item Title__ I-74 Design/Build, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1

RFP 06-01, Rating - ltem No.3

Mémber 1

Member 2| Member 3 | Member 4 | NMlember 5
Kenny Walt George John Greg Weighted Scores

Consultants Franklin Land Snyder Wright | Kicinski Total Ranking |
United Consulting | 85 125 110 115 65 500 1
ACE 85 115 65 125 85 475 2
BLN 110 85 50 125 90 460 3
RWA 90 135 40 115 65 445 4
TCE 85 135 45 85 80 430 5
BF&S 80 110 85 85 55 415 6
RQAW 55 125 85 70 65 400 7
PB 75 110 65 40 85 375 8
DLZ 110 70 30 70 40 320 9
B&N 55 65 5 85 75 285 10
EARTH TECH 45 75 30 60 50 260 11
URS 5 35 85 40 70 235 12
FIRST GROUP 5 55 35 80 50 225 13
STRAND 80 25 30 35 50 220 14
CTE 85 40 5 45 30 205 15
VS 5 15 50 60 40 170 16
GPD 55 30 25 5 15 130 17
FEBA 5 55 5 50 5 120 18
BONAR 40 15 0 25 25 105 19
HANSON 5 5 30 10 35 85 20
QK4 35 -20 -75 0 -30 -90 21

0

0

0

0

Scoring Team Leader Signature: ﬁt—\, ,Z/ v&r-%

Title: Managg, Office of Proj. Mgm't

Date: April 10, 2006

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

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

& Selection of the proposed top J,_ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked
firms approved, in order, as alternates.

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

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

Contra inistratign Pirector E mic Oppprtu%irector
it LY/
Date: / 4,///5?5/0’4 : x; /







Selection Rating for RFP- No.
Item No.

Services Description:

Consultant Name:

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

: s i g Lo
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.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
. 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified I
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 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 of the project. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
510 150 m¥. 0 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Tofal 85

2

Title: i / ?(oject Manager

Date: 4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name R.W. Armstrong Serwces Descnptlon New I-74 Interchange DesngnlBunld
2 : .|Scormg C’ritena - e - . | Seale lScore v Welght Weighted
' OutstandmgﬂAgreement Dlsputes
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
»|Historical Performance.
: 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
Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Démonstrated unique expertise and resources identified]

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

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of ur;derstanding 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

Laocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms., -3 _ ]
Weighted Total| 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: _@aj_ W i
Title: ”74/@1 o SN T
, v
Date: 5 // 2 }' 96




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01

Consultant Name American Consultmg Engr

, tem No. 3

Descrlptlon New l-74 Interchange DesngnlBqud

Scormg Criteria s ~‘Seale  |Score Welght Wei”g/liﬁék!‘
- : Set
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes 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. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
ITechnical 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 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 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 1 0 10
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi,| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Woeighted TotaII 85]

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

Title: 22

5,8 STT ST

Date: ¥ / 2

1%




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , item No.\ 2

ing Agreement Disputes.

. No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0o 20 &
l Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old 3
@@ Historical Performance, N - .
o R ..., Limeliness score from performance database ~ * 3 15 l/\g: ‘
— . ~Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database _* 3 15 9{5 ;
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database i 10 K
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
o Avaﬂability of more than adequaté Eépacity that results in added value to INDJT. T / 20 Zb
i 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
dlvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ,
for :qu'd scI:)rvices for value added benefit, 2 p‘ 15 J @
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 ]
o : : , 5 /70
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 p
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience] -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * (4 5 0
HUnderstanding 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 p 10 2@
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding) -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
Within 15 mi, 2 . .
16t050m] 1 / S
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

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:




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

No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsplites

Serwces Descrlptlon / 7 . pj .

Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Historical Performance. i T R 1.
Tlmelmess score from performance database . L 15 j

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

s N cnhs s e

Avallabﬂlty of more than adequate capacuy that results in added value to INDQT. 1

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule

Insufficient avallable capacny to meet the schedule]

20 Z@

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

2 2z P 3@

Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
f|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. )
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 : 5 / @
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 L
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3

Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database

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

High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed]

High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed|

Basic understanding of the Project.

