Example Selection Form

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

Cousultant Name First Group Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score = | Weight |Weighted
§ v . , : S I 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. B )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. M) 15 O
' Co Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAO 15 %
DL : _ Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, NAOD 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 valune to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
y » Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
pémonstrated‘ . |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Quahﬁcatmns 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
:IRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
_“{complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
P ’ 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. dNAD 5 (o)
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of uererstanding 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
DI Lack of project understanding,] -3
Location - ‘{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
B Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi., 0 0 5 0
15110 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3

Weighted Totall 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 B&N Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria . 1 “Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
: . v v : 1 - Score
Disputes Outstandingm  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. NA ¢ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. Dy 15 (o]
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NAD 10 o
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's per;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
s Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's = '|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D:émonstrat‘ed_ - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Ql_laliﬁc‘atid‘ns_} Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o . : for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
R Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager. [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
e - Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 e
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0 T
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience| -3
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database| -}Hﬂg 5 o
Approachto . |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
PF»"i@“ : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
. ' High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
G Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location:~ . . ]Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
e Within 15mi] 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. _2—'_
Qonsultant Name: //74)'7 /ealfp Servnces Descrlptlon.()-’ /e éZ //\7—

Outstanding Agreement Dlsputes.
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| ' ) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database - ;)_ - 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database L 74 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 INDAT. - | 20 0
‘ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 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| p 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 * 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 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _ .
Weighted Tota|| ‘Z 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best Jjudgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: <
Title: / V
Date: 2 W/




Selection Ratlng for RFP - No. 05-02 , Item No. _Zf_

Yy
e iy " il
; H ] Bl
{Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old Lo ﬂ 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3 a
Historical Performance. 1
Timeliness score from performance database]  * : C/ ‘ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * T 0 ’ - 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.
Avallablhty of more than adequate capacﬂy that results in added value to IND( T. 1 | ﬁ 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 ﬁ
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 * /7 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time saving__s.‘
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas 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 understandig,_g. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
| - Within 15 mij 2
16 to 50 mi| 1 -
51 to 150 mi, 0 ﬂ 5 0
151t0500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
B L 3 ' For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _ A
' Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:




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

Consultant Name: MS Consultants Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton Avent

€ gory Scoring Criteria Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
) ‘ __Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance Timeliness score from performance database * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 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(T. 1 1 20 20
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule| 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Feam's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. . Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Sy Insufficient experience, -3
i/ o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
Approachite:  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
?fbjg'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
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
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
15110500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 55

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: /Fo

Date:

343-06

f"



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

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

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score | Weight - Welg‘*’“\c%
, - See |
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 * 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
v 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,
‘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
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3 ]
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 L _f
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
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 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: e
Titler!_fZgject Ma@%r
L4 L4
Date: 3-1%-() G




Consultant Name MS Consult

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

Serwces Descnptlon Dev. Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave

C/h“‘ i
Dispute's_ T Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
) ' ; No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
L Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past - " "[Historical Performance.
Perfogmanc’é’ . Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
RN 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 avajlable 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
r Ratmg 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
Woighted 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: \‘f& UL)()/B}S((

Title:
Date:

el Senv.

’3! "2



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

Title:
Date:

Consultant Name: URS Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
Category. - [Seormg ORI T T Teore
Dispuites = Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
S b 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
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.
Teamtodo
Work;f' e PR Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
‘ ‘ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
e Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's: “/]Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
DemonSt_ra‘_tej'd_ ‘ “Ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
ifications -~ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 5 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 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
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
1510500 miy -1
_ Greater than S00 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Woeighted Totall 20

UNRYxs

U Rl L&}uv,

Ea-d 1‘
314 )sL
v [




Cu..sultant Name MS

Example Selection Form

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

Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria ‘ ‘ Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
L . | IER 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. M40 15 yo)
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. INIZ:Y) 15 0
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, nizatl) 10 _O
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's per:onnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Feam: 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
Demo‘nstrated' 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
e Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
_ it |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
g : . o : complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
. ' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
T Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experience) -3
VA Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. A0 5 [9)
Approachito  [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project 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
Fb e Lack of project understanding.] -3
Location: -~~~ |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: RS Within 15mi| 2
16to 50mi| .1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

