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RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for item No. 30
Item Title Statewide Appraising , No. of Firms Recommended to be s‘elected 21

(o) Cod b (22 S B R 2 OS] B

Scoring Team Leader Signature:

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

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

0.

firms approved, in order, as alternates.

Member 1| Member 2] Member 3| Member4|
Robert James Kevan Robert | Member 5| Welghted Scores
Consultants Anderson Crall McClure | Souchon| -Name Total Ranking |
Weyland Valuatior] - 10 75 75 95 255
Bartlett & Assoc. 10 40 85 95 230
Governmental Ap 10 30 95 80 _ 215
Matt L. Napote 10 65 25 70 170
Robert Bommer 10 50 10 95 165
M. D. Hazeltine 20 10 50 80 160
Traynor & Assoc. 10 40 30 80 160
Jay Real Estate 10 10 45 70 135
Vale Appraisal 10 10 30| . 80 130
Dennison & Co. 10 10 20 70 110 10}
{HNTB indiana 10 10 50 40 110 11
Robert Sanders 10 10 10 80 110 12
Newlin-Johnson 10 10 10 70 100 13
RWS South, Inc. 0 10 40 40 90 14] .
Appraising Ind. 10 10 10 40 70 15
Property Analysts 10 10 10 40 70 16
Susan M. Neal 10 10 0 40 60 17
‘{Terzo Bologna 0 0 20 20 40 18
Beam Longest 10 10 20 -15 25 19
Appraisers, Inc. 0 0 0 0 0 20
Kovachevich & Co 0 0 0 0 0 21
0
0
0
' 0
0
0

Title: Manager Office of Real Estate

Date:

4-Apr-06

Selection of the proposed top ____ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked

[0 selection 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 approved, in order, as altemates.

O

noted below.

Selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation Is denied for the reasons

Date:

Contra@n@ls%ector
~

Economic 0 ty Director
I

Date:
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

snsultant Name: Appraisers, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted gi
’ Score ;
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 :
No outstanding unresclved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 o 1
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3 |
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database,| * 1] 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budgis?ore on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
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
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.| 2 o 5 o
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost amd/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas propesed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
. 16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi.] -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 -
Welghted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. f E% ; i
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Slgned
Title: oqmm e c.az‘ir
/
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Appraising Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraisin

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historica! Performance.
Performance ‘Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
_ Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
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.
Praject High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, ¢
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 0 5 0
. 151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Weighted Total 10|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: roqrien 2;@k

1/5,612006

Date:




o,

osnsultant Name: Property Analysts, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.30

praising

Services Description: Statewide Ap

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¥ 0 10 0
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 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a retevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficlency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager [ Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.| 2 9 5 10
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. ¥ 0 5 0]
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savlngg.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
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
1510500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Weighted Total] _____10)

Title: YreArzmm f%r‘tdy

Date:

4
1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Avaiiability of more than adequate capacity that results in 2dded value to INDOT., 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the defiverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. i
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151to 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Weighted Totall 10|

Ly

Title: ﬂlﬂl’m Zu'dzgr

Date:

4
1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

nsultant Name: Beam Longest & Neff Services Description: Statewide Appraising

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 unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 190 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 ] 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0

for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
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.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
Insufficient experience. -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
- High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
N Lack of proje::; understanding T3
Location Locatlon of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
15110500 miy -1
_ Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Waeighted Totall 10:

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: o

Date:  1/26/2006

Lre.




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted \

Scere
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
L No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e .
Performance : Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0 _
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 ‘0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule)| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
. for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
. Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
- Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ~ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
o " High level of un derstanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0

Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding,| -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o __
T Within 15mi| 2
. . —_— ___16t0 50 mi, 1
—_— N 51t0150mi} © 0 5 0
— B 151 to 500 mi. 1
. Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Weighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Titlc:Z’q/Mj#ﬁéﬁ% Y

7
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Jonsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description:Statewide Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score . Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database., * 0 10 0
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. i 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesf -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
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. * ¢ 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 i0 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: qurmﬂh@ér

£
1/26/2006

Date:

Waelghtad Totall 10




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30
Consultant Name: Governmental Appraisal Service, Inc  Services Description: Statewide Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. (]
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. oldf 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Qua]ity/BudEet 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adegquate 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| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3

