10/23/2006

RFP Scoring Tabulation for RFP: 06-12 ltem No.: 14 1:36 PM
.1, Utility and Railroad .
Item Title; Coordination No. of Firms Recommended to be selected 3
2 i e o x ol < (B £ [Paste Here| £ | Paste Here| ¥ | Rank Scores ,

# S o | & ond S N &| Name4 | E] Names & Total Ranking
Con'soer Townsend Envirodyne 105 1 60 2 105 1 4 1
Engineers Inc.

4 |Edwards and Kelcey Inc 75 2 70 1 100 3 [ 2

5 Farrar Garvey & Associates 75 2 50 3 105 1 6 2
LLC

2 |Clark Dietz Inc 75 2 35 5 100 3 10 4

1 |Bonar Group 55 5 45 4 75 5 14 5

6 {GRW Engineers 55 5 25 71. 55 6 18 6

7 |Morley and Associates Inc. 30 7 30 6 0 7 20 7

8

9

10

Edwards and Kelcey Inc. will be ranked 2nd

and Farrar Garvey 3rd based on total pts.

by the scorers.

Central Office Selection Committee Action:

Scoring Team Leader Signature: %Z%-Z -%:

Title: UKLty /failroad Mana as
Pate: _jo/z3/p6

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

X Selection of the proposed top _E ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms approved, in order, as

alternates.

O  selsction 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 altemnates.
O Selection based on the recommendations and the assoclated documentation is denied for the reasons noted below.
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EWHUMW Director

Date: /& /s C
a4

Planning Director

@ate: lo!’bogob




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

Services Description:
Consultant Name:

10/20/2006,7:29 AM

FRP 06-12

14

Utility and Railroad Coordination

Bonar Group

Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight Wseﬁl;ied
Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Performance 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.
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Work 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.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam'’s ; . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value addefi ben.eﬁt. 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expchlse 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,
’ - jcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Manager Demonstrated h.igh le.vel .Of .experience in similar me and c.omplexity. 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
“;jUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings. :
Approach to High level of understand.ing and viable inovati\ie ideas propo.sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project.| | 1 10 10
o 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
Location 151 to500mi] -1 0 & 0
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 Weighted Total 55

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: M Zz

Name Matt Thomas
Title Utility/Railroad Manager
Date 10/18/2006




10/20/2006,7:29 AM

Sclection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Clark Dietz Inc
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight W;’:i}::d
' Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old, 0 0 20 0
) OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
) " “|Historical Performance.
Past . Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance . " Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
k Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
“|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Team to do ' Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 1 20 20
Work. " 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.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's . 2
: for req'd services for value added benefit,
Demonstrated - ; . ; 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expexT1se 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
Pr ("4j ect Mana g er Demonstrated h-igh 1e.vel 'of .experience in similar 'typc and c.omplexity. 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 S 0
_ ‘{Understanding and Innovatien that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Appi'o,a;:h,;o: : High level of understand‘ing and viable inovaﬁ\{e ideas propgsed. 2
Project : High level of understanding of the project. 1 1 10 10
S Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
“#|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
: Within 50 mi. 1
A 51 to 150 mi. 0
Location 151t0500mi] -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 Weighted Total 75
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.
Signed: W f
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the
consultant's abii:ies for the rsting catezoric:s.J Name Matt Thomas
Title Utility/Railroad Manager
Date 10/18/2006




10/20/2006,7:29 AM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No. :| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Consoer Townsend Envirodyne Engineers I
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight Wse:il;Zed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
":|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Work 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.
Team's : Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
[eam's X 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value addefi be§eﬁt. 9 15 30
Qualifica tions Demonstrated high level of exper.tlse and resources identified 1
b 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
Project Manager Demonstrated h.igh le.vel _Of .experience in similar type and c.ornplexity. 1 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. 2 5 10
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to_ High level of understand‘ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo§ed. 2
Project ‘ High level of understanding of the project. 1 1 10 10
o Basic understanding of the project. 0
: Lack of project understanding. -3
|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
: Within 50 mi. 1
L 51 to 150 mi, 0
Lacation 151 to500mi] -1 ! > 5
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 Welghted Total 105

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.

sot: _ Wl A —

Name Matt Thomas

Title Utility/Railroad Manager

Date 10/18/2006




10/20/2008,7:29 AM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:{ FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Edwards and Kelcey Inc
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight ngc%l;:,ed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
OQutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Past Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
: “|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that resuits in added vatue to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
Work 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|
Team's ! . 2
Demonstrated : for reg'd services for value adde.d ben'eﬁt. 1 15 is
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of exper.tlse 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
Project Man ag or Demonstrated h.igh ]eyel pf -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.
Approach to High level of understand'ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo.scd. 2
Project 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
Location 151 t0500mi] -1 : > 3
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 Weighted Total 75

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.

