RFP 05-02 Scoring Tabulation for item No. 36
Item Title Central Region Appr. Review, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 2

Member 1| Member 2| Member 3 | Member &
Robert James Kevan Robert | Member 5| Welghted Scores

Consuitants Anderson| Crall | MeClure | Souchon | Name Total Ranking
aul Deem 30 10 50 80 150 1
i 20. 19 i GO 36— -2
[Rober Bommer 0 50 10. T 3t
Wevland-Val— 20 46 §6 56 30 [ — 4l
HNTB . 10 - 10 50 20 5
{Rober Sanders- ) 0 10———60 —§
€. Valuations LLC | — 20] 10 10 .20 7
RWS South 0 0 40 20 8
_|Traynor & Assoc. | 10 10 30 - [¥] __ 9
\ 10 10 10 10

Appraising In. | 10

ooooooooooqoooooggggggg

Scoring Team Leader Signature:
Title:
- Date: A.) & -
Central Office Selection Committee Action: '

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

O  Selection of the proposed top ___ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked
firms approved, in order, as alternates. .

m' Selection of the top 2, ranked firms is approved as indicated above after elimination of “2,_indicated
firms for the reasons noted below. The next 2 ranked firms are approved, In order, as alternates.

{3 selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denled for the reasons
noted below. C

No 2, 3 w0 G WIS e  SELECTED dyE To CAALTY.







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Appraising Indiana Servicés Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. e 0
e ____ Nooutstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past Historical Performance. i — . _—
Performance . L Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
N 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 T 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipiment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e - -
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
e 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.

- - Demonsu'ated_gﬁperie?lzc in sinﬁlar;y-m and complexity.] 2 s 5 10
. o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’] 0
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 L
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
B High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 0 10 0
" MH o 3 —-_ “Basic understanding of the Project. 0
T . T Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
— e
- - - 16t050mif 1
- - 51t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
i — 15110500 mi] -1
- Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Waighted Total 10

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

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

Title: %&m -C%l:cdﬁf

Date: 1/43/2006




Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Weight | Weighted »

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

“ 4 .
Title:%fr re %r
1/26/2006

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score
Score
IDisputes Outstanding Agreement Dlsputcs i b 0
- No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old} 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old} -3
Past Historical Performance, o _ _ e .
Performance _ Timeliness score from perfonnance database, 0 B F 0
e Quality/Budget score on similar work fr_qr_n_ p_g_lformance database, 0 15 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 adeguate capacn; that results i in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
e —___ ] o Adequate capaclty_ti meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available cape;city to meet the scheduley -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 is 0
N L B for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
B o ) Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
i B 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 ;:;(-i)e;e};ce in S|mliar t_ypé ar;a—c;mplexnty 2 5 5 10
} Expenence in similar type and comple)my shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexnx s
______ T lnsufﬁcient?x;erience. -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 proposedd 2
e High level of understanding and/or v VIablé iggv:_atl\.e idcas proposed. (. 0 10 0
I . o _Bailc undérstandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. =~~~ _
R L Within 15 mi, 2
e . _______l_§t050m| 1
- T T T slwolsomif 0 0 5 0
- o 151to500mi| -1
. ~ " Greaterthan 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded a agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 10

~




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Jonsultant Name: Paul R. Deem & Assoc., Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Scare
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No cutstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old}| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. . —— ] o o
Performance Timeliness score from per] 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 o o _ ’ _
Work T Availabilit;of more than adequate capacit); 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. B
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
) ) _ o for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
- o - Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

i _Demonstrated experience in similar type and comp]g;ﬂty - 2 5 10
L Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0o
_______Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience -3
. " " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and [nnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project _ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
N High level of 1 "understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
o ______ Basicunderstanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . e
B ] o Within IS mi| 2
_ S 16t050mif 1
i - e 51t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
. 151 to 500 mi. -1
__ —— . .__Greaterthan 500 mif -2 _
B For 100% state funded agreemems non-Indiana fims} -3
Welghted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP 1o determine the scale criteria. 7 ; : ,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: m@mﬂrce%y‘
Date: 11{612005




