RFP 05-01 IS coring Tabulation for Item No. 9

Item Title GIS, No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 1
Janice Mike Ben Weighted Scores
Consultants Osadczuk| Wood [Lawrence Total Ranking |
ASA Engineering Consultants, Inc. 5 15 -55 -35 7
Indiana University 45 100 95 240 1
GRW Engineers, inc. 10 15 5 30 8
HNTB 15 65 80 160 2
Hull & Associates, Inc. 15 15 45 75 5
Plexis group 15 15 45 75 S
Schneider Engineering 15 95 45 155 3
Woolpert, Inc. 5 55 85 145 4
WTH 25 65 55 145 4
1 Leader Signature: Q
Title: Chief, biv. of Env,, Plan., & Eng.
Date: /

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 __X_ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked
firms approved, in order, as alternates.

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

[] Selection based on the recommendations and the associated documentation is denied for the reasons
noted below.
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L Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Consultant Name: ASA Eng. Cons,, Inc. Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. N 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos old] 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. i i , ‘
Performance ' ' Tlmelmess score from performance database ‘ 1 NA 15
Quallty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database v N/A 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘ »
Work }v - ' Availability of additional staff time 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yicld a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ‘
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertise and resources identified
0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level -0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3

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

Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexrty 2 0 5 0
Experience in s1m11ar type and complex1ty shown in resume’ 0
Experlence in different type or lower complexrty ‘ -1
Insufﬁcrent experience, 3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database ~ N/A 5
Approach to - Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs N
Project § ngh level of understandmg and v1able 1novatrve ideas proposed N 2
S ~ High level of understandlng and/or vrable movatrve 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Basic understandmg of the Project, - 0 ‘
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
‘ ' - - Within 15 m1 1
16t050mi| 0
sito150mi] -1 | 1 5 5
151t0500mi| -2
Greater than 500 mij) -3
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:
y 2 g gn

Title: (({hiy(Div. of Env., Plan., & Eng.
Date:  9/6/2005




Consultant Name: ASA Engineering

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _9

Services Description:

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
, Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. » 0
~ No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. B T
Performance Trmehness score from performance database B NA |15 ]
) Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database i N/A 15 |
Qualrty/ Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do u
Work ' Avarlabrllty of addltronal staff trme ‘ 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time 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 umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
- Expertlse and resources at approprlate levelf 0
o Insufficient expemse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S
L Demonstrated experrence 1n n similar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
Experrence in similar type and complexrty shown inresume’} 0
) Expenence in d1fferent type or lower complexrty 4_1 )
‘ Insufﬁ_crent experience, - -3 : o
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOjCCt Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs v B
Project , ngh 1evel of understandmg and vrable 1novat1ve 1deas proposed ’v 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or vrable inovative 1deas proposed , ' 1 ’ 0 10 0
‘ Basrc understandmg of the Project. . 0 “
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
' ' h ' k Wlthm 15 m1 1
N 16to 50 mi 0
' Slto150mi) -1 1 5 5
151,‘to 500 mi} -2
Greater r than 500 mif 3 '
' For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms. -3
Weighted Totall 15

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:

A2 ey

Tite: R Az kWi,

Date: Q-OD5




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _9

Services Description: GIS

s
L vg%si ﬂgt'f @
e COEe
| 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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 -3 20 -60
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time 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 identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Bee Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
'a"wg 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. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 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. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
S1to 150 mi -1 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi.j -2
_ Greater than 500 mi. -3
: 5 For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3

Weighted Totall -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: /é/ ‘B\z/\

T1tle
Date: ¢ ~¢-05




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. 9

Consuitant Name: Indiana University Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. ‘ 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes >3 mos old ’ 0 20 0
' Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance ' Timeliness score from performance database N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database . . N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do »
Work Avarlabrlrty of addltronal stafftimef 2 0 20 0
' ' Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
Tnsufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. ]
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertlse and resources identified| 5 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
A Expertrse and resources at approprlate Ievel 0 1
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources| -3

