . a7 15 —
' i . for reg'd services for value added benefit| 2 30
. e Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3

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

o D_gmonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 Z- 5 e
o e e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 jo
‘ ’ [ Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
N - Insufficient experience. -3 )
. » Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * ) 5 |0 .
Approach to yygerstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project n ”‘_ ___ Highlevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
o A ~ ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ( 10 A
e ___Basic understanding of the Project] 0 10
Lack of project understanding] -3 '
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to profect.

Within 15 mi. 2
. . 16 10 50 mi. 1
o . , 51to 150mij 0 () 5 0

151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

Weighted Totall 0 ﬂ

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 L‘—)/[-
Title: & MW pnt~ Yol Sof
Date: O (-31-0(




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No. { &
BLr

Consultant Name'

. fOutstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 4] () 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldJ -3

' i_ Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database. * o) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * O 15 0

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 | 20 L
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
i Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
ed. | fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
: Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefity 2 z 15 }'?;
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
co Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
gery|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
; compilexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 Z 5

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0

Bxpenence in different type or lower complexity}] -1

: Insufficient experience] -3

Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * D) 5

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

High level of understanding and viable tnovative ideas proposed. 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 j 10 vt
Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understandin_g_. -3

" ...|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi., 2

16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150 mi, 0 O 5 0
151 to 500 mi) -1

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

Weighted Tol 7o ¥}

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 2 Zﬁﬂ/

Title: iuw(on/h;hc/“w( 5‘//
Dae:_pQ | -3/-06




L Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. | §
29

L) Gshary

o .
Services Description.

nsultant Name: Enui Y

Uategot Scoring G
Disputes - - “|{QOutstanding Agreement Disputes.
[ B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos.oldf 0 J 20 0
B Outstanding unrwof\r/egﬁgreemen{:- disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Pagt - Historical Performance. : _
Performance Timeliness score from performance database  * [#) 15 0
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database  * o) 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * P 10 0
-{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT)] 1 | 20 -8
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
, Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
d: . |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
y Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 -
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 Z 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level.; 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
JRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2~ s e
Experience in similar fype and complexity shown in resume’, 0 /0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,| -1
. ] Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. » [P 5. .0 .|
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 / /0
e Lack of project understanding] -3
Lgcation. .. .:|Lecation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 (@) 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3

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

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: :
Title: X Ay v _m,w.)d"/' < /‘
Date: 9//}/_.0£




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

Consultant Name. H’ Services Description: C,ouifemmuruTac S
L '-‘;flOutstandmg_A_greement Dlsputes.
B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 O 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
.|Historical Performance,
A Timeliness score from performance database, * D 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2] 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * o 10 0
- {Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT) 1 ' 20 -~
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule}] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Eqnipment that yield a relevant added
-~ jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
o Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 5 15 e
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 10
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
r|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
; complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown inresume'| 0 ie
Expenence in different type or lower complexity) -1
: Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * ') S
Understanding and Innovation that gwes INDOT cost and/or time savlngs.
High level of undcrstandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i { 10 -8
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 10
Lack of project understanding -3
_JLecation of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1 &
51 to 150 mi, 0 & 5 0
151t0500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2 o
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: 2/~ 2/-0 4




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

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

,msultant Name. [ (@r Ave) é - Services Description. £,u0 R« ,u W z A,g S" £S5
T @ L iy a ; } Welglrted
= i i Score .
- #|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
JHistorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database, [9)] 15 ¢
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1) 15 0
i Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. [9)] 10 0
.z|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 { 20 ~0—~
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
- [value or efficiency to the deliverable,
iy Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified - 15 o
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 3
Expertise and resources at appropriate level) 0 o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
]Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 /e
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1
- Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * () 5 0.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 | 10 -6
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /o
. . Lack of project understanding -3
Ldeation. .|Lecation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
T Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. i
51 to 150 mi] 0 5 0
151to500mi] -1 | ()
Greater than 500 mif -2 :
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 . )
Walghted Total

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

Title: z—-ﬁ“'!"ﬂ!h:: ta ;C/

Date: &2~ 3/7-0¢




Consultant Name: K Q H \")

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description:

Item No. | &

Sceting Griteria:
B Outstanding__é_g_reement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, () 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
’P‘l&t ‘|Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, ¢ 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, [9) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, ) 10 0
C'lpaclty of {Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT., 1 ! 20 S
Adeguate capacity to meet the scheduley 0 N>
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
- ‘[value or efficiency to the deliverable,
o Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified . 15 —
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 \
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 3e
Insufficient expertise and/or resources} -3
r|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 o 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience = -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, d jo] 5
Approach.to R Understandingind Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
b jed : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 { 10 g
Basic understanding of the Project{ 0 10
o Lack of project understanding. -3
Location. .. .:|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 )
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Total| 10 j

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: j 2 A,‘, 2o :
- Title: éuwrovéghﬁ/fc,
Date: © /~3/. O




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

msultant Name’ Q L, P Services Describtion:

R Oumtandlng_A_greement Disputes,

o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
" JHistorical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database. . [P 15 0
Quality/Budget scote on similar work from performance database. * Q 15 0
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * [2) 10 0
-{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDOT, 1 i 20 -—

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 >0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
. |value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

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

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or fime savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 | 10 .
Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understanding -3

. :|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. )

51 to 150 mi. 0

151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than S00mi) -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

“Weighted Total|_-10_ 8]

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 M

— s
Title: qulroﬁm‘r\"}?"/Q/
Date: 2/ —~ 3 /— 0




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

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,
S OQutstanding unresolved agreement- disputes more than 3 mos. old.
Past - |Historical Performance. :
Performance _; Timeliness score from performance database]  * ¢) 15 0
T Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databas. * 0 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * &) 10 0
~tEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 ( 20 —f~
Adeguate capacity to meet the schedulef 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduled -3
Technicai expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 7 15
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 ;)ﬁ
: T o
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
n{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
iJeomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
‘ Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 T 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 /o
Expenencc in different type or lower complexity) -1 :
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * e 5 .0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
High level of un-aerstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed., 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i { 10 'l
Basic understanding of the Project] 0

Lack of project understanding -3

".c]L.ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 1Smif 2

1610 50mi] 1 ¢
i 51t0150mif 0 5 -6
15110 500 mif -1 5

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

Woeightad Tomll Zs ‘Il

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 <z M
. . * 7 I
Title: Ep/vivim vinfa / Ser
Dae: D (— 2 0 £




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

Bm)w Grou

‘nsultant Name'
o ritea 1w

No outstandinglmresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 & 20 0
Outstanding unresolved  agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
‘|Historical Performance,

Timeliness score from performance database. &) 15 0
Quality/Budggt score on similar work from performance database. * P> 15 0
E Quality/BlEiget score on all INDOT work from performance database, » I, 10 0
-{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 i 20 -
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20

. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

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

{value or efficiency to the deliverable,

i Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 Z 15 _-;,-g‘
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources,| -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, )
cemplexity, type, subs, documentation skills, )
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 —-
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’] 0 jo
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1 :
Insufficient experience] -3 -
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * c) 5 .0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 { 10 -8~
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 fo
_ Lack of project understanding] -3
.. ;jLocation of assigned staff to office relative to projeet.
: Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 o 5 0
151to 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2 ' |
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firs] -3 ‘J i
Weighted Toml| 705 |

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

- The scores assigned above represent my best Jjudgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: j{ /&47 Z«

Title: éﬂv'f‘mmhéz SC/

Date: 7/ -’3// oL




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

Consultant Name.

ing Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 () 20 0

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

, Timeliness score from performance database. 12) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * (] 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, » >} 10 0
-|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 { 20 g
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 26
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
for req’'d services for value added benefit,
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 1]
: Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skiils.

30

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Expenencc in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience -3

Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database)]  * ) 5

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 | 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /0

Lack of project understanding] -3

;]Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

15110 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mij -2

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

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best )udgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 5 @é/
. Title: E””(:“a i2qﬁ! z 2 ’

Date: O/ = 2/-» (.

ol s 0




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

nsultant Name._ /‘/A’ VS or n

: Outstanding g eement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 () 20 0
N Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old] -3
Past . - |Historical Performance. :
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, o 15 0
' o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2] 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * o 10 0
z:|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT] | ' 20 g

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3 '

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 15 -
for req’d services for value added benefit| 2 z 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 4
Experience in similar type and complexity shown inresume’{| 0 jo
Expenence in different type or lower complexity} -1
Insufficient experience] -3 -
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 2/ 5 S |
Understanding and Iznovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 i 10 ~5-
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 10
- Lack of project understanding{ -3
" :/JLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project,
i Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
1510 500 mi] -1 o
Greater than 500 mi] -2 1
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 ’
Weighted Total{ 7 E

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: j- z éu,/z,\,

Title: & g/y )y V} odalSes

Date:ﬂ/ et ?/"‘ o ¢




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

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.
. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
" |Historical Performance. :
Timeliness score from performance database. "‘ 5 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
] Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. J 10 0
Evaiuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vaiue to INDOT. 1 { 20 -
l Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
il Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified -2 15 o
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, ¢ 30
! Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
#fRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 ‘z 5 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 io
Expenence in different type or lower complexity} -1 :
- Insufficient experience -3 -
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * (D 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable movative ideas proposed] 2 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 10
_ Lack of project understanding{ -3
_/|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
15140 500 mi} -1 0
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _ .
Weighted Total] A ®

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 i M/

— - / o :.

Date: g/~ /-0




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

|nsuitant Name. SLHWA ﬂSC'
e %ﬁ,

e e G
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3
Past " |Historical Performance,
Pert Timeliness score from performance database]  * [s) 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database.| * 7] 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, ~) 10 0
:|Evaluation of the team's persounel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 | 20 -
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 26
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] .3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 -5
for req'd services for value added bepefit] 2 _
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0 30
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 -
Experience in similar type and compiexity shown inresume'} 0 .
Expenence in different type or lower complexityj -1 /o
- Insufficient experience}] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * -0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
_High level of understa.ndmg and viable movative ideas proposed. 2 -2
High ligh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 X0
. Lack of project understanding) -3
" _ALocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 a 5 0
151 t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2 1
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 '
Woighted Total]__ 3 M)

See guidelipes 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,

Tile: AR o e dis ) B

Date: >/ =3/ O &




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

,tem No. | &
Consultant Name' Pﬁf*ﬂ 0‘}’ %6/ /U f()’ Sgrwces lDescrI‘tlon.‘ EpJ.UW °

-?*|0utstandmg gr reoment Dlsputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
: i . OQutstanding unresolved agreement_ disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Pagt - -|Histerical Performance. '
Per Timeliness score from performance database, 12 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
; Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
-JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 ‘ 20 g
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 A0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
9| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 -
T for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 y2
S Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0 3o
o0 o Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
ProjectManagen/Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
7 complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similer type and complexity. 2 2 5 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 1O
Experlence. in different type or lower complexity] -1
- Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 7’ 5 0
JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
E High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ) 10 ~6-
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location. . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
ey : Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
Slwisom} o0 | / 5 -
151 t0 500 mij -1 5
Greater than S00 mij -2 ‘
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria, A

~ Weighted Total]__ 75 @)

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % / 1/%

Title: /= 440)&o¢mgn o 5&/
Dae:_& /- 3) — 0L




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 0502 , item No. {

IHrey  FRe

Su .
nsultant Name' é]/l/ﬂéﬂ 2 &M Servu:es Descrlption. Eum < S (RS

GIJNL:J'.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresoived agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3

" .|Historical Performance. - J
Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database  * ¢/ 15 0
] Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valge to INDOT] 1 { 20 ~—

Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unigue Resonrces & Equipment that yield a refevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 (2 15 e
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 3 o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
ngjes ManagerdRatmg of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 - P e
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’,
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1 /0
- Insufficient experiencey -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 L0

Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
: High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High Ievel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 -G
Basic understanding of the Project, 0

Lack of project understanding! -3

i|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15mif 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

151t0 500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded | agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3

Wolghted Total] 37 B

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 4 z
Title: & yiy 4l
Date: (D /=2 ) &




Consultant Name' % /K\')' 5-

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

Services Describtion:

,tem No. { &

G Y
reement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreemen{ disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
"|Historical Performance. [
Timeliness score from performance database. 7) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ~) 15 0
. QuaIity/B_ugget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
- AEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 t 20 —f
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 e
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 3o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources} -3
{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
=l complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. .
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 7z s 4
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, .
Expenencc in different type or lower complexity,] -1 10
- Insufficient experience -3
Historical Perfonnance of Firm's Project Management from database. * £) S 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed., 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 } 10 ~=
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 /10
. Lack of project understanding| -3 R
= Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51to150mif 0 O 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1 :
Greater than 500 miy -2 ’ 1
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 ’
TvTaighua"Tomli "z'—o [
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 5 2 C,

Title: A&l&mm:nx_&algco‘

Date: D /=B ) ol




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

msultantName‘ ZMM r//A

ltem No. 1 &

Outstandmg Agreement Disputu.