2
1 Z7] 10
: 20

Lack of project understandmg -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi| 1 6
51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151t0 500 mid -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3
’ : Weigpted 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: ‘p

Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No

Item No.
Services Description:
Consultant Name:

10utstanding 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.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
valuation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3

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

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 5 15 30
Demonstrated high level of 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, documentation skills.
Yo Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume". 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 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 of the project] 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
' Within 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t0 500 mi| -1 ! > 5
Greater than 500 mi] -2

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

Weighted Total 110

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: ‘oject Manager

Date: 4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
Item No.

Services Description:

Consultant Name:

SR j,.«« 5 My% 7 4 kar,fg;: S ’;ue :':B cﬁ . Qf%\' 3 5 B § = -~ m 0 “ i)
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.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
=1 Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
. 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 9 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified| 1
for req'd services for value added benefit.
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.
Youi? Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume". 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 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 of the project. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t0 500 mij -1 ! > >
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 80

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:

Date:

Project Manager

4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
Item No.

Services Description:

Consultant Name:

: Outstandmg Agreement 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. 15 0

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

<

[l
<

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
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 outstanding expertise and resources identified

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 1 15 15

Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified| 1
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 3

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 of the project. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3

|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 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 40

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: & %/ ; é’é

Title: ro;ect Manager

Date: 41712006







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name: Burgess & Nlple, L|m|ted Descnpt|on New |-74 Interchan e DeSI nIBund _
Catmgry o FScormg Criteria ‘ . : . Welght W_g‘i'gli,t'ed
Lo Outsmndln&émgreement Dlspntes
. No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Histerical 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 schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexityy -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 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Weighted Totall 65

D e Z/Wfdé

Title: /mav%r AT gy T
Date: 3 /zv/ﬂ 6

[¥




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name: VS Engmeering

Descrlptlon New 1-74 Interchange DenglpIBmId

Categary__’ T Scormg Critena - Seale PScore - Welght ,:Welghted
T Outstandmgm wgreement Dlsputes
: No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
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; 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 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 ( ’;T
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ]
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. B
Within 15 mi., 2
16 to 50 mi,| 1
51 to 150 mi.| 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
N "Weighted Tofal 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. Signed:

Title: /’44»&({/ T ”'SHT‘

Date: 3// L /0 A




Selection Rating for RFP- No

Item No. :
Services Description:
Consultant Name:

h“v o S ) o 7 a2 W B e _ SRR o9
: 2 S 4"”{‘ o - 2S¢ P ﬁf;* . Se
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.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
A value or efficiency to the deliverable.
o Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
, . 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 1 15 15
Demonstrated high level of 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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 0
“lUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding of the project. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t0500mi| -1 ! > 3
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Welghted Total 55
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:

Date:

JA

PWanager

4/7/2006







Cu..sultant Name B&N

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, Item No. 3_

Services Description: 1-74 Interchange Interchange

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score | Weight |Weighted
A 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. N O 15 o
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. MO 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
Dlngnsti'a'ted 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
L Insufficient expertise and/or resources -3
Project Mjana‘gm{ating 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
L Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. Nde @ 5 o
*|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of ur?derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
o 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 1 5 5
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
~ Weighted Total| 5]

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




Consultant Name VS

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, Item No. 3_

Services Description: 1-74 Interchange 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. o B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. NAO 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N O 15 ©
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. wNAD 10 ©
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's pers.onnel and equipment to perform the project on time. )
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
) Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
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 Mansger [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 s
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience -3
- e Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. MO 5 Q
Approach-to “  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. _
Project . - : N High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
o High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
IR Lack of project understanding] -3
Loeation Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3 _
Weighted Total 10

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.

