RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for ltem No. _25

ltem Title Title Research _, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected X3

Member 1| Member 2 | Member 3
: Kevan Ronald Dan Member 4 | Member 5 | Weighted Scores
Consultants McClure | Raney | Wilson Name Name Total - | Ranking
Gibson County Abstract 70 30 60 160 T
Brentwood Title Services 3o 20 30 80 - 2
4 0
1]
o -~

Scoring Team Leader Signature:

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

Date: /-

The selection committee has reviewed the recommendations and associated documentation to verify procedure
compliance and has considered capacity guidelines and any known ongoing disputes with thase firms and takes the

following action without direction from outside of the committee.

(B/ Selection of the proposed top _Zranked firms is approved as recommended with-the-next-2-ranked-firms
approvedin-order-as-alterrates -

1 0

(0 Setection of the top ___ranked firms is approved as indicated above after elimination of ___ indicated firms for
the reasons noted below. The next 2 ranked firms are appraved, in order, as alternates. '

7]  Selection based on the recommendations and the assoclated documentation is denied for the reasons noted

below.

[

onomic ortunity Director
Y fprledX )
ﬁate:?/ICZjI ,/ 66!

Planning Director

Daig: 2 \~o ; QAb




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No. _25_ )
‘Consultant Name:Brentwood Title Services Services Description: South Region Title Research
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding wnresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Qualxty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Werk T Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, I 1 20 20
T ~ N _ _Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
B} o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise; Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
) 0 15 0
i for req'd services for value added benefit. s
—— 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,
complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.
oo — e Demonstrated experience in similar iype and compiexity| _ 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
. Experience in different type or lower complexity] - -1
Insufficient experience - -3
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.
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 _ 0 10 0
] Basic understanding of the Project. o
) Lack of project understand?r;g. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
] - T T T Withintsmi| 2
- T o 16 to 50 mi. 1
T ' T s1t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
T T T ) 15110500mi -1
_ ) Greaterthan 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /%
Title:
Date: //ﬂ,é’/;wp &
/ 4




‘Consuitant Name: Gibson County Abstract

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

—25_

Services Description:South Region Title Research

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e ) 0
_ . Noc outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos.. old T_O : 20 0
Outstan@g unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. o — B
Performance R B ) Txmelmess score. from performance database R 15 0
N Quahty/Budget scorc on _sm_u_lar work from performance database. _": __ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T Avallablllty of | more lhan adequalé };[;a‘én—ymt}{at results in added value to INDOT. _—_ E 1 20 20
) o Adequate capacxty tu meet th::—;c—ﬁ'éaule - _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. 3 o
Qualifications Demonstrdtcd umque expemse and resources lclennﬁed 2 15 30
o for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
X . ) ___ _Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
B o 7 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.
T Demonmed oxperionce msmiarpe s compieiy|_ 2| , | s o
D Expenence in snmﬂar ilar type and complexity shown in resume’ o
e Expenence in different type or lower complexnty -1
‘ N . o _}n§uf;ﬁc1ent experience] -3 e -
T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managerent from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project i _ ngh level of understandmg and viable i inovative ideas proposed 2
:_ :_h___—_______ Hngh Iexo_algf understafnding and/oz;lijfé _"_’_""atlf?.ijf"‘_s_ proposed. ___1 — 1 10 10
e — s ... ... Basicunderstanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. T U
L . _.;__. o WlthmlSml 2
_ _. .. ._16wsoml 1
. e e SlolSOmi] O 0 5 0
i lSltoSOOmu -l
e e ___Greater than S00mi{— 2"
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 70

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date: _//2.6 /200




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No. _25
Consultant Name:Brentwood Title Services Services Description:South Region Title Research
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Welight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. e | 0
e No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e . N
Performance — —_:__Tlmelmess score from performance data_base * oo a5 o0
R Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 6 | 15 0
Quality/Budget score on ali IN DOT 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 __' “— T A_vmlablhry of more Ihan adcquz;ie capacity (hat results in added value-tg INDOT!| j- ->__£~ j i 20 20
'___ e ég_equate capacltytomeetthe schedule| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque cxpertise and resources identified] 0 (5 0
.. ... __forreqd services for value added benefit] ?__
e Bg_e_mse and | resources at appropriate le level .o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, pe, subs, documentatlon skills.
e D_er_nonslratedve—xpenenc'e in snmﬂ;u’ type and-éé;r;pl-e:xzty —_ -g— -__ 0 5 0
_ o _ Expenence in similar type and complexuy shown in resume". 0
e '_l-‘:)fpgrﬁljge in different type or iower complexlty -
o L Insufﬁcu:nt 1texperience] -3 )
Historical Performance of Firm's Project ManaEement tfrom database] * | 0 s 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time ¢savings,. |
Project | 3 __High level of understangl.x—ng and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
o High level of—unaéﬁlang and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. N 1 0 10 0
e o ____. . __. . Basicundersiandingofthe Project| 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o N
_ e . '________WlthmISml_Z__
e 16toS0mif 1
T T T TTstersomil 0 | o 5 0
e e I51 10500mi| -1
e o _____Greater than 500 SOO mil -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana afirms| -3
Weighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. é
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Sigmd{i
T:tle (W EVG

