RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for Item No. 33
Item Title Southern Region Appraising, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 3

Member 1 | Member 2 | Member 3| Miember §
Robert James Kevan Robert | Member 5| Weighted Scores .
Consultants Anderson| Crall McClure { Souchon | Name Totai Ranking
Bartlett & Assoc. 10 40 70 95 215 1
|Governmental Ap 10 30 85 80 215 2
Misner & Assoc 10 80 30 80 ' 180 3
m l B js 70 471 - 4
[Fober Bommer— 3 0 95 —365— 5
MDD Hazelting 20. 10 £0. 30 _ —8
Traynor & Assoc. 10 40 30 80 160 — 7]
0 10 45 70 -8,
Beam, Longest 10 10 20 75 15 ]
Dennison Co. 10 10 20 70 110 10
HNTB 10 10 50 40| 110 11
Robert Sanders 10 10 10 80 110 12
Newlin Johnson 10 10 10 70 100 13
RWS South Q 10}- 40 40 80 14
Appraising In. 10 10 10 40 70 15
[Susan M. Neal 10 10 0 40 80 _ 16
Terzo Bologna 0 0 20 20 40 17
Appraiser's Inc, ) 0 0 0 0 0 18
0
1]
0
0
0
[¥]
0
0

Scoring Team Léader Signature;

Tile: 08 /770 atfpteei
Date: é—ezéz
Central Office Selection Committee Action:

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

[0 selection of the proposed top ___ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked
firms approved, in order, as alternates.

[g' Selection of the top 3_ ranked firms is approved as indicated above after elimination of Y indicated
firms for the reasons noted below. The next 2 ranked firms are approved, in order, as alternates.

O setection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons
noted below.

No Y S 6 Ao & wWHE NoT Seteerd Dug To CAHCHTY.

ic unity Director

Date:%@ 7

Planning Director
Q L

te:_2/u/ve




~onsultant Name: Appraisers, Inc,

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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. Signe

Title/zlgfw el

1/26/2006

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes QOutstanding 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. 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 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
_ 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
L _ e 5110 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
) —151tos00mi -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3
Weighted Total [4]




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.33

~onsultant Name: Appraising Indiana Services Description: South Reglon Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, _ L 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. _ i _
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 de
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT | I 0 29 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
L 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] -t

‘ 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. B
. Within 15 mi. 2
16 to'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 firms, -3
Woeighted Total| ~ 10

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. ;g % ; i.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
rag S
Title: /ng/ﬁlm %‘te’%«k

7
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

~onsultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc. Services Description: South Region 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
C_)Etandi_ng unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old,| -3
Past Historical Performance, . o
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
o Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 Is 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.
ljé;l;onsn‘ated;xpeﬁence in similar t_}"pe and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'| 0
A __Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
‘ o o 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
L 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. _
e . __Within 15 mi 2
B 16 to 50 mi, 1
. 51 to 150 mil 0 0 5 0
- 15110 500mif -1
T T Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3

Woightod Total__10]

7

Titie:fa%/z,m «Cﬂa rcrg,%’r'

Date: 12612006

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




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.33

sonsultant Name: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC Services Description: South Region AppraisinL !
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
B 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 l;‘rpe and complexity. 2 2 5 10
- Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. T Insufficient experience. -3 e .
Historical Performance of Firm's Proje-ct 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 0 10 0
Basic understarEl'ing of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15mi| 2
- ] '_ j _ 7 T letosomi] 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
Weighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. (7 :% ; j
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe
Title: éo? Vo) ‘er'g é/‘

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

~onsultant Name: Robert C. Bommer Services Description: South Region 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 15 Y
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*th-a? results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adeguate 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 teo the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
_ _ 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.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 s 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 Praéa_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
i " THigh level of understanding and/o[_vi—al)—lg_lTrEative 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
T _ T l6rosomi} 1
' T Slwisomi o0 | o 5 0
e 1510 500mi| -1
B ; “—: ___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. Z, Z ;g 3 ; f
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: gﬁM y I”FCCﬁV
7/

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

~onsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description: South Region Appraising

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
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database) — * | 0 5 1 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-r.hat results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
L L Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -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
L 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: experierice in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

T Demommmiepeine i vremdomed 2| 2 | s | 1o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' Insufficient experience} -3 ..
T Historical Performance of Firm's f’i‘()jecl 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 ¢
N _ . _Basic understanding of the Project. 0
B Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
T T T 51t 150mi| 0 0 5 0
R 151 to 500 mi) -1
— " Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Waeighted Totall 10|

Sec 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: ﬂqu z ;4&& ¥
7

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

sonsultant Name: Governmental Appr. Services, Inc. Services Description: South Region Ap praising

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. 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,

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 9 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’| O
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
‘ Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Fim;s_];;ojecl Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project L High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
T Egh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, T ¢ 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. e
Within 15 mi, 2
. o 16 to 50 mi. 1
_ e 51 to 150 mi. ] 0 5 0
151t0500mi| -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. Signe

Titte: £ Lhoretoy
Date: 3/2612006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.33

~onsultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appraisal Co. Services Description: South Region Appralsing

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. * 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 ]
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 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 1o
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,| l
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Wolghted 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: - L
4 < !
Title: /2700 post ﬂr@c%t/

Date: 166/2006




<onsultant Name: Newlin-Johnson Co., Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale eriteria.