This

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. 06-01 , Item No. _3___

Consultant Name: B&N Services Description: 1-74 Inter. Design Build Documents
o \’}ry ScoringCrlterla T T o T ek R
Disputes - " |Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
: | No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
DRI . Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
Past. .~ ' IHistorical Performance.
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database ~ * 1 15 15
L 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
Ry 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.
Qzunaliﬁ“c‘;:‘itio“h_s Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
I L for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi,| 2
16 t0 50 mi| 1
51t0150mi} 0 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woighted Total 35

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: &Q& LA),{ZP{

Title: u\hl;q,w-q (gﬂ‘r v

Date:

3)yp) 84

- ¥
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Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3

Consultant Name: VS Serv:ces Descrlptlon I-74 Inter Desngn Bulld Doc.

Category - =~ Scormg Crlteria ore
Disputes - Outstanding é_greement Disputes. 0
N ' 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.
Perfc Timeliness score from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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
o : Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Teani's | Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable,
Quahf' catlon~ Al 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 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Expenence in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3 F—
Hlstoncal Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 1 5 5
Understandmg and Innovation that glves 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 2 5 10
15110500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: -
Date:

Woeighted Totall 40

\&d=y Serrs
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Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , item No.. 2

ﬁ /
a0

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:

No outstz;nd 1g unresolvec agreement dlsputes >3 mos.
Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos.
Historical Performance. e - e » ]
'Tlméhness scare from performance database ) * N 0 N 15 0o
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database ';*. o 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Avallablhty of more than adeqﬁété capamty that results in added value to INDT. 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 | _ 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 0
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
H{Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
'l 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 O
Experience in different type or lower complexity’ -1
Insufficient experience| -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * [ 5 0
| Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed] 1 '/ 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2
1610 50mij 1 / S
51 to 150 mi. 0 5 0
151t0500mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 v
' Weighted Totg__ o 0|

Title:

Date:

i

/0¢




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

Consuitant Name: y urﬁ/ﬁ/A/A‘WA/t Services Description: /— 7 f/ﬂd .
it | e d "ﬁ ' e R el éﬁ@"t;{ A e
131 e Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes. —
i V G : ; No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old o 0 20 0
PR . Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
t* | Historical Performance.
i Xl i Tlmelmess score from performance database ] *_ 1 0 15
: Rl . Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * o) L=
L ' Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * ~ 10 K
(Y 0fl ' [Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. o
“Availability of more than adequate capacity that results i 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
i ‘1 value or efficiency to the deliverable.
G Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. . 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 0
: = : Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
L . Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
P €I Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
B | complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
‘ - Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume 0 : -
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 -/ _ \2”\
: G _ Insufficient experience -3 ) N
o % 5 Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 6 5 0
A T ' Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
i - High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
- High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 10 0
h 5 Basic understanding of the Project. 0 O
Lack of project understanding) -3
: : Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
- . Within 15 mi| 2 ya /0
. . : 16t050mif 1
51 to 150 mi| 0 : 5 0
: 151t0 500 mi] -1 !
o : Greater than 500 mi| -2 ’
= For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 : |
— Weighted Totall__ 5 __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: 5; /

1



Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
Item No. :

Services Description:

Consultant Name:|:

is to be as documented in the REP.

. = ??,’, 59‘“ WA, o V:; T i X ’m T3 ,m :ﬁ? = x‘i
- 2 demene e : : e S .
|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.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 0 10 0
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
] Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
. 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. ’ 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified, 1
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,
jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
' Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity, -1
Insufficient experience. -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, 0 5 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 of the project. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151t0 500 mi| -1 ! > >
Greater than 500 mi. -2
| For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Welghted Total 85
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This

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

/ }?{oject Manager

Title:

Date:

4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 3

Consultant Name' CTE

Descrlptlon New I-74 Interchange Design/Build

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Cgtegory L Scoring Criteria - Scale - Score ; Welgbt Welghte(j
i D ' Score
Disputes . Outstandmgq reement 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.
Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT., 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 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
1Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
Jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experienced -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
nderstandmg and Innovation that glves 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 2 5 10
151t0 500 miy -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Totat 40}

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

Title: MM\{/” /7T p7um >
3,/ /g a¢é

Date:

v




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name: Hanson

Description: New |-74 Interchange Design/Build

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

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

Weighted Total 40

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

Title: mﬂj‘gﬂeﬂ AT pmsn T
U,
3//L /@é

Date:

U



Consultant Name: CTE __ Services Description: I-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3___

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

C: “wy . [Scoring Criteri
Disp'_ilte's" “ " '|Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
o ’ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
s T Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos.old| -3
Past . |Historical Performance. ;
Performance - Timeliness score from performance database  * 0 15 0
. ; Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
““|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
~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
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Laocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' Within 15 mi. 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi)| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 10

4
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: &}9\«, “., U.m

Title:
Date:

N e

S,

7))o




Consultant Name' Hanson

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

3_

Serv:ces Descrlptlon I-74 Inter Desugn Bunld Doc

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category Scoring Criteria : Sc‘ le |Score1 G R
Dlsputes B Outstandmgﬂégreement Dlsputes 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
i Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes 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
“IEvaluation 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 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] . -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity) -1
Insufficient experience.] -3 2
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 1 5 5.
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 2 5 10
15110 500 mi -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
~ For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total 25

URdun S,
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C  ultant Name CTE

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP- No.  06-01

, tem No. 3_

Services Description: |1-74 Interchange Interchange

Category Scoring Criteria ' " Seale |Score -“Weight |Weighted
‘ | Score.
Disputes Outstandinmgm 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.| DNAD 15 O
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database., MNAD 15 o
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. DAL 10 O
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time. T
Team to-do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
o Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
. - Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable, ' ‘
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified o 15 ' 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level., 0
: : Insufficient expertise and/or resourcesf -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
8 complexity, t'ype,_ subs, documentation skills.
C Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
L Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
’ . Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
X Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. NAD 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
e o Lack of project understanding. -3
Location ~ ~ ~|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
" Within [5mi] 2
16 to 50 mi, 1 :
51 to 150 m. 0 2 5 10
15110 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi.j] -2
-3

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

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

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 Tota|| 10

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 , item No. 3_

Consultant Name Hanson Services Description: 1-74 Interchange o
Category Scoring Criteria " Scale |Score Weight |Weiglited
v 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. B
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. Dilbey 15 [s]
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. DA 15 (@)
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, NAD 10 (=]
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's pers-onnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
A ' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
L Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Team's - Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
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

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0 0 > 3
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
‘ Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N D 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
N Lack of project understanding) -3
Location " |Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. j
K Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10

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

Weighted Totall 10

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

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

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




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

Consultant Name' C7 E

Outstandlng Agreement Dlsputes.

Serwces Descrlptlon ] / ‘ 7 ¢M I
ég I}

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old| 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old
Historical Performance. =~ . ]
: . o Tlmelmess score from performance database 15 0 Mi
w w Quahty/Budget score on similar work ﬂom performance database 15 0
S 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.
T .Ailailability of more than adeq'i‘i:c'itgéapaé.ity that results in added value to IND]T. 1 p 20 0
' ~Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
=ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| A 15 0
___ for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 ﬂ
. Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
o 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 V 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 / b
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience| -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * 6 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 / 10 /b
' Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandingf -3
1 1ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 2 /0
160 50mi] 1 7.
51 to 150 mi, 0 : 5 0
151t0 500 mif- -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded  agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 -
) Weighted Total 0

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title: /9

Date: }'/;7/’0/




Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , Item No.<3__

B OutstandmgAgreement Dlsputes. o _
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old o g 20 0
QOutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
gi?y Historical Performance. =~ d .
— o Tlmelmess score from performance database x ' N 0 15 0
N Quahty/Budgep score on similar work from performance database *M . Q 15 0
) Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database * o 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
- ’ Availability of more than ade;]ua e 'gaj)ac"i'ty that results in added value to INDAT. 1 | 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 ﬂ
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
itvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| _ 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 ﬂ
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0 ‘
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: expernence in size,
“|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 D 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 sy
Insufficient experience) -3 N L/
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 ur;iierstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 0 10 i 0
E Basic understanding of the Project, 0
| Lack of project understandmg -3
§ Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
E Within 15 mi] 2 70
16 to 50 mi, 1
E 51 to 150 mi, 0 Z 5 0
- . 151t0 500 mi} -1
i | . Greater than 500 mi] -2
: For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3 /.