Project Manaper |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 10
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0

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

Weighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:ﬂvqm‘m ﬁucéy
=

Date:  1/26/2008




sonsuitant Name: Michasel D. Hazeltinae Apprraisal Co.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted|.
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluatien 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, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated expeﬁén-c; in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience} -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and [nnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 I 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
" Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. Within ISmi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151to 500 mi] -1
_ Greater than 500 mi. 2
For [00% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3
Weighted Total 20

Title: f#2 A pram ‘(Vc}“'ﬁc%r

Date:

7
1/26/2006




Consultant Name: HNTB Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

Services Description:Statewide Appraisin
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted|
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresoclved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database.| * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity 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.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0 .
Appreach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 '
Lack of project undcrstanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| |
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3 _
Weighted Total 10

7

Title: %&@/AM ? rd#ﬁ#
Date: 1/56/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No.30

jonsultant Name:Jay Real Estate Services  Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQuisianding unresoived agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
. Past Historical Performance. _ )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
| o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 i0 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 1 ¢ 20 ¢
Adequate capacity 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 deflverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager { Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
| Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resumne’, 0
i Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
: Insufficient experience| -3
i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
) Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT ecost 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 0 10 0

Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

Loecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 0500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
Far 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Toml' 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: ﬂoqyz,m ?, ;' L& r

7
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Kovachevich & Company, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appfaising

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:

>

B4

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ]
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of mere than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity 1o meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| -
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
camplexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project B High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
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 0 5 0
1510500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 .
Welghtsd Totall 0

—

Weighted

/

Title:ffa? rai7 ﬁ r:c&‘V(of

Date:

1/26/2008




_onsultant Name: Susan M. Neal

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

-

L

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No cutstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance 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. * 0 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. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
o Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
S _ Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed]| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
_— 16 to 50 mi. 1
_ 51 to 150 mi. 4] 0 5 0
1510500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.) -3 _
Weighted Total 10

Title: /;/rqmm ﬂr’cﬁ{cr

Date:

/
1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Matt L. Nepote

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 5 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quah'ty/BudEet 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -!
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0 '
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
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 0 5 0
1510500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms] -3 -
Weighted Total 10

Title: g 2»«:. e ¢DV
Date: 126/2006




,Bonsultant Name: Newlin JohnsonCompany, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

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: /Zaqm#? %Cdﬂr

Date:

-

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Perfermance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
o 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
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment te perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added vatue to INDOT, I 0. 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified; 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,| -1
! Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project.| 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to S0 mi, 1
51 to [50 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Wheighted Total 10

/
1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: Statewide Appraisin {
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted k
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database.] * 0 i5 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
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 1o INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. _ . .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 (5 0

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
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, decumentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10

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

Experience in different type or lower complexity -1

Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 S 0

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

Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2

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

Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
_ Within 15 mi,| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Totall 10

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

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

Title: ﬂperam Wch d'¥&

&
Date:  1/26/2006




Jonsultant Name: RWS South, Inc..

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

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:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to da
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valne to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.| 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51t0150mi] 0 0 s 0
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
Weighted Total 0

),

Title: Y29, Mﬁra.'%r
1/26/2Q06

Date:




Consultant Name: Terzo Bologna, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Secale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
— No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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 valae to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. '
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 ' 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experierce in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0 I‘
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cast and/er time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totall 0

gl o

£

Title: oy G sz oy i e %
7

1/26/2008

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 . ltem No.30

Jonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight ] Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos.old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database., 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment te perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 )] 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise‘: Unique Rescurces & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified, 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. , Insufficient experience) = -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151 10 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3

Weighted Toull 10]

eanl
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. = e é
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ~
Title: ﬁﬂaﬁ‘ryﬂ .ﬂ r;.c‘)ﬁ' ¥
£

Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Vale Appraisal Group

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

Weighted

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
T No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. - 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 Q
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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
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
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexisy. 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
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0 .
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
5110 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded apreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Waeighted Total 10

Lt L

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

Title:/ro6) #4mt ?rcﬂf)r
4
112612006

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No0.30

.onsultant Nama: Appraisers, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database.| 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the praject on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3

