RFP-No. 06-01,Rating Item No. 2

ltem Title SR 62 Design/Build, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1

Member 1 | Member 2 [ Member 3| Member 4 | Member 5
Walt George John Greg Jonthan | Weighted Scores
Consultants Land Snyder Wright Kicinski | Wallace Total Ranking |
ACE 110 60 120 90 110 490 1
JSE 35 105 105 95 120 460 2
.|BLN 75 45 135 75 105 435 3
United Consuilting 110 105 95 60 55 425 4
RQAW 105 80 80 70 90 425 5
R.W. Armstrong 130 35 95 50 70 380 6
BLA 105 65 55 70 85 380 7
CORRADINO 95 60 60 80 75 370 8
BF&S 90 80 95 60 55 325 9
B&N 65 0 95 80 50 290 10
TCE 90 40 70 75 60 275 11
FIRST GROUP 50 30 75 50 55 260 12
FRP 20 90 65 0 30 205 13
URS 30 80 15 45 15 185 14
CTE 35 0 10 25 95 165 15
HANSON 0 25 20 35 45 125 16
WILBUR SMITH 55 0 10 20 30 115 17
A&F 30 25 15 0 10 80 18
MS 0 0 10 10 55 75 19
BAKER 25 -5 10 15 10 55 20
5 .
0
0
0
0
0
Scoring Team Leader Signature: /;2—\ M
Title: Man@r, Office of Proj. Mgm't

Date: April 10, 2006

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

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

lp\ Selection of the proposed top‘L_ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms
approved, in order, as alternates.

[0 Selection of the top ___ ranked firms is approved as indicated above after elimination of ___ indicated
firms for the reasons noted below. The next 2 ranked firms are approved, in order, as alternates.

[0 Selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons
noted below.

Contrac inistration ! i y ity Director

Direc . s
éﬁ“-%}ﬂ
Date:/ ;’/&74/-/’6







Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01_, ltem No. _2__

Consultant Name: A & F Engineering Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Ave

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:

¢ rory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
v |._Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. ,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
' ’ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 15 0
‘ Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
‘Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to IND(T. ~ 1 0 . 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  ]value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
) 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
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 experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3
S Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach:to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
- High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
[ ; Lack of project understanding. -3
rijoc'aition ‘|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total] 10

l

Title: ﬁp'/'e(_f' ”7&5'\0(;?(3/‘
Date: '-3'/ ?’0&




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No. _2__

Consultant Name: Fink, Roberts & Petrie Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weigh*ad
 Se )
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 7
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 * 2 15 30
, 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 INDJQT. 1 .0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unigite 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 %ngfor resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience| -3 N
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 _
‘Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Ld‘ca‘ﬁ’on Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,
Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

3-/3-06

Fogiecl-Lhasger



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 2

Consultant Name A&F Engmeermg Company, Inc Serwces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
|-("”m}zory L Scoi'mg Cntena S S v i Scale _ Score ' Welght :
Disph S Outstandmg Wgreement Disputes.
po No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.] -3
-“{Historical 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

|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Auvailability 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

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

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 0 15 0

Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0

Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’.

Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1

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

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

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi., 1

51 to 150 mi,| 0

1510500 mi] -1

Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

Woeighted Totall 0]
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ﬁﬁ_ / !
Title: /774,{% < SFT IS .;.,,’,"
U U
Date: 7 /7 /0¢




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name Fink, Roberts & Petrle, lnc Semces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
Category T Scormg Cntena T v L Lo Scale Score i i Welght
= Outstandmg_& w’greement Disputes.
“ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old|] -3
“‘{Historical 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

Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Auvailability 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

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

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

nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3

ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2

16 to 50 mi.| 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

151 to 500 mi. -1

Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

Woeighted Total| 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

~/ .
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % N
Title: W/'Vﬁ & T prseT

Date: .?//g/c'?é- v




Consultant Name: A&F

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2

Serwces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave

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:

[ “‘};)ry : Scoring C"'iteria S
Disputes =~ Outstandlnureement Dlsputes
R . No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15
e 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.
Teéaintodo -
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise-and/or resources| =3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings,
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5
151t0500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Welghted Total

Title:
Date:

et

Qv SHnv,

3 ) ] sk
4



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2___

Consultant Name: FRP Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
Category o S"c'oi'ii_lg' Criteria . . e e e e Seale |Score. | Weight [ Weigh
Lo e e S I e T
Disputes . " /"|Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
T B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
SRR T Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past = .-:" " |Historical Performance.
Performance . - Timeliness score from performance database]  * 0 15 0
RS Ty Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
SR Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10 0
Capacity o |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team todo ' '
Wbrk 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
TR Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's ¢ :]Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dembhéﬁn‘_atcd . ‘Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. :
Q’u_:ali'ficéif Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
- for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
i 3 Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise-and/or resources. 3
Pro; Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3 I
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0.
‘Approach ¢ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposedf 2
R High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
' Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than S00 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total 0

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

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

Title: UMW-\

wé{lf%

Date:

314 ok
Ji4]



Cosultant Name A&F

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01__, Item No.