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: gdvgé/!: A ﬁnﬁ’&' /_gg

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3 "
" .JHistorical Performance. (¢
Timeliness score from performance database]  * (%4 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 7] 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 10 0
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 J 20 i
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 —
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 jo
A Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
erdRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
a Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 > 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1 /0
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * O 5 .0 .
JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
; High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 I 10 -
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /0
: T Lack of project understanding| -3
Lgeation . - {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L : Within 15 mi P
16 to 50 mi, 1
Sieisomd 0 | (2] s 0
15110 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2 1
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3 '
Waeightad Total} -

Dawe: £2/~ 2/—2(




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

Consultant Name. ?d/rs 0 /\/6

: Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, Q 20 0
Oumandmgunrmolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos.old} -3
‘{Historical Performance. J
Timeliness score from performance database » Vs 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 4] 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, » 10 0
-|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

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

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

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 (4 15 A
Expertise and resources at appropriate level,| 0 3 0
i et Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
]’ru‘echanag%: Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
N e @ complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 2 5 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’,
Expenence in different type or lower complexity) -1 / 0
- Insufficient experience -3 b
Historical Performancc of Firm’s Project Ma.nagement from database. * ) 5 0,

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 -~
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding{ -3

.».]Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi 1 }
51to 150mif 0O () 5 0
15110 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _J :
] Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _5 2 /bu.,, __&,

Title: dﬁ""@'m!m: b S@,
Date: @/ — F/-0¢




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

nsultant Name. /( '4‘ 5 %q /f/(ﬂ i {Services Descrlptlon' Eatui SN MRATAL S LCET
| - Ll o A .o,

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old{ -3
Phst . - “|Historical Performance. (&) -
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database. * Fs) 15 0
o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. Z;) 15 0
: Quality/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the yproject on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in sdded value to INDOT, 1 & 20 -5~
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 [ 20
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule]| -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 -
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 z )
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 3 o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
niRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
: Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 2 5 -
Experience in similar type and compiexity shown in resume’,
Expenence in different type or lower complexityy -1 /0
- Insufficient experience] -3 _
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * Ve 5 0
Understandmg and Ionovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 [ 10 -6~
Basic understanding of the Project| 0 10
Lack of project understanding| -3 :
. /|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
Sltp 150mif O o 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2 1
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3 '
Weighted Total| zd ﬂ

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

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

Title: £Ep IV I \2 00/ 333 un F 5 {Sg,‘
Date: @ [~ F/~0¢.




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

dmec

, Iltem No. 1 &

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Consultant Name: Services Description: Fyuigonwmrutac SgeyicEs
Category Scoring Criteria - Scale |Score Weight {Weighted)-
: ' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. .
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 4] o 20 0
Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance i § . Timeliness score from performance database * O 15 0
B _ Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * O 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * Yol 10 0
Cupacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do D‘IA L
Work ‘&y . ) Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDQOT,| i { 20 e
1»(« ?"‘s " Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 A0
woq v S50 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. e
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ‘ 15 —
' i for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 z
e Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0 30
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, documentation skills.
/)le 0/‘9} . Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.) 2 2 5 ——
, {({\{(’ ) h 3 Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'| 0 jO
! Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
. T 3 Insufficient experience. -3
o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * D 5 0
Approeach to Understandmg and Iunovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 2
o ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 Y 2 10 -5
o o Basic understanding of the Project| 0 LO
T Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o ) _ Within 15 mi, 2
_ 16 to 50 mi, 1
o ' 51to 150mi] 0 o 5 0
' ~ 15110500 mi) -1
S Greater than 500 mi} -2 I _
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ _ -3 "
Woelghted Total| £0 j

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 6@ %

Title: £ My

Date:

[ )

2l-3( -




“onsultantName: Pa~rg ot

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No. [ 8

1<

Date:

Services Description: .y, S mawicxs
~ategory Scoring Criteria ’ Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes o e .
' et cerr s >3 mos.old] 07 o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved. agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old} -3 ’
{Past Historical Performance, IRNSREIREDY WU R SIS [
Performance ; . _Timeliness score from performance database)  * |~ |75 T[T
Quahty/Budget score on‘srmrlar work from performance database ‘w‘ *M »“ . - 1_5 N M'O"“ .
. Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database ¥ NN 0-"'
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Téam to do E,
Work L 4 _ Avaliabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that resulls m added value to INDOT 1 . 20 0
N i s Adequate capac' 0 me meet the sche@yj_e 0 0 : “r
' lnsuff‘ cient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jyalue or efficiency to the deliverable, N
nalifications Demonstrated 'umque expertise and resources identified -
§ ITANT . 15 0 &
My Prbavel 12 s for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 . Y
[ 51 ~{? o e Expern ] _so ges at approprrate levc]. i
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources.
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
2w Spew 9 complexny, type, subs, documeniatrols!frlls__n e e
Joyre PE-Y dRo 'Dem'c;n.s”tratednexperrer;cgm sr?ﬁr[ar ar type and complexlty. . ;2% 5 o
i ' Expenence in similar type ai and complexrty shown intesume’y 0} ( .
o ExPerrence in drfferent tyge or Iowcr complexrry. oo -5
- o Insufﬁcrem nt expel R N I
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;eet Management t from database. 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatvon that gwes INDOT eost an__@/or time savings. e o
Project o Hrgh level of anderstandmg and vrableﬂm—ovauve 1&eas$—rfoposed._ 4 _2* i
-~ H;gh Ievel of understandmg and/or v1able movatwe rdeas proposed_. - 1 3 6 10 0
A ‘ Basnc ur derstandmg of the Project, O L
, Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o | I
o Evnasvonos 1610 50mif 1
— PN Ly g, a3 ESOmil 0T 5 A
TSl mil I 5
o ' Greater than 500mi) -2
“For 100% state funded agrcemcnts non-Indiana ﬁrms 3
Weighted Total ., 0
Schs — [3 mrsricoro — Unmn 5
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:\ MOLAra KBS TS maat

1 l2¢foc

A0



See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. | ¥
Consultant Name: Q€ T Services Description: Ewv. Sraviwr .
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weightes
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. SEETRURRII N
o wding uiresoive Simesod T 4 | o | o
Outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. i s e Mo i e S IR W
Performance e Ttmehness score fram performance database . s 0 ot
o Quahty/Budget score on SImrlar vgg‘rjf from perfonnance database N o : VI“S’ WWOML-
b Qualrty/Budget score on all I'NDOT work from performance database ok 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to dO PR e e e tn ot e brem e b oprmrve 8 \Saas 2 e vt s mmns o fereieing e 4 f e
Work - o Avallablllty of more than adequate capacrty that results in added value to Q\IDOT _ Vl N 20 -
' o o Adequate capac:ty to meet the schedule :_N _0 -3 —C @
“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. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umq-l_;e expertlge and resources identified] ' 15 .
SyAsT0 2C _ . for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
§ 05 g3 I o l::xpertlse and resources at approprrate ]evelr o |3 -5
o T PUrig At T Insuff icient expernse. and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e D U"\Aﬂwl complexrty, type, subs, documentatmn skills. N ~
: L u e “Demonstrated experrer;ce m y similar t;'be and conrple;lty. : M;M 5 e
L Experlence in srmlla'r‘t_ype and complexrty shown in resume’. .
i e e o o Pxperience in different type or ‘Q_EYELSS?EPJ?X“X, oo ~I -3
" Historical | Performance of Frrm s Pr0|ect Managemem from database. * 5 N
Approach to Understanding and lnnovatlon that gives ]NDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs
!)‘.Dject Jesmrbe e - ‘,"...r,(‘i_,. —
g and veideas proposed] 1|, 1o 0 of
L Basicunders andmé of the Project| "0 "
' Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
. o Wrthm 15 mL 2
s e . 16t050mil T
, } T - :; :_o Bomif "0 | s 0
L | 0300mif T
. Greater tha .§>00 mi] -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indrana fims] -3
Weightod Total] — ¢ g 0
S bs -7 PAK FTLs 48 LD

The seores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: me M’—vvk

) AN
Tltlctgm A A io LS P(Auufs‘( :

({2 [ec

Date:

\




“onsultant Name: Q oA

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

Services Description: ¢ yu. SXRUD(crs

Jategory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Secare
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R
L tstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 5 HO“ O 20 0
Outstan mg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3mos. old| -3 -
Pust Historical Performance, ) _ R N A
Performance ' . i e_ss score from performance database g ] _ 15 N
. N Quahty/Budget score on snmllér work from performance da_tgtgase A ) i ' IS '
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database)  * ._; To
Cupacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ) o e i .
Work S Avarlabrhty of more than adequate capacxty that results 1n‘addeg‘_ ‘:al}xe t())~ I}IBQT : ,,{, O 20 0
; SN e 10, me ..
Insufﬁcxent avar[ab}e capacrty to meet ‘the schedule] -3
TFeam’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources. & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qun lifications ‘Demonstrated un umque expernse and resources identified o s 0
Sieex L S . for req'd services for value added benefiti 2 v
3+ S by e 'Expertlse aRd reso_gr__ es at agpropnate levei ‘ g
o ' “Insufficient ex}aertlse and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jim Joriee complex:ty, type, s_txt)s, documentation sktl}s o
. i e , } W,,, 'I)Aerx;lgn.s"{r';ed éxBé}IéEéE in similar type and complexxty. '":2~ 5 e
A RPA - { Exper:ence in similar t):pe and complexnty shown in resum L . 2z
i . Expenence in dxfferent type or lower complexrty. o 12
. N } Insuff crent expenen JORT RO .
o " Historical Performance of F Flrm s Prolect Management from databasef  * 9 5 0
Approach'to Understandmg and lnnovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or t:me savmgs.
Project b 0 ’ MZ\— o
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or vnable movatlve\rde‘aﬂs p_rp_pgjed. t i_ { 10 il
e Basrc understandmg of the Project| 0 le
Lack of project understandlng. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
L
Tt T ST U500 s 0
T T S Soom e ]
e .. Greater than S00mi) T 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms) -3 _
Weighted Total 0
Svbh ase PPN