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

Consultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appr Co.Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score ‘Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
} No outstanding unresolved agreernent disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
OQuistanding 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 _ ' ﬂi}gb_i'lity of more than adequate capacity thal results in added value to INDOT) ! A_‘ 0 20 ¢
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0o
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable,. o ~
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
. 0 15 0
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 te 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 expenience.] -3
7777 7777 "Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, x 0 5 "o '
Approachto - |Understanding and Innovatien 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 HY)
e _______ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
- Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _ .
_ T T Wihinismi) 2
. — 16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi.| 0 0 5 0
15110500mif -1 '
) . Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3 _
Welghted 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 ratiné categories. Signed: /&4 ot -
o Ll %
Tmeﬁaq/m Hresor

I d
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

_sonsultant Name: HNTB, Inc.  Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . e 0
_ _ No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.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
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T Avallablhty of more than_a_d'e‘c]-lg{e_capac:ty that ;esuTtS ;xmed value to INDOT. __T ;___ 0 20 0
o L Adequate capac1ty 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 ta the deliverable. . o —
Qualifications Dcmonstrated unique expcrtlse and resources identified 0 i5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level] G
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 expénence in similar type and CompleXlty

2
o Experience in similar rype and complexity shown in resume’, 0 2 > 10
L o Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
. Insufficient experience -3 -
) T7 77 77" 7 Historical Performance of Firm's P—roEed l?/l-anagement 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/gr-viable inovative ideas proposed} = 1 0 10 0
_ Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
B, of project understanding, 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- B Within 15mi] 2 _
e ___16 toSOmx.‘__l__'
T - 5lt0150mi] 0 0 5 0
e o 15lws00mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
_" T For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Yotal 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. Slg‘ned

Title: mqmm ﬂ rct{

Date: 1/26/2006




Consultant Name: e. Valuations, LLC _ Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Iltem No.36

{

Category Scoring Criterla Scale [Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.] -3
Past Historical Performance. R ] i
Performance _ e Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 6
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, [ 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
o . ____ forreq'd services for value added benefit] ?-___
T T - 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 expaénce in similar type and complexity. 2 ‘5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
_ Exggﬂg]ce in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
T Historical Performance of Firm's ﬁro]‘eE?Managemcnt from database, * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien 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
. Basicundersiandingof the Project] 0
. S Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
T T Wbmismi] 2
o ) _ 16t050mi] | |
_ _ e _ L 51 to 150 mi.l 0 0 5 0
o - _ ____ 15110500 mi| -
L Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3 -
Welghted 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:
Tit]e:%ﬁrgﬂ ﬁn:c'fér
Date: 1/‘26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02_, Item No.36

Lsonsultant Name: RWS South _Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Welght | Weighted
Score
Disputes QOutstanding Agreement Disputes. e - 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Quitstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance. _ _
Performance _ o Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 o
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 i5 0o
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 :__— _—Avanlabahty of more than adequate capacuy th_a_t results in added value to INDOT| _T:-_ ' 0 20 Y
- T Adequate —capaéxtx_t_q_ 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 for req'd services for value added benefit.
. 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, documentatlon skills.
e Demonstrated expen:erntcgl-n_ similar type and complexnty R 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity,) -1
‘ o [nsufficient 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
_ _________ Highlevel of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. o 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. i
) i . Within 15 mi
T T TIToTT swesomil T
_* ) o Sitois0mi| 0 0 5 0
B _ 1510500 miy -l
:__ ) ) o ‘Greater than 500 mf 2
For 100% state funded : agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
Welghted Totalf O]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria. M
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:

Title: n: qralr] %ﬂ é% Y

Date: 1/26!2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted

Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N 0
No outstandlng unresolved ag agreement dlsputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance ' " Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
t__ ___ ___Quality/Budge score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
o Quailty/B udget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work N """ Availability of more than adequate capacity | that results in added value to INDOT o 0 20 0
N Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
i Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. _ I A
Qualifications Demonstrated 1 umque e*(pertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
L o for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
B Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentation skills.
e Demonstrated experience in similar type_ and complexity.| 2 ) 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0

Experience in different type or lower complexity.