2_

Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria - Scale [Score ‘Weight | Weighted
4 : ' | 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 AAO 15 (o)
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. A O 15 o)
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. Nx O 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 than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
- Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
: Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
er |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
“|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
S v Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database., MDD 5 o
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
lv_'T‘-l?ijeCt : 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
R PR Lack of project understanding. -3
Location . Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: S Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3 _
Weighted Total 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Réhabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _, ltem No. _2_

Consultant Name FRP Services Description: SR 62 Interchange e
Category Scoring Criteria ' o . Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
. . ' o 3 DR | .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. M) 15 O
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. nrrave) 15 9]
_ _ Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N 10 (&
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
‘ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Jemonstrat *:]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| o e o
" L for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 s > v
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
s Ll Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager {Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o -+ “lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 -
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
B Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. WO 5 _0
“|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of uf;derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
N e Lack of project understanding] -3
Location. - “|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
P o Within 15mif 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi,| 0 0 5 0
151to SO0 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total] 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Relabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




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

Consultant N.ame: / /
2

Services Description:(j/e é

Outstandmg é‘g}"eement Dlsputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 . 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved | agreemient disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance. P
Timeliness score from performance database * v 15 0
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 18 - 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 77 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. o
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJQT. 1 | & ‘ 20 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule/ 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3 )
2’?593 Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
fﬁi {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ﬂ 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise-and resources-at-appropriate-level: 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 @ .
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience, -3 »
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 4 5
! Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas p proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 ﬂ 10. 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
| Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 ﬂ 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
A 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:

Wel

Title:
Date:

s

Va7




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , Item No. 4_

Consultant Name' /— F /p A

AT,
3 G
Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes. ]
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0.
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Historical Performance. ' _ -
) Timeliness score from performance database * o ) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * @ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adeqﬁé‘t; éapacity that results in added value to INDJT. 1 20 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 '
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 ﬂ
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 ﬂ N
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 / \
Insufficient experience| -3 “ et
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * L/ 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas | proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 ' & 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
4 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: i Within 15 mif 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 ﬂ 5 0
; 151t0 500 mi} -1
lfg Greater than 500 mi} =~ -2
i For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 2
0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date: ; ﬂL




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 ,Item No. _2__

Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avent

\‘ory Scoring Criteria . Scale [Score | Weight Welghted
: ' Score .
Dlsputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 15 0
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do :
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule/ 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient-expertise-and/or resources 3

r.ll’froject'‘I\E’I"am:igerf Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
’ complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 ) 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
App _ Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
?P°j§°t High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
: High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandin_gl. -3
Eocation  |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
0

51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total, 70

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: / ﬁb]@df Ww%c
Date: $- ]3 0@




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No. _2___

Consultant Name: American Consulting Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton /

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weir*d
_S¢
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ' .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJQT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
) 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
B complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3 )
, N Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 )
Approach:to  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
: High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
o : Lack of project understanding. -3
Location: '[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 110

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: /7 ﬁ'q/';cf Lpvarer
Date: 3 130@

a



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 2

Consultant Name: R.W. Armstrong Servnces Descrnpﬂon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
BN § ring Cnteria R RN . v v Scale Score | Weight - Welghted
: Outstandmg Wgreement Dlsputes
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.old] O 0 20 0
- Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
" Historical 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
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency teo the deliverable.
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
i Insufficient expertise and/or resources.} -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
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 -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0

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

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

151t0 500 mif -1

Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

Weighted Tohll 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: ,ﬁ/‘\, M

Title: /Z%/Jy- SOT #7280
Date: ,37/ Zu/ﬁé




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name American Consultl 4 Engmeers, Inc. Serwces Descnpﬂon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
> o Scormg Cnteria S . ' Scale Score Welght Weig}-mq
e Outstandmmreement Dlsputes
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old] = 0 0 20 0
. Outstandinmesolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
- |Historical Performance.
; Timeliness score from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
1Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 T
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. 7
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
X Lack of project understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -~
Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to S00 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Totall 90]