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Weighted Total| é(/ 0

1

ik

Date:



Cgu,,jultant NameDLZ

e

Example Selection Form ¢

Selection Rating for RFP-No. _ 06-01__, Item No. 3_

»

Services Description: 1-74 lnterehanlge Interchange

Category Scoring Criteria Seale [Score | .Weight |Weighted
) ' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldj -3
Past Historical Performance. B ,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. MAD 15 Q
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. A O 15 O
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. A 10 [P)
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
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
o for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 : .
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
SRl Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
S : . {complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. .
» Demonstrated experience in simila{ type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
P 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. DHAO 5 o
" JUnderstanding 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.
’ B Within 15 mi| 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 S 5
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi. -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. Signed:

Weighted Totall 5

Title: Bridge Rehabilitation Unit Supervisor

Date:

March 10, 2006




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 __, Item No. 3_

Consultant Name First Group Services Description: |-74 Interchange Interchaﬁl’}
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. N/A g 15 o
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAo 15 (o]
. Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NAO 10 (o)
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
TFeam to do
Work Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qual_ificatiq_n_s Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
S 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,
L - [complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity.| 2 0 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
o Insufficient experience -3
S e e Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database,| N O 5 O
Approachto  |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project . & N High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
SR 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.
e R B Within 15mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
151t0o 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
R | For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall 5

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. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name DLZ Descrlpt|on New l-74 Interchan e Design/Build
Cate%oryi‘ S Scormg Critena ' R B , v Scale : Score 1 Wenght Welghted
o Outstandm&l wgreement Disputes.
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldy -3
: |Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 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
ITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity | 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 10
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms, -3

Welghted TotaII 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. Signed: ﬁ")/ M

Title: 220705 ¢r /18] mpply
Date: 3 // 2 Vﬁ ©




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 3

Consultant Name: First Group Engmeermg Descrlptlon New I-74 Interchange Design/Build
L lScoring Criterla e _ S , _ v Scale , Score Welght
E Outstandmg Wgreement Dlsputes
' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 2 15 30
: Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule} -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
alue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
. Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 (_‘S:
nderstanding 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
ocation of assigned staff to office relative to project. B
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi,| 0 2 5 10
151 t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Woeightsd Total| 50|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ,/)/7( %,a—-.//

Title: /4 T Mﬂmi
Date: 3// z,/é) 4 v




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3___

Consultant Name: DLZ  Services Description: 1-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

ci “;ry e Scormg Crlter a e
Disputes =~ Outstandmg_éngreement Dlsputes 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 ... - |Historical Performance.
Performance. - Timeliness score from performance database] * 1 15 15
. Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Ca

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

T:
W ) Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT,| 1 0 20 0
oy 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 ! 15 15
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0

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

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

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

51 to 150 mi. 1 5 5
15110500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woighted Total 35
See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: ' <,_/ L‘)ﬁ

Title: Qth\-\ AN
Date: J ) i_\/],éx




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. _3___

Consultant Name: First Group Serwces Descrlptlon I-74 Inter Desgn Bunld Doc.

Category o Scormg Critcria S Scale S,c"dr”ef‘ : r Weig!
SR g B T e e e e e e ] Seor. .
Dispute_s RN Outstandmmreement Disputes. 0
' : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
L , Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past =t [ Historical Performance.
erformi: Timeliness score from performance database)  * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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 schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identjﬁed 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.
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 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 2 5 10
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Woeighted Total| 25

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: %”’QN ‘-b}{%é
Title: W e .,u)d ’
Date: 3/)*5) § ¢
L] ¥




Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
Item No.