Insufficient experience| -
_____ 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. R
Project High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. Y 0 10 0

Basic understanding of the Project. 0

JEUSSERSS U PUN RN N SV P S 0 GH A P, AR PSS AUSHON PV AR,

Lack of project understanding,| -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relativetoproject. e
N : e WithinlSmit 2
——— _ e . 16t050mi| 1
Slwois0mi| 0 0 5 0

151 t0500m| -1

__Greater than 500 mi, -2

" For 100% state funded agrecmcms, 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: _?_m{., 7)'5 eqla)/

Date:  1/26/2008




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

.36

_sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Cutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Quistanding unresolved agreement disputes more than Imos.old) -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
o Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from. performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT{ ' 0 20 0
-__— Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 5 0
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,
complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.
. . " Demonstrated e-x—p-e;egé;.‘.—lﬁglmllaF%e and complemy N 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'d 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
' L ] Insufficient experience -3 _
) Historical Perfonnance-c_»frf-:mn S Pro;ect Managemcnt from database. N R R o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project o High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed | 0 10 0
O .. .., understanai_qg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relativetoproject. | _
 Within15mif 2
B i 16 10 50 mi. 1
. _ ___Slwoisomif 0 0 S 0
. o T1510500mi] -l
e 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:

Title: / Ll J/roc%"/

11!612008

Date:




Consultant Name: Weyland Valuation Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Selection Rating for RFP-No. 05-02 ,

Item No.36

§

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: ﬂoqrﬂ/ﬂ ? ra:'#b/

Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
_____ - No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance . Timeliness score from pcrformance database, 0 15 0
o _ Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. ¢ 15 D0
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 preject on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value toleI.)_Q_’l_'. b 0 20 0
______ I Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 |
i ) " " Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. . o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 (5 0
e ___ forreqid 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 expenenc-e in similar t;'pe and compE;ItSf ::_2_‘_ N 2 5 10
_ Expencnce in gimilar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
e _ Experience in different type or lower complexity| -l
: Insufﬁcwnt experience.] -3
. Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Managcment 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
j:t : » _ _High level of understanding and/or viable mciv_anve ideas proposed. g —_ ! i0 10
L T Besicunderstandingof the Projectf 0 _
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o L
o . o . VithinlSmif 2
i 16 to 50 mi. I
B ‘"'__ 51to 150mi| 0 0 5 0
- T Ti5ltes00mi] 1
. ;f o Greater than 500 00 mi, -2
For 100% state funded ag agreements, non-Indiana fims| -3
Weighted Total 20

1126/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

consultant Name: Appraising Indiana_Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. i—d. 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 o 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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. _ _ o N
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified)
. 0 5 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
_ _ Expertise and resources at appropriate level, _
- Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

. Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’y 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 T High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
T T High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
o _______ Basicunderstanding of the Project 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
T 160050mi| 1
. _slwisomif 0 0 5 0
1510500 mi| -l
T T T T T T T G tmsom| 2
T 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;

. Program Director

Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Dispates Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. Y I R
Performance | Timeliness score from performance database.|  * 0 15 o
o Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0o
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. ¥ 0 i0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work j Tﬁ —.Xv—:a_ll;l;l.lrt;'—:af more than a.t.ieqTan; capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 __—_ 0 20 0
_ B L — Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's ‘Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e S
Qualifications "Demonstrated unique expcmse and resources identified 5 15 30
o o L __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 experienée in similzr-tyi);: and complexity. Z_i 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 _
- _ _ _Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
T Historical Performance of Firm's F}oject Management from database. 0 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost anc and/or time savings.
Project _High level of understanding and  viable i inovative ideas proposed) 2
e . ‘ljlg_h level of understanding Ed(gr_@g ]ng\_la_t}ve_1deas proposed. 1 1 10 10
oo . __.____ Basicundersinding ofthe Project| 0
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. T
} i - withindsmi) 2
. o . __16t050mi/ 1
- - —— .. 5110150mi. 0 0 5 0
151 10500 mi -1
. o __  _Greaterthan 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Ti
Date:

T Program Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

;5onsultant Name: Paul R. Deem & Assoc., Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

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. L .
Performance . Txmelmess score from pel perfonnancc database. * 6y 15 | 9o
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 Avallabnhty of n morc Ihan adequate. capaa't;tﬂ;t' results in added value ©o INDOT) 1 0 20 0
e _ ) 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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 15 0
e forTeqid services for value added benefit) 2
e Expertise and resources at appropriate level. .
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesf -3