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ) 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. _
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0o
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 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
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.
Demonstrated cxperieﬁc_e_in_s}milar 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
d 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, 0o_
Lack of project understandin}. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
o 16to50mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 t0 500 mi.| -1
_____ e Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 —
Waeighted Total 10

Title:/foqr&m W’f—‘aftr
7

1/26/2006

Date:




Consultant Name: RWS South

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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 Histerical Performance. } _
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0o
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 Auvailability 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. 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 exp_ef'ignc'e. 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. c
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. L L
= e . Within 15 mi. 2
] o 16to50mi| 1
- Slto150mi|] © 0 5 0
151to 500 mi) -1
_ Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Welghted Total 0
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Py
= L
Title: 27 %"ﬂdi’
Date: __ 1/26/2008




—onsultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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 Juag

Title:

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. L]
T No cutstanding 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 adcql-;atc 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 2 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 benefir. 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, * ¢ 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or ' time savings.
Project L High level of understanding and viable ingv@e 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
. ___ 16t0 50 mi/ 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
- R . o _I51to500mi| -1
j ) 7 Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Welghted Total 10

-

éra? sger irelhor
1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

sonsultant Name: Terzo Bologna, Inc. Services Description: South Region 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 atl 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 Technieal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficlency 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 ¢xperience in similia—r*t;peﬁ_and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. o . B Insufficient experience| -3
) Historical Performance of Firm's Pr&}gct- ManaEe}cht from database. * 0 5 0
Approeach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time saving_&
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
I High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
B Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. i
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 firms. -3
Weighted Total' 0

Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Titlet g potom LA e e

Date: {/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc.  Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight § Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ~ L 0
- o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. ) e 3 _ .
Performance | Timeliness score from performance database]  * 0 15 0
_ o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database  * 0 15 o
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 Avallablhty of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to 1ND_O_T b 0 20 0
_ o Adequate capacity to ‘meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficieney to the deliverable. e .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o 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,
comple)uty, type, subs, documentation skills.
) _ _ Demonstrated eT(pénence .m.;n;l;r type—a?la com-p‘lexny 2 2 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, ¢
________ _ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. ~ __ _____Insufficient experience. -3 L
) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemem from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding ana_\;;l—ﬂé_movatwe ideas proposed 2
. o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
o e Baswunderstandmgofthe Project] 0
' Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
o o o WithinISmi} 2
L _ . 16to50mi] 1
_ o __51to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
- 1510500 mif -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. Q
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: % 4 m
Date:  1/26/2006




consultant Name: Appraisers, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraisin

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
— — ___No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. o o o n o _ .
Performance L Timeliness score from perfonnance database. * 0 i3 0
Quality/B udget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capaclty of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work :::_ _ﬁvglaklhty of more than adequate capacuy sity that results in added value to INDOT i 0 20 0
. Adeguate capacny 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 umqu_é expertise and resources identified
0 15 0
L _ for req'd services for value added benefit, _
. e _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,
complexny, type, subs, documentation skills.
S Demonstrated experience in sxmllar type and—com‘aextty :__ £ 0 5 0
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
. e Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
. . Insufﬁment experience. -3
T " Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database|  * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. . _‘
Project o __ ___Highlevel of understanding and viable movatlve ideas proposed. 2
T ngh Ievel 6f understanding and/or viable inov movanvq ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
o o __Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
e e s Within 1S mi 2
. _ o 16t050mif 1
- e T siwisomi| o | o 5 0
o o B o 151t0500m1. .
_ _ B . ‘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:

/

Weighted Totali 0

Lt
T Program Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , tem No.33

wonsultant Name: Appraising Indiana Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Sceore
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. _ e ) 0
No outstanding unresolv;a;gregmént dlsputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes morc than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. L . _
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
Work B Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valuew 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. i
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
____ o 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 expe?ience in similar tzrpeuand complexity, 2 2 5 10
_ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. T lnsumeent experience, = I S
Historical Performance of Firm's Proy:ct Managemem 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 ngh level of understanding and/or— v;ﬁé ;novatlve ideas proposed, T _- 0 10 0
: —‘-_____ _ _— . ' o _" _ __gg_s_w undersl:andmg ofthe he Project] 0 |
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. L