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

‘ Demonstrated experrence in srmrlar type and complexrty 2 2 5 10
Experrence in similar type and complexity shown inresume| 0
Experlence in different type or lower complexrty 1
Insufﬁc1ent experience, -3 _
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro;ect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project _ Hrgh level of understandmg and viable movatrve ideas proposed 2 ‘
‘ S v Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1able 1novat1ve rdeas proposed B! ' ) 1 10 10
Bas1c understandmg of the Pro;ect V v 0
 Lack of project understandrng -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
o - ' ' WrthmlSmr 1
16t050mi] 0
5lto150mi| -1 -1 5 -5
C151t0500mi| 2
Greater than 500 mi. -3 )
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:ﬁ)’hief}Div. of Env., Plan., & Eng.
Date: /2005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. __9_

Consultant Name: IGS Services Description: Statewide Atlas
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
e ' 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 N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Auvailability of additional staff time 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available staff time 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 9 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi| 1
16 to 50 mi| 0
51to150mif -1 0 5 0
151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3 _
Weighted Total 100

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:PQn: e Q‘?g&mz‘gi‘m (\BM

Date: 9-%-O5




Services Description: GIS

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _ 9

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.

P EeS
g Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old} 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.f -3
|Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 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. N/A 5
‘ 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
|Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51t0 150 mi} -1 1 5 5
151t0 SO0 mij -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3 _
Weighted Total 95

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

Title: & v, igggs:ae % ﬂﬂf’.

Date: ?-92 05




Consuitant Name: GRW Engineers, Inc.

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. ____

Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
' Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old '_ 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. )
Performance Trmelmess score from performance database N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
v Quahty/ Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avarlablhty of addltronal staff t1me 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or effi iciency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit| 2_‘
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexrty, type, subs, documentation skllls
_ Demonstrated experrence in srmrlar type and complexrty o2 1 5 5
Experrence in s1m11ar type and complexrty shown inresume} 0
v Expenence in dlffe_rent 1B -.'1 ,
o . Insufﬁmen exp rrence -3
Historical Performance of Firm's PI‘OJ ect Manaﬁement from database] N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. ) .
Project ' ngh level of understandmg and vrable 1novat1ve ideas proposed v 2 "
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1able 1novat1ve 1deas proposed 1 0 10 0
Bas1c understandmg of the PrOJect 0
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. o
” - h ' k ' Wrthm 15 ml ‘ 1 v
I 16t050mi| 0
' S1to150mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0500mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi, ‘, V_ -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana ﬁrms 3 _
~ Weighted Total| 10

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

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

v
Title: Chief, })iv. of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date: k_gLGAOOS




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _9

Consultant Name: GRW Engineering Services Description: Statewide Atlas
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. i 0
. ’ No outstandmg unresolved ) 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past . Historical Performance. , . SRNDR T I -
Performance o T me ness score from performance database - 1] NA | 15
- v ' Quallty/Budget score on sxmllar work from performance database B 1 N/A 1 15 1
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10 |
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do - o S _
Work o 4 _ T ' Ava11ab111ty of addltronal staff t1me 2 0 20 0
b ' “ ‘ Adequate avallable staff trme to meet the schedule ; 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified 0 15 0
. forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expert1se and resources at approprxate level 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
Demonstrated expenence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty 2 » 0 5 0
Experlence in srmllar type and complex1ty shown inresume|  C
Experlence in drfferent type or lower complex1ty -1
Insufﬁc1ent experience, 3 |
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database] 1 ~nva | s
Approach to Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs o
Project _ ] ngh level of understandmg and v1able inovative 1deas proposed »_ : 2 )
T ngh level of understandmg and/or v1able 1no;/at1ve 1deas proposed " v.l” 1 10 10
' Basrc under _of_’the Pre Ject 0 .
Lack of prOJect understandmg .3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
aron 0L e Sta , atyet g WlthmlSml"“ o
Ci6tosomi| o
I R I B
) v Greater than 500 m1 ] -3 |
"For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3
Wetghted Total 15