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

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

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title? Program Director

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Consultant Name: Appraising Indiana Services Description: Statewide Appraisin A
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. ¥ 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work - -Failability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT, I 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity{ -1
Insufficient experience.| -3 I‘
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| . | 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
L ~151to500mi| -1
—*(—Brc?ter than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Wefghted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %
: g

Titl‘e/:/Program Director

Date:  1/26/2006




snsultant Name: Property Analysts, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

7

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient availabte 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
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
. Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
. 151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Total 10

/ Program Director

Date:

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

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:

Titlééogram Director

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
e B No outstanding unresolved agreemem dxsputes >3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. . _ .
Performance o Tlmeimess score from performance database. = 0 15 o
e _Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * U 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 R
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do L
Work :—_ o Avaﬂabll:ry of more than a adequate capacny that results in added value to INDC INDOT o1 1 20 20
e ~ Adequate uate capacity to meet the : schedule 0
Insufficient available ca capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expemse and resources identified, 0 15 o
- _____ . forreqdservices for value added benefit] 2
- . eee o eeeew . _Experiseand resourcesat appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. 3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complex ity, type, su subs, decumentation skills.
o " Demonstrated expenén&g in s_1mllar lilar type a_nd Eo&p_le_x:ﬁx -"_- _~2_:— 2 5 10
. _ _Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'f 0 -
- e o o Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
L _ - Insufficient experience] -3 | | .
i Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_]ect Management from database. * 0 s 0
Approeach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT caost and/or time savings. o
Project o ._ . _ Highlevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
— . ___ _Highlevel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 1 10 10
& i e —..__ . Basicunderstandingofthe Project] "0
Lack of project understanding | -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ .
T T T Within 5 mi | 2
. L . . 16 to 50 mi. 1
o e o 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
I T 15110500 mi| -1
L L - _ Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded 2 agreements non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 40

1/26/2006




onsultant Name: Beam Longest & Neff

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

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:

Ti{eérogram Director

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database. * Lo 15 | 0
B Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database — * L =
B Quality/Budget score on all INDQT 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
T Ad—equate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
T Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications T Demonstr;t_é&:;\aﬁ; e;(_pér.ti;e and resources identified] T
. o 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
T L Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
) Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
. Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
‘ Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managcmcnt from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
. High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
e _ ____ Basicunderstanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. T
o . Wwithin 15 mi, 2
_______ T 16wsomi] 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 )
) L ___151to 500 mi. -1
T __ T _ . Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Ighted Total 10

Date:

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

X,

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight ] Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
L No outstanding unresclved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Histerical Performance. _ N R
Performance e Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 L
o 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
Capacity of Evaluztion of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work " Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuls in added valne w INDOT| 1 " | 0 20 0
- . Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable, T T
Qualifications Demonstrated unique exBertise and resources identified 2 15 30
e for req'd services for value added benefit| _2__
e _ __Expertise and resources at appropriate level.] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
D ___Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
oo _ Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experience -3
B Historical Performance of Firfﬁ';?roject N!a;aﬁg‘gment from database{  * 0 "5
Approach to _llx_@_ej_s@gp_dlﬂg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings. o
Project . Highlevel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
h_-__ 4 :_}-iigh level of understanding and/or viabte inovﬁve_id_ey?posed. 1 1 10 10
-« -—— __ .. Basicunderstanding of the Projects 0
Lack of project understanding., -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~ o .
T _ Within1smi| 2
. T TG0 s0mi]
. . R ___51to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
__ __ 151 t0500mi| -1
e e Greaterthan S00mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
eighted Total 50

74

L

Tifle* Program Director
1/26/2006

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

sonsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description:Statewide Appraisin
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
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 INDQT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefity 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in simifé@g and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative te project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firns -3
Welfihted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
| P g

Ti%/

Date:

s-Program Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No.30

Consultant Name: Governmental Appraisal Service, Inc__ Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e _
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 18 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
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. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demenstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level} 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10

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

- Experience in different type or tower complexity.] -1

Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0

Approach to Understanding and Inngvation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0

Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3

—_—

Location Location of assigned stafT to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi,| 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

§1 to 150 mi, 0

151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waighted Totali 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:
an p Y Judg g

Ti rogram Director

ate:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Consultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Apprraisal Co. Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {[Score Weight [ Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Dispates. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on ail 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, Y
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |[value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager 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 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Fimn's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understandin_g_and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Projeet High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 S 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
ighted Tofal| 10