N _ " Within 15 m1 2]
T T T 16w0s0mi| 1

51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0

15110500 mi| -1

" Greater than 500 mi/ | 2

For 100% state funded zigreements non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Totali 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: _

~"Program Director

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.33

~onsultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc, Services Description: South Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. A1 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 _ o Timeliness score from performance database. o 15 1 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 ca]-aacity 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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. . . o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expeniée and resources identified 0 15 o
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.
. L Demonstrated expe_l:ience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience] -3
T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
Project _ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
i _—:~_ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
— e _._______ basicunderstandingofthe Project] 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
— Within 15mi| 2
T esomi| 1
M_ T T slwl1s50mi| 0 0 5 0
151 t0500mif -1
e T TTrTm T Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totall 40
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: é #

[
T%rogram Director

Date:  1/26/2006




Zonsultant Name: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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:

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . L 0
No outstanding unresolved égreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old, -3
Past Historical Performance. o o o
Performance L 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
Wark _K—vailability of more than adeql.l_a;a*pa-éit}_ that r;ilt;_l; added value to INDOT. L N 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,
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.
o Demonstrated experience in simila—r&pe_and complexity| 2 2 5 10
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0_
B Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
" Historical Performance of F}rgl';ﬁ‘bjeah;[;nagement 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 o e .. ... Basicunderstanding of the Projecty 0
Lack of project understandingd -3
Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
_ . Within 15 mi. 2
B T 16tes0mi| 1
j ] - sto1somi] o | 0 5 0
Y -  15110500mi| -1
L e Grcater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firmsj -3
Walghted Total 10

* Program Direclor

1/26/2006




consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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 ] . o
Performance _ Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
. B 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 B
Work Auvailability of more than adequate capacuy 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 » 15 30
_ . __ forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
o . __ ____ Expertise ard 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, documentation skills.
e ______Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexlty. 2 2 5 10
_ Expcnence 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 ﬁ;nagemem 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
. ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. o 1 10 10
e Basic understandmg of the Projectd{ 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o )
. e _ Within 15 mi. 2
] T Tiewsom| 1
. L 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
e o “Greater than 500 mi.] -2
For 100% state funded agy 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:

Tit

Date:

Woaightad Yotal| 50

rogram Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No.33

Consultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes.’ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. ‘
Performance . L Timeliness score from performance database] R . 15 o0
o Quahtleudget 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 Evaloation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work B Availability of more than adequate capac?y-ﬁl_al?éaﬁs—iﬁﬁed value 1o INDOT, 1 0 20 0
. o Adequate 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. e e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identificd] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources S at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.y -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexuty, type, subs, documentation skllls
e o Demonstrated expenence in s_lr_r_x_l_lzg g?pa;'d-caoa];l_éxny 2 2 5 10
L Experience in similar type and complexity shown inresume’}) 0
- . Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
‘ Insufficient experience -3
T Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. 1
Project __ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
_ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 6
. Basicunderstanding of the Project. 0
) Lack of project understandin_g. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o R
D o WxthmlSml |1 .2
) e o ___; T 16 to 50 mi. 1
— o 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
. _ _ 1510500 mi.| -1
o ) Greater than S00mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Date:

Weighted Total]____10

L

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

Program Dlrector

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Zonsultant Name: Governmental Appr. Services, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Quistanding 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 o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0o |_15 0
quali:yIBudget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 _ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database,| * 0 16 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ' .: Availa_bil-i-t;;m);e_ than adequate capacityt_hTresults 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. . o j
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 0 15 0
i B - 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 similar type and comple_x_i_ti 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown jin resume’y 0
) Experience in different type or lower complexity. -l
. Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovaticn 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 und—é;szanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
—— S Within 15 mi. 2
—_ o 16 to 50 mi. 1
R S1to150mi| O 0 S 0

15110500 mi] -1

-_.-. — - e Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Welghted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

rogram Director




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , [tem No.33

sonsultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appraisal Co. Services Description: South Region 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 0o
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 INDQOT, 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. N '
Qualifications Demonstrated uniaue expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
- Expertise and resources at appropriate fevel, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar tyfne 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 Inncvation 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
- B 16t050mi| 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. Signed: %
Tlt!e(’( ram Dlrector

Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Newlin~Johnson Co., Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.33

Services Describtion: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 ¢
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . L
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 ta do . ; L
Work Availability of more than adequate capacityinil results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
3 ~ 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 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 skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type an 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/er time savings.
Project . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding ¢ and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. L 0 10 0
o . e Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
T 77 77 Lackof project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
L — } Within [5mif 2
o R L 1610 50 mi. I
_ 51 to 150 mi.! 0 0 5 0
e 151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agrcemems. 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. Signed:

Titlé
Date:

rogram Director

1/26/2006




Jonsultant Name: RWS South

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes QOutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement d:sputes >3mos.old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes mor¢ than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. 0 13 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 aaequa:e c-z_i-p-mcity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequatc 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
i L o for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
L o ~____Expenise and resources at appropriate level]| 0
B Insufficient exy 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.
L Demonstrated expenengc_{n 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, o
‘ Insufficient experience| -3 )
T Historical Performance of Firm's P_l:o—ject Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project ngh -lév—e'l 'o;“ un_d'erstandmg and viable inovative ideas propdsed 2
. ngh level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 16 0
i L _____ Basicunderstanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o ]
____ B ‘ T within15mi| 2
' T o __l6wosomil |
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
i T 15110500mif -1
o ; T 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:
gn P! 3 Juag; g 8 ol

Weighted Total_____ 10}

Title: Program Director

Date:

1/26/2006




3onsultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. = . 0
___No outstandmg unresolved agreemem dlsputes >3mos.old] O 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. .
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 s 10
- _Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 o
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 L
Work T Avallabxluy ‘of more than adequate capacny_th'at' };Ens in a added value to INDOT '___ 4 0 20 0
_ Adequate capacxty to meet the schedule. L
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -
Team’s Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o . )
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 is 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
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, decumentation skilis.
o _ Demonstrated experience in similar type ar and complexuy 2 2 5 10
. __._ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'} 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity} -1
. o - Insufficient experience. -3 _
T Historical Performance of Firm's P-I'oject Management from database. * 0 5 Q
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
Project High level of understanding and viable | movanve ideas proposed 2
_ High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. o1 0 10 0
o o _____ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. R
‘ ___ Within1Smif 2
o . o 16wS0mif 1
L S5lt0150mi}] 0 0 5 0
T T Cistwesoomi) TN
__;_‘ ,—_ e ___ Greaterthan 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




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

consultant Name: Terzo Bologna, Inc. Services Description: South Region 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
Cutstanding 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 Aveﬁ;l;lity of more than adeq:;m—::-apacity -t-hgt results in added value to INDOT, 1 6 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,
_ o Expertise and sesources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated &};cri'—eﬁcc in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
e _Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
. Experience in different type or lower complexity, -1
. . L . _ . ___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 proposedy 2
T ”——-Higthél Sﬁzﬁa—efsw{di‘ng and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. | 0 10 0
. o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff {o office relative to project.
o __ T withintSmi| 2
I, 16 to 50 mi. 1
L e Sltols0miy 0 0 5 0
I o . 151 to 500 mi -1
e Greaterthan 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana fims -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:
Ti
Date:  1/26/2006

7 Program Director




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Consultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc.  Services Description: South Region Appraisin

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
i No outstandmg unresolved agrcement dlsputes > 3 mos old .0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old! -3
Past Historical Performance. I .
Performance o ) Timeliness score from performance database., * 0 15 0
. . Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 o
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 capactty /that resulls 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 identificd] 0 i5 0
e ___for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at Eppropriate 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, documentatlon skills.

" Demonstrated experience in similar type e and ¢ complcxlty 2 5 5

:-_:____ B :____ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 10
F—: _ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience.] -3 ]
] Historical Performance of Firm's E&;Managemem from database. * 0 s T o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project _____ Highlevel of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
T H:gh level of understanding z;r;d_/;; 'v1a-l;l-c ;c;vanve ideas proposed o 1 10 10
- . . o “Basic undcrstandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o B
“d Within 15 mi. 2
’ 16 to 50 mi, 1
o o S5lto150mi] 0 0 5 0
- T 15110500 mi] -1
: ”_; i _'Q_rg:aterthanSOOml 2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms} -3
Weighted Total 40

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

* Program Director




Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 , item No.33

'éonsultant Name: Appraisers, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraisin

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e o L 0
___ No outstanding unresolved agrcemcnt disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. _ e .
Performance _ Timeliness scor¢ from performance database. * 0 15 0
______ _____ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database| * 0 5 1.9
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 1]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personael and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work ] Avaﬂnbthty v of more than adequ;;. ca—p‘;_mt'y fh_al results i ln 1 added value o INDOT, - 0 20 0
T . Adequatc capacny to meet the sche_dule 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 expamse > and resources identified 0 15 0
- . __.___ .. forreqdservices for valuc added benefitf 2 _
o . . Expertise and resources at appropriate level]
B Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
comp!exlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
o ) . Demonstrated ex-;;e_r-lencc in 51m11ar-typan~a Eax:n;le;t; '_—th_ 0 5 0
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
- - ) Insufficient nt experience] -3 o
"~ """ " Histerical Performance of Firm's Prcgect Méx::ageh'kent 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 i inovative ideas proposed 2
- _“.* ngh level of understanding anél’/or viable in movanve 1deas proposed| 1 0 10 Y
o _“ _-: i B%lCﬂléE@El(iTg g of the  Project. o
) Lack of project undemwn@g -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L L L Within 15 mi. 2
. ’ - T lwosomil 1
R 1YY s I B I
- T 151twos00mif -l
j_—____r ‘_—: __'______‘ _ __:__ o 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: % 2% %
Tit]c:: &22 fé%ﬁ & 2“8: 4
Date:  1/26/2006