Name Matt Thomas

Title Utility/Railroad Manager

Date 10/18/2006




10/20/2006,7:29 AM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Farrar Garvey & Associates LLC
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Seore | Weight ngitzed
1Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past : Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
' Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
o Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Te_ém to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
"I Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
‘eam’s g . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value adde_d begeﬁt. 1 15 15
Quali ﬁcations N Demonstrated high level of experjnse and resources identified 1
S 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
Project Méh.a ger Demonstrated h.igh le‘vel 'of .experience in similar 'type and c?mplexity. 1 1 5 5
Experience in similar fype 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.
Approacil: to : High level of understand‘ing and viable inovativ'e ideas propo.sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project. 1 1 10 10
: - Basic understanding of the project. 0
: Lack of project understanding, -3
ILocation of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
. 51 to 150 mi. 0
Location . 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 Weighted Total 75

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: Mﬂ %:

Name Matt Thomas

Title Utility/Railroad Manager

Date 10/18/2006




10/20/2006,7:23 AM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:] GRW Engineers
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight | W;li}:t:d
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past: ' Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance 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.
Capacity of )
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT | 1 1 20 20
Work 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.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam'’s f . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value addefi berfeﬁt. 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of experFlse and resources identified| 1
o for req'd services for value added benefit.
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
" JRating 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
Pr ofect M.a'hager Demonstrated bigh leyel -of experience in similar type and c?mplexity. 1 1 5 5
. o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 0
. |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approéch i ‘ High level of understand.ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo.sed. 2
Project 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
Location... 151t0500mi] -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 Weighted Total
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.
Signed: M_ K ﬂ
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the
consultant's abi%ir:ies for the rsting categories.J y Name Matt Thomas
Title Utility/Railroad Manager

Date

10/18/2006




10/20/2008,7:29 AM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Morley and Associates Inc.
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight WSeL%I;Zed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance 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 te perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Team to.do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Work 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.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified N
eam's f . 2
Demonstrated . for req'd services for value addefi ben.cﬁt. 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of exper‘txse 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
Project Manager Demonstrated high 1e.ve1 'of .experience in similar type and cgmplexity. 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.
Approsch to High level of understandjng and viable inovativ‘e ideas propo_sed 2
Project 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
Location 151 to 500 mi] -1 1 5 -
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 Weighted Total 30 )
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP. .
Signed: Mﬁ -
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the
consultant's abi%ir;ies for the rzting categories.-l Name Matt Thomas
Title Utility/Railroad Manager

Date

10/18/2006




10/19/2006,2:14 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

FRP 06-12

Item No. :

14

Services Description:|

Utility and Railroad-Coordination

Consultant Name:

" Bonar Group

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight w;'c%':zed
QOutstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database] 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valuto INDOT 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule; 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduld -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's . . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd serv1f:cs for value addc.?d be.neﬁt, 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of experflse and resources identified )
for req'd services for value added benefig
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
Project Manager Demonstrated }Tigh Ie_vel ‘of‘experience in similar type and cf;mplexit .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 databasqd. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understan(.iing and viable inovatiYe ideas prop(?se .2
Project High level of understanding of the projec 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
Location 15110 500 i 3 1 5 5
Greater than 500 mi -2
. For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firm4d. -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.
Signed: q— Ly@
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the
consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Name Fred Hohl
Title Rail Projects Manager

Date

10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:14 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

FRP 06-12

Item No. :

Services Description: |,

and: Railroad Coordination

Consultant Name:

" Clark'Digtz Inc

Category Scoring Criteria 1 Scale Score | Weight WSelc%l;Zed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. olq. -3
Historical Performance.
Past Timeliness score from performance database 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 2 10 20
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valugo INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule; 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulgd -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or-efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value add‘?d bepeﬁi, 0 15 0
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expertllse and resources identified I
for req'd services for value added benefif
Expertise and resources at appropriate level 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources} -3
JRating 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
Project Manager Demonstrated l?i gh le.vel.of-experience in similar.type and c'omplexit\ .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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of undcrstanc.iing and viable inovati\"e ideas propc?se .2
Project High level of understanding of the projecf. 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
Location 151 t0 500 mi = 1 5 5
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmg. -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 35

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.

oo - A3 O

Name
Title

Date

Fred Hohl

Rail Projects Manager

10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:14 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Consoer Townsend Envirodyne Engineers I
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight ngc%l::ed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 2 10 20
: Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Team to do Awvailability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valuw INDOT, 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule; 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduld -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's g ) 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value add‘?d bepeﬁ,, 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expergse and resources identified 1
for req'd services for value added benefif
Expertise and resources at appropriate leve] 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
Project Manager Demonstrated l?igh le.vellof.experience in similar'type and c.omplexitv .1 2 S 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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understam‘iing and viable inovati\./e ideas propc?se .2
Project High level of understanding of the projec 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
. 51to 150 mi 0
Location 15710500 mi 3 1 5 5
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmgd -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 60

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.