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. SlgnedM

Tite: Taminn§ O o Moe .
Date: -4, © 5




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. 9

Consultant Name: GRW Services Description: GIS

R

|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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
‘|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
o Auvailability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
. Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
e Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
¢ 1Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
ated = lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
- Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified! 0 15 0
. j for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
- - Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
. § Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3

1 ‘?‘;'-e%i 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. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
arojece o B 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
It  [Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
. . Within 15 mi. 1
16t0350mi] 0
' 51t0 150 mi| -1 1 5 5
- 151t0500mi| -2
. . 5’“ Greater than 500 mi| -3
L 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: / 2 b pa
v
Title: v /4

Date: ?—P. 5 <




Consultant Name: HNTB

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Services Description: GIS

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: K

Title:
Date:

)

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes ‘Outstanding Agreement Disputes. _ 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agrreement dlsputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Past Historical Performance. - _ )
Performance " Tlmelmess score from performance database ‘ N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database . N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time,
Team to do
Work Avallabrllty of addltlonal staff tlme T2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] ~ -3
‘Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  [value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprrate le el] 0
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources] -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated experlence in SImllar type. and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Experlence in similar type and complex1ty shown inresume'l] 0
' Expenence in drfferent type or lower comple 't_y -
Insufﬁment experience -3
Historical Performance of Firm' S PrOJect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. N
Project ngh level of understandmg and v1able 1novat1ve 1deas proposed '_ 2
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1able ovatrve 1deas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basw understandmg of the Pro_l_ect. 0
Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
' - W1th1n 15 m1. 1
16 to 50 mij 0
51t0150mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 5t m}. 2
Greater than 500 mi| ‘ -3
For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 15

ghief,

iv. of Env., Plan., & Eng.

9/6/7005




Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _ 9_

Consultant Name: HNTB Services Description: Statewide Atlas
Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes OQutstanding Agreement Disputes, 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance Timeliness score from performance database N/A 15 '
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do " »
Work - Availability of additional staff time] 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demeonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable,
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager [Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills. ‘
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 2 5 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
B Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi|
16 to 50 mi| 0
51to150mi| -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Totall 65

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:N\gznlg

Title:?gmln‘m é;?ﬂﬂ..im ljw
Date: 01—6-




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

ne: ;HNTB . Sgryices De'scri-tion:'GIS

s

. |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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

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

Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule, -3

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

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified|

for req'd services for value added benefit, 2 2 15 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
£|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 1 5 5
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity] -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. N/A 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. 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150mi| -1 1 5 5

151 to 500 mi. -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
5 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: / é é\,——\ )

Title:
Date: 9 —@C5
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Consultant Name: Hull & Assoc.,

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Inc.  Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
_ No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandrj unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance.
Performance o Trmehness score from performance database - N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database ' N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avallablhty of addltlonal staff timef 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff trme to meet the schedule =0
Insufficient available staff time 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 umque expertise and resources identified| 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
o Expertrse and resources at appropnate level 0
) Insufficient expertlse and/or resources| -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexlty, type, subs, documentatlon skills.
Demonstrated experlence in sxmllar type and complex1ty ‘ 2 0 5 0
Experrence in srmllar type and complextty shown inresume] 0
Expenence in dlfferent type or 1ower complexrty » 71'
Insufﬁment experience] -3 o
Historical Performance of Firm's Pl‘O_]eCt Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatlon that gives INDOT cost and/or time savmgs ‘ o
Project _ Hrgh level of understandmg and v1able 1novat1ve ideas proposed ) ' 2
Hrgh level of understandmg and/or v1able in atlve ldeas_pr v 1 1 10 10
Bastc understandmg of the 'Pro’lect . - 0 »
Lack of project understandmg. 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
- ' Wlthm 15 mi, 1
, 16t050m1.'(_’ 0
S1to150mi] -1 1 5 5
1 to 500 mi. - »b-‘42
' Greater than 500 mi] -3
"~ For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Weighted Total 15

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:
g gn

£

I ’d
Title: q.(hief/ Div. of Env. Plan, & Eng.