Sonsultant Name: Appraising Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising_

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. - 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dxsputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. _ o e
Performance Timeliness score from performance database] ~ * 0 13 0
_ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database — * 0 15 o
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 o _AﬁﬂTmila__@pE— than adequate capacxwaét-gdlm in ad&e_d_ y_ﬂue _to_]NP}‘)T. : -_l__: 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insefficient 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 expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
L for req'd services for value added benefitf 2
L o Expertise and resources at appropriate levell 0
o i 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 expeﬁer?c?iﬁ similar type and complexity. 2 3 5 10
e _ Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
. Insufficient experience] -3 .
T 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 1novat|ve ideas proposed 2
— e High level of understanding and/or viable in 1novat|v_§_l§1_gas proposed 1 0 10 0
L L _ . __ Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
— ~ ] - Within ISmi| 2
- T 161050mi| 1
T T sltersomi] 0 0 5 0
] T 15010500 mi] -t
. ~ __— ; L ) T -——G—rc;tcr than 500 mi. -2
i "For 100% state funded agreements, ts, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total] 10

Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title
Date:

Keoll Fdols Wonagn.

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale critenia.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
2! P! Yy judg g & 24

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 o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 a
_ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 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‘c_:{;;a—cn_yaat results in added value to INDOT) 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
T Insufficient available capaﬁy to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o o _
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
. 2 15 30
_ for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
_ .. Expentise 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.
e ___Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Exggncnce in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
o Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
. o 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 tir tnme savings. i
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 t 10 10
o ) Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o - T T Withinismi| 2
. R 161050mij !
- - Sliols0mil 0 | O 5 0
_ ~ 151 1o 00 mi| -1
_ L Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, ;. non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 70

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33 .

Consultant Name: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC Services Description: South Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Wei_g_ht Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. ~ B
Performance N B Timeliness score from performance database.]  * 0 15 0o
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database, ¥ o |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 Avallabll:ty of more than adequate capactty that results in added value 1o INDOT; 1 0 20 0
_ dequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. . R
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o 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.
_ e Demonstrated experience in similar type_;rzi_cé-ﬁ)lexit)ﬁ 2 2 5 10
_____Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’y 0
. __ . _ . Experiencein different type or lower complexity| -1
. | Insufficient experience| -3
T Historical Performance of I:"Fn?P;oject Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ngh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
——_ L High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 1 10 10
T _:_ Basic understé&iigg of the Project. :_ 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
— ) i ____Within 15 mi. 2
B N ) 16 to 50 mi. 1
R _ i 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
i o L 151 to 500 mi. -1
T . ' . ) ’ '__' Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 -
Weighted TotalL____ZO

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! g f) Lol fraua s

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

~y

Gonsultant Name: Robert C. Bommer Services Description: South Region 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. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance e Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from ;;;rformance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. > o 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work — R Avaﬂabxhty of more than adequate capacny that Tesults i m added value 10 INDOT, 1 : 0 20 0
Adequate capacny 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 umque 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.
L Demonstrated ;x‘peﬁence in similar g;pe 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 ) o High level of understanding and viable movanve ideas proposed,| 2
T __‘ ’ H]gh level of understanding and!or v1ab]e movanve ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
) " Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
T T Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Lecation of assigned staff to office relative to project. '
B ~ Withinlsmi| 2
N L ~ 16ts0mi| 1
5110150 mi. 0 0 5 0
) 151 to 500 mif -1
. o L ) .. Greater than 500 mi) -2 _
For 100% state funded agreemems 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: /e

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Zonsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agrcement d:sputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Ouistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. _
Performance - o Timeliness score from | performance database. b0 |15 I 0o
e Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database] * | 0 f 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 —j jr;vallabihty ofmore Lhan adea;;e-capaclly that results i in. n added valueto INDOT] ~ 1 0 20 0
i e Adequate capacny 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. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o o for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
i o 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.

e Demonstrated e)—(;;rizﬁc;e Em—l_l; _typ~e and complexi’& 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
T """ Historical Performance of Firm ;?’@ma;agemcm from database. * I 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and lanovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project o _High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2 A
T T THighte igh level of understanding and/or vi viable inovative ideas | ]S_foposed: T ) 1 10 10
o e _I_Baglc understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. T R
T Withinlsmif 2
- - _ 161050mi| 1
- ) T 5110 150mi) 0 0 5 0
B i [51t0500mif -1