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

R

Title: Y (doewnsmg Piacas o nsc

Date:

t 7006




Consultant Name: R, ). At s Tron<

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

18

(1

Services D_escription: Eav. Ssryters ,
Category Scoring Criteria o : R Scale [Score Weight ‘| Weighted
: . ’ S R B S Score
Disputes 'Outstanding” Agreement Disputes.
o No -Outmmding'_unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old} 0 6 20 0 i |
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
Past Historical Performance. ! :
Performance Timeliness score from performance database|  * o 15 0
o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database]  * 5 15 0
. Quality/Budget score.on all INDOT work from performance database. » o 10 0.
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team te do ,
Wprk Availability of more than adequate capacity that résults in added value to INDOT. 1 20 0
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.
Qualiﬁcations Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
LT Ldn S for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 O .
"bp.ﬂ = 0L o . Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
4 I.:—'gl { £ < e o Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager JRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jas.ol lug_m complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
ISqe " Demonstrated gxperiencc in similar type and complexity 2 . 5 e
Me fac et L Experience in similar type a1_1d complexity shown in resume’, 0 2
P Experience in different type or lower complexity. ol o
Devnre - B _ , : Insufficient experience] -3
5 , Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database|  * 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project i High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed} 2
: - High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposedf 1 O 10 0
~ i Basic understanding of the Projecty 0
T Lack of project understandingf -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
1wy 51 10150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 miJ -1 :
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 —
Waeighted Totall i, 0
€ » k) < A SC

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: LJ

Title: Vug xowes PAnp s

Date: l‘u‘oc




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

“snsultant Name: ¢ (4, 4 0 1R Services Description: o y. SRRV (Crs
~ategory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o
gutstandmg agreem: N 20 0,
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old: -3
Past Historical Performance. NS SRR IV R
Performance - B . ne §score from performance database ~* | &5 | 15 0_'_-—_-'
- L Quahty/Budget score on Slmlli{r work from performance database L m ) 1; N ~0 :.-a
, ) Quahty/Budgct score on all INDOT work from performance database.| 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perferm the project on time,
're ‘m to do PP v PR Re—— R
Work Avallablhty of more than adequate capacxty that results m addcd value to TNDOT 1 ) 20 0
B o i oyt et e sl 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 1 umque e‘(pernse and resources identified 15 0
q3ans . Jorregid services for value added benefit) 2 | -y
jp 4=5br o ” . ' ) ' ‘E)_(pert;se and resources at approprlate level. .y ]
' 3 T sufficient expernse “and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
CAuia Kﬂ-"; comp!exlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
. - _F b“']f)eﬁr;)g;st;azeam eg)t"-.nence in similar type and comp]extty: im?; i 5 0
. . Experlence in snmllar type and complex1ty shown in resume' 0 o —
) ) Expen_e_r!ce in different type or lower complexlty. -1
. o A - e Insuffcxent 1t experience.| 3 P R A
. T Uistorical Performance of Firm's Project b Maﬁagemem from database ¥ T s 70
Approach to Understanding and Innogatlon that gives INDOT cast ar_xd_/or time savings, I '
Preject l-hgh level of underst;r{dTné aﬁar;u;ble movauve ldeas pr5p8¢2d. )
' " Lack of | pro1ecl understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, | I
'. ]
. STeisomil 7o 5 0
o “NM 15] ©500mif -1 o
) , - Greater than 500 mi ' -2 i
“'For 100% state funded agreements ‘non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total O 0

S“, by [CD(_AMIM F Cyreaval Sara TR
See puidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: g !! - !i . ‘9 m t
Title:

Vimcoauer Assnssmuut Maon s

Date: FYy N



Consultant Name: ttamterss STRARD Ars  Services Descnptron.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. [ ¥

Eaju. TRR U CAg

(S

Weightew

Subh Asc

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: M£ Y Ay A A,.sw § avzer T Mhwire

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight
, Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
. - No o tstancfing_unre ved ; is | o 20 o 4
o Outstandmg unresolved agreemeht dlsputes more than 3 n mos. old -
Past Historical Performarnce, et o e P T T N
Performance o T:mehness score from performance database| LI U P e ==
o S I S N ol |
Quallty/Budget score on’ all INDOT work from performance “database. * b 10 0 1
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to-perform the preject.on time,
Team to do S
Work L Avaalablhty of more than adequate capacnty}l"r;t re_sillts'm 39?.5& valw ro?éﬂ?QT M;l . ‘ 20 T
S Adequate capacity to_ meet the schedule 0 2 oA
“Insufficient avaitable capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yiefd a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e e e N
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified
cTanxw (34t . forreqd services for valu¢ added benefitf 2 2 s i
B2 mnp o __";wljl_)ipertlse and resources at appropnate !cvel. 0 B
A LDyBS ) Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
ScereT Rouste complexlry. type, subs, documentatnou skills.
b le N e o “Demonstrg_t_eg_.eggpenence in  similar type ena E:omp]exrty. "-:2; 5 o
Baven @A(bz _Experience in similar type and complexity s shown inresume'| 0 2 ! (o e
ll‘u e Expenence in dlfferenttygeor Jower complexxty, oo
I o ¢ S et i e e I“SUfﬁc'em experienced -3 SN (. i
Hlstoncal Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management t from database. * (] 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives lNDOTvcost and/or time savings. |
Project ngh level oft undersrgnflrng arxam\/‘xﬂ oposed.| ’ ' 2'“;
- H:gh Ievel ofunderster\d{ng and/or v1able ) l_n o 10 LR o
' e o VI??_asic undersl dmg ofthe PrOJect. 0 .
B Lack of pro;ect understandmg. 3
location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. | S
e Ca gt SM0150mif O 3 0T
e 151 1o 500 rruq.
' Greater than 500  mi.
" For 100% state funded agreements ‘non-Indiana firms| .
Weighted Total} ¢ O 0}

t{20f6¢




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, item No.

18

2

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: {

Tite: Vimeanpes Prssaoee

Date:

12 ]o¢

‘onsuitant Name: o As _ Servnces Descr:ptlon' [—‘,._,v IR RS
Category Scoring Criteria FE el e Scale Score | Weight |Weighted
- : . T P ; _'Z_a L B b0 sedre
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes,
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 > 20 0 LA
- Outstanding untesolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3 '
Past Historical Performance: s , .
Performance e Timeliness score from performance database, * [ 15 0
: ’ ' o ) Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * o 15 0
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * (% 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team-to do )
Work _ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| . ( 20 G
o Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 28
Insufficient available capacity 10 meet the schedule] -3
Team's . Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications o Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15
Sty (‘163 o for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 z
'fi e g:': e I i Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 1a
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the projeet, based on: experience in size,
D",,‘ s +2{L 7Pe~ 1yjcomplexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
STy ""vmum Fv Demonstrated experience in stmilar type and complexity, 2 5 0
D o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 Z. /0
L o Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience. _ﬁ____‘-}_'w ) -
. . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. & 5 .0
Appreach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project » High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed} 2
’ - gh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 | 10
Basnc understanding of the Project] 0 [0
. Lack of project understanding | -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
‘ I . Within [Smif _ 2
' 16t050mij |
C ol Bt 51 to 150 mi. 0 s 5 0 ]
R - los00mi
e o QGreater than S00miJ -2
For 100% state funded agrcéments, non-Indiana firms. -3
) Weighted Totalﬁ 2o 0
Sche Asc LDeEw Tty (JCC



Sibe -

Ancut | Kekaaaa, vt row

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

i/zzlcc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. 1 &
Consultant Name: A PR L CAn) C.»Q SCoTe Services Description: £, ;u;r MraTAL SgeuicEs
Categoryn" L Scormg Criteria ~ - ot Seale - JSeé eight .| Weighted
L ; Scoré
Disputes ] Outstanding gre ment stputes
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 %) 20 ¢ /
L Outstande unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos.oldf -3
Past Hlstoncal Performantce,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database  * 4 15 0 et
Quahty/Budge( score:on similar work from performance database ] * O 15 0 -
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database]  * O 10 I
apaclty of Evaluation ef the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
{TPeam to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 l 20 4
_ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 24
S . Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Tenm L : Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Ql__lfjl_“f ications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 e
e ’ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel] 0 EX:
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
J’! oject Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Y. complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
: Demonstrated experience in similar fype and complexity. 2 5
: Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 .
i ) Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
i - o Insufficient experience)] -3
I ST Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * D 5
Approach to - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cest and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 i 10 S
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 Lo
¥ Lack of project understanding, -3
Location . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
L Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
FTona Cau 51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
’ 151 t0 500 miJ -1 o L
Greater than 500 mijf -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Waeighted Total 210 0

Viv st P : x

Title:
Date:

A Ao €




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. ! 3

jonsultant Name: A F « § Services Description: & OJ, IRAYICES
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes, S s
i No outstandmg unresojved agreement drsputes> 3 mos old ..Qw _ O 20 0
o Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos, old) -3
Past Historical Performance. N (RPN SRR O
Performance o * N A
* QualiyjBudgetsore o | BTN P TN N e
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * P 10 4]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
’rcam to do . . 9 o k! e mE v = s s ey . PSRRI TR
Work . A alla hty of more { anyadequateﬁapacuy that r_esults in ‘aq_t‘lscl xg}ge’to INDOT “”1 N 20 o
) _' _*_ ) X . Adequate capacny to meet the schedule . [ 20
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. e R
Qualifications ‘Demonstrated’ umque expertrse and resources identified] 15 o
sTavicaage o forreq'dservices for valugadded benefit 2 | &
13 TTvais . _ - o Expemse and resources at appropnate levelt o 0 30
IPropextiy,  ~7 70 T T Insufficient expertise andjor resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Aa/u.aDw cMF“g:q;mu)lexuty, type, subs, doc".'ﬁn.t?t"f'ﬁf"!s e
e Demonstrated experlence in similar type and com 5 —
Experrence in similar type and complexity shown m resume. e <
KPA ~ | i ) . Expenence in d1fferent type or Iower complexlty. - 1 Le
S """ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * o 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Iqqovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs_m b
Project o Hrgh level of Lfnde;standlng and vrabie rnovat1ve ideas proposed. 2: )
- - ngh leve] ofunderstandmgvend/or vnable movatlve |deas proposed. ] _ i 10 0 -
B Basxc understandmg ofthe PrOJect. 0 Lo
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = U S
: N _ Withinismif 2 "
) L 16wsomi) 1
. B 2y ,___ ,l PJ"'M(‘,J w3l 150 mi. ..o o 5 0
R e 151 to 500 mn.»__ sb
o » Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreemems, non-Indiana firms.| 3
Woeighted Total] »~7 & O

Scb, AsSC ,Micrebac JIF nxd [ AR MS (Bace s mare)

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the s¢ale criteria.
The scores assigned abave represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ¢ Qm