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

Title: ,7,'4/%;, v SPF el
74
Date: 3// 2 / Dé

(44




Cousultant Name Baker

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, Item No. _2_

Services Description: SR 62 Interchange

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
- | S | . | Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
- v Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. N 15 (@)
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. A O 15 ()
‘ _ Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database., NAD 10 o)
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel 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
S Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
o L Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Team's * . |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Deixionstrat_ed ~|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quallﬁcatlons Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 L5 0
T ' for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
) e Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Prf(_')j_ééthh‘ha’géf'Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S - |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience| -3 :
; Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database.| NN s} 5 (7
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of unmderstanding 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
ST Lack of project understanding, -3
Liocation " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e ; Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151to S00 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi.] -2
= For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 0
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 __,item No. _2_

Consultant Name Hanson Services Description: SR 62 Interchange e
Category " |Scoring Criteria Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
‘ ' . Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old, -3
Past ' " [Historical Performance. '
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. MAo 15 N
' Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAO 15 [P
‘ : Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N#&_D 10 (&)
Capacity of ' Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
- Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
. : Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's = - “|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D‘éﬁ;bnstyz@fted-:‘_ < jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualiﬁcati_bns g - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
RN IR for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
L 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 experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 A
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'|
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
4 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. A 5 O
“{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
A B Lack of project understanding. -3
Location .~ [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
* ] Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total] 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Réhabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Consultant Name Baker

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No.

2__

Servnces Descr:ptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

-

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: &2 Uy KJR{U\/-\

Date:

C/ }\ry o Scormg Criteria S
D'i',sputes C Outstandlnureement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20
. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past. " |Historical Performance.
derfo Timeliness score from performance database  * 0 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20
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 “Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
" Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
~Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Rating of predlcted 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
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
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51t0 150mi] 0 0 5
15110 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi.|] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms., -3 _
Woeighted Total

We. o,k

2] poL




Consultant Name: Hanson

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 ,

Item No. _2__

Serwces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

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: \(QA, L&)ﬁ%

Category . . |Scoring Criteria “ Score
Disputes " |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
; No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
o Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance databasey  * 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
Capaclty of -|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to. do B
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
|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable,
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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience] -3 ;
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
, Lack of project understanding. -3
-~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
; Within 15 mi., 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
‘ 1510500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
L For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woighted Total 15

Title: &ﬁ@uﬂ/

Date: f))/:\{‘)ué,
[ 4



Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , ltem No. _2__

Consultant Name: Michael Baker, Jr.  Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Ave

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

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience. -3
e Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
‘|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
. , v Lack of project understanding| -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
0

51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Tiné_ffoject ﬂ/amgcr
Date: 313 06 '




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No. _2

Consultant Name: Hanson Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avenue

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight |'Weightsd
Sec |
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ' 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 15 0
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJQT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
N Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
) 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experiencej -3 N
SR L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 . _
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pifoj,QCt' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
o Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
0

51 to 150 mi,| 0 5 0

151 t0 500 mi} -1

Greater than 500 mi| -2

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

Weighted Total 10
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signe %
Title: / @éf?éﬂna_yy/*

Date: ?/ s- @5




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2
Consultant Name: Michael Baker Jr., Inc Services Descnptlon SR 62 @ Fuliton Ave.

T [peorme Criteria - [ Scale [Score | Welght | Weighted
j A o1 Score
o OutstandmguA»Ereement Dlsputes

: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical 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
~“JEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 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
JRating of predlcted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' complexity, type, subs, decumentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed,| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed.| 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
' Lack of project understanding] -3
ocation of assizned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3
Woighted Total 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: /974%,1, & PUOT 14

Date: 202 70 G

v




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name' Hanson Serwces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
: “ — ree—————— Scale Score "Welght W

S Outsfandingwégreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
S Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
"~ YHisterical 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

Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

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

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
[value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 0 15 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources) -3
; Ratmg of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 n
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 \2_
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
High Ievel of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi,| 2
16 to 50 mi 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30,

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: p7adontr” /] 13K 1mT

Date: .7, /L%’é' v




" Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , Item No. 7

| Cr=sultant Nvame: ot/ : rvices Descri tibn: jg é} 5’3

i .;x
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 | 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance. » N y o
Timeliness score from performance database T O 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database - 15 0 i
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database g 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. '
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJQT. 1 | / 20 w
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule) 0 :
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 O
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 Z 3
Expertise and resources-at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience. -3 _
Historical Perfoxmance of Firm's Project Management from database * [ 5
{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 O
Lack of project understanding] -3
HLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than SO0 mij -2
£ For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3 AN
i Welghted Total] C/{/ 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date: 3