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

Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: p,Zﬁ

Date;  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

consultant Name: Governmental Appr. Servicas, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weigh; Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o . ] 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. e _
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, 1 10 10
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 capaci&gmeet 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. . o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
L 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.
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 experience] -3
B Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT ceost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
_-__ _ ) ___::_ Basic understa_r;:ling of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 2
e 16050mif 1
o L 51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
T T 510500 mif -1
B ——— :_ Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 95

Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: //7pg,ﬂ Mj /L(a,,m_,

1/26/2008

oA

Date:

0




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No.33

Consuitant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appraisal Co. Services Description: South Region Appraising

e

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agr agreement disputes >3 mos.old| O 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance, o R
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
o __ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Qualny/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
‘Work _ Ava:lablhty of more than adcquaw capaclly that resuhs 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 expemse and resources identified 2 5 30
. 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,
comp]exlty, type, subs documentation skills,
_________ —B'e.r.n—dn—s;—'aze—d_expenencg in similar type > and comy complexity, i —i_: 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
o _ B ___ Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience,| -3
© T 777" Historical Performance of Firm's Pifgj-e—ct_ Managemem from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. T 1 10 10
i 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
e i _ . __ l6t050mi) 1
_ _ i _5lto150mil 0 0 5 0
: _ i o 151t0500mi] -I
e - T Grcater than 500 mi. -2
" For 100% state funded a agrcemems non-Indiana firms, -3 |
Woelghted Total] 50

b

1/26/2006 a




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

ZSonsultant Name: Newlin-Johnson Co., Inc. Services Description: South Region 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 al] 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 ___Avaﬂabnluy of more than adequate capac1ty 1hat results in added valueto INDOT| 1 0 20 0
T Adequate capacity to | meet the schedule. o
e 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 Demonsirated unique expertise and resources identified 0 i5 o
R o _ for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
_h o i ______ Expertise and resources at apprapriate 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 slulls.
... .___ Demonstrated expenence in similar 1 type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
. e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
. e Experience in different type or lower complexity. -l
o o o Insufficient experience| -3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and lnnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
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 __Bas1c understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned stalf to office relative to project. |
_ L Within 15 mi. 2
o e . _MewsOmif 1
- ~ ' " Slwo1somij 0 | 0 5 0
o B e 151 to 500 mi. -1
- B ) :—" —-_—'___ o __t ' . Grcater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, nts, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waeighted 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:: &22 EZQZEé ﬁ“ =8“

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33
~onsultant Name: RWS South Services Description: South Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. =~~~ e 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3 i
Past Historical Performance. =~ L - . | ;
Performance ' o o Timeliness score from pcrformance database A L U N -
—: m—_ ~ Quahty/Budget score on similar work f{c_@‘perfonnance database o T L I
] Quahtleudget 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 acTeq—LT;te ca);ac;t’y that results \'rT added value 10 INDOT| T 1 20 20
- _— Adequate capacnty 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. e .
Qualifications Demonstrated u umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
I _ forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
e _Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
~Insufficient expertise and/or rescurces| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentatlon skills
_i ?_ . Demonstrated expenence in SI.rr;;lilr-t;pe and complcxlty _——. 2 2 5 10
o _Experience in S|m:lar "type _ar}g complexity shown in resume'y 0
e Qpir_lence in different type or lower complexxty T
‘ e Insufficient experience] -3 _ e
Historical Performance of Firm's | Pro;ect Managcmcm from database| > 0 5 1 o
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project _ o _.-i B Egﬁ level Pil_x@rst:;nﬁcj-l‘n“g _;ﬁcl-;l;b_[c inovative ideas pro-};o;cd 2
_' o ‘ Angh lev}l  of understanding and/or Qla_l_)le_n;c;réil've ideas proposed | 1 10 10
e e Basic un-dél_'sta;él-gg of the Project. '_‘__0____
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
T T mmisel] 3
. L e 161050 mi] 1
I e " 51to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
e m i e e e . 15110500mi) -1
e j Grcater than 500 mi| -2
“For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Woeighted Total] 40
Sce guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: &QZ £géé ﬂaz:z% 2
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Jonsultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria . Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ]
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
o ___ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance daiabase, * 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 .‘A;a_igl;i]-i-tj of more than adequate caEaEin 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
e __ forreq'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

) ;::l_iﬁperience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 2 . 10
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
. Insufficient experience.| -3
" Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 3 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 Y 0
‘ B . Basic understanding of the Project.] 0
T T e Lack of project:;derstanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
'  Withinlsmi| 2
t - o T -_ ' _16wsomif 1
ST T sitelsomi] 0 ] o 5 0
151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total 10

Title: Ko ) flateZe Mova 6“
Date:  1/26/2006 ’

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: W I )