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

R Demonsumed expenence in ! snmxlar ilar type and complexity,| 2 5 5 (0
Expenence in s;mllar ilar type and complexny shown in resume'f 0
~ Expenence in different type or lower complexlty -1
lnsufﬁcxent experience -3
‘ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mam}gemem from databasc,| * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project o _ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.] 2
o -}':hgh le\;cl gf understand_mgnand/or—vu-il_)l'e movatlve ldeas proposed. 1 0 10 0

Basic understandmg of the Project, 0

Lack of project understanding| -3

Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Wlthm 15 ml: 2 N
16 to 50 mi. 1

T 51t0150mi} 0 0 5 0

151 to S00 mi} -1

_Greater than 500 mi, -2

For 100% state funded a jreements 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. Sign

Ti
Date:  1/26/2006

rogram Director




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02

, Item No.36

Consultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appr Co.Services Description: Central Reglon Appraisal Review

X

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresclved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . N
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. W 15 0
Quahty/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 . Avaﬂabvhty of more than adequate capacity that msuhs n added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
— _. ) __Adequate capacnty to meet the schedule. 0
' Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, L
Qualifications " Demonstrated ¢ umque expemse 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, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated expenencc n s'l-mvl-l;'—t)_rp.e.énd complexlty 2 _: 2 5 10
. Experience in similar type and Sgrr.l[.)_l_q)il_ty showninresume'l] O
o _ Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Finm's Prqlect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innevation 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 v1ablc movauve ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
B T Basic un understandmg of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o i __
. _:_ —_— Within 15 mi. ?
L o 16 to 50 mi., |
j T 5110150mi] 0 0 5 0
e L . 151t0500mif -1
- —.__ Greater than 500 miJ -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3 .
Welghted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %/
[y

Title!
Date:

rogram Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

‘,}Consultant Name: HNTB, Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {[Score Weight [ Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. _ o
Performance _ Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score an similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 [\
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
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 1o meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. L - .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified]
. 0 15 0
e 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 experiénce in similar t):pe and comple;dty. 2 2 5 10

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

Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1

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

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

Project High level of;nderstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

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

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

Location Location of assipned staff to office relative to project.
__ _ T T Withintsmi| 2
161050 mi. i
- ) 51t0150mi| 0 0 5 0
e B __15110500mif -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. Signeg:

. Program Director

Date:  1/26/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: e. Valuations, LLC  Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

X,

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old,| -3
Past Historical Performance. e 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 preject on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT)| | 0 20 0
” Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. )
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 15 0
L N __ for req'd services for value added benefit 2
e Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity showa in resume’. 0
_ Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
B Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcent from database.| ¥ 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
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 Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Locatlon of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
_ ) o Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. P
- - L Sltol50mi| 0 0 5 0
T 15110500 mi] -
- "~ Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Tohl| 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:

Tit

Date:

T Program Director

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: RWS South Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

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 agreement disputes > 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. 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 adequ_at—e—aﬁagt;dl_a.l results in added value to INDOT, I 0 20 0
. Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications T Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
- ____forreq'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at approptiate level. o
Insufficient cxpertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
. —T— _Demonstrated expeﬁ&&nﬁilar type and complexity] 2 0 5 0
— ____ __ _ . Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
L ____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 Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . __ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
- _-H_i'gh 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. I
o . . e Within 15 mi, 2
o L 16 to 50 mi., 1
. 51 10 150 mi., 0 0 5 0
- __I51t0500mi| -
__:__q__ T e Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total 0

7 Program Direclor

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , item No.36

Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review
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 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 L o _
Work T Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| P 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity tc 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
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 0 : 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity, -1
. Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project _ __High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 ¢ 10 0
. Basic understanding of the Project|] 0O
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| I
_s1t150mi] o | 0 5 0
. 15110500 mi] -1~
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3

Weighted Totall 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determinc the scale criteria.