Services Description:

Consultant Name:

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
’ Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
A Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 2 15 30
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT.,| 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
- Jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
’ Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
. 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 9 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified I
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, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 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 of the project, 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
' Within 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
151 to 500 mi. -1 ! > 3
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total 110

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:
2n p y gn

Title: roject Manager

Date: 4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP - No. 05-02 , item No~, 3

Consultant Name' D Z

Servnces Descnptlon.

mg Agreement Dlsputes. " _—
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 20 0
! Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Historical Performance. -~ . .
o e o _ Timeliness score from performance database u ' : 15 0
- : o Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database “* h 15 0]
o Quahty/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.
o Availéﬁility of more than adequ.z;igzall)aeity that results in added value to INDQT. 1 | / 20 m
o ) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] = 2 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,
| 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 O
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience| -3 .
o Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * {) 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 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0 0
Lack of project understand'Eg. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi] 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 / \5
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151t0 500 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _ P
) Weighted Total ~ 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: ”Z jl'\/

Date:_Z///b/




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

Consultant Name' 237' 6/&UA

Agreement Dlsputes.

No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 ' 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old 3
Hlstorlcal Performance. SR WY : -
Tlmelmess score from performance database] *v 0 ok 15 10
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database * ” O T 5T 0
: Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database x ' _0 10 . 0
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adeﬁu:;.f;“';apacify that results in added value to INDQT. 1 ﬂ 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
sivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified & _ 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
“|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’' 0 ﬂ .
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1 7
' Insufficient experience| -3 R L
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 ueretstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0 d
-3

Lack of project understanding,
|| Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. )

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:

Date: (j

Within 15mi] 2 / 0
16 to 50 mi. 1 y
51 to 150 mi, 0 5 0
151t0 500 miy -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmsj -3 1 /An
‘ ' Welghted Total] /& 0

wb/




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 3

Consultant Name Earth Tech Inc Descrlptlon New I-74 Interchan e DesngnlBunld
C:u ory : Scormg Crlteria foi c _ . k Scale ?Score Welght
Dlsputes SR Outstandmg~ Mgreement Disputes,
: SRR No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
. Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
- “|Historical Performance.
| Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 1 10 10

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

Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources] -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 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 t0 50 mi, 1

51 to 150 mi, 0

151t0 500 mif -1

Greater than 500 mi. -2

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

Weighted Totall 60|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

a S L)
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: /j"), /M

Title: mﬂ;agy 7 f«gm,
Date: J/ﬁ./ﬂé




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. 3

Consultant Name URS Descrlptlon New I-74 Interchange De5|9nIBu|Id
g T ‘g"Criteria T _ _ v Scale Score Welght

o Outstandmmreement Dlsputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
‘IHistorical Performance,
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 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 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,
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 ‘)
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/er time savings. R
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High Tevel 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 2 5 10
1510 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
B Weighted Total 75|

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

. 3 age . . /
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: @ ba) 2 w-\/ ’

Title: MM( e~ T T
Date: 3//Lyo(o i




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 __, item No. 3_

C. .éultant Name Earth Tech Services Description: 1-74 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, ) )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. NAOD 15 O
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAO 15 (D)
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. Nr&() 10 [P
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
D’emonstrat_‘gd value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qua!iﬁcatiqns ' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
o for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
] Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability 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
L ; Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. A O 5 ()
Approaclito - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Pl‘OJCCt o N High level of uleerstanding 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
S : Lack of projectw 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 1 5 5
151to 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total] 5

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. 3_

Consultant NameURS Services Description: 1-74 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. M) 15 O
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NRO 15 o)
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N 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
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,
' L complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 o
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity| -1
Insufficient experience, -3
i Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. NAO 5 o
Approachto - |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
P r‘(;)'jjec,t o High level of u;derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
B ' o 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 .JLocation of assigned staff to office relative to project.
: Within 15mif 2
16 to 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 -5 5
151to 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3
Weighted Totall 5

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




Consultant Name Earth Tech

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3___

_Services Description: |-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

Cr
Disputes - Outstandinﬂreement Disputes.
L No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
IHistorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
; Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
: [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
o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Team's /| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
en :|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identiﬂed 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources af appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.] -3
Rating of predicted ablllty to manage the project, based on: experlence in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database, * 0 5 0
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 1 5 5
1510 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 20

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: Qk\‘\- Lk.){l‘/wb

Title: @’0 by

Date: 3 % H/“’ L
l v



Consultant Name: URS

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3___

Services Description: |

-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

Category _[Scoring Criteria “Scale [Scare | Weight |Weig'
i e B e ) L 1
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
‘“|Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 1 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
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
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
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 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 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 miy -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Woeighted Totall 25

Lol
Rl S/

;'),/)Y:i/di.