Date: b&é/ZOOS




Consultant Name:

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _9___

Hull & Assoc

Services Description: Statewide Atlas

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 N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of additional staff time 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified
. 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
" Insufficient experience, -3
l Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project - High level of ur{derstanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51to150mi| -1 1 5 5
151t0500mij -2
Greater than 500 mij -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 15

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: (- §-OS

020




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, tem No. _9__

Consultant Name' Hull Services Description: GIS

B m— e TR
eCr ¥ yeight | i
|Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
“ No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. oldf -3
_{Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
I Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
- Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
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 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. N/A 5
; Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 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| 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
5110150 mif -1 1 5 5
151 t0 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi| -3
e - 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: /a 5\&/
Title: E’: V. ﬁ Ssss :‘sﬂt 45,,

9 -5-0%"

Date:




Consultant Name: Plexis Group

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale |Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. - 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes >3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. - _
Performance Trmelmess score from performance database ‘ N/A 15
_ Quahty/Budget score on SImllar work from performance database - N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Avarlablhty of addltxonal staff time 2 0 20 0
Adequate avallable staff time to meet the schedule 0
 Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable. y
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
_forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level " 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resourcesj -3
Project Manager |[Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentation skllls
Demonstrated experxence in 31m11ar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experrence in 51m11ar type. and complex1ty shown inresume| 0
Experlence in dlfferent type or Iower complexrty -1
vvvv Insufﬁc1ent experience, 3 ‘
Historical Performance of Firm's Pro_| ect Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves INDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs .
Project ngh level of understandmg and vrable movatxve 1deas proposed 2
ngh level of understandmg and/or v1ab1e 1novat1ve 1deas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basw understandmg of the Project] 0
Lack of project understandmg. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. .
o - W1thm15m1.v“1
16 t0 50 mi} O
510150 mi U 5 5
Greater than 500 mr. -3
" For 100% state funded agreements non-Indiana firms| -3 _
Weighted Total 15

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: Chief, DJ/. of Env., Plan., & Eng.

Date: Ms




Consultant Name: Plexis Group

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No.

—9_

Services Description: Statewide Atlas

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 mote than 3 mos. oly. -3
Past Historical Performance,
Performance Timeliness score from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasg. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databas. N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on timej
Team to do
Work Availability of additional stafftime} 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedulg 0
] Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedulq -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 leve 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resource: -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 resumg. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience] -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from databasg. N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposeqd. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposefl. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Projec] 0
Lack of project understandingl -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi 1
16 to 50 mi 0
51to 150 mi -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi -2
Greater than 500 mi -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmg. -3
Weighted Total 15

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: {V\




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _9__

Consultant Name: Plexis Services Description: GIS
s ey wf “r%ij@ ]
e 5
L0 i
ing 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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the preject on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
1Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 9 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,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 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. N/A 5
' Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs.
High level of understandmg and viable ovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi, 1
16 to 50 mi| 0
51t0150mij -1 1 5 5
15110500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
c e 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: / 2/ é»/\«
Title: &.L&;&:_M_”"Mm

Date: ¢ G- ¢




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Consultant Name: Schneider Engineering _Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale [Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement drsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old -3
Past Historical Performance. - o N
Performance ' . _ Tlmehness score from performance database _ - N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on s1m11ar work from performance database ‘ | N/A 15
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘ _ ‘
Work _ o o _ - Avarlabrlrty of addltlonal staff tlme i 2 0 20 0
k ‘ " Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule 0
" Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated  |value or efficiency to the deliverable. o
Qualifications Demonstrated umque expertlse and resources identified] 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate level 0
Insufficient expertrse and/or resources] -3

Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon Skl“S

e Demonstrated experlence in 51m11ar type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Expenence in srmllar type and complexrty shown inresume'| 0
Exp rience in dlfferent type or lower complexrty -1
B ent experience, 3 v ‘ ]
Historical Performance of Firm's PrO]CCt Management from database] N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and lnnovatlon that glves IN DOT cost and/or time savmgs o
Project o o ’ ngh _level of understandmg and v1able 1novat1ve ideas proposed h 2
S ngh level of understandmg and/ . 1 » 1 10 10
' Bastclunderstandlng of the PrOJect 0 _
Lack of project understandmg 3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. . -
S - - W1th1n15m1 1
) Cslto1somi] -1 |1 5 5
) 151t0500mif -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3 k
For 100% state funded agreements, ‘non-Indiana firms] -3 _
Woeighted Total| 15

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 V
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: %-é 2

. Chief, Piv. of Env., Plan., & Eng.