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

Date:  1/26/2006




_sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , ltem No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Quistanding Agreement Disputes. L ) 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database,| 0 15 0
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. [\ 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work . Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT) 1 0 20 0
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  jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. . e 1
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertisc 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 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, o
i Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 |
L Insufficient experience] -3 _— _
' """ Historical Performance of Firm's Projecl M%nagemem 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
_ ] High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 ] 10 10
. _ Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. |
— Y Within 15 mi, 2
e _ e, 16 to 50 mi. 1
. 5110150 mi 0 0 5 0
_ 151 t0500miy -1
i __Grcater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agyeements, 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 abitities for the rating categories. Signeg:

Til€: Program Director

Date:

10

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No, 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Weyland Valuation Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Weighted

See guidelines for

this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

TitF/

€: Program Director

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight
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. * Y 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT werk from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evalunation 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. l 0 20 0
. L L Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's ‘Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  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.f -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
B Demonstrated ex-p_ggence in similar ;xpe and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e Experience in different type or lower complexity,] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Projéct Management from database, * 0 5 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 0 10 0
— - Basic understanding of the Project| ~— 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Lecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. Y
e _ . Within 15 mi. 2
i 16 to 50 mi. 1
R ' 51t0150mi] 0O 0 5 0
N 151 to 500 mi| -1
- Greater than S00mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms{ -3
Weighted Total 10

Date:

e

Z

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

Sonsultant Name: Appraising Indiana_Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreemem disputes > 3 mos. old] 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agrecment 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 ¢
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, [ 0 20 0
T ) T Adequaté capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacitﬁ‘ meet the scheduley -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 (s 0
] e 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 typ; %Td?&ﬁplexity 2 2

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, o : 10
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
Insufficient experienced -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 propoged 1 0 10 0
:__ ; - _ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
i - - Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
____Within 15 mi. 2
— 16t050mi| 1
i B - slwasomi| o | 0 5 0
_ o __151 to 500 mi.|
] __Greater than 500 mi,
" 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. Sipedm_

Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

Item No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

%,
S

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Welghted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, e 0
No outstanding unresoived agreement disputes > '3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance _ Timeliness scare from performance database. 0 15 d_ )
Quahty/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 capactty that results in added value to INDOT, -"_—f___- 0 20 0
. } Adequate capac1ty to meet the schedule] O
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e —
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expemse and resources identified 0 s 0
B 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.
o Demonstrated expene.rEc— in similar ty type ‘and complexity. 2 2 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 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 an_d_ viable inovative ideas pro—p‘osed. 2
- . ngh level of ur understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. r 0 10 0
i—,_. e Basic understanding of the Project 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o .
- e Within 15 mi 2
B 16t0S0mi] 1
51 to 150 mi.| 0 0 5 0
- ) _ L 15110500 mi| -1
I _ . L Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded aguements s, 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:

Title: Wogl M"zﬁ W

Date:

1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

sonsultant Name: Paul R. Deem & Assoc., Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlspugg_ >3 mos. old, o 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. e
Performance ) o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 o
~_ v:__ _____Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, ¢ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work T Avatlablhty of more tha;aﬁ-eﬁﬁate cnpaclty that results in added value to INDOT 1 ¢ 20 ¢
o L ___Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demenstrated unique expertise and resources identified]
. 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2__
- - -~ .—— _Expertise and resources at appropriate level] 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources., -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
e " Demonstrated expenencc in similar type and complexity. 2—.: 2 5 10
____Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
i Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
. Insufficient experience.] -3 _
] """ "Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_lect Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. .
Project . High leve! of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
_ T High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
R __ Basic understandmg of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L Within 15mi] 2
L 16 to 50 mi, 1
= . e 51t 150mi] 0 0 5 0
o o - 151 to 500 mi. -1
o __ _ T T —t ] Grcalerthan 500mi| -2
" "For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Tofal| 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:: E:QQ Ezazzﬁ ﬂm mf“ .
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appr Co.Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight {Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. _
Performance o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * Y 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
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 ) 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.
~ o Demonstrated experience miﬁila}E}pe and cgr:n-plgdty. 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 y
Approach to Understanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
- High leve! of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. b 1 10 10
- _____Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
-  Within1smi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
T - T Slwo1s0mif 0 0 5 0
B 150 t0 500 mi| -1
B Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana firms] -3
Waighted Total 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: )%
Title: : Eeaé ﬂ':zzﬁ M na g: A