%



Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , ltem No. 2~

.Consultant N.ame:m/

Services Descrlptlon'JE {L ///V/ 1

)
4 : A Al o il o "
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 d 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old - '
Historical Performance. .
Timeliness score from performance database] — * 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database _ * ) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 10 0]
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequaté capacify that results in added value to INDJT. 1| o 20 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2 ﬂ
Expertise and resoutces at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0 D
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 / N
Insufficient experience -3 ) N
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * G 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of ur;'del‘standing and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
§ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 9 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
s Hisml For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 >
Wejifjhte ¥ otal| &0
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant s abilities for the rating categories. Signed: d

e Ny

Date: 5/ V//{




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Co_nsultant Name Bernardm, Lochmueller & Assoc., Inc. Servnces Descriptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave. .

: Scale Score i Welght Welghted
R ' : . R } - -Seore
S Outstandln&%reement Dlsputes
b No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. od] 0 0 20 0
Outstandmglnresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
~.:IHistorical 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. * 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] . -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience) -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Total| 80]
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % 7/

Title: M@{/ DT 20 g
Y v
Date: 3//'2 /oé




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 2

Consultant Name Janssen & Spaans Servnces Descnptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.

: T Rty ' ’ R Scale FScore ' Weight 'Welgmg%
S N 1 Sc( ]
- Outstandmg“ mgreement Dlsputes

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
| Historical Performance.
o Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 2 10 20
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefity 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources} -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
{complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 B
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 £ m\z

nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. S
B High level of urrderstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0

Lack of project understanding] -3

ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
Weighted Total 95

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /7/,* %/J
Title: /f%&%{éﬁ ral pr ,,/-1T

Date: 3/?,/04:




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , ltem No. _2

Consultant Name: BLA Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avenue

¢ yory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
S - __Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. '
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 1 15 15
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do o ,
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJT. 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
_D‘_emonstrat_cd value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified .
. 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 5 10

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0

Experience in different type or lower complexity -1

P _ Insufficient experience} -3
wrt Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0

Approachite Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

'Pl‘ﬂl'i"Ct High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10

Basic understanding of the Project, 0

| O Lack of project understanding. -3

Loeation {Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
0

51 to 150 mi,
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 85

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: //7 N/&‘f‘ ﬂﬂwzgen
Date: [? 06




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No. _2___

Consultant Name: Janssen & Spaans Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Av(

Category Scoring Criteria _ Scale [Score Weight Welg*’“d
Se.
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 v
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 * 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of IEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
, Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type 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 o
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 .
" |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.

High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
| _ Lack of project understanding. -3

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

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
0

51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151to 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Welghted Total 120