Title: (/1 & i xe A § 5§ swhwr AMama
Date: [ {RY]o&




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

Consultant Name: 35 am (,mm«- aprE__Services Description: Eayyigeumeatac Sgeyices

Category e Seoring Criteria [ Weightea
T G A Score .
Dlsputes g Outstanding_égreement Disputes.
IR : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 o 20 0
L Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3 «
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database]  * v 15 0 —
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * o 15 0 o
_ . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * L 10 0
Capacity.of ;|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team td do )
Wo rk Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT | 1 ( 20 o
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 26
v Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team s. .- | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dcmonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Ql Ilﬁcatlons Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ! 15 o
) for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 d
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 3o
s . , Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o -, o i - leomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.| 2 5 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume') 0 2
_ Experience in different type or iower complexity] -1
IR Insufficient experience -3
G Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 6 5
Approach to JUnderstanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs
l’l 0] ect’ High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 ‘ 10 s
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
- _ Lack of project understanding| -3 Lo
Location -|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e Within 15 mi. 2
SR ; 16t050mi] 1
7w o 51t0 150mi| 0 O 5 0 ¢
' 1510 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2 )
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 ’
Weighted Totall i o, 0]

Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: | !é s SE H’_"..: Q —
' Title: Il(h’fE‘J e

e e Prangadat
Date: [ [2=fog




l o

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No. (&

“onsultant ,Name:Q@MMEm locemun ¢ nq  Services Description: F .y, Srryiore

htegory Scoring Criteria o Scale {Score Weight | Weiglited
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. "
o . No outsts 20 0
o Outstandmg unresolved agreemem d15putes more than 3 mos. old] -3 o
Past Historical Performance. =~ SRS ST WS SRR TR I
Performance S _ . Timeliness score from performance database| ¥ | " 15 | o
o _ Quahty/Budget score on sxmllar work from performance gatabgsg '__; * ‘ o ) , :_15__ 2.0 _W_
Quahty/BudgeL score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 )
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and eguipment to perform the project on tiine.
Tcﬂm to do . . - . [ o £ B e 2
Wark .. Avallabrhty of more than a&équatc capacny that resui_é in qd'd'g(_{ xzi];:e to INDOT 1 ] '_ ( 20 L
R Adequate capacity to meet the schedule o 26
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, T T
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified 15 o
T.¢% o i for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 vl
- - ) it 4 = U
lnsuﬁ' cient expemse and/or resources.
Project Manager|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
m Cxryes € complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
SRo e [ e nated experienc i similar iype and complaxity) ]
;)’_osr NoeTdud e Expenence m SImllar “type and complexity shown linresume') 0 2
[coar et ... . Experiencein different type or lower complexity T Lo
A - T Hlstoncal Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * Tl s 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that t gives INDOT cost and/or time e savings,
Project ) o A H:gh level of understandmg al'n' v:able movanve; Jeas | prépose 1.2
' ( _ ngh ievel of understandmg and/or vnable inovative :deas proposed. U 10 P
e Basnc undérstandmg ofthc Pro;ect. N 0 20
- ‘ Lack of project undcrstandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. | =
L e i, Within TS mi
e e e g A sy 161050mif T
- 5 € 2. B T B 5 &
e AST 10 S00mif ST
’ o o ‘ Greaterthan 500 my 2 S
" For 100% state funded ageements non-Indiana firms.
Waeighted Total] -+ ¥ § &

S\\D (U'E.nfn‘mu‘?‘ -fllsT:rLtnur AT (Aam s
Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: IZ.{!EW"‘" 3STSTMNT 6™
Date: j [a6fq¢




Consultant Name. Poan Gra 0

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

A

Services Description:

[

tem No. | &

X3

Category : Sconng erteria T ight | Weighted
IR R Lot LE 1 Score
Disputes - Outstandmg_Aireement Disputes.
E No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos.-old, 0 G 20 OL/
- Outstanding unresolved agreement d:sputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Pagt Historical Performance. ,
J’ég%fomance ' Timeliness score from performance database. Q 15 0
Al Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0 -
- . ] Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, L 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
I‘eam to do
L Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDOT. 1 20 0 A
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0 &
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
1 ‘Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a refevant added
T)emonstrated .Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
_Qt_l_ahf catm_ns . Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified _ 15 .
L ] for req'd services for value added benefitf 2 o
i’ 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,
SATLE % s il - [cOMplexity, type, subs, documentation skills. ,
i Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity | 2 5 0 At
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 O
Experience in differenttype or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3
: ¥ L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managcment from database | * 2R 5
Approach to- :jUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pr o_]ect High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
‘High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 (3] 10 6
_Basic understanding of the Project, 0
- _ Lack of project understanding} -3
Lgiqation Location of assigned staff to office relative to preject,
. Within I5mif 2
. 16 1o 50 mi, 1
i Tasra  Seoevmhay Sl0150mi] O O 5 0 1
' 151t0 500 mi| -1
Creater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 .
Weighted Total] ¢> 0
CJ b oAg c
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 categoties. Signed: (DA
Title: Yt dcxwwns P oaw ey,

Date: { {20 Jac¢
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. | ¥

“onsultant Name: Q)Ug(,iﬂ A NoLL Services Description: F uu. Sgruvcces

ategory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstandmg Agreement. stputes s e
i N0 outstandmg unresolved agreemen d:sputeg > 3 mg_s_ gld .0 O 20 0«
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos.old) -3
Past Historical Performanee. i o oo S —
Performance _ . Timeliness score from perfdnnal}‘ge‘gggaipgg. * L0
* 0 a—
Quahty/Budget score on ) work om performa ce database|  * 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to-do L . "
Work F ' o ’ Avallablhty of s more than -adequate capacnty that resuits in ad o 20 o
| O Y " ™) O
o Insufﬁcmnt available capac1ty o meet the schedule -3 24
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  fvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. . o o
Qualifications Demonstrated hﬁlque ex;’)ert-s';evandwregourccs identified]
37""‘ AT mn; e TorTeq'd services for value added benefit. 2 o 15 0
G T T bpertise and resources at appropriais Jevel| 0
é‘;)i oo lamteis Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R, ¢t Fiel complexlg?‘wt!—pe, subs, documentatlon skills. R L
29 yas o . Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complexity| 2 5 0 o
) L . Expenence in similar type and complexny shown in resume’, 0.1 o
Mo, g 0DOT| __Experience i dlffeye_gg type or lower complexity -1
s SN - o R {nsuff' cient experience.| -3 N R
Qf{p e | Hlstorlcal | Performance of f:mn s Pro;gct Management from database. L - o
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatien that gwcs INDOT _cost and/or tlme savm"gs o e
Project o o ngh level of t understandmg and v1able movauve 1deas progos'ec"] M2 N
' o ’ ngh level ofunderst"a'mdmg and/or vtable inovat 2 ¢ 1 t i¢ 0
' L Basnc understahdmg ofthe Pro;ect 0
o Lack of project understandmg. 3 to
Location Location of assxgned staff to off‘ ice relative to pro;ect .
) o astosomil
5110150 mi, o 5 0 A
o o 151wo500mi) -1
. . Greater than 500 mi, 2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana ﬂrms 3
<_,.,l>s AS C \ e Welg_htedTotal_i-_,?a 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: A

Title: U;iz__,xunu Puw Brax
Date: I(miog




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

S.h ASC | Comm w

See guidelines for

(S feo [
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: ) ymi ccwiuts Liamganaz

Date: { I?.sld(

Consultant Name: D L=~ Services Description: F,ju g &)
Category." - - |Scoring Criteria - " CLE i} Seale” it 'Weighted, -
SR, R BT ) | Score .
Disputes © -~ |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
b ' E No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos.old] 0 20 0
.. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3 O
Past ‘Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 15 0,4
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * (& 15 0
L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0 —1
Capacity.of :|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo;
Work’ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 ’ 20 &
o Adeguate capacity to meet the schedute] 0 20
i Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's: " “ITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
])E{i.lonét, dted.  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications. .| Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
: B ) for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 o L
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
S Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Praject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R - complexity, type, subs, documentation skitls.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.l 2 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 Z
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
: r Insufficient experience -3
S T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database  * 5
‘Approachite - -|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
:l"l;dj e'c't.'f x High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposedf 2
T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 l 10 A
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 (¢
o Lack of project understandingy -3 -
Liocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi} 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
- T & o [Beve nemg 51 to 150 mi. 0 o 5 0,
- 151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
Y For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _ .
Weighted Total| oo . 9




&
Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No. 18

‘pnsultant Name: Faond TRCud Services Description: Ei,ss Swruicrs
<ntegory Scoring Criteria ‘ Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
‘ ' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. |
e No outstandlng‘gnresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old Q J 20 0.
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] 3
Past Historical Performance, N . A
Performance ' ’ score from performance database. ) } 15 L0
L Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance dg:cabase. R - _1_5 i “ o E’
Quallty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database] o 0 e A
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do 3
Work . o Gaen e o N AU B 20 0t
I Amequate capacxty to mect the 'sghgq_u}“e
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, R . e
Qualifications Demonstrated. umque expertlse and resources identified ' 15 - |
e e Tor req'd services for value added benefit] 2 3 “
e Expemse and resources at approprrate level. .o 3
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size;
MoicuABL complexity, type, subs, doecumentation skills. b
i AL WCT _* ”ﬁjm o Demonstrated expencnce in similar typc and complékxty 2 5 0
. PR, e "I_?,?.c_pﬂc.r}_ence in similar type and complexxty shown inre : o [
_ e i Experience in drfferent type or lower COm.p“ exity] -1
.'V’ & - l’ wommnen ot e | Insufficient experienced -3 b | il -
‘ T 7 Historical Performance of F:rmsProlect Management from database| * 5 .0
{Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatlon that gives INQOT cost and/or tlme savmgs . ‘ -
Project o o ngh levc! o_f uwngqsgquangaaa"vxable movatlve ideas proposed. L2 |
' o ngh leve[ of urrolerstandmg and/or viable movatﬂw‘gléeos‘progo“s‘cd *I" o) 10 0, |
e . i e i e e+ e Bas:c underslandmg ofihe  Project| 0
' S N Lack of project undcrstandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. UV U
e o e . Within 1S mif
e N ... 1610 50 mi)
' 5110150mif 0 | o 5 o |
151 to 500 mi.
) than 500 mif -2
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms{ -
Weighted Totall 3 € 0

SN, Camnuld, ARMY, E ¢y -Tocu ;| GinmsTaauT .
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