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

LConsultant Name: HNTB, Inc.  Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 '
_ No outstanding unresolved agreement d|sputes > 3 mos. old| 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3 :
Past Historical Performance. L _
Performance . “Timeliness score from perf'on’nance database. * 0 I5 0
o o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 1 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 ‘:__i : Availability of more than adequate é;p;éily that results in added value to INDOT 1 0 20 0
- L 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. e
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 2 s 10
o _ __for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
_ Expertise and resources at appropriate tevel. o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3

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

. Demonstrated expe ‘experience in similar typc and complexity. 2 2 5 10
. o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
[nsufficient experience] -3 o
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 ) L 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 undatandmg of the Project.] 0O
Lack of project understanding.f -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. _
. Within 15 mi. 2
_ . 16 1o 50 mi. 1
] T 5110 150mi| 0 0 5 0
- T 151t0500mi| -1
} T L Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:f &2 Z _ﬂ_‘nzz Z’é &g " ﬁm .
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: e. Valuations, LLC  Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance ; Timeliness score from performance database.| * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database  * 0 15 0 _
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in ::f_i:(_!ed value to INDOT i 0 20 0
-’ o _ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
ST 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
T i Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 4]
Insufftcient expertisc 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 e:r(pen‘er'u_:zz—irtﬁmila_r~ type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume') 0
Exper@ in different type or lower complexity| -1
. Insufficient experience. 3
Historical Performance of Firm's Praect Management from database. * 0 S
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
o __ High level of understauding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
) _ L ____ Basic undg_s_tap@@c?f the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
T T Twiithinasmi| | 2
- - - __i6tos0mi| |
Sitol150mi] 0 | © 3 0
) 150 to 500 mi| -I
_ - ~ 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:

Title:

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

'};onsultant Name: RWS South _Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

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 unreselved 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.| O j..15 | .0
Quality/Budget scere on all INDOT work from performance Jatabase. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work a Availa:oilily of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
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. o .
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 expertis_e 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 typc—;l;d complexity. 2 3 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. o ___Insufficient experience -3 R =
. " Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database.| * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
o _'_ _: ) __High level of understanding and/or viable movatlve ideas proposed, 1 1 10 10
_ . _ " Basic understandmg of the Project] 0 ]
Lack of project understanding -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
. o o o Within 15 mi. 2
e . e ___ 101050 mi, 1
. _ 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
. _ 1510500 mi] -1
e o Greater than 500 mi -2
“For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 .
Welghted 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:

Tiﬂei&ﬁ&&éﬁéﬂ.—_ﬁ&/
Date:  1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

5,

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. _ N 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 Availabiﬁty of more than adequate capacity that results in added valae to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ) o )
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o _ ____forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
_ _ Expertise and resources at appropriate level, o
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', Y
. Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
) ) _ _Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Pniect Managé?n—ent from database. * 0 5
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
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] | 0 10 0
o Basic unde_rstanding—of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )
. - Within 15 mi. 2
e T Ti6tesomi) 1
o o 51t0]50 mi, 0 0 5 0
L _ _ B 1510500 mif -1
i ____ 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:

Title:

Date:

Weighted Totall 10

1/26/2Q006 a




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos, old, -3
Past Historical Performapce. = - -y A 1 1
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database., * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team’s personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work :— T ~Ava|lab1]|ty of more than ;d;:&uate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
T N Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacit)7 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
o B 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, dacumentation skills.
Demonstrated cxpeﬁ ence in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
e _ ___ __Experience in different type ot 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. o
Project ____ High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
e 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 o 16 to 50 mi. 1
o . e 5110150mi| O 0 5 0
o _ L 15110 500 mif] -1
o Greatcr than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana fims] -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: @22 gﬂéé égg . ?“
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Weyland Valuation Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes QOutstanding Agreement Disputes. S 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old) 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes morg than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past Historical Performance. e N
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment te perform the project on time.
‘Team to do
Work T 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
T Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expettise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Praject Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in simila;—lyp; and complexity.| 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
[nsufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Appreoach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
High level of understanding and{gr'viab_le_inpyg-i_fve- ideas proposed) 1 ] 10 10
___ Basicunderstanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
— - - ~ Within 15mif__ 2
- o 16050 mi, 1
L 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
o o _15110500mif -1
_ e _  _Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: / ﬁ