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/&%/%na%» |
Date: ?/Z Ot




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. _2

Consultant Name BLA Serwces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave
[/ e Scormg Criter T Scale |Score - Weight Weighted
~~~/ e e S e Gl e ] Seore
Dispntes T Outstandmwreement Disputes. 0
IO No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
: y Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past - |Historical Performance.
Performancc"_, Timeliness score from performance database. * 2 15 30
: ' Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
il Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Capac " |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamtodo
Work. L ‘ 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
+ " I Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
i-|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
: 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
r|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding ] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. '
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Woelghted Totall 65]

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Q‘Q"’ u*)jd &
 Title: 62&\»»\ SNV,
Date: )iy |6%
7Tt




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2_

Consultant Name: JSE Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
Category. __ [Scorimg Criteria T | Seale [score | | Weight |Weigh—1
Disputes” - ' |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
‘ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
e Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past -~ . |Historical Performance.
Performance . Timeliness score from performance database]  * 2 15 30
S Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 1 15 15
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience-in similar type and complexity} 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3 »
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5. 4
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding | ~ -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi.] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _ ]
Weighted Total 75

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

- )
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %‘2’\ Ll)’/{ﬁ

Title: ﬁcgw\, 3‘2\;1\1

Date: 3 ,} /C;:/ S




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _, Item No. 2_

Cu.sultant NameBLA Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria : c e Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
‘ v - R T NIRRT (A SRR | |_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. DNAA 9 15 O
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. DA O 15 &
: . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, NALD 10 (2]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
i ' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
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.
Qualificitions ; 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
Sl Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project M Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
BRI i{lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience] -3
- Lo Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. LAD 5 O
Approachto ’ ."Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pfri?ject B High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
; L High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
oy cl Lack of project understandingy -3
Location  ~ [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
ENRC ) Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151t0 SO0 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Weighted Total 10

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabititation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 , ltem No. _2_
Consultant Name JSE Services Description: SR 62 Interchange o
Category Scoring Criteria : Scale |Score ~Weight |'W eighted
o ] - 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. B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. NAO 15 o)
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. RO 15 O
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2y O 10 1&)
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated . |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications . - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 o
' : for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
: i Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e Lo -jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 (‘
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience -3
i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. ,N.LAQ 5 O
Approach to. - ‘|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
?i@jéct : ‘ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
E High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
, : g Lack of project understanding) -3
Location “|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3 _
Weighted Total 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP,

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

Title: Bridge ReHabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




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

s .ml«;»«,;é%’s i A SRy
Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 O 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance. o
Timeliness score from performance database * & 15 0
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * Q 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * [ 10 0

Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,

DL €85

Availability of more than adequate capac1ty that results in added value to INDAT. 1

] Adequate capacity to meet the schedule]

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3

|| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Aivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified

~

20 20

for req'd services for value added benefit) 2 Z_ ' 15 jOO
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0 '
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity| 2 5 _
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 L . /O O
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * & 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of ur;tierstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed! 1 i L 10 Z@
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi 2 .
16t050mi] 1 L / o
51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi.

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms




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

‘Consultant Name: J jf | Services Description:0/C C . __ N

Outstandln.gmA_’greement Dlsputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. ) . _ .
Timeliness score from performance database * o 15 0]
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * [ - 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 7 10 0

Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequafe capacity that results in added value to INDJT.

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule

(=R E
\.

20'2@

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule!

Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified,
for req'd services for value added benefit,

Expertise and resources at appropriate level,

Insufficient expertise and/or resources.

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 L . 5 / @ N
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 { o
Insufficient experience -3 " .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 4 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas p proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 i / 10 /0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandinj. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi] 2
160 50mi] 1 0
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
1510500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
R For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 7N

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Welghted otall /(/ 0

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

Title: % M
Date: 4222 4




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 ,Item No. _2___

Consultant Name: Corradino, LLC Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avent

¢ aory Scoring Criteria " Scale [Score Weight [Weighted
L . L | 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 * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do '
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
: - Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
‘ Insufficient experience) -3
s J . Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
vP/r.'oject High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
o L Lack of project understanding, -3
Location  |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
0

51 to 150 mi. 2 5 10
151 to 500 mi,| -1
. Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 85

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:

Titie” ject Vhnager
Date:  33-0¢




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , ltem No. _2__

Consultant Name: United Consulting _ Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avi

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

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity, 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
. Insufficient experience. -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 u ,-?‘*
" |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. 7
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
: Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. o Lack of project understanding} -3
Location  |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
0

51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151 t0.500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 35

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Tide”___ [Tyt /%nqgf/
Date: 3/3%