N AT I ) L6 ‘ -
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ¢

Title: i, oox g ¢ ASTR S5m0 Aaao-
Date: ¢ [‘1.3[ [34




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

13

Consultant Name: [ { a wy 549 Services Description: F.oy. Ssr u: cer
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighte.
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Dlsputes . —— N
o .. _No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old| 3 0 o 20 0 LA
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance. . = . S - SRS R
Performance ‘Trme!mess score from performance database v"‘ Lo : . 1‘5") m mj Qm ;—
n similar work from performance database] "+ "} o US| 0
Quahty/Budget score on all [NDOT work-from performance database. * © 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of thie team's personnel and equiprient to perform the project on time.
rrcﬂm to do B T PN 1 Vb 7 N0 hge a o ot S U Rve wanea, e e B .-,“ -
Work o »f?_._‘{f}!]?bilrt}_/_ o_f rnor_e;tulr -adequate capacrty lhat results in added value to INDOT :-l..e i 20 o
e Adequate capacrty to meet the sohedule 0
Insufficient available capacity 1o meet the schedule, -3 2o
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable. s
Qualifications Demonstrated unrque expemse and resources :dentrf ed 15
. 0
CH+ < Sk e Tor Teq'd services for value added benefit] 2 O —
o Expemse and resources at approprlate leve] _h
Insufficient expemse and/or resources] -3 1
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R luzAs complexuty, type, subs, documentatlon skills. S R
Pf fle~x PO | Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complexrty 2 5 0
‘ L Experrence in srmxlar type and ¢ complexrty shown in resumey 0 | © tll
Argra - RO o L Expenence in dlfferent type or lower complexxty oo
e o - . Insufficient experience. ‘-‘3'; N I P T
" " Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database.| o | s 1o
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatlon that gives lNDOT cost and/or time savmgs e
Project . ngh leJerof undersfandrng and vrabl nr_ovatrve 1deas proposed “:2 .
e ' ngh Ievel of understandmg and/or Vviable r_noyitrve 1dea:s proposed } f j o 10 0
) " Lack of | pro;ect und.e;stendrng a3 " 0
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, =~ O
' i - - - Wrt n 15 m| . ;,:-i.m
3 » 16 to 50 mif 1
- stwisomi| 0 | ¢ 5 0 o
. i o . lSl to 500 mif -1
e . Greaterthan S00mif 2
"'For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total] + 2¢ 0

S.hASsce R SHRWwSAR

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

\Y

Title: ¥} aseitwad =g Pa el

Date:

| [on]o¢




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. [ §
“onsultant Name: (4w (> Services Description: £us S yious
wategory Scoring Criteria ' " Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes |OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. e o
Noo tstaodmg unresofved agreemeot disputes > 3 mos old 0 20 ]
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos old) 3
Past Historical Performance, = o NTERNOREUTII NUT N U E
Performance " Timelingss score from performance database]  * | |7 15 e
_ Quahty/Budget score on s:mrlar vgollg from performance database) ~ * N _ _I_Sv 0 (_,
‘Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database  * ) 0 | 0
Cupacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time;
Team to do -
Work . ' Avar!abrhty of more :han adequate capacny r.hat results m added valne to_ IND‘OT w,{ O 20 0
e+ e coeirans g i e e . Adequate capac1ty to meet the schedule} 0
B Insuff‘ cient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable, NS VPR
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 15 0
e .., for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 o ]
e Expemse >and 1 sources at appropna.te Eeve]
] Insufficient expemse and/or resources.
Project Manager Ratm‘g of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R ccidaan PDu e plexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
kv Prqse |7 _.,:” ... Demonstrated ex;ie}IéHé"e“lEi s?rwmlar type and complexrty ;_2%: 5 0
Nea A R ) Experlence in snmllar “type and complexrty shown in| resume o pl
steq T | ... Experience in different type or lower complexity) I e
b i e e i ,~..,1“5ufﬂcl?ﬂt experienced -3 ol
4 Ysch Historical Performance of Firm's Prolecl Management from database. * 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Inngvation tha_t gn(es s INDOT cost and/or time vmgs_.
Project Hrgh level of Jnd standing and v 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or'ylablve inovative ideas proposed 1 ) _ { 10 -8~
T G undrsianing of the Projet| 6 .
S idiaT PArs AP o Lack ofprogect understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to projeet.
‘ e NS pT3A ST 150 mi) wO o 5 0 ]
B L lSl t0 500 mif
B » N N Greater than 500 mr 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indrana firms] -3
§Vh ASC ,C/oeanIOH Weighted Total

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

A €I a3 4R A&SLT

i{»eloc




Consuitant Name' HuTs

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

Services Description: Fou s

Cntegory,;‘ o Sconng Criteria b
Disputes . Outstanding____greement Disputes ‘
g No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 '@ 20 0 % |
L Oustanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. eld] -3
Past Historical Performanice.
Performance ‘ Timeliness score from performance databasef  * o 15 0
o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database,| * o 15 0 =
. Quaiity/Bud_gpt score on all INDOT work from performance database, * o 10 0
,dpaﬂty of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perfarm the project on time.
Team to- do s o
W rke 3 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 ‘ 20 A
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3 20
Tcam s; “{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
])emonstra ed value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Quzﬂlf' cations. Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 15 e
3«. \w for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 2
: Expertise and resources at appropriste level] 0 FE
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Pro;ect Manager Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Mot Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
‘ “Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 o 5 -
Expenence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 to
Insufficient experience. -3
oy Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * Qo 5 .0 .
Approach tu {Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pl‘ﬁ_] ect’ High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed,) 1 l 10 ~B-
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
. , Lack of project understanding| -3 (o
Liocation ‘{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
; Within 15 mi, 2
, 16 to 50 mi, 1
o n o 51t0150mi|] 0O o> 5 0,
' 151 to 500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agteements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Welghted Total 9 3

Sub

_‘F Nod d(',u»sr

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: I&“‘ Lagey P(A«su.‘:v

Date:

ilas [os




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

)nsultant Name: K2 S Fauci~snayac Serwces Description' Eauife M MRNSTAC S‘AA_U(@;

C’ltegory . Scoring Cntena DR core; ‘| Weight -|'Weighted
D isputes Outstandmg__greement Dnsputes
S No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 o 20 0 |
. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database]  * o 15 0 _
SR ' Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databased  * W 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * + 10 0 —
Capaclty of . Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
_\’Vork Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 -3 20 o
[ - Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 —Ce
a0 Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
chm s . "% -|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated‘ value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Q}m lifications . Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ) 15 0
KR ' - for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 < d
Expertise and resources at appropriate level) 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Mana er |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jp{a_ k 9-" Qo'mplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
PR ' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 5 e
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 — 1 —
' _ Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1 -
VT Ay "“-5“-"‘;?5 ] Insufficient experience] -3
P L™ s Historical Perfonnancc of Firm's Project Management from database. * < 5 .0
Approach to © lUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pl'(uect High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
' High level of undersianding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 1) 10 '
Basic understanding of the Project] 0 /9
. Lack of project understanding] -3
Locatien Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
R Within 15mi| 2
16t050mif 1
51t0 150mi] 0 - 5 &
(g fen~ T 151 to 500 mif -1 -5
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
DAE - M. S s Weighted Total] - ¢ ¢
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
. The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: L &

Title: uu\x cxadn e Asqgosyasst paon
Date: } {30 [ 6C




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

Consultant Name: Kfi)z Ml N A Services Description: Fauig o vMmruTal SEAUILES ;
Category 1Scor g4 .Cl;lt.ena R PP . Ses core. 7|, Weiglit - iV&’.;jeighteﬁ’-
— - R . " Score
Disputes = ¢ Outstanding__grnment Disputes.
S No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0 1
i _ Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes morethan 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. ,
Performance _ , Timeliness score from performance database. * Q 15 0 =
o o Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performarnce database, * o 15 (et
) ) Quahty/Bu,dget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * o 10 0~
Czrpaclty of Evaluation of the tean's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teﬂm to do
Waork . Avaxlablllty of mare than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 o 20 0
S Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
: L Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Tc'um s:. = .—'j Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Quahfcatlons . ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
; . 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 o i
Expertise and resources at appropriate level.
. < Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
ProJect Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
| complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
1 Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity., 2 5 gy
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, ¢ — |
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1 ~s
Insufficient experience, -3
: Historical Performance of Flrm s Project Management from database, * 1.0 5 )
Approach to- *'-|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
]’l G ject o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed{ 1 o 10 0,
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
B . Lack of project understandingf -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
R Within 15 mi] 2
o ¥ 16t050mij 1
T s 5 o 51 to 150 mi| 0 o) S 0 A
15110 500 mi} -1
) Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 o
Welghted Total] _— & 9]

S AsSC

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: \)uoocnng f(/klubu' :
Date: | [3a fp¢




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. (S

jonsultant Name: f ANS vy Services Description: Fav. Sxaycxy
Category - JScoring Criteria o TS PRTEER Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
. . ‘ B S LoLow B - Yo ‘_.4::'3. . ) Scl“_e
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 ) 20 0 LT
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old -3
Past Historical Performance, ' L
Performance N i o ) Timeliness score from performance database|  * 1) 15 0
: e ' ‘__"Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database]  * ° 15 0
'Qualxty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. * s 10 =
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work B Ava;l.ability -of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 20 -5
,..: Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 ‘ 20
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 T Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
- 15 &
Hoovs proapemae Q5 for req'd semces for value adde_d benefit] 2 2 2o
Sim 1915 e Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
U Pzipie +Sih Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R e feomiplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Py o Demonstrated experience in similar type and éo_mplexity. 2 5 o
K £era - - Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 2.
o ) o Experience in different type or lower complexity]| -1 to
‘ T o ' Insufficient experience -3
- T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * & 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project e l-hgh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
Com e ngh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 (&) 10 0 o
e o Basic understanding of the Projecty 0
: o ] o Lack of project understanding. -3
Lacation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) R _Within15mi] 2
16t050mi] 1
daoq 51t0 150mi| 0 o 5 0 ot
. - . 151 t0 500 mi.] -1
o . N o Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agr‘eeiﬁents, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
) Woeighted Total|__¢ ©. #]
S.hi ~ASG  UsST

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: Vea Oas s me £ LA g i

Date:

_Ll2e]ec




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No. {&

Consultant Name: A mu3z < Fane i Foou Services Description: U A6 e MW T

Schs —witttams Qe Gy syurrar —drremas
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighte.
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes e e L
s No outstandrng unresolved agrcement dlspghges >3 mos old N *0 O 20 0
Outstandlng unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old, -3 !
Past Historical Performance. i e oo | e o fomn e | :
Performance ' ~ Timeli ore from performance database] ¥ [T " |15 |70 5
e Qua]lty/Budget score on 51mslar work from performance database. ”_' *- - m: "I_STV_ w B ﬂg u;
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * o 10 0 __
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do . ]
Work nr ) Avallabllny of m more. than ‘r;deallate ééﬁi&t{ — 1at results in ¢ 20 0 A
e N Adequate capacny to meet the schcdule Im D)
" Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demoustrated  lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable, .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertrse ‘and resources identified 05 0
o ... forreqdservices for value added benefit] 2 _
T ' T Expertise and resources at approprrate level T el B —
T Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
R-.\;\ o PrTeaase CPTPP}EX’. E}:pe, subs, documentation skills. e o
Mo NGRSO e 3 Demonstrated experience in similar type and complex1ty 5 0 el
) —diecHorvanad k s ..L?.:,.[.,. ¥l ‘Experience in similar  type and complexity shown in resume O
RS e m“dlf_ferent type or lower complexityf -1
) ' _ e . lrlspfﬁment experience -3} |
" Historical Performa;;ge of Firm's P Pro;ect Max;agemem from database|  * & 5
Approeach to Understanding and Innovation that g!\r'ee_INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
Project o . ngh lcvel o_f ':‘_'lde,"f.s"mi.wd“_’g and viable movatl /€ ideas proposed 2
o ‘ ngh level ofunderstandmg am_:l/or‘\oable movatwe ldees proposed lﬂ o 10 0
e _ Basic understandl .ofme Project] 0
Lack of pro;ect understanding] -3
‘Jocation B Lk LI JETVETENERIY PO .
o Within 1S mif 2
o 5 0T
. X o 151 to 500 ml L
G_rcater than 500 mi, -2 '_
""For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Total 0