Date: //%7/06




‘Consultant Name: Gibson County Abstract

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

—25_

Services Description:South Region Title Research

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. - ] 0
: _ No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. 91(1 0 20 0
T Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. N . i}
Performance Tlmehness score from performance database. RO L =
N "-' .' T Quahty/Budget score on snmnlar work from performance database]  * o | 15 0
T buahty/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 v —:b—-_‘—Avallabllm mor_c than adequate capacny that results in added vglue to INDOT, _j—- ) 1 20 20
_____ o _ ] Adequate capamty t0 mee meét iﬂgggh_aﬂe _ 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. A ) o I
Qualifications Demonstrated lirﬂﬁue expemse and resources identified] 0 05 0
e e forreqdservices for valuc added benefit] 2
______ — e ——e oo 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,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatmn skills.
. Td—:- . -L:)-e;no-ﬁ—stiated é)(_la_eﬁeﬁ—c.ewx;x_siﬁlz—ir_ type and <:or’np-lé':u—ty~ — __5—_ — 2 5 10
L Expenence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
.. Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
‘w _ L Insufficient experience] -3 | L
‘Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Managcment t from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project o " High level of understan_dmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
___:__ o }:hgT ]-eVel bf understandmga_na/or watﬁvatl_ve |<§eas proposed. —' s 1 o 10 0
L Basic understanding of the Project] ~ 0~
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o :
S I VL1
e e e . M6tosOmI} L
e e S 150mi] O 0 3 0
e _1510sS00mi] -1
e N ) Greatcr than 500mi| -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims] -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. Si

Weighted Totall 30

Title;

Date:

6(ﬁ/w Enl
21 /m




" Consultant Name:Brentwood Title Services

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

_25__

Services Description:South Region Title Research

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
S No outstand]ng unresolved d agreement dlsputes >3 mos. o]d 0 20 0
Oulslandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e N R T
Performance l__ e __"l:x_mehness score from performance d database * v 0 1 15 1 0
o Quahty/B_u_@eigqre on similar work from performance database I N N T
j Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. - 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T —X\};ﬂ;gﬁx—t’y:)?morelll—zxnﬁeq—uaie_cipac1t.y that results m—added value 10 INDOT,| —]—: 1 20 20
T - i Adequate capac1ty tza.r-neet the schedule‘ _" 0
o T T Insufficient available capacMo meet the schedule. 3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ] I
Qualifications Demonstrated um_que e'xpértlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
_ B _______ forreqd services for value added benefit| 2
.. Expertseand resources at appropriate | level |0 |
" Insufficient expemse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
~ ) Demonstrated gcp_en_ence in snmxlar type and complexny 2 2 5 10
e __.‘}.Exp‘e_nence in s_u_m_la_r_ type and con}p}e;ﬂty shown in resume'f 0
e .. Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
o Insufficient experience, -3
7 77777 Historical Performance of Firm's pro,ec}'ﬁ;;;;ge'mcm fromdatabase]  * | o | "5 | o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project ________ Highlevel of understanding and viable inovative ldeas proposed 2
o ngh—ICTeI (;f: unders—tan—&ir-lg:nd/or viable inovative 1d?§££2posed :1_: 0 10 0
s Baﬁzu_n_dqrs_tgmdmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. ISR R
T T T vt ismif 2
T swesomif T
. _Simisoml o f 0 S 0
T T Tastesoomi)
e __Greater than 500 mi. -2
" For 100% state funded agreemcnls non-Indiana firms, 3
Weighted Total| 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: Lbsts =§;mg Vi e

Date_i) 22/ 0t




" Consultant Name: Gibson County Abstract

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Services Description:South

Item No.

—25_

Region Title Research

| |@

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight [ Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
i No_oyti@gmg unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved aj agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance, o e N
Performance L . Tjr_n_el_l_ness score fi from performancc database | *l1. o0 1 15 | _0
. _Quality/Budget sco_rc -on similar wol »\ork < from om performance database. * 0 15 0o
Quahty/Bud get 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 _—:_ _Avallablhly of mare than adequate capacnty xhat t results in added value_to Il':JDOT B I 1 20 20
e _ Adcquate capacity to meet 1he schedule 6
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. I
Qualifications Demonstrated- unique expemse ise and resources identified 2 i5 30
. forreqdservices for value added benefit] 2
e — e mom e —_.._.. Expertiseand resources at appropriate leveld 0
Insufficient expertisc and/or resources.) -3
Preject Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
L i Eﬁl&xs‘ir_at_edﬂexpenencevxﬁ S|m11ar type and combl_eﬁ)(_ _~_ZT_— 2 5 10
e Expenence in similar type and complex1ty shown inresume’] 0
T Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
e _Insufficient experiencey -3 [~ §  }
T " Historical-Performance of Firm's Progect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or ¢ time savings. -
Project - ng}l]e_v_el of undg@andi—ng—a-nd \.1ablc inovative ideas proposed 2
A __ﬂ; _____ Highlevelof undérétanal"r-\g ;rid!o} wab]e movatlve 1deas as proposed, ___ 'lu_' 0 10 0
L L Basw understandmg of the Project] 0
- ] “Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o N S
o e WlthmISml.“ 2
o T X .Y N
s = 51to150mi| © 0 5 0
- R T 151t0500mif -1
e . Greaterthan SO0 mi] 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totall 60

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Ti“‘?‘.ﬁbisﬁ::eoamﬁ_

Date: ¢

(/ z 7/ 275