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name: Corradino Group Servuces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
. FScormg Criteria ” o ' v ‘ | Scale: IScore Welght Weighted
v : : i SRR SR 1 ST 1. Score -
F Outstandmm“ement Dlsputes
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes>3 mos. old} 0 0 20 0
) Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
-|Historical Performance,
E Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

" IEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to pexform the project on time.

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

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

for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 2 15 30

Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0

Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3

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

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

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

Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1

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

nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project| 0
Lack of project understanding -3

ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi. 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

15110 500 mi] -1

Greater than 500 mi.| -2

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

Woeighted Totall 85
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: ﬁ 7/1““/
Title: /M@/ 77T 24 4

pate: 3 AL fo v




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name: United Consung Elgmeers, Inc Servnces Descrlptuon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
o Scormg Criteria el S .~ Scale 'Fécore : Weight TWenghtAq
o Outstandmg Wgreement Dlsputes 4
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
, Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
~|Historical 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. * 1 10 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule) -3
{Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
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 resourcesy -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, 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
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3 i
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 E
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. 7
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding} -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mij -1
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 consuitant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: M !

Title: ﬂ?aﬂt\g,/ STOT 15 e

Date: 72 /67 6

Y



Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. _2

Consultant Name: Corradino Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
C:’ }ry oring T N e R S L B S T Seate .. Scor r— ; eigt Weighted
o Ll e L e e A e e Sy B R e e sosatph e g e v b Soore
Disputes . |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
. Vo 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
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability 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
: ~:| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dembonstrated - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications ‘.- Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified! 0 15 0
R for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Pro, Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
i complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding.| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 15

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: QPQ«, U)o&l
, . e
Title: MW’-‘ S

U/
Date: 3 )iy st
, L4




Consultant Name: United

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 ,

Item No.

2__

‘ Servnces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category . |Scoring Criteria ” Scale Score Weight Weigh™ ™
L O SRR i : 2, Vi c .- Sco,
Disputes : Outstanding_éWgreement Dlsputes 0
: - No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
L Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old) -3

Past’ " |Historical Performance.

P'erformanc,(?_ Timeliness score from performance database. * 2 15 30
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
P Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

Capacity of ~ |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Team to do -

Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0

' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
i Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
. FTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 1 15 15
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3 RN
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 3 0
1510 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 85§

M wg{ﬂ\

¢ Wy

’\

)y}nﬂﬁt.




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _, Item No. 2_

Consultant Name Corradino Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria " | Secale |Score | Weight |Weighted
Disputes Outstandinmreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
, Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. N 15 O
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. MNAO 15 (]
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N0 10 (2]
Capacity of ‘|Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Waork _ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
S » Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
Team's . |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
];)_'femqnstré;ﬁt’e_'di -|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. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
) L Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project: M'a:nag'ei{ Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' : " Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
L Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
\ " Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. DO 5 O
Approachto - - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project -~~~ High level of understanding and viable movative ideas proposed.| 2
' - High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
e e Lack of project understanding] -3
Location - _ -[Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ‘ Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151to SO0 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Weighted Total| 10]

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _, Item No. _2_

Consultant Name UCE Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria ‘ ' | ‘Secale [Score | Weight |Weighted
o . B o R [ | | 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. NAO 15 (o]
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, NAD 15 [®)
. , Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. A0 10 )
Cﬁpacit"y' of. Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ’
Work _ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
L 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.
_QualiﬁGéﬁbns - 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
r:|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 r
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
RO« Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. NAD 5 O
Approachto  ~ |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project =~ High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.) 2
R High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed,| 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
. . S Lack of project understanding| -3
Location =~ "|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
S ' Within 15mif 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3 n
Weighted Total| 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




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

utstnding mz}wgeemntDlsutes.

Consultant Name: &ﬂ@ﬂ/ i escri ( &2 /A/ /

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. _ B -
Timeliness score from performance database) b Z.A 15 c)/ o/
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database, o 15 g m
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 7. 10 / '
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. )
’ Availability of more than ad&i:i;te éabac'i'ty. that results in added value to IND]T. 1 ) / 20 ZO
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufﬁcwnt available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 -
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 2z Z(b
Expertise and resources at appropriate level | 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity| 2 p 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 5
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * [ 5 0
| Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 Z- 10 Z@
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding{ -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51to 150mi| 0 z| s /&‘
) 151 t0 500 miJ -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3

1IN

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:




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

Consultant Name: [//V ITEA, Services Description: f %

For 100% state funded agriements, non-Indiana firms

. o - . : :
{Outstanding Agreement Disputes. : e .
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 3" 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
1 Historical Performance. _ . .
B Timeliness score from performance database * : ' 3 15 43@2:,‘
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database ¥ 2 15 HH
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 7 10 20)
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
' ‘Availability of more than adequ”avte; capaéity that results in added value to IND(T. miww“ / 20 Z O
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| ' Z' 15 3 O
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, docamentation skills.
" ' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume 0 0 N
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 Lxl