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

Consultant Name'

No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 I 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old} -3
Historical Performance, ) _ . L
T ) Timeliness score from performance database] o ! 0
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database] ] 0 -
] Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database B 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
' Availability of more than adé&iﬁaté capacity that results in added value to INDJT. 1 | . / 20 m
) 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
svalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 15
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 L
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0
- Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
2IRating of predicted ability te manage the project, based on: experience in size,
] complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 ” 5 / @
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 Z
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experiencej -3 _ )
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * (/ : 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that nges INDOT cost and/or time savmgs.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 i / 10 / @
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project undérstanding| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 2 .
16 to 50 mi, 1 J \5
51 to 150 mi. 0 / 5 0
151t0 500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi} -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 7r
’ Weighted Total J 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: L/

4
g

Title: Y %
Date: /}/p/




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

Services Descrn

tlon /7 p/@

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:

Outstanding Augreement Dlsputes. Y .
No outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 0 : 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old - .
Historical Performance. b
L 5 “Timeliness score from performance database ] * m ’ ﬁ ) i ) ~5 ) 40 M
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database] 0 15 )
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database o 22 T 70
2| Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
! Availability of more than adequafg éapadity that results in added value to IND]QT. 1 | 0 20 0
’ Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
“ivalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level| 0 ﬂ
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
'— Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0 - ﬂ
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience. -3 .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * d 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas p proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed! 1 D 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understandingy -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2 .
16t050mi| 1 / S
51t0150mi] 0 " 5 0
151t0 500 mi] -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms} -3 _ £~
) Weighted Total] ~/ -

Title:
Date:




Selection Rating for RFP- No.:|
Item No.

Services Description:

Consultant Name:|:

= . . oy : ; |
5 R *"k" Vi %’;’:ﬁ”“. G A2 , : : SR a‘ﬁ‘:\‘ ‘
JOutstanding 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.
‘ 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 valuae to INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule| -3
| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
) 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 1 15 15
Demonstrated high level of 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, documentation skills. )
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 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 of the project. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi, 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 i 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Total] 45

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: ‘0jéct Manager

Date: 4/7/2006







Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. 3

Consultant Name Floyd E. Burrchhs Descrlptlon New 1-74 Interchange Des' n/Build
. S"’ ormg Critena - R , Scale Score Welght Welghted
S Outstandmmreement Dlsputes
s 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
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.) -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 0
nderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed, 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
. Lack of project understanding.] -3
Lecation of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
Within 15 mi.| 2
16 to 50 mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Weighted Total| 5]

Ly gl

Title: Mﬂ/fﬁ/ o /YT ,,«va 7

Date:

3ﬂzﬁé




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , ltem No. 3

Consultant Name: Strand Descrlptlon. New I-74 Interchange Desl n/Build
P ISconng Criteria ) e , : Scale Score ' Wexght TWenghted
e Outstandm& w“greement Dlsputes /
5 No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
~IHistorical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, * 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 0 10 0
Evalunation 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
value or efficiency to the deliverable. ‘
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
omplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5 —
Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings. N4
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. -
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi. 0 1 5 5
15110500 mi} -1
Greater than 500 mi.| -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Welghted 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: M,é > w
e
Title: pr2#< w %7 msa"T
(%4 .
Date: .2 // {/06




Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , Item No. _3__

Consultant Na'\_rln‘e: FEBA Services Description: I-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

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:

Ci’ ;’;ry " ing Criteri
Disputes: - -|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
S ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old,
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.
- - |Historical Performance,
. Timeliness score from performance database. * 15 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. * 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 20 0
Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
S Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
Tean's: -~ |Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Dem‘ovnsbt:rate'_d' -{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications - Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 5 0
e 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. * 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 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understandingd -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 5
151 to 500 mi. -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 20

. S

Date: D) )1[“] s 4,
4 |



Consultant Name: Strand

Selection Rating for RFP- No. 06-01 , item No. _3__

S_ervices Description: 1-74 Inter. Design Build Doc.