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. Signedy
P y best judg

Weighted Totall 0

Title: Bridge Réhabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

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

Consultant Name URS Services Description: SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria ’ : S ‘ 1 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. D
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, P d) 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N 15 0
. . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. A0 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
' 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
Q\gmoh‘strated “{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
ualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
LT . 0 15 0
E for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
er |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
*lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
k Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 .
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0 I
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1 -
Insufficient experience.] -3
A Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N O 5 0O
JUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
' High level of uererstanding 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 Lack of project 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 S 0
15110 500 mi| -1
Greater than S00mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
B Welghted 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 Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




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

Consultant Name MS Consultants Inc Servuces Descrlptlon SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
" e "7 |Scoring ¢ ' S R . , I Scale: FScore Weight

S Outstandin&égreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3mos.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.

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
5 ivalue 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 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 ul;derstanding 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
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 10|
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Slgned M

Title: /f;@m o /Vﬁ /73(»1 ]
Date: 7//L / 06




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

Consultant Name. URS Servnces Descrlpt|on. SR 62 @ Fulton Ave.
; S ' Scale Score " Welght
o Outsmndln&égreement Dlsputes
" No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos.oldy 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 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulej -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Ivalue 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,
emplexity, 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 L—«{
Understanding and Innovation that gives 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 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 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 Total 45

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /Z«\n M
Tite:_opdlly e /1t oy

Date:

3K/ 9c 7




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

WJ M/é ___Services Description:. JE é Z Z\-/7T

Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 Vo) 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
- |Historical Performance. ‘ ‘ ’
o Timeliness score from performance database * ¢ 15 0
w o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database X o 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database d 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 INDAT. 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 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 "
o 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 uerer'standing and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 i 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandin_g'. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
: @ 51t 150 mif 0 1 5 0
E; . ' 151 to 500mi| -1
- | Greater than 500 mif -2
: : l For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 . -
‘ Weighted Total] U~ 0

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

.

Title:

Date:



Cdnsultant-Néiné: yf 5

Description:

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

L2 Wkt

See gilidelines'for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Og__tg;andmg_égg_eement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
, Outstanding unresolved agreemsnt d.lsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Hlstorlcal Performance
Timeliness score from petformance 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 pl'OJeCt on
time,
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 20 w )
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0 . '
___Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.] -3
Techmcal 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 ﬁ 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,
complemty, type, subs, documentatlon skills. ‘
_Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity] 2 ﬁ s - 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 _
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1 '
__________ Insufficient experience] -3 | . ,/_3
~ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 5 0 ./
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. :
ngh level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2 .
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 /6/7
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 :
""" ‘Lack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
"""""" 5Tt0is0m) 0| O 5 0
1510500 mi] -1
_ Greater than 500 mi,] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.] -3
- — . 5

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

Title:

Date: j/ J‘/ﬁ




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

Consultant Name: RWA Serwces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 lnterch At Fulton Ave
cd \}ry - " [Scoring Criteria .-~ =" e Scale Score ~Weight |V
DiSpu'tgs S Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
g : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
g ) Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Past _' ~ .. - |Historical Performance.
Performance : Timeliness score from performance database. * 2 15 30
' 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
‘;f 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
Ratmg 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
15110500 mi| -1
) Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Woighted 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: %"e“* Ll)/db‘(/
Title: &&wq Sy .
Date: 7 ), Mlak




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

Title:
Date:

Consultant Name: ACE Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
Ca tegory e T Crter e T Saate [score | W T T
Disputes .~ |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
' ' 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
: i 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 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience) -3 o
: 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
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
~ For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total 85

' LA
Rals S,

. D
)ll 1o



C‘u....éultant Name RWA

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
’ .~ | 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. MNiA B 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, N2 o 15 O
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
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
. , Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's . JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D,emoh,strated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
' B for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level., 0
PSR Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' .7 lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
e 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
P 4 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Mana_g_ement from database. JA & 5 o
A‘ﬁpro'g‘éhf,ltp :|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
C ‘ 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
Lo__cati,on ' Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' ‘ Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

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

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:

Weighted TotaII 0

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, ltem No. _2_

/
/

Consultant Name ACE Services Description: SR 62 Interchange —
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, NAO 15 o
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. Mo 15 [>)
L Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. A O 10 (s}
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
o Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,| 0
o » Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's -~ - |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
"]_.‘)fe_in'on:strated _|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
NRERRRI. 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 ~
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. A 5 C_)
" [Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
: High level of u;lwderstanding 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 : Lack of project understanding. -3
Location " [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
N Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than SO0 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 Reffabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