9/6/4005




Consultant Name: Schneider Corp

Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _9___

Services Description: Statewide Atlas

Category Scoring Criteria Scale {Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes,
» 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 N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Availability of additional staff time] 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated }value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 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 N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the Project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
) Within 15mi| 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to150mif -1 1 5 5
151 to 500 mi, -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms -3
Weighted Total 95

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: 9 -94-O&




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, item No. _9

Consultant Name: Schneider Services Description: GIS
20r Scorin cale [Sco Veight [ Weigtited
Outstanding Agreement Disputes. 0
No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. oldj 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old{ -3
1Historical Performance.
Timeliness score from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule] -3
I Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified| 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
= lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 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. N/A 5
' Understandmg and Innovation that glves INDOT cost and/or time savmgs.
h High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
:{Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
Within 15 mi., 1
16 to 50 mi. 0
51to 150 mi] -1 1 5 5
1510500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
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: /2 av____/

Title: g'( Ve 4 s2@cspun) /y

Date: 7~ ~@oa




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Consultant Name: Woolpert, Inc. Services Description: GIS
Category Scoring Criteria Scale ]Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes ‘Outstanding Agreement Disputes. o 0
No outstandmg um'esolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old] -3
Past Historical Performance. o
Performance B ' o Tlmelmess score from performance database ) NA | 15
' i ' Qualrty/Budget score on srmrlar work from performance database ’ ' N/A ' ‘ vv 15 )
Quahty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do _ ] ) » ‘
Work ‘ o . v, ‘ ‘ - » N ' Avallablhty of addltlonal staff t1me . o2 ' 0 20 0
- ' - Adequate avallable staff tlme to meet the schedule 0
Insufficient available staff time 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 umque expertrse and resources identified| 0 15 0
_ for req'd services for value added benefit] 2
“Expertlse and resources at approprrate Ievel ,- 0 ‘
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
- Demonstrated experrence in s1m11ar type and complexrty '_ 2 0 5 0
i Experlence in s1m11ar type and complexrty shown inresume] 0
_Exper_rence in d_1 rent type or lower compl ity] -1
) R N Insufﬁc1ent expenence . -3 o
' Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database] | N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovation that gives INDQT cost and/or time savmgs 3 ‘
Project , n _ ngh level of understandlngy and vrable 1novat1ve ideas proposed h 2 B
R Hrg level ofunderstandmg and] - : ideas | proposed 1 0 10 0
v » Basrc understandmg ot’ the Project, v 0 o
Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project. i
. . : Hye to pro Wrthm 15 ‘ 'vl
16t050mi 0
5110150 -1 1 5 5
) ' Greater than 500 mi, -3 o
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: Chigf, Diy. of Env., Plan., & Eng.
Date: 9/&/20c5




Consultant Name: Woolpert Inc

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _9

Services Description: Statewide Atlas

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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work - Availability of additional staff time 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule,| 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated ]value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit, 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources, -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity 2 0 5 0
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’ 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity -1
Insufficient experience, -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database N/A 5
Approach to Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Project High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed] 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the Project. 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
‘ ) Within 1Smif 1
16 to 50 mi, 0
51 to 150 mi, -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi| -2
Greater than 500 mi, -3
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.