Insufficient experience} -3 n S
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * (%4 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed! 1 ' Z 10 m
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandingf -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. '
- Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 67 5 0
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

3 /
Welghted, Jotal 0

Title:

Date: 3 7 &/

L4




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 ,

item No.

2_

Consultant Name: CTE/WoBipert  Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avenue

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. Signeth

Tig

F

¢ ory Scoring Criteria Scale |[Score Welght Welghted
S _Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3 '
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database| * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do .
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to IND(QT. 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.
Qiralifications 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 experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3
; Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
S Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
: Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi, 1 )
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 65

s ///”

Date: 3-{3. -0G




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , item No. _2__

Consultant Name: BF&S Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avenue

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score | Weight |Weigh+ad
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
- Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added 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'
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience. -3 ‘
_ ) Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 Fi
Approachito Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ’

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
_ Lack of project understanding] -3

Liocation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi| 2
.16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3

Weighted Total 35|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

e £ Fryect: flbawger
Date: 3-/73- 06




Consultant Name: CTE

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 ,

Item No. _2

‘ Serwces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

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:

C \ry . 'scor‘mg Criteria t Weighted
R L £ .. Seore:.
Dlsputes ‘ Outstandmg_é_greement Dlsputes 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
o Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.f -3
Past _ Historical Performance.
Performance. .. Timeliness score from performance database|  * 0 15 0
B 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
“IEvaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
L : Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team S 2227 | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated “|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
: 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
L Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ablhty to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o e 2l complexity, type, subs, documentation skills,
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
Appro Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
-+ ]Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woelghted Total 0

W Lk
S0 0w

2|7 L
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2_

Consultant Name BFS Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave
Category T in 2
Dlsputes - © /" |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
: S Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past- ... .|Historical Performance.
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database  * 1 15 15
Y s Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
L ; 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'todo - '
Work e o 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
. L 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.
Quallficatlons: L 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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experiencef -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 1 5 5.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 S00 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi., -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Welighted Totall 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: \&:Q*‘ L*W
hd

Title: Ry Seav,
Date: 3] )y]sic
/




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 2

Consultant Name: CTE Servnces Descnpﬂon SR62@ Fulton Ave.
¢ ory IScormg Cnteria ' ’ 1 Scale Score " Welght Wéi’gli’t_ed
N P S B L : ~‘Score
Outstandm%reement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstandinginresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
| Historical 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
- [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 i 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
‘]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, 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 complexityf -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
- High level of 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 prdject understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
Within 15mi} 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 30

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: _ ﬁ"y M
Title: _s22x/9 {f“ OfF7E or (73T
Date: ¥ // / 06




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , ltem No. 2

Consultant Name: Butler, Fairman and Seufert Inc. Servnces Descnptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave
' ScormgCnteria ’ S S o .' R . _ Scale Score i

S Outstandmg %reement Dlsputes
B No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

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

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

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 2 15 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.} -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.f -3 ]
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 { ;_

Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. e
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2

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

Lack of project understanding) -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi., 2

16 to 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi., 0

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

For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totad 75

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: m&i e~ ST pEntT
Date: 2 //’i({ / 06 v




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _, ltem No. _2_

Cc..sultant Name CTE Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria - Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
; : ) . ' . : . N . .. Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreemen{« disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance, B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. DA O 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NFAD 15
- Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NAD 10
Capacity of “{Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teéam to do
Work ) Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
. Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
: : Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's - | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level., 0
- R Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
L] complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
o Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
" Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, A0 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
) High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
G Lack of projec; understanding, -3
Location -~ " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
SETE Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unif'Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 _,ltem No. _2_
Consultant NameBFS Services Description: SR 62 Interchange S
Category Scoring Criteria ' R Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
: | ' __Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
Past Historical Performance, B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, NAo 15 o
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAD 15 (®)
- _ Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, MAO 10 (&
Capacity of |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to'do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Feani's |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
i);eihonstraféed - |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,
o o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 P
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0 ]
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience.| -3
0 DR Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. IAD 5 o
Approach to “[Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
e s Lack of project understanding.| -3
Eocation” ~“|Location of assigned staff to office relative fo project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0o 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total] 0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This
is to be as documented in the RFP.

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




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

Censultant Name' C7E ‘ Services Descri n' S é Z / /[/74

A S i R kB ﬁ@;‘é‘ B s
Outstandmg Awgreement Dlsputes. ‘
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0o 1 O 20 0
Outstandln@nresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3 '
Histm_'ical Performance, |