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

Qo eFreexs =280 PrRepur s BAST flxgieu

Title: umu.m w3 P aiag

Date: ¢




onsultant Name: K& S

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. ﬁ

Services Description: Environmental Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Seale Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o )
. - No outst dmg_gnge olved agfeement dlsputes >3 moswo’ld 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresoi;/ed'agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . L
Pesformance - ' " L - TlmellnCSS soore from performance databasc ot -0 15 0
Quallgy y/Bn get score on similar work from performance database o 0 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performarnce database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team te do
Work Avallabllny of more than adcquate capacxty that rcsults in added value 10 INDOT. N 1 0 20 0
e Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule L 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. L
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 3 15 45
' . forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
o Expemse 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, documentatuon skills.
Dcmonstrated expenencc in 51mllar type and complenl'ty. _ 2 . 1 5 5
Expcnence in sxmllar type and complextty shown inresume'y O
N VE‘xpcrlenc_e in dlf‘farant type or iower complexlty. -1
. _ Insuff' c:ent i experience.f 4 : 3 i
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database]  * 0 s 0
Appreach to Understanding and Innavation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. -
Project }ilth ievel of understandmg and vxable movatwe |deas pro‘posed. ) 2_,-
ngh level of understandmg and/or vnablg }npvatlvc";dgas  proposed| 1 ~_ 0 10 0
Basxc understanud;mg of d ~the i’rOJect. } :QT
Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . . 1
' . Within15mi] 2
X S 18w somil i
ST eseml T | | s |
T Isttosoomi] -1
B Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreernents, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total -85

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %’U Q?LM/L /fﬁ, 2 / at
Atk Nk /

Title:

Date: 1/30/2006

Y/ g

‘g



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. {8

Consultant Name: DLZ Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Scere | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. o
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Oulstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. SO IR R
Performance T o ) Tlmelmess scoreﬂg_m _performance database X 0 15 0
' " Quahty/Budget score on srm' lar work ‘from‘ performance database . 1 " O o lS ‘. 1 ' 0
Quallty/Bu_get score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 o 10 "0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ L
Work T Avarlablhty of more than adequate capacrty that results in added "‘!.'P?_‘?W’II‘}?OT 1 1 20 20
o A Adequate capacity 1 ro meet the : schedu]e .' () . ' _
Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N )
Qualifications Demonstrated umque experuse and resources identified 0 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expemse and resources at agpropnate level] 0
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatron slulls
Demonstrated experience in srmrlar rype and complexrty ; _~ 3 5 10
hxperlence in; srmrlar type and complexlty shown inresume'} 0
A 4.5’,???}?9943 in drfferenr type or lower complexrty -
lnsuff’crent experiencey -3 | 1
Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Ma.nagement from database, * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, o
I'roject ' ) _r ~H1g}ﬁe?el of undersrandmg and vrable inovative ideas p r;roposed. *2
High level of understandmg and/or v1able inovative ideas proposed. 1 I 10 10
. BaSIC understancfr;g of the Project. __:im
B Lack of project understandmg 3
Lacation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ; -
. . Within [Smif 2
16t050mi| 1
_ 51t0150m|. 0 0 5 0
' _151t0500mi| -1
. . Greaterthan 500mi| -2
"For 100% state funded aggments non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeightod 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: g’l,(.mé,[ 2’ ff{/l [6{/14)

Title: Chvirinment Q[SC epim; L
Date: 1/30/2006




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

~onsultant Name: HNTB Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e
. No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. S I S X
Performance ' ' o 4 Trmelmess score from performance database A L T - ' 0
- Quahty/Budget score on srmtlar work from performance database o * L 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 e
Work ' Avarlabthty of more than adequate capacrty that results m added value to mpot] 1 1 20 20
' 4 ‘ Adequate capamty to meet the schedule ' ‘ ('). '
“Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertnsE and resources identified 2 05 30
___ for req'd services for value added benefit} 2
A Expemse and resources at appropnate lgvel. 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
I’'roject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated expenence in srmrlar type and complexnty 2 0 5 0
N _ o Experlence in stmllar type ar and complex:ty shown inresume'y 0
o . Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
. ' o ' [nsufﬁcrent itexperience -3 | |
- Historical Performance of Firm's Proy:ct Management from database. * 0 5 0
Appreach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o ~ High level of understandmg and vrable movatwe ldeas proposed. 2
T _High level of understandmg and/or vrab!e movatlve ldeas proposed. - 0 10 0
o ) e Basm understandmg ofthe Project| 0 _
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, R
| e o Withinismif 2
: . 16t0 50 mi. 1
stwolsomi] o | 0 5 0
 1s110500mi| -1
Gregter than 500mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %LCL‘/}L&U. /‘ '7‘26-‘2(7M1,

Tite: QEritenéa ffSedping-

Date: 1/30/2006 e gt




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 18_

Consultant Name: Beam, Longest, & Neff, LLC Services Description: Environmental Services ;
Category Scoring Criteria Seale Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, R
No outstandmg unresolvcd agreement dlsputcs > 3 mos old. 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. R S SRS Y NI SV
Performance . '_ ' Trme!mess score from performance database 106 | 15 1 0
S Qualxty/Bud_get score on srmrlar work from performance database L N ;M ) 15 Vh 0
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 ) v |
Work . , _ Avallabrhty of 1 more than adequate cai;acrty that results in added value to INDOT 1 1 20 20
o P Adequate capacrty 0 meet the schedule 0 '
" Insufficient avaitable 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 expertrse and resources identified 2 15 30
__for req'd services for value added benefity 2
Expertlse and resources a upproprlate level H ;
“Insufficient expertlse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in srmrlar typc‘anw 2 2 5 10
3 Expenence in similar type and compl 3 0
o Expenence in drfferent tybe or lo Aer complexrty '__ﬁ:l
) lnsufﬁcient experience -3 _ 1
B " 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. )
PProject High lev f understandmg and viable inovative rdeas pronosed 2
' Hrgh levcl of understandlng and/or vnable inovative 1dea§_gr posed, 1 1 10 10
Basic underétandmg“o?the PrOJect 9 ' i
Lack of project understandmg 3
f.ocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~
B ‘ “_Wlthm 15 mif 2
16t050m1 R
0 0 5 0
. Greater than S00mi| =~ 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] ~ -3
Welghted Totall 70|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

R )
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Z)M{)(LL} lf[@’) J /2%
S Y / s
Title: Frulivprimesetd [Secpiny £
7 v

Date: 1/30/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. [0

_onsultant Name: Armstrong & Associates, Inc. Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o, o
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old N 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dispuies more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. = SR IV ISR SR
Performance o Tlmehness score from performance databasc SO L A 0
R . Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database o “ *0 * w: 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.
'l‘e“m to do . B B . . S s ot e wen e
Work S ' Availability of morethan adequa ity | that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
S - . _ Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule ‘ 0
" Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduie] -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 ekpemse and resources identified
0 15 0
~ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expertlse and resources at appropnate level 0 _
T Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
_ complexnty, type, subs, documentatron sknlls
Demonstrated expenence ‘rnmstrnllar type and complextty 2 0 5 0
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'f 0
. ' - Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' . Insufficientexperience -3 | f
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Appreach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project _ ngh level of understandmg and vnable movanve ldeas proposed 2
B !—hgh level of understandmg and/or vtable movauve ldeas proposed, ,.:,.‘l . 0 10 0
o R M_BEEI_C_ understandrng of the Project| 0
’ Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
' . Within 5mi] 2
o 16t050mi| 1
o B lSIt‘olSOml o | o 5 0
4 ' Gregter than 500 mij ':2
For 100% state funded : agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Waeighted Total Q

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{utf)w(,; )z ) ff(/?,(/\[[%

— ) - .

Title: $hvirgnime jbzd/Spaping § o
v

Date: 1/30/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. 10

Consultant Name: HMB Services Description: Environmental Services \
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . R
No outstandmg unresolved agreenient drsputes > 3 3 mos. old] '0. ] 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. | . e
Performance ' ) , Trmelmess score from performance database o o | 15 1.0 .
Qualrty/Budgct score on srmrlar work from performance database . 0 REA
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 . A
Work o Avarlabrlrty of more than adequate capacrty that results in added value to INDOT ] 3 1 20 20
' o Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule 0 )
Insufficient available capacity to meet eet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demenstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified 0 15 0
- for req'd services for value added benefity 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level b
_ Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated eipéﬁéppp‘ln srmllar type and complexrty M 2 ‘ 0 5 0
Experrence in srmrlar ype and complexrty shown inresume’y 0
. Er;porrenco in dl_ffere_nt. type or lower complexrty -l
lnsufﬁcrent experience, -3~ . o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Managemcnt from database, * ) 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs )
Project i ngh level of understandmg and viabie movatxv 1deas proposed B} 2 '_
' Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1ablc—:71;o;anve rdeas proposedf 1 0 10 0
oo Basiounderst o
o Lack of pro;ect understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
! - .. 2
- - N 1 -
S im0 [ o | s | o
. lSlt0500m1 L
. i Greater than 500 mif -2 i
For 100% state funded agrecments non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Totall 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consuitant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: pﬂ/ I;{‘Mq f ?( WQ/Z/L

Date: 1/30/2006




_onsultant Name: Keramida

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

Services Description: Environmental Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted
Scere
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e o
e No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes>3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Otitstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e - | I
Performance - V lertg}lrless score from performance database oo o 15 0
Quahtleudget score on similar wp;k from performance database o 2oL 15 0
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 100 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perferm the project on time,
Team to do
Work h Avatlabdnty of more than adequate capa(:lty that results in added value to INDOT o 0 20 0
' Adequate capactty 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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. i
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlsc and resources identified 0 15 0
___ for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2
L Expemse and Tesources at appropnate Ievel 0
T Insufficient expertlse and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
' Demonstrated expenence in snmllar typé.atld-cbtnplexny ' ) _' 2 0 5 0
‘ I_ﬁ;_c_penence in 51m|lar type and complextty shown inresume'} 0
.  Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
I ‘ [nsufﬁc1cnt experience} -3 ) R
o Historical Performance of Firm's Pl’O_]eCt Management from database. * 0 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project Htgh level of understandmg and vxable movatlve 1das“;;;c;[_>osed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable movatwe 1dea:s_;3rpposed 1 _ 0 10 0
o Basic understan 'né ofthe'Project 0
Lack of prOject understanding, -3
location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = —
L S Withinismil T 2
16t050mif 1
e Slo150mif 0 0 5 0
o 15110500 mi} -1
o Greater than 500 mi| -2
"'For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Woeighted Totall 0

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Pﬂ Ji j]'mq f(ﬂ\[a’l i

Date: 1/30/2006




Consultant N

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ame: RQAW

Item No.