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _9

Woolpert Services Description: GIS
i - - T BT ﬂg o w@
St s i S - i ﬂiw p::f OCOL
g Agreement Dlsputes. 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. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of additional staff time. 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
 Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 2 15 30
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 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. N/A 5
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understandmg and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding and/or viable inovative ideas proposed. 1 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. 1
16 to 50 mi.| 0
51t0 150 mij -1 1 5 5
151t0 500 mi] -2
Greater than 500 mi. -3
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: /% é/\

Title:
Date:

Weighted Totall 85

7~?~ﬂ>"
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Consultant Name: WTH

Selection Rating for RFP _FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. 9

Services Description: GIS

Category Scoring Criteria Scale ]Score Weight | Weighted
Score
Disputes Outstanding Agreement Disputes. - 0
No outstandmg unresolved agreement dlsputes > 3 mos old 0 20 -0
Outstandmg unresolved agreement disputes more than 3mos.old] -3
Past Historical Performance. ' , 1 .
Performance Tlmelmess score from performance database _ N/A | 15
Quahty/Budget score on srmllar work from performance database N/A o 15
Quallty/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do ‘
Work Avallablhty of addrtlonal staff tlme _' ,. 2 0 20 0
' Adequate avallable staff time to meet the scheduler 0
Insufficient available staff time 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 umque expertrse and resources identified 0 15 0
__forreq'd services for value added benefit] 2
Expertlse and resources at approprlate Ievel “ 0
Insufficient expertlse and/or resources) -3
Project Manager |Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexnty, type, subs, documentatlon skllls
_ Demonstrated experrence in sxmllar type and complex1ty 2 0 5 0
Experlence in similar type and complexlty shown in resume’ 0
Expenence in dlfferent type ot 1ower complexlty -1 ‘
Insufﬁcrent experience ;3 N B
Historical Performance of Firm's PrOJect Management from database ’ N/A 5
Approach to Understandmg and Innovatlon that glves [NDOT cost and/or tlme savmgs o
Project o Hrgh level of understandmg and vrable 1novat1ve 1deas proposed : _' » 2
_ Htgh level of unders ndmg and/or vrable inovat deas proposed 1 2 10 20
“““““ Basw understandmg'of' the Project] W'OV '
i Lack of project understandmg -3
Location Location of assigned staff to office relative to project.
» ' ‘ - Wlthm 15 ml. 1
. ‘ 16t050m1 0
sttolsomi] -1 | 1 5 5
stwosoom) 2
" For 100% state funded agreernents, non-Indlana ﬁrms 3 _
Weighted Total 25

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:

7]

Title: g(ef, Div. of Env., Plan. & Eng.

Date:/ 9/6/
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o Selection Rating for RFP FY 06 - No. 1, ltem No. _ 9

Consultant Name: WTH Engineerring Services Description: Statewide Atlas
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 N/A 15
N Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database N/A 10
Capacity of Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Team to do
Work Auvailability of additional staff time 2 2 20 40
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule| 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule -3
Team's Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
Demonstrated |value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Qualifications Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified 0 15 0
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources| -3

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

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

Within 15 mi| 1

16 to 50 mi. 0

51 to 150 mi. -1 1 5 5

151 to 500 mi| -2

Greater than 500 mi. -3

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

Weighted Totall 65
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.
L]
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Signed: l { S!Q!! Q \ \ M
Title: ? PR ¥ P
Date: q vQG.




Selection Rating for RFP_FY 06 - No. 1, Item No. _9

WT Services Description: GIS
i Sy o e ez fe B o sy @%é i D ;
S ZEDA TR s S A %EleX, Vi it 3 W DS g B R EREFLAToN 53 ‘k@ 0 Ding n,?g
g 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, N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. N/A 15
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. N/A 10

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

Availability of additional staff time. 2 0 20 0
Adequate available staff time to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available staff time to meet the schedule. -3

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

Demonstrated unique expertise and resources identified;

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 2 15 30
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
|Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
|complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated experience in similar type and complexity. 2 5 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. N/A 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 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. 1

16 to 50 mi. 0

51to 150 mi -1 1 5 5

151t0 500 mif -2

‘ Greater than 500 mi -3
5 For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms| -3

Weighted 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. Signet;/z/ 5/\__,

Title: €5
Date: 9-4-08
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