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

_onsultant Name: Terzo Bologna, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria . Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
e No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance, i _
Performance . o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
: T 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 A:/;iﬁbility of more than adequate capacity that results in added \EE;E-IED&I: ——i_—:— i 20 20
— Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] ©
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.) 3
Team’s Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency tothedeliverable. =~ =~~~ =~~~ =~
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
o B » Expemse and resources at appropriate level, .
T S Insufficient expemse and/or resources, -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
i o o Demonstrated cxpenencc in glgwme and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
. s Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 |
. - e Insuff'ctentexpencnce -2 R R
X Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_|ect Management from database. * 0 ‘ 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. |
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed .
_High level of understanding and/or viable i movauve s ideas proposed| 1 0 10 0
:_ ) - Basic g'nderstandm_g of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
- L ~ Withini5smi] 2
L 16 to 50 mi. [
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0

o 151t0500mi{ -l
o _Greaterthan500mi,| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3

Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: W %
Title: EE :Z EZQ Zéé ZH_E“ 4 ﬁ“

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Jonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc. _Services Description: South Region 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 . o Timeliness scote 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 Evatuation 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 o INDOTY 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. i
Qualifications Demonstrated urﬁ]ue expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o ) 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.

o Demonstrated experience in similar type and comple;&;—yz 2 2 5 10
- Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityl -1 |
. ) Insufficientexperience| -3 |  } 0} .
Historical Performance of FFm_'SP_mje'c-tTdénaEcmem 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
—‘:—v T :‘ Fligh level of understana-i-r;é and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
o B ~ Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ _
e o Within 15 mi 2
. _ o 16 to 50 mi. i
___ . S 51t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi,| -1
- "7 " 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:

Title: $on | Fladi e bigzséﬁgz .
Date:  1/26/2006




- wonsultant Name: Appraisers, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraisin

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 Judg g

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
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 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
T 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
i i 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 simﬁr?y{ae 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 understan_ding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding,] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
_ o i 16 to 50 mi. 1
) - T sltol50mif 0 0 5 0
1510500 mid -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 0

1/26/2006




" onsultant Name: Appraising Indiana

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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.

Title:

Date:

1/26/2006

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. . 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 ¢
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. o .
Performance L . Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 _1s 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 B Avﬁﬁaﬁm‘of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 I 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. i _
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
o o _Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
T Insufficient expettise 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 expericﬁz:é E;_imﬂar typé—aﬁc:_on_'lp-le;cﬁ 2 3 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. :_ Insufficient experience -3 D
“Historical Performance of Finn‘-s*i’roject ﬁanaﬂcm from database]  * o | s 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. o
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
_ o . Basic understanding of the Project. 0
' ] Lack of project understanding] -3
Loacation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
| Within 15 mi. pA
_ - T Twswesomi| i
o 5110150mi] 0 0 5 0
. ISlws00mif
T T T T e Grter han 800 mi) 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms.] -3
Weighted Total 40




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

-ongultant Name: Bartlett & Associates, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. i 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. * 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 1 20 20
Adeq.u':;t—c: ?:apacity 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.
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
B Experience in different type or Jower complexity] -1
‘ Insufficient experience] -3
T 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 2 10 20
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
16t050mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi,|  -i
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Waeightad 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:  1/26/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No.33

—onsultant Name: Beam, Longest & Neff, LLC Services Description: Socuth Region Appraising
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Wenght 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. * 3 15 45
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 10 meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications 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. .
Dermonstrated experience in similar typ_; and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’,
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
T ) o Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o o
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi/ 0 0 5 0
L 151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Waighted Total] 75|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: 2,
Date:  1/26/2006




_onsultant Name: Robert C, Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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 Outstanding Agreement Disputes. L _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agrecmem dxsputes >3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. o _ -
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0o
. ____Quaiity/B udget score on similar work from performance database. * i 15 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T Avaﬂabllny of more than adequate capacnty that results in added value to INDOT ! i 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
[asufficient available capacity to mect 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
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 slulls‘ -
. Demonstrated expenence m similar type type and complex‘:t”y‘ __—_2_—_ __ 2 5 10
i . Expenence in similar type and complex1t>_' shown in resume’, 0
. _Experience in different type or lower complexuy -l
’ o Insuffici c:ent experience) -3} T T
" Historical Performance of Firm's Prolect 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 2
T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
_ . L L Basnc understandmg of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project, o 1
_____ T T wmnsmil 2
o 16t050mi 1
} 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
T - 15Lt0500mif -1
_ i L Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3
Weighted Total 95

7

Title:

Date:

/

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

" onsultant Name: Dennison & Company Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding 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. o B
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 5 0
Qua!ity/BudEetiorc 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 c;p:c-i—ly_tﬁat results in added value to INDOT 1 1 20 20
T Adqu{t_é-capacity to meet the schedule, 0
[nsufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o i o
Qualifications i Demonstrated unique expettise 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 expér—i-ence in similar type and complexity, 2 5 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
. Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
‘ L 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
: h High levei of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
: s Ej_asﬁrg?s-tanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
e s Within 15 mi. 2
L 16 to 50 mi. 1
_ T sitsomif 0 0 5 0
o ) 151 to 500 mi. -1
- Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total| 70|
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: / o /ﬂ 1,
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