Tit

rogram Director

Date:

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: HNTB Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraisin

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight §Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 o
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
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 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added ’
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 s 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experiencey -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database.| * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project B High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
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 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: B
[~

Titlg;
Date:

rogram Director

1/26/2006




_onsultant Name:Jay Real Estate Services

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

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

Ti

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 4] 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o (5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3 .
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandingy -3
Location Laocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
j o — Within15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
FTTRCT T

V W
¢ Program Direclor

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Kovachevich & Company, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

Weighted]

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old, -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database.]  * 0 15 _ 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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 resulis in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unigue expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ¥ 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or vieble inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 ¢
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Tilg g

Date:

//h(sd Total| o}

A <

rogram Director

1/26/2006




J Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30
sonsultant Name: Susan M. Neal Services Description:Statewide Appraisin
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 rmos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance 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, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
i Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
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 o
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience. -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 35 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/¢r time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
. i Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
_ Withinlsmi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi., 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi.| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Waelghted Totall 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Titj¢” Program Director
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Matt L. Nepote

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Weighted]

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 catcgories. Signed:

Ti

Date:

Program Director

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database| 0 i5 ¢
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Quazlifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 s 30
for req'd services for value added benefit{ 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.|  -I
Insufficient experience| -3
- Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 3 0 I.
Appreoach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. [
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totall 65

1/26/2Q008




Jonsultant Name: Newlin JohnsonCompany, Inc

Seiection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT wark 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
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
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
o Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. !
_ 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 t0300mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Titl

Date:

rogram Director

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Weighted

See guidelines for

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

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Tit]eé{

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 13 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
_ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
] Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. vﬁ__ _
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for reqd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexit;'. 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
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi{ -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weigfited Total|n 10

/

/Ly

=4

ram Director

1/26/2006




onsultant Name: RWS South, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

Category - |Seoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * ¢ 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
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Wark Availability of more than adeq_uale capac—i—t;&ét_mults in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
' Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi]” 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi,| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Woighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: / ("]
Titlg: Program Director
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Terzo Bologna. Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasc. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performarnce database. * 0 10 ¢
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 1o INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o
. 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 0 10 0
o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to S00mif -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criterta.

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

Titl
Date:

7 Program Director

ighted Total

1/26/2006




Sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appralsing

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:

Titleém/gram Director

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 ¢
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 5 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
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. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, Y
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
T Within 1Smi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
1510500 mi| -1
___Greaterthan S00 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 40

Date:

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Consultant Name: Vale Appraisal Group

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

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:

Titl

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale jScore Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. "
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 i5 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
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work h— Availability of more than adequate capacity that vesults in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.]- 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 10
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding | -3
Location Location of assigned stafT to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
* 16 to 50 mi. 1
~ 51t0150mi] 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
Weighted Total 10

Brogram Director

1/26/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

~onsultant Name: Appraisers, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Scere Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old| O 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mes. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance. e
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
e 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
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availabi[igy of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
_ . Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. B
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for veq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3

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

Demonstrated ex;ie;énce in similar ti;_)e and comﬁigiisz_. __2_ _ 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown inresume'y 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3 1.
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database. v 0 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic und-erstandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding,] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
CwithiniSmi} 2
T 161050mi| 1
_ Slto150mi| 0 0 5 0
L 15110500 mi] -t
__Greater than 500 mi. -2
" For 100% state funded ag aEemenB non-Indiana firms.}] -3
Walghted 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: 7

Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Appraising Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraisin

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
. Y _No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputeé > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Cutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . .
Performance o _ _'_I‘l_mehness score from performance database, * 0 s 0
e Qual:rleudget score on similar wark from performance database. * 0 15 _ 0 _
Ouahty/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 ____ __Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value 1o INDOT| | 0 20 0
e L Adeq_u_aE 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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated 1 umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o o N __forreqd services for value added benefit] 2
— . .. .Expertise and resources at appropriate level { 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
e ... Demonstrated expenenc; in s:mllartype and compléx;ry T2 2 5 10
e I;:Spfnence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’| 0
ee - eieee . .. ....__Experiencein different type or Jower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
" "Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ccTﬁanaggmem fromdatabase] * | 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _ .
Praoject L _ _High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
T .. ____High level of understanding : andlor viable | inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
L e Basrc understandmg of the Projecty Q0
] ‘Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o R
_ i L . __ _ __ Within 15 mi. 2
- - - 16t050mif |
e Slto150mif o | o0 5 0
T T T T T S 10500 mi)
_ e N Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funLEreemems non-Indiana firms| -3
Woeighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

/Consultant Name: Property Analysts, Inc. _Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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 resulis in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 Y 16 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 t0o 500 mi.| -t
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed%"_
Tule: A2 PP BT

Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc.