Date:  1/26/2008




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

‘;onsultant Name: Appraising Indiana_Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. oid. 0 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance. . e
Performance B ) Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 BE o
Quality/Budget score on similar work {rom performance database, 0 13 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work : Availability of more than adequate capacity that resulis in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
. Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.} -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. _ R B
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
e el forreqd services for value added benefit| 2 |
. Expertise and resources at approptiate levely 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_qien?e in simﬁ;r—t)(_pe and complexity. 2 2 s 10
R Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityd -1
. Insufficient experience. -3
. T "Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * o 5 T o
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ___High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 0 10 0
_ Basic understanding of the Projectd 0

Lack of project understanding. 3

Location Lacation of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
. Within 15mi} 2
. ) e 16t050mit 1
o _ _ 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
o 3 L . 151t0 500 mif -1
- ___ Greaterthan 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, 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:.
Title:
Date:

1/26/2006 ’




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Robert C. Bommer _ Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale ]Score Weight | Weighted

Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
e No outstanding unresolved ag:reemem dlsputes >3mes.old) 0 20 0
OutstandlnLnresolvcd agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. . L o
Performance e Timeliness score from perfonnancc database. * 0 15 o
o } Quahty/Budgel score on similar work from om performance database.]  * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 | o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work - Availability of more_tﬁ-r; adequate @tﬂvtﬁr@ulwﬁ-ﬂ&dmﬁeg mpoT| 1 0 20 0
_" . —__"—'_—_——__—‘ __—____ L A:i;quate 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 o I
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified 2 05 30
L .. forreqdscrvices for value added benefit] 2
N 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. documentatlon skills.

) " Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
L Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcm from database. * 0 5 o
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project _ Hi gh level of undex:;st_a:nd_m-g zlr_ld vlable inovative ideas proposed B —2——;
j ) ngh level of unc_iér;tan:iu;g —al;dlo} v1able inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
e Basic understandmg ofthe Pro_;ect 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o _—_
. Within 15 mi. 2
_—_' T —__ __" __16to 50 mi. i
e . __Slto150mif 0 0 S 0
e e “151t0500mi -1
_ o e ) Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms.] -3 _
Weighted Total] 60
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /

7
Title: 621 é& Z/i 1A 49:

Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

ftem No.36

Consultant Name: Paul R. Deem & Assoc., Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Ouistanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 __ 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. ofd) -3
Past Historical Performance. _ e _ o
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Qualit)_l_/_l};éé‘get score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work T lﬁilaﬁiliiy-;)?‘-mz;; than adeqﬁ;te 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 efficlency to the deliverable. =~~~
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expcmse and resources identified
2 15 30
____ forreq'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,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
. Demonstrated expenencc in similar typz and comp-l_e'mty 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 Understandmg and Inoovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _ o
Project ngh level of understanding and viable movanve ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or vizble inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
: e ___ Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Locatien of assigned staff to office relative to project.
_ - -  Withinlsmi] 2
i . . _ 16 to 50 mi. 1
e 51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
e __151t0500mi| -1
Greater than 500mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
Weighted Total 60
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: ~
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Consultant Name: Michael D. Hazeltine Appr Co.Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted ‘
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
_ No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3mos.old| 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 6
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT wotk 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 valuve to INDOT) 1 0 20 0
_ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, . B
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 2 15 30
L i for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
i _ Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3

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

_ e Demonstrated experience in similar type ¢ and complexlty 2 2 5 10
e Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
o o Experience in different type or lower complexity,| -1
o Insufficient experience. -3
" 7 "7 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Managemcnt 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 inovative ideas proposed) 2
L h High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. I 1 10 10
R _ ___ 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
- — S J6w0s0mif I
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0

1510500 mi, -1
— —_ e Greaterthan 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non- -Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 50

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Jonsultant Name: HNTB, Inc.  Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Quitstanding Agreement Disputes. i _ . 0
e No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. o I Y
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 preject on time.
Team to do
Work T Availability of more than adequate capacity that results i in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
v Adequate capamty to meet the schedule. 0
- Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 5 0
e for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
. _ ~E_)gpertlsc 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_x:ien—ce_in similar type and complexity. 2 2

T Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 _ > 1o
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
N - N D Insufficient experience -3
" " Historical Performance of Firm's Pr{)};:;:t M?m?éemcm from database. * 0 5 0
Approach to Understanding and [nnovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. L
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative e ideas proposed, L 1 10 10
: _ e " Basic understandmg of the PI'OJeCt 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o B B S Within 15 mi. 2
- - 16t050mi] 1
51to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0

151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreem ents 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:

Date:

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: e. Valuations, LLC _ Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 ,

item No.