o Timeliness score from performance database ~ * T _‘ 0’: 15 0
o _ Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database WOM - 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * (74 10 0
%} Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
o Avallabxhty of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDAT. 1] 0 20 0
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule|
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added \L _0
{value or efficiency to the deliverable. 5

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ‘. 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 ‘)
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. Z 7 D
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity| 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0 ’
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 N
Historical Performance of an s Project Management from database * ) 5 0
] Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas p proposed 2 / 0
N High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 / 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 ’
e Lack of project understanding§ -3
- Location of assigned staff to office rglative to project.
e : ' Within 15 mi| 2
. o 16t050mi] 1
- . | | Sl 130mif 0 | /7 5 0
. . ' - 151t0500mi| -1 |
; g } Greater than 500 mi] -2
g p i 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;

N )
Weighte Total| U(_/_ 0




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item NO.L_.

Cb.nsultantNém’é:

Descri. ti;an:a'//él L/W

See gﬁidelines._for this RFP to determine the s_cale criteria.

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

Outstandmg_égreement Disputes : :
_____ ) No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 ﬂ _ 20 0
Outstanding unresolved z}greemﬁnt dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance
g Timeliness score from performance database, 15 0
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database.| 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database.|. 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on
ime. -
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 / 20 Z@ 4
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, ) .
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Techmcal expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant
dded value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identifie Z 15 3 v
- for req'd services for value added benefit| 2 : .
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
ating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size, |
omplexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
""" Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0 )
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience.] -3 7N
""" " Historical Performance of Firos Project Management from database| % | & 5 0/
nderstandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 :
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 / 10 V2.3
Bas1c understandmg of the Pro_]ect. 0
: I Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
"""""""" 51t0150mif . 0 | 2 5 0
151t0500miy -1
..Greater than 500mi| 2"
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.]| -3 1 7
' s ' Welghted Total Wg_o

Title:

Date:

SAI20;




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No. _2___

Consultant Name: First Group Services Descriptidn: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avenue

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Tite”_ STyt [P larazer

¢ “gory |Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted.
N - Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to-do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDJQT. 1 0 20. 0
: Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
' for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
_ Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesj -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
: - |complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume 0 ‘
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
JERN Insufficient experience] -3
' Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
'|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
- Lack of project understanding. -3
" '|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
. 151t0 500 mi] -1
; Greater than 500 mi] -2
L For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 60

e

Date: -/ ?,0@




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 06-01 , Item No.

2__

Consultant Name: Burgess & Niple Serwces Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Aveni

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score We:ght Welg}*‘wl
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0 7
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 * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 1 10 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDQT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D_emOnstrated 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,
fcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’' 0
Experlence in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3 |
5 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 \ _
Approacﬁ to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
Project ' High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed| 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
S Lack of project understandingy -3
[Cocation ~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| =~ -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total -35|

P m;ea‘ Margwr

7/?0&




Consultant Name First Group

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No.

2_

Servnces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

C ory' Scormg Criteria S Scale Scor ) ,Weight Weighted
/ R R et i R j ik " Score..:
Dlsp_ut_e_s 5 s Outstandmureement Dlsputes 0
o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
o Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.| -3
Past - - [Historical Performance.
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database.]  * 1 15 15
G LT Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
s Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Capacity.of .. |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to: do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
, Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
~{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
' 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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed, 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

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 categones Signed:

Weighted Totall 15

muwe

Title: Q\r\;‘Q. u-q

1

Date:

3) I‘t’) st




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2__

Consultant Name: B&N Servnces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave
Category = Scormg Criteria L R ‘ e T it Weigh’/\'
S e BT L T e e T e e e e D Bl Seor.. [
Disputes . Outstandmg_é_greement Disputes. 0
: S No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
L o Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past . '~ |Historical Performance.
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database. * 1 15 15
: S 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
‘|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability 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
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
'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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3 ,
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi., 2
16 to S0 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi,| 1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 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: Q&Q‘m LW

Title: qu SDA%
Date: 3) “ﬂ S




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 2

Consultant Name First Group Engmeernmg, Inc _ Servnces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.

0 ring Critem Scale Scorc T Welght rWeighted
L e S e B (G S ) Score.
B Outstandmgh%reement Dlsputes
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0

Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2 15 30

Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
1Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
1value or efficiency to the deliverable,
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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type 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
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0

nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of projec’? understanding) -3

ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi,| 2

16 to 50 mi, 1

51 to 150 mi, 0

15110500 mij -1

Greater than 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: . /‘_29 M N
Title: /4/)4/%7; & SFT Ao
U v
Date: 7 A‘L /0’ é




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 2

Consultant Name Burgess&NlpIe, llmlted Servuces Descrlptlon SR 62@Fulton Ave
2 v Scorin e T = , Scale Score | 'Weig

S Outstandmgw wgreement Dlsputes
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
|Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
‘echnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified} 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesy -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
“Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -1
Insufficient experience] -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 *%:

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

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

Lack of project understanding -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project,

Within 15 mi,| 2

16 to 50 mi., 1

51 to 150 mi. 0

15110500 mij -1

Greater than 500 mi.| -2

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

Weighted Total|_____65]
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: @‘\ w‘
Title: /mﬂf/éaz)e/ SFT 2SeT

Date: _?//‘Z,V/?é v