8

Services Description: Environmental Services

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted|
. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e
) No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos.old} 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . R S . ,
Performance - Tlmelmess score from pcrformance database ¢ 0 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database N* . 0 ~15 i 0
Quallty/Budget score on all 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 ]
Wark _ Avallabrhty of more than adequale capacnty that results in added valuc to INDOT _i]..,*,r 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
Demeonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
~_forreq'd services for value added benefit| :7-0
o Expemse and resources at approprrate level o
Insufficient expernse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skllls.
L Demonstrated expernence in sxmllar type ¢ and complexrty, _ 2 .' 0 5 0
_ . Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'| 0
Experience i‘ifﬁﬂf"’.‘?f“ type or lower complexity.]| -1
' Insufﬁcrent experience] -3 -
"Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives lNDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Project High level of under di d vrable movatwe ideas proposed 2
High level of understa g and/or vrable movatlve Ideas proposedf 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project| ‘ __0-_ '
) Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
i Wlthm 15 mi. 2
R ) 16t050m1 4 1 )
T om0 | 0 [ s ] o
R £ RS- F T
Greater than 500 mid _“-2 )
"For 100% state funded agreements ‘non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total 0

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: @L( tﬁﬁé{/ f /’ ZU [{ 11

Title: (/141 G

Date: 1/30/2006

%

g




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No. _L@__

Jonsultant Name: QEPI Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
o . No outstandmg unresolved agreement drs_putes > 3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemem disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e e SUSRPUN IAUREN DUVRUR I
Performance ( __ ‘_ o Tlmellness score from performance database o 0 _ 15 0
' N ' Quallty/Budget score on slmllar work from performance database * , o 1. *1_5“ , [
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 e e
Work Avarlabrllty ol‘ more than adequate capacity that results in added t' lue to OT. 1 0 20 0
' ) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule _ 9 _m
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. L
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertrse and resources identified] 3 15 45
__for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 _
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,
complexity, ty type, subs, documentahon skills.
‘ ' Demonstrated cxperlence in srmllar type and complexrty 2 0 5 0
L Experrence in similar type and complexrty shown inresume'} 0
‘ o o Experience in drfferent t type or | lower complextty e
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management t from database * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
Troject . N High level of understandlng and v1able movatrve ideas proposed ' 2
' - ngh level of understanding and/or vrable inovative ideas proposed w__. 1 0 10 0
' Basrc understandmg of the PrOJect mm() B
Lack of project understa.ndmg 3
l.ocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. S
| Within [Smif 2
o l6ws0mil 1
5 _ Slwlsomi}) 0 0 5 0
15T 500mif -1
o Greater thén 500 mi} -2 _ '
For 100% state funded agreementS, ‘non-Indiana firms. 3
Wolghted 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: EW]%L([ / ([(,l/)a )i
{ J :
re: Croinenta ) Staping-

Date: 1/30/2006




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

Consultant Name: BLA Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted|
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. o .
__No qutstandmg unresolved agreement dtsputes > 3 mos oldf 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} ~ -3
Past Historical Performance. oo cewese e JRNUIN IO
Performance ' - " L “ ‘ Tlmelmess score from performance database 1.0 B =
o Quahty/Budget score on sxmtlar work from performance database - x o | 1’5_‘0 ::.-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 o Avaxlablhty of‘more than adequate capacity that results in added value to II\ID_QT o 0 20 0
. Adequate capac1ty to meet the schedt;le ' 0 ::
Insufficient available ¢apacity 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 ' e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
o Insufficient expertlse 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 Demonstrated expenence 1n Slmllat'l type and complex1ty ,,{ m 3 5 10
Expenence in s1m|lar type and complexlty shown inresume’y 0
Experlence in dlfferent type or Tower complexlty b
lnsufﬁcxent experience, ; -3 R .
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database]  * 0 5 | o
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project o High level of understandmg and vnable inovative 1deas preposed 2
- ngh level of understandmg and/or vxable movatlve 1deas Qrggosed i ' ) _' 2 10 20
o % - Basic understandmg of the Pro:tect. N 0‘:
) ) Lack of project understandmg -3
L.ocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . S
e Within 15 mi) 2
e e AO 10 SO L
e S0 TSOmf 0 s 5
e 181 10500 mE) o1
e __M Greater than 500 mi ;w":g_'
' For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Woightod 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:
Title: £,
Date: 1/30/2006




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

~onsultant Name: Bonar Group Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. L
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlSputes > 3 mos old 0 ] 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] 37
"ast Historical Performance, . .
Performance R Tlmehness score from performance database I U 15 0
‘..-, Quahty/Budge't gcgr_emon‘grmllar werk from 1 performance database m '*" J 0 ol as ' 0 i
) ' Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance dabase]  * | o 10 o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do N
Work ; - Avaxlabxhty of more than adequate capacrty that results i m added v'alue to INDOT ] _ 0 20 0
B Adequate capacnty to. meet the sehedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a refevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified] 2 is 30
for req'd services for value added benefit}] 2
Expertise : and resources at approprlate level L 9__
Insufficient 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.
o 'ﬁgn{on;trnted expenenee in srmllar type and compferzlty - 2 2 5 10
_ A Expenence in snmxlar type and complexlty shown in resume’] 0o
. . S _ A Experience in dlffe_rent type or_ lower complexrty -1
L e Insufﬁctent experience) -3 | |
w " Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database. * 10 ] s )
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost andlor time savings. e
Project _ Htgh level qf understandmg and vnable movatwe ideas proposed _2 o
I H:gh level bf understandmg and/or vrable inovative 1deas proposed, 1 i 10 10
Basnc understandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandmg 3
lLocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
e 2
B l P
T STwo1s0mi] o 0 5 0
R 151t0500m1 -
e 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.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Wt{] s f 171/&/[(/’4,
. 7 - 3
ite: CAVIOUI ] Spepmg L
v v

Date: 1/30/2006




Consultant Name: Burggss & Niple

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, item No. /2

Services Description: Environmental Services

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score § Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e
. No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 N 0 20 0
. Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) -3
Vast Historical Performance. v i senez RUPR IO
Performance - - w_ﬁTgnelmess score from pcrformance database o 0 15 1.6
‘ “ 4 Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance « database _F L 1§w . 0
} 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 . e e .
Work Avallablhty of more than adequale capacnty that results m added 1 value to IN]_)OT R 0 20 0
) Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule] ¢ 0o
" Insufficient available capacity to ‘meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, R .
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse ‘and resources identified] 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o ' 'Expemse and resources at approprlate level 0
T 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 skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 | 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'} 0
- ... Experience in different type or lower complexity. v_ -1
B Insufﬁc:ent experience, -3 o 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 savmgs ~ -
I'roject - H‘x.gnhwleyel of understandmg and V|able inovative ideas proposed 2
- ‘ }hgh level of understandmg and/or vnable movatrve 1deas proposed _ i 0 10 0
Basm understand ing of of the Project. " ; 0 w
" Lack of | prOject understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. N
e Within1Smif 2
o 16t050mi| 1
) o i “stwisomi) 0 f 0 5 0
e 18110500 mE) T
e ;_ ) ' Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Wolghted Total 30

Sec guidelines for

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Slgned gﬂ,{ UL) W% } %MQM

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Date: 1/30/2006




sonsultant Name: Hanson

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ltem No. /B

Services Description: Environmental Services

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Secale Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. R
e No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos.oldf 0 0 20 0
B Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e N
Performance e Trmehness score from performance database * 0 5 | o
i Quahty/Budget score on. srmrlar work from performance database * i o 15 1 o
‘ Quahty/Budget score on all 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 s+ —
Wark Avallabrhty of more than adequate capacrty that‘results in adr]‘ed‘ralue to INDOT . 1 0 20 0
- ) 3 Adequate capacrty to meet the scheduIe ) "0
Tnsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Nemonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified| 0 15 0
i . forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
h o A Expertrse and resources at approprrate 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 skilis,
e Demonstrated-experlence in srmrlmt;é;a'r;d?dmblexny ~'2‘w 0 5 0
. _Experience in srmriar ype. and complexity shown in resume'] 0
. Expenene_e ‘R,@!ff.‘.fr.‘?'?? type or lower comylexrty -l
_____ lnsufﬁcrcnt texperiencey -3 | } o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that guves lNDOT cost and/or time sa\(rngs A
Project Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable movatr;eyrdeas proposed ' m' ’2k )
Hig igh tevel of understandmg and/or vrable movatwe |deas proposed V:l 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandnlg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ R
) _ Within 15 mif 2
' _“_" T 5110150 mi. ..,<,9 ) 0 5 0
L ) B ' Greater than 500 mr ..... __”2
" For 100% state funded a agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Total 0]

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:g(utmu,] {'ff(,/lﬁaf?/(,

Title:
Date: 1/30/2006

- 7 " P—
Anviron ;M»nfagi{j(}e?@m‘ﬁ‘t/?q-J




Consultant Name: Schneider

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No. /&

Services Description: Environmental Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N
No outstandmg unrcsolved agreement d1sputes > 3 mos _old ] 0 20 0
Oulstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -
Past Historical Performance. N
Performance o _ Timeliness score from perf'ormance database L 0 15 N 0_‘ _
- kmw L Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database o . OV_” 1. ]5, 5 _‘ 0 ) )
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.
'ream to do e s 8 v e A8 A s b2 e SRV -
Work B : Avallablhty of more than adequate capacny that results ts in aildcd value to lNDOT o 0 20 0
e Adequate capacnty to meet lhe 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 umqne cxpcrtlse and resources 1dent|ﬁed -1 15 15
. Torreqd services for value added benefit} 2\
___Expertise and resources a&app_ropr_:ate le‘v_el‘ .0
o Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
! s;ra;ed exBerfgr;ce in Slmllal‘ type and complexxty *“2 . 0 5 0
Experlence in sxmllar type and complex1ty shown inresume’] 0
i ) Expenence indi dlfferent type or lower complexlty ot
lnsufﬂclent 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 tlme  savings, -
Project High level of understandmg a;dwwaia_le inovative ideas proposed 2 -
ngh level of understandmg and/or viable mE)v ive Eleas proposed. 1 ‘ “ 0 10 0
o Basic understandmg of the Project| 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. s s -
e N o Wlthm 15 mif 2
- l6t050m| o
o Cstwo1somiy o | 0 5 0
e lSl to 500 miy -1
e Greater than 500 mij -2
~"For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Woighted Total -16
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 7
Title: 51/ el ] SC

Date: 1/30/2006

)zjz



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

_onsultant Name: Strand Associates, Inc. Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o
_No outstandrng unresolved agreement dxsputes >3 mos old 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. e e e I AU N
Performance o 4 - v:l"r-melmess score from performance database X 0 15 0
o ' Quahty/Budget scqre.gn similar work from performance d database R . N 15 0
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 e
Work T Avanlabrhty of more mém adeouate capacrty that results in added value to INDQT M Ry ' 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. R e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified| 2 15 30
~forreqd services for value added benefit}] 2
o Expertrse and Tesources at approprrate Ievel e
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.
o 'Demonstrated experience in n similar type and complexity 2 0 s 0
o o Experrence in srmrlar type and oomplexrty shown inresume’| 0
‘ o Experrencc in dxfferent type or lower oomplexlty L
| | - Insufficient experience] " 377} - f )
- Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect Management from database. * 0 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.,
Project . N Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable inovative ldeas proposed 2
o Hrgh 1evel of understandmg and/or vrable movatrve 1deas proposed _ l _ 0 10 0
o .. ... Basicunderstanding of the Project] 0
o o ) Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. O
Wrthm 15 mi, 2
o C16w050mif 1
T L sleasomit o |0 5 0
151 0500mi| -1
i . i 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.