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

Consultant vamé' /gj/ﬁ

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o ) '
..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 _# g 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database| B e g - 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database 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 INDOIT., . / 20 Z&
' Adeguate 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
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 L 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 * (% 5 0

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

High level of u;derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 i 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
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t0500mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms 3

74 5 0

WelghtWaluéV 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: g

Title: W
Date: ‘24 Zﬁé




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , item No. _&_
Consultant Name: C Services Description: Q%J - _ [

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.

e e
Timeliness score from performance database]  * 15 l/g‘_
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database 15 {/ “
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 10 3?()”(
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adeqtiate capécity that results in added value to INDT. 1 / 20 ﬂ 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 4
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
21? 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 j
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Y| Rating of predicted ability to manage the preject, based on: experience in size,
] complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 L 5 / 6)

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

Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 /|

Insufficient experience] -3 N

B 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 understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed
Basic understanding of the Project.

10 Z0

OI=iN

7
A 5 Lack of project understanding} -3
- 1 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

: R v Within 15mi] 2
: gj - 16 to 50 mi, 1
; . ' ' 51t0150mi] 0 & 5 0
iy oD a g e N
%siw ». é 151 to 500 mi] -1
‘ “{ﬁi g Greater than 500 mi] -2

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

= Weigpte Total.#_é@"_ﬁ
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: s

Title: % W
Date: 3/7’ /0;




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

Consultant Name: TCE Services Description: Development of SR 62 lnterchahge at Fulton Avenue

¢ ory Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight |Weighted
e ' ' 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.
Tedm to-do
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
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,
il 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 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
0

51 to 150 mi,| 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 :
Weighted Total 45

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&?% .
: (2
Title: //9 L(’%Qi’ % noLEr

Date: ?/30@




Consultant Name: Beam, Longest, & Neff

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

Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fultoi

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight iWeig’“"‘“Qf
Se.
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
e 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 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 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 L]
:'Appma’c'ha to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
: ] Lack of project understanding{ -3
Liocation " |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 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 90

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‘ 96

Prg/écz‘ Aansg



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

Consultant Name: TCE Description: SR 62 @ Fulton Ave

No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old, 0 1 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Historical Performance.

________________________ Timeliness score from performance database. L 0 15 ] o0
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database) — * 1 15 1 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.
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -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.

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, documentatmn skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar t}pe and complexity. 2 2 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.|  * o | s 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
0

Basic understanding of the Project.

10

"""" Within 15mi] 2
16to50mi}] 1

........................................................ Rt p
151 to 500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2

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

Weighted Totall 75)

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria J
. [y S
he scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Sigued:_éZ«-\ f/
Title: Mﬂﬂqy T yneT
17 v
Date: ,}’/ 2 /0 b




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

Consultant Name Beam, Longest and Neff Servnces Descrlpt|on SR62@ Fulton Ave.
“|Scoring: e : ' ' Scale [Seore - Welght Wengb‘*d
S Outstandingw_%reement 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. * 2 15 30
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
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identiﬁedr 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 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.
a 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
151 to 500 mi. -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 consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ./;Zx M :

Title: M%ﬁw LrOf AT
(%
Date: 2 /z_ég




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

Consultant Name: TCE Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
C gy [SeormgCritera [ Scale [Score | Weight [Weighted
Disputes - E 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.
Performanc Timeliness score from performance database, * 2 15 30
v Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 15 15
R N Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 10
Capacity of = - |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do " .
Work ' ‘ Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's = = . |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qu’alifjéaﬁbn’sl'l : Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s 0
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, 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 complexityd -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 S 0
1510500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woelighted Total 55

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: %k\, LAMM

Title:

Date:

)'W/ NC
—



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

Consultant Name: BLN Servnces Descrlptlon Dev Of SR 62 Interch At Fulton Ave
Category . |Scoring Criteria Scale Score '-W¢i:ght_t Weigb’m'
- Col o T s s e e e T e e s ) Seere
Disputes - .. Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
‘ o No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
L Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past i Historical Performance,
Performance Sl Timeliness score from performance database. * 2 15 30
S Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 1 15 15
e Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 1 10 10
Chﬁaéify of . |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Teamto do B
: 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
D’emons,t_rahte_d;_ ~Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
.Quali'ﬁ:,cjatiﬁznis i Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 s o
' : g 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’',
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
15110 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: QX‘Q\- wﬁ@(‘
Title: \%Wv] S}u/‘/ N
Date: 7 %4 [61.:,
¥