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

30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. L . 0
No outstandmg unresolved a; agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
T Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. o o e I
Performance . __Trmelmess score from performance database * 6 p 15 | 0O
o Quahty/Budget score on similar work “from performance database  * ) 15 REN
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 _ Avarlabmty of more than adequate g_ipacny that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
:__ e : Kd_equate capaaa-u; meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technlcal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expmisé and resources identified 5 15 30
L e forreqd services for value added benefit. 2
L L o Expernse and resources at appropriatelevelf 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
______ e Demonsﬁga};ﬁenér_lcﬁc;l’sﬁx_mil‘; t;pe and complexity.} 2 __-_ 5 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
) _ Insufficient experience} -3} |
Historical Performance of Firm's PmJect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project P High level of understandmg and vi iable i inovative ideas prggo_sed 2
- ; ) ngh level of understandmg and/or vi able inovative ideas proposed. T : i 10 10
e Basrc understandmg of the Project] O
“Lack of p project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relativetoproject. | |
e _ _WihiniSmif 2
L e e } 16 to 50 mi. 1
o S " Slwotsomi| 0 | o0 5 0
- _ o _ R 151t0 500 mi.| -1
- T ) Greater than 500 mif 2
For 100% state funded agreements S, non-Indiana fims) -3

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Weighted Totall 85|

s

1/26/2006




/Consultant Name:; Beam Longest & Neff

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

.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Welight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o S 0
. No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old| 0 20 Y
- Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. e R R
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 9
:_—_ — . ____Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/BudEet 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 Kia-ila{t')iiity _of:rriof_e than -aae:q;a'te.capaci;'y-that'msulls in added value to INDOT] 1 0 20 0
____.___: '_" —“:‘“ o Adeqdate cz;pacny to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque experhse and resources identified]
0 15 0
e for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
e _ Expertise and resources at appropriate level = 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted abitity to manage the profect, based on: experience in size,
cumplexity, type, subs, dncu mentation skills.
e " Demonstrated expenencé 1T1s_|n1ﬂ'c-1r_t):p;an—d Ec;m;l—exny. 2 2 5 10
R Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
o " Insufficient experience, T3
. " "7 "' Historical Performance of Firm's PrDject Management from database  * o s 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |} o
Projeet i ___Highlevel of 1 understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding anc and/or viable movatlve ideas proposed., | 1 10 10
e _ Ba&ggnderstap_dgg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ .
LU T whinIsmilt 2T
_ ) _ - el lotoS50mig 1
s S110150mi) 0 0 3 0
151 to 500 mi} -1
T T T T T Greater than S00mi 2
‘For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date:

1/26/2006

Weighted Totali 20




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer Services Description: Statewide Appraising )
Category Scoring Criteria Seale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * ¢ 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. 1 0 20 0
Adegquate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resonrces & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 0 i5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
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.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity., -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed) 2
T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. ]
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
: Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

Weighted Totall 10}

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No.30

Zonsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description:Statewide Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¥ 0 10 0
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. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |[value or efficiency to the deliverable, L
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources{ -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skitls.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 3 5 10
. 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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viabie inovative ideas proposed. 2z
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi/| 0 0 5 0
- 1510500 mi| -)
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
. Waelghted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:  1/26/2008




Consultant Name: Governmental Appraisal Service, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Weighted '

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 ¢
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * | 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
i Basic understanding of the Project, o
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
. 51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 95
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




jonsultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Apprraisal Co.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance. .
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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. 1 1] 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications ) Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 2 5 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
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, decumentation skills.
- Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Locatlon Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 ) 4]
151t0 500 mi,| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Towil 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date: 1/26/2006