36

‘”\

Category Scoring Criteria Scale }Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Qutstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement dtsputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from p-;rformance 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 Availaﬁity of more than adequate ca;a;:;;y_‘t};u'resuhs in added value 10 INDOTJ 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yleld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified . 0 s 0
. _ for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
L 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 s:ze,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
_ Demonstrated exg_e_r_igggg in similar t)_rpe and complexity. 2 5 5 10
L Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
o __ 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 inovative ideas proposed| 2
L High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. i I 10 10
e _—_ L Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. L
L Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
e 51 to 150 mi.| 0 0 5 0
. _ L 15110500 mi -l
_ - _____Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP 10 determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categorics. Signed:
Title:
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

;%:onsultant Name: RWS South Services Description: Central Regi_on Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past Historical Performance. — A
Performance L Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
i 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 B AdeqTJaE_Eapacity to meet the schedule] 0 :
B Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
Qualifications Demonstrated uniqu; expenist_r and resources identified 0 15 0
. e __ forreq'd services for value added benefit. 2
B . 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.
i —_— Demonstrated g)c_pacﬁcéﬁsim_ﬂ;-?xp_e__aﬁd complexi_ty. 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 P'roje—c; l\—Aénagemc_nt from database. * 0 5 ¢
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable _i_{mva;i_ve ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
e Basic understanding of the Project.] 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Lecation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. Within 15 mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
- _ 51 to 150 mi. 0o 0 L) 0
o o o 151t0500mif -
___Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 -
Woeighted Total 20
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant’s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: 7

Title:

Date:

1/26/12006




Consultant Name: Robert Neal Sanders

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Weighted

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Weight
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. . e 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agrecment disputes more 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 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 Availability of more than adequ_a_t; capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
- Adequate capacity 10 meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity fo meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o ‘_
Qualifications Demonsirated—u;l-i:;lle expertise and resources identified 2 15 10
______forreq'd services for value added benefit| i _
Expertise and resources at appropriate level.| 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
_ __Demonstrated expericnce in similar type and complexig_. _ ._2_____ 5 5 (0
- Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'y 0 |
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's | P;E;jecl—Management from database. * 0 5 0 ’
Approach to Understanding and Junovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
Project i High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
B High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 [ 10 10
. Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
L Within 15 mi. 2
_ 16 to 50 mi. i
L _ 51 10 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
e . 15110500 mi. -1
. _ Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms§ -3
Weighted Total 50
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: —~
Date:  1/26/2006




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , item No.36

sonsultant Name: Traynor & Associates, Inc. Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes QOutstanding Agreement Disputes. _ . 0
- No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. -
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work B __ Availability of more than adequate cap;:i-ty'{h'a?re_suTt; 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: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. e
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, dacumentation sKkills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, _: 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'|
L e Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
} R T Insufficient experie;l-ce. -3 _
" Historical Performance of Firm's @eet 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| | 0 i0 )
Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15mi| 2
o 16 to 50 mi. 1
T - 51to150mif 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -i
N . . _Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Weighted Totall 0

1/26/2006




Consultant Name: Weyland Valuation Services Description: Central Region Appraisal Review

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 05-02 , Item No.36

\

Category Scoring Criteria Scale iScore Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
o _ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. 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 to do
Work _ - Avni]abilit_y of more Ea&t:qﬁ capacity that results @dg&-;alue to INDOT| 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
) ” Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. .. .
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|
. 2 15 30
______ for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager | Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experlence in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. .
) ) Demonstrated cxperiena similar tipe and complexity, 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. ¢
. ____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 inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 I 10 10
e ____ Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
L e Within |5 mi. 2
______ o _l6to50mif 1
- - Sltwo150mi| 0 0 5 0
N s _1510500mij -1
- :_— —:: o _~ __“_—_ :—_____:_:__ ) “—_'_GArcater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 50
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Title: Y,
Date:  1/26/2006