See guidelines for this RFP to determine the scale criteria.

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

Title:
Date:

Category - coring Criteria - Sc
Disputes = ' |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
. L No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos.old] 0 20
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
+:|Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. * 0 15
: Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. * 0 15
- . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database, * 0 10
Cap |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Wor Auvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20
ol Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
o Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule -3
Tea [ Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
) * {value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Q Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15
: for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources.| -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. * 0 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding,| -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 2
16 to 50 mi. 1
51 to 150 mi., 0 0 5
1510500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
Woeighted Total

TRV
we, Shuy,

3//9”] L




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

Consultant Name' ;’ [ 54 D 6

Serwces Descrlptlon / 7

xgmgfs_@qn,dmg Agreement Dlsputes. _
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos. old 20 0
: Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old
g|Historical Performance. i » o
1 o Tlmehness score from performance database 15 0
. . Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database 15 0
) Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database 10 0
‘1Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
N Availability of more than adéquafe éapaéity that results in added value to IND(] 20 0
' Adequate capacity to meet the schedule|
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
' Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified ‘ 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 a
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
flRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
:‘_ complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
- Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * L | 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ‘
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed| 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 b & 10 0
V 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 \5
51 to 150 mi. 0 / 5 0
151t0 500 mij -1
Greater than 500 mi] -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms] -3 _ ~
) Weighted Total o0

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:




L4

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

No outstanding unresolved agreement dlspute 3 mos".~ old
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Historical Performance.

Trmelmess' score from performance database o
Quallty/Budget score on similar work from performance database| *

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

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

ek P 3 e

Avallablhty of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added value to INDQT. 1 20 0
) Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0 p
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 [
P Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the pro;ect, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ .
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1 ‘ ' fa
Insufficient experience] -3 - .
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database * (¥4 5 0

Understanding and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 ‘ 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
Lack of projecmt understanding. -3

Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.

Within 15 mi 2
16 to 50 mi. 1 "
51t0 150mi] 0 G '
151 to 500 mi, -1
Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3

Weighted Total L9 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:

Titde: /N SupV
Date: ,7’/ /' é/




Cl

Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01

, ltem No. 3_

sultant Name FEB Servnces Descrlptlon. I-74 Interchange Interchange
Category |Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Welght ‘Weighted
: . , ‘ _ Score.
Disputes ' Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
' ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. :
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. MNAo 15 e}
- Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. NAO 15 Q
. : . Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. farzive) 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
a Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
= Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduley -3
Téam'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
o CE : Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
"Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
s - ‘|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 0
Experience in similartype 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. dAD 5 (=4
“|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT ¢ost 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
, 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 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -1
Greater than 500 mij -2
-L| F or 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms,| -3 _
Weighted Total 5

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




Example Selection Form

Selection Rating for RFP-No.  06-01 __,Item No. _3_

Consultant Name Strand Services Description: 1-74 Interchange Interchange )
Category Scoring Criteria ' | Scale |Score | Weight |Weighted
v = . _Score
Disputes " |Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Timeliness score from performance database. DAy 15 lu]
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database, MNAO 15 o
, Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. NAOD 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
Sl 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.
Qual_iﬁcation_s _ Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
: for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
L Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
' o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 0 5 R
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. -N.lAs‘(_j 5 (w)
Approach to  “|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
P ji?Ct R ” High level of UITaerstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
A g High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the Project] 0
N : g Lack of project understanding. -3
Location’ -|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15mi| 2
16 to 50 mi.| 1
51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
151t0 SO0 mif -1
Greater than 500 mi, -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total] 0

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

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

Title: Bridge Reha¥ilitation Unit Supervisor

Date: March 10, 2006