UL g gl




Consultant Name: HNTB Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraisin 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:

Title:

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req’d services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and cornplexity. 2 3 5 10
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. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of u;gstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms) -3
Waeighted Totai] 50,

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

/Consultant Name:Jay Real Estate Services _ Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
T No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT wotk from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 - 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
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

for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar t)_'p;e;d complexity. 2 2 5 10

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

_ Expetience in different type or lower complexity] -1

Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0

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

Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
. ___:—_—“ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10

 Basic understanding of the Project, 0

Lack of project understanding] -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 10 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
L L Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weightad Totall 451

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 %%‘
Title: £Z é _72 &M

Date:  1/26/2006




Consuitant Name: Kovachevich & Company, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 Y
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 — Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
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
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
. Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity | 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity]  -|
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database.| * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
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 0 5 0
151 to 500 m.| -1
Greater than 500 mil -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Waeighted Total| 0}

1/26/2006
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‘onsultant Name: Susan M. Neal

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from pesformance database. 0 15 ¢
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database.| 15 0o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personne¢l 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) 1 0 .20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technlcal expertise: Unique Resourees & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Insufficient experience|] -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 0 10 0
. . Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
5] to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 0

N
LL s

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Matt L. Nepote

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 ¢
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 1 15 15
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
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]] 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity,| 2 z 5 10
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. * 0 5 0 I.
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
T Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. . Within [Smi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to SO0 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements. non-indiana firms} -3
Woeighted Total| _____25]

LE Ut

1/26/2006




sonsultant Name: Newlin JohnsonCompany, Inc

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising _

Categary Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Waork Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
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.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
" Demonstrated experience in similar Qﬁe and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Histarical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatlen that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi] -1
. Greater than SO0 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.} -3
Waighted Total 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date:

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

See guidelines for

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Scare Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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, | 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. ¢ 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources,| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding_ and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. ] 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi.] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
‘ Weighted Totall____ 10

Title:

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % 2,2 Z % é

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

: Consultant Name: RWS South, Inc. Services Description:Statewide Appraising
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 unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database,| * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 i5 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 Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 _ 1 20 20
_ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified, 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate leveld 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar typ; and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’,
. Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
e Insufficient experience -3
. " "7 """ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database., * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time  savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 ! 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project{ 0
Lack of project understanding,, -3
Lecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
o ___Sito150mi, 0 0 5 0
_ 151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Waeighted Total 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, ltem No.30

Consultant Name: Terzo Bo!ogna, Inc

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criterla Scale [Score Weight [ Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than'3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 ; 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm’s Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.} 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
. S _ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.{ -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
_ __ Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
_ 151 t0 500 mi.f -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3 _
Waeighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ,
Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No.30

sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale ]Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding untesolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
o 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
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’'s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Wark - _Availahility of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0

for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
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.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2

' Expertence in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 2 ] 10
__________ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experiencef -3
. Historical Performance of_Fi_nn's Project Managggcnt from database. * 0 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 proposed. 1 0 10 0
o _Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
_ 16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi,| 0 0 5 0
- _ — _ __ 1510500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Vale Appraisal Group

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description:Statewide Appraising

%,

Category [Seoring Criteria Scale [Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.] -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * ¢ 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
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 resulis in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 .20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
A Expertise and resources at appropriate {evel. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources,] -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * ¢ 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B ' Within 1S mi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
_ 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 ) 0
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 30
See guidelings 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:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

/Consultant Name: Appraisers, Inc Services Description: Statewide Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, o 20 0
Ouitstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old] -3
Past Histarical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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 resulis in added value 1o INDOT, 1 0 20 0
e Adequate capacity 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. . -
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0

for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level,
Insufficient expertise andfor resources.| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complexit—)7 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
B Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
‘ . Historical Performancc of Firm’s Pro1ect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost tand/or time savings. 1
Project High level of understanding and viable i inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable movatlve ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
e e e ——— Pasxc understandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date: 172612006 ¢/




Consultant Name: Appraising Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.30

Services Description: Statewide Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
J No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * O 10 0
Capacity of Evaluatien 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, i 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Techaical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Praject Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 1]
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
- Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
. 16 to 50 mi, ]
51 10 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firns| -3 .
Weighted Total 40,

1/26/2006