_onsultant Name: Governmental Appr. Services, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Scare Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. o 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. ) _
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 : ) __“X\;aiaﬁil.it‘y— of mugemﬁaéquate capacity'tl—l_at_r&s-ﬁt;_i;;;;ldéd—\}ilue wINDOT] 1 1 20 20
T 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
o Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability te manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
T . Demonstrated experience in similar tyge 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 experiencey -3 R R
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach te Understanding and Innavation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings..
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
~ ___W_ :— i :Hi_gh levei of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed-. R 2 10 20
_________ -____* o Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to ) project. T
e .. \WithiniSmif 2
e . o C 16 t0 50 mi, 1
B 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
o ; . 15110500 mi] -1
o R _ Greater than S00 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Woeighted Total] 80
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: e
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.33

_onsultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appraisal Co. Services Description: South Reglon Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. a
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 results in added value to INDOT, 1 I 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 ’ 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 complexity. 2 3 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 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 2 10 20
- “_ . ____ Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative teo project.
L _ Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
~_Sttol50mi| © 0 s 0
151to500mif -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms) -3
Woeighted Total 80
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: |
Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




_onsultant N

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ame: Newlin-Johnson Co., Inc.

Item No.33

Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ . 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. od| 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] 3
Past Histerical 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 waork 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 capaclty ‘that results in ad_q_e_d El_ue 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 expertlse and resources identified 2 5 30
L 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,
comp]exity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. Demonstrated expenence in similar type and complcxlty. 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 |  _p |
T Hxstoncal fical Performance of Firm's Projecf ;’I_an%emem ¢ 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
B . Basic understanding of the Project, 0
T B Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. - .
L L Within 15 mi, 2
_ » 16to50mi} 1
e L Slwisom "0 | 0 5 0
. 15110500 mij -1
. o e Greater than 500 mi)] -2
" For 100% state funded agreements, non- -Indiana firms} -3 _
Woeighted Total 70

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

1/26/2006

)




_onsultant Name: RWS South

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

Services Description: South Region 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 Outstanding Agreement Disputes. (]
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 e 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. * Q 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perfarm the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adéquate c;;;:i;):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. o D
Qualifications Demonstrated 1—mique ex;;em'se 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 exper‘ien(;z in similar type and complexity, 2 5 5 10
R Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
o Experience in differenttype or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience, -3
. Historical Performance of Firmi's Pro}eétﬁanamnt from database, L 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. S A
- L e WithinI5mi} 2
_ 16 to 50 mi| 1
. o 51 to 150 mi/ o 0 5 0
15110500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi, 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totat 40

- :E %14_(—;

Title:
Date:

/ fé (é;
1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.33

-onsultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agTeement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agrecmient disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. . o - .
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 o
__Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, o 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. e N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identificd 2 15 30
L for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
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 oomple)zity 2

T Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 2 g 10
o Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. T lnsuff'cnem texperience) -3 R I
© T " Historical Performance of Firm's | PrOJect Management from database. o | 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ]
Project High level of understanding jing and viable movatwc ideas pro}iosed 2
: ; T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. H 2 10 20
._; o B ~ Basic understanding of the Project| O
T T T T T T Lackof proj_ect understanding. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
B - T Withintsmi] 2
e o 16w0s0mi| 1
- T T Sitw1s0mi{_ 0 0 5 0
1510500 mi] -1
o o " Greater than 500 mi. 2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 5
Weighted Total 80
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed.’% A

Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

[tem No.33

udnsultant Name: Terzo Bologna, Inc. Services Description: South Region Appraising

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreemem dnsputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old., -3
Past Historical Performance. _
Performance e Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. L L o
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 y of more- ﬁn?@ﬁ?e_ capacny “that results in added value to WNDOT| 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, e N
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 expencnce in similar type’and complexny 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
N i Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
‘ Insufficientexperience. -3 | I = _ _
Historical Performance of Firm's P;o:iéc—t MMm Trom databased  * 0 s o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings, .
Project High level of understanding and viable inovatiye_iiisas proposed} 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
N _ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. i
L — within15mi] 2
i ] T T16wosomi| 1
~ Sito150mi] 0 0 5 0
B 15110500 mi| -l
L o Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 -
Woelghted 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 , Item No.33

_onsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc.  Services Description: South Region Appraisin%
Weight

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score 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. 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. * 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| 2 is 10
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 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15mi) 2
i 16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mid -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsy -3 _
Weighted Total 80

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: / Y
Date:  1/26/2006 ¢