Date: 1/30/2006




Consultant Name: Patriot Engineering

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

Services Description: Environmental Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, = o
..No 9utstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 rnos o]d 0 0 20 0
Outstandanresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old -3
Past Historical Performance, S B U SRR P B
Performance . N Tlmelmess score trom performance database * 0 | .15 0
o Quahty/Budget seore on smmlar work from performance database o _‘ 0 o ~15 A 0
Qualrty/BudEet score on all INDOT work from performance database. o 0} 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
T'eam to do e, ) o
Work Avatlabrhty of more than adeqnate capacrty thdg fest m added value lo INDOT v I ) 0 20 0
) i ) Adequate cap c1ty 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 expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
_Expertise and resources at approprrate level . ~0_ 3
Insufficient expertrse tise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to maonage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
o Demonstrated experrence in s1mllar type and complexrty ' 2 1 5 5
. Experrence in srm\lar type and complexrty shown inresume’| 0
Experlenee‘rn,drff_erent type or lower complexuy -
' Insufﬁclent experience] 3 R R
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl’O_]CCt Management from database. * 0 5 | o
Approach to Understandmg and_ lnnovatmn that gives INDOT cost and/er trme savmgs. ) o
Project _ ngh 1 level of understandmg and vrable movatrve ldeas proposed 2 '
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able movauve rdeas proposed ' A 'I“ ) 0 10 0
e qulf:vq.nderstandrng of the Project| AO_ N
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, U PR
B ' Wlthm 15my 2
) 16t050ml 1
51tol50m1 ' 1 5 5
. 131t0500mi) -1
B reaterth than 500 mi| 2
For 100% state funded agreemcnts, 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: ,pjl ,{,f///lﬂ(é {fﬂ/w@n
7
[ Stupprey et

Title: ¢,
Date: 1/30/2006




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

_onsultant Name: American Consulting, Inc. Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o i
No outstandmg unresolved agreems tdlsputes >3 mos od| 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. TR v
Performance _ ‘ Tlmelmess score ﬁ'om performance database *ol.oe 15 4 0
) ' Qualrty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database L V 0 ) 5 | o
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 progect on time.
Team to do . PR
Work . B Avallabllrty of more than adequate capac1ty that results in added value to [NDOT ' o 1 20 20
' - Adequate capacrty to meet the schedule ()N
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. = o
Qualifications 'Demonstrated w umque eXpenlse and resources identified 2 15 30
: ~forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertlse and resources at appropnate level N h
Insufficient 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.
) i Demongtrated experlence m 51mllar type and cor;;)l‘e% _ 2 - 0 5 0
_ ' Experlence in similar type and complexrty shown inresume’} 0
o o Experience i in different type or lower complextty -1
. . " msufficient experience -3 | R
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management t from database] ¥ 0 s e
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that gives INDO;I‘ cost and/or time savings. 18
Project . _ I—hgh level of understancll;é and vnable movatwe ideas PL‘iP}.S‘eM‘:i Aﬁ 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative 1dea§_propo§2d" 1 1 10 10
Basrc understandmg of "t_lfg_l’rmect 0
Lack of project understandmﬁ -3
Laocation Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. S o
e ) ) 16 to 50 ml l _
- R stwotsomi| 0 | o 5 0
i lSlto 500m| L
) Greater than 500 )0 mi, : -2
For 100% state funded aieements non-Indiana firms] -3

Woeighted Tolall 60}

See puidelines 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: mlﬁé { f?(, Z{ @ 17

; Gy

Title:

Date: 1/30/2006




Consultant Name: BF & S

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Iltem No. [

Services Description: Environmental Services

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o
e, No outstandmg unresolved agreement dis _putes >3 mos old o 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreemcnt disputes more than 3 mos. old] -
Past Historical Performance. e e i RS S N
Performance o " Timefiness score from performance database| ¥ 0 15 0
Quallty/Budget L SCOTe € on sxmrlar work from performance | database " j * o 15 0
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 o
Work '_ Avallablhty of more than adequate capacxty that results m added value to IN DOT mﬁl ' . 0 20 0
Adcquate capacrty 0 meet the schedule .0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
Team's Techuical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. =~ e R
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified h 2 15 30
___ for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 )
' Expertrse and resources at appropnate lcvel. o
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 skills.
Dcmongtré{ed experrgnr:-é n{ gfrrﬁlar type and comple:lrrt;/w q f 2 2 5 10
 Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0
o Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
_ InSuﬁ' c1ent experience] -3 | o
' Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Man _&ment nt from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project Hrgh leverof understandmg and vrable movatlve ideas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or V|able inovative rdeas proposed. A l_‘ _ 1 10 10
e Basic understandmg of the PrOJect. 0
) o Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. = R
i , Wlthm Smi] 2
e l6lo 50 mif 1
o “Siw1som) 0 | 0 5 0
15110 soong. e
Greater than 500 mi| 2
'For 100% state funded agreemems non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Wolghted Total] 50
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: {4 1]

Title: (&
Date: 1/30/2006

114 f/l‘ﬂ




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iitem No. 18

_onsultant Name: Earth Tech Services Description: Environmental Services
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight | Weighted
: Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o .
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > > 3 mos, old 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3
Past Historical Performance. S e e IR S
Performance ‘ ' . Ttmelmess score from perfonnance database R B RE ) 0
' o Quahty/Budgct score on S|m|1at work from 1 performance database o 0 1. 15 | ©
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 : ‘ Avatlabthty of more than adequate capacrty that resulls in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacrty to meet the _ bedule L (_)v_ )
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resourees & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e _
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ) s 30
_ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
‘ '_ Expemse and resources at appropriate level -0
' Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
’roject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated expenence m srmrlar type and complexaty ' 2 2 5 10
o Expenence m srmllar type and complexrty shown inresume'| 0
‘ L Expenence in dlfferent t type or | lower complexrty -1
A T Insufficient experience -3 o S
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘OJeCt 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 vrable movatrve 1deas propoéed 2
High levet of understandmg and/or viable movanve 1deas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project] ¢
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. B NP
B “Within 15mi] 2
T ewsomi) 1
T T S0 150mi] 0 0 5 0
ey V5110500 mi) T
o Greater than 500 mi, .-.,M',?.,u _
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Waightod Total 40|

See guidelines for this RFP o determine the scale criteria,

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories, Signed: 7Mﬁlw h‘ﬁ/{,/ M/L
Title: GAn I tal/ ey g € ng
Date: 1/30/2006




Consultant Name: Parsons

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

,ltem No. |3

Services Description: Environmental Services

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |} Score | Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, o
e No outsténdmg unresolved d agreement drspu s > 3 mos. old 4 0 0 20 0
T Outstandmg unresolved 2 agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. . U ISR . .
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database]  * 0 1 15 | o
Qualrty/Budget scbre orr simrlar work from performance database R N 0 ‘ X “1_5 ) l 0
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 en time.
Team to do o i
‘Work Avarlabrhty of more than adequate capaclty that results m added vai;e to INDOT b 0 20 0
R 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
Quulifications Demonstrated umque expertlse ‘and resources identified 2 s 30
o . forreq'd services for value added benefit} 2 .
L Expertrse and resources at approprrate level 0
T Insufficient experttse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
comple:uty, type, subs, documentanon skills.
L Demonstrated expenence in sumrlar type andc&ttﬁlexﬁy __g 0 5 0
Expertence in srmllar type and complemty shown inresume'y 0
__Expe_r_tence trt_driife_rep_t type or lower complextty L
s *lnsufﬁcwnt experiencey -3 |
" Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. * 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project . ngh level of uggerstimdmg and v1able movatlve rdeas prdposed ) ‘ 2
High leve} of understandrrrg and/or vrable inovative ideas  proposed, o 1 0 10 0
Basrc understandmg of the Pl‘OJeCt 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . B
‘ ' Wrthm 15 mi| 2
L 16 10 50 mi| 1
~ Sltol50mif o 0 5 0
) 15110500mif -1
N . Greater than 500 mi. 72
' For 100% state funded agreements non-Indizna firms. 3
Waighted 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: ’fﬂ,{ém%ﬁ f /7L?,[ an

Title:

Vi o»
1z

Date: 1/30/2006

1y Erigs



~onsultant Name: URS

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No. /&

Services Description: Envirenmental 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: 1/30/2006

.4)' .

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes . —
- No ou t.a‘_rmxgl_rlg unresolved ag agreement dlsputes > 3 mos s.oldf 0 ¢ 20 0
Outstandmg “unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old, -
Past Historical Performance. e et S U R
Performance o Tlmelmess score {ro erformance database _* 0 15 0
B Quahty/Budget score on smrlar ‘work from performance database o 0 __.,-}.2 . 0
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 I
Work Availability of more than adequate capacxty that result.s m added value to INDOTY 1 1 20 20
" B . Adequate capacrty to meet the schedlﬁe 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 2 05 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] __2 )
Expertlse and rcsources at appropnate le_yel ' 0
Insufficient expemse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ahility to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
Demonstrated experlence in SImllar type and r:dr;l'p.i::;a‘cy1 ._ 2 2 5 10
.. Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’] 0
' ‘ Experience in different type or lower cbmplexity -1
o Insufﬁcnem. experiencey -3 L .
) 'Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Managemem from database * 0 s 0
Approach te Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs )
Project A Hrgh Ievel of understandmg and v1able inovative ideas proéoﬂagdl \ ' 2
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or viable inovative 1deas prop"osed “ 1 0 10 0
e Bas1c understandmg of the Pt‘O_]eCt o O _
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
e - Within 15mif 2
16 10 50 mi, 1
~ 5lto lSOml 0 0 5 0
i 3 lSltoSOOml -
) Greater than 500 mij -2
" For 100% state funded agjements non-Indiana firms§ ~ -3 .
Welghted Total 60

i

Y Sctpipe Eryy




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. /8

Consultant Name: AMEC Services Description: Environmental Services ;
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, ) I
No outstandmg unresolved agreemegt dlsputes > 3 mos. old m 0 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. RN DTN RO
Performance N ’ . R Tlmehness score from performance database A N L ' 0
S " Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance d database] % ol s | o
Qualrty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 0T
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o I A _
Waork Avallablhty of moreh than adequate capacity that results m added value to lNDO 1 0 20 0
o . Adequate capacrty tou 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 1 umque expemse ‘and resources identified 0 15 0
~ for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
o Expernse and resources at approprlate level ! ' .
o ' Insufficient. expertlse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
L ' Dernonstrated experlence in srmllar ype and complexrty ' ,2 i _' 0 5 0
) Experlence in s:mllar type and complexnty shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 _
Insufﬂcxent experience} -3 o N o
"Historical Performance of Firm's Pl’Q]CCt Management from database. * 0 s ] o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. )
Project ) Hrgh level of _understandmg and wable mova’uve 1deas proposed 2
- N _ High level of undcrstandmg and/or vrable movatlve 1deas proposed. 1 0 10 0
o Basi derstan _'ng of the Project, w_i(a)w:“
- Lack of pr¢ project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ e B 4 . lthmlSml 2
R R l6to Somij 1
e ) S1t0150mif 0 0 5 0
151 to 500m1 -l
o Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreemenls, non-Indiana firms] -3
Woeighted 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: E)W}/L(.q, /-fszam,

o . U \
Title: £Aviriine nke V/ Sc,mmg &ty

Date: 1/30/2008