Ceu..sultant Name TCE

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, tem No. _2_

Services Description: SR 62 Interchange

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 agreemen? disputes more than 3 mos. old,| -3
Past Historical Performance. B )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. NAO 15 Fo)
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, N 15 O
= , Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NAD 10 ]
Cabacity 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
o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
D'gmonstrated - - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Q:daliﬁéat.iOns. ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o s 0
L R 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
s Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3
. L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. MO 5 Io)
Apprbh_.c:hﬁft{i “{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Ei"?ljS?Ct Rt ‘ High level of uererstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
S High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
. _ Lack of project understanding. -3
Location ‘|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi., 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151to 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 UnitSupervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, ltem No. _2_

Consultant NameBLN Services Description: SR 62 Interchange R
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, B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database, DA 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAO 15 D
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NA D 10 (4]
Capacity of ‘|Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
: Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's - JTechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
ng_onstrated value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications’ _ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o 5 0
o R 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 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 P
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0 e
Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience| -3
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. MNA O 5 o
Approach'to * - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project ‘ High level of ugderstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
TN High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of proj ect 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 S00 mi.f -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 Réhabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




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

Censultant Name: / CE Services Description.jﬂ 24” /
( ; o ¥ 3 f f § [

TR
i T

Rk

Outstanding Agreement Disputes. )
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 0 20 0
s Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
o |Historical Performance. =~ o - X
1 o Timeliness score from performance database * / 15 40
L e Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 'Z, 15 qn
Quahty/Btggtet score on all INDOT work from performance database * g 10 y 2
2| Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. o
” Availability of more than adequ;i;: capacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 / 20 w
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 :
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulef -3
7 Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld 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 ' 5@
. ' Expertise and resources at appropriate level] . 0 L
' Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
1 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 Z’ . / 2)
i Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 '
- Insufficient experience -3 \ N
= i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * (4] 5 0
Understandmg 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 L 10 Zp
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understm&‘ﬁﬂg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 O 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _ 1/ 7
Welghted Total

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:

N ey
3/&7%




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

Consultant N'ame:&d/)"‘ / Services Descriptioh: ‘TEAL'['UX ' ] ()

i i i 5
]Outstanding A wgreement Disputes.
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old o ﬂ 20 0
- Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
Historical Performance. _ N o
ermcn s Timeliness score from performance database] ~ * N [ 15 0
o Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database * 0 - 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * o 10 0

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

~

i Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valae to INDJT.

' 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
={value or efficiency to the deliverable.

20 20

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified -
e for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 Z"" 15 j 9
i Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3

getiRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Sen complexnty, type, subs, documentation skills.

- Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 _
; Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' Z—- / 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 v Q
£ Insufficient experience, -3 l\“\»‘_’
e Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 4 5 0|

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

: ; L High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
i - High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 ‘ / 10 / (0)
- : : Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3

"1 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

o Within 15 mi. 2
: 16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 N & 5 0
. ' ' - 151t0 500 mij -1
! e _ Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date:




Example Selection Form

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

Ce..sultant Name Wilbur Smith Services Descrlptlon SR 62 Interchange
Category Scoring Criteria ' ‘Scale |Score Welght ‘Weighted
_ ' » . IR | ‘ : . Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
B 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. M0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, NRQ 15 o)
, . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N0 10 0
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
T 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
: e Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
o FERR complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
SRR Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
EE S Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
s Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. DAO 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
R Lack of project understanding, -3
Location - |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
R B Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151to 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
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 Refhabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01

, Item No. _2_

Consultant Name RQAW Services Description: SR 62 Interchange “./
Category Scoring Criteria i 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. NA o 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NEo 15 o)
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. MNA 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
Déihohstrated _|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
. S Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
PEdj’e‘ct-Mﬁhaggx:"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 N
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 —
Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience.] -3
S o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. NA&-_O 5 (o)
App:io'é'Ch':tO’ Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed) . 2
PRI High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
RIS Lack of project understanding) -3
Location " © " "|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
BEA ' Within 15mi 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 0 5 0
151t0 S00 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. Signedy

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




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

Consultant Name Wilbur Sm|th Assoc Inc. Servnces Descrlptlon SR62@ Fulton Ave.
C y o Scormg Crltena L e Scale Score Welght

S OutstandmgmAgreement 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

{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 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 5 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

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 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

15110500 mif -1

Greater than 500 mi. 2

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

Weighted Tohll 20§

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % 7’«4,::/1 ¥
7

Title: W%’j/" 52y prrgT

Date: 3//2 U/ﬁé Y




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

Consultant Name Reld Quebe, AII|son & Wllcox Servu:es Descnptlon SR62@ Fulton Ave.
oory. fing Criteria -~ R : 1" Scale - Score Welght Welghtfd
. Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
' Outstandmiunresolved | 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. * 0 15 0
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| 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
|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} -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database  * 0 5 [
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. g
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

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

Weighted Total| _ 70}

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: % W
Title: /tfdﬂﬁgy Vit /7’51—'\7'

Date: j’// Z% [




Consultant Name: Wilbur Smith Assoc.

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

Services Description: Development of SR 62 Interchange at Fulton /

[ Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
N Score
Disputes Outstandingﬁé;greement 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 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
NN 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
R Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 0
Approach'to  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
S 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 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: /ﬁf/’ecf %/myrf
Date: $-/3%- Ok




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

Consultant Name: RQAW _ 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. Signed:

o~

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight f:W'eig"A‘-{?i
’ Se. J
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 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
; ) 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,
Jcomplexity, 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 o
, Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 0 5 *f_‘_
{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 Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
s Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Welghted Total 65

tite’ S Frect 17

Date: 3/ § -06

CnAGE
4




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , item No. _7_»__/

Censultant Name: Médlf QT L Services Description: J/ -'

1 i g
bl 5% i i i bl SRR ] Rl e 2 GibinA
Outstandmg m’greement Disputes. ) i
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0o 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3

Historical Performance.

o Timeliness score from performance database) ‘ * 15 [0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database X 15 /N

10 |70

Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database

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

Availability of more than adeqﬁafg cépacity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 | / _ 20 29
) 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 Z ' 15 3?
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: expenence 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 Z .
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 understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 i Z‘ 10 ED
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of projec?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 O 5 0
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

»

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed:
Tite: AW
Date:, 7/ 7 0




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

. Stor
{Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 1
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 | b 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Historical Performance. A » _
Timeliness score from performance database| * 1 ﬁ 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database . * 0 - 15 0 |
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database | (9 10 0
1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacfty that results in added value to INDQT. 1 | / 20 Zb
' 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
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 Z, @
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 Iy
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 } : / b
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 ' /
Insufficient experience] -3 L ~ ~/
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * U 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of u;derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 v 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 & '
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
£ 151t0 500 mi] -1
: [ Greater than 500 mi] -2
g e : For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 P/7

See guidelines for this REP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Welghted Tota

vV 0




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _2
Consultant Name: WSA Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
C/\zpry ~TSemmg G R .- | Scale. [Score | Weight | Weighted
A N LR T S W L IR & e bl i T Searre,
Disputes 'v {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 o {Historical Performance,
Perform__s_u_lcef _ Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
i IR Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Lo T 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
S 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
>‘jvalue 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
o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
| Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Approa Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. '
Pl‘ o’j‘(ch 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
B Basic understanding of the Project, 0
o Lack of project understanding| -3
L Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
o Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi., 1
51t0150mi] 0 0 5 0
151 t0o 500 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.

i
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: W\ (M
rzg. 3
Title: U'Pd?o " Eg/WA
3 )iy Yol

Date:

Weighted Total| 0]




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

Consultant Name: RQAW Services Description: Dev. Of SR 62 Interch. At Fulton Ave
Category  [SeormgCriteria | Sk [Score | Weight [Wemr
. RIS oI e R e e e e e ] S j
Disputes ~ ~ Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
EREE No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
5 _ Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Past = " |Historical Performance.
Performance. - Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
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.
Teamtodo . .
Work “ E R 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
. e Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
Teani's . - |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added -
Demonstrated: - |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ) 15 15
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 9 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 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
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: M \J\MXJ

Title: Mwy] S»’I-L:r{{

Date: 9} l‘ﬁ“ L
[4