éigned: —Q—M(_& WC\

Name
Title
Date

Fred Hohl

Rail Projects Manager

10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:15 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

FRP 06-12

Item No. :

14

Services Description:

Utility and Railrodd Coordination

Consultant Name:

Category Scoring Criteria _ ' Scale Score | Weight W;"cil:t:d
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Past Timeliness score from performance database 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasg. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 2 10 20
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on timej
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valup INDOT. 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule] 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduld -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd serv1f:es for value addéd befleﬁl_ 2 15 30
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of cxpertixse and resources identified| 1
for req'd services for value added benefif
Expertise and resources at appropriate Jevel 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
Project Manager Demonstrated high le.vel.of. experience in similar .type and ({omplexib .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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understanc?ing and viable inovatiYe ideas propése .2
Project High level of understanding of the projec 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
Location 151 t0 500 mi - 1 5 5
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmg -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 70
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP. .
Signed: :I—M‘XS_\_ :
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the
consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Name Fred Hohl
Title Rail Projects Manager

Date 10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:15

PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

FRP 06-12

Item No. :

14

Services Description:

Utility.and. Railioad:Coerdination

Consultant Name:

Farrar Garvey & Associates LLC

Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight W;:f;?d.
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 2 10 20
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valuto INDOT 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedulej 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulg -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
Team's , . 2
Demonstrated : for reg'd services for value add?d be.nefn. 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expert.lse and resources identified 1
for req'd services for value added benefif
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
Project Manager Demonstrated }?igh le.vel .Of. experience in similar type and c.omplexib .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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innevation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understanc‘iing and viable inovatiYe ideas propc?se .2
Project High level of understanding of the projec}. 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
Location I51t0500mi| -1 : ° >
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firmg -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 50

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: 'q_uj,ga ,( j; ‘

Name Fred Hohl

Title Rail Projects Manager

Date 10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:15 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

ERP 06-12

Item No. :

14

Services Description:

Utility and Railroad'Coordination

Consultant Name:

GRW Engineers

Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight W;lcilied
Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Historical Performance.
Past Timeliness score from performance database] 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasd. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasg. 1 10 10
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valup INDOT 1 1 20 20
Work Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule
Insufficient available capacity to meet the scheduld -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's g . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value add?d be'nefn 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonsirated high level of CXpCl'FlSB and resources identified 1
for req'd services for value added benefif
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
Project Manager Demonstrated bigh le.vel .of'experience in similar type and c.omplexit* .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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understanc-iing and viable inovatiYe ideas propc?se,,. 2
Project High level of understanding of the projec 1 -3 10 -30
Basic understanding of the project] 0
Lack of project understandingf -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi 1
. 51 to 150 mi 0
Location 151 1 500 mi 3 1 5 5
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-indiana fiimd. -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 25

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: -

Name Fred Hohl

Title Rail Projects Manager

Date 10/19/2006




10/19/2006,2:15 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 05-12
Item No.:| 14
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Morley and Associates Inc.
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight Wse:%I:Zed
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past Timeliness score from performance database] 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance databasq. 0 15 0
Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance databasq. 0 10 0
Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time
Capacity of
Teani to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added valuw INDOT 1 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule 0
. Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedulg -3
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' ' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
eam's f . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value add?d befleﬁt 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expcrt}se and resources identified| 1
for req'd services for value added benefiy
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
Project Manager Demonstrated h.igh le.vel .of.experience in similar type and c.omplexitw . 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 databasq. 0 5 0
Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to High level of understanc’iing and viable inovatiYe ideas propt?se .2
Project High level of understanding of the projec: 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
. 51to 150 mi 0
Location 15T t0 500 i 1 0 5 0
Greater than 500 mi -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firm4d. -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 30

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.

simet: 2, G o0

Name
Title
Date

Fred Hohl

Rail Projects Manager

10/19/2006




10/17/2006,1:48 PM

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: ’ vz'/%/&’z/

Name

Title

Date

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
Item No. :| 14 ] i ]
Services Description:{ Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Bonar Group '
Category :" Scoring _Cx_':i_'tgria L » T Scéle_e S.c:(_ire RE We]ght : »WSe;%}:‘Zedv
o " ‘]Outstanding Asreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old,| 0 0 20 0
: g Outstanding unresclved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
) “:|Historical Performance.
Past ; Timeliness score from performance database, 0 15 0
Performance 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.
Capacity of
Team to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT 1 1 20 20
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
B Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
“| Technieal expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
Team's . : 2
Demonstrated . for req'd services for value addefl ben.eﬁt. 5 15 30
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expel?lse and resources identified 1
: for req'd sexvices 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,
o complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
) Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Mén a ger: Demonstrated l'figh le‘vel f’f fexperience in similar type and Cf)mplcxity. 1 1 5 5
T 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.
Approach to High level of understand-ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo'sed. 2
Project . High level of understanding of the projecty 1 1 10 10
Basic understanding of the project. 0
g Lack of project understanding. -3
| Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
. 51 to 150 mi. 0
Location 151 t0 500 mi. 5} 0 5 0
Greater than 500 mi. -2
v For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.} -3
For categories that are not relevant to the particular agreement being evaluated leave the Weighted Total 75

Gail Lee

Highway Utility Engineer

10/17/2006




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

Services Description:
Consultant Name:

10/17/2006,1:46 PM

W "ty--andiliéiiroad Coordination

" Clark Dietz Inc

Category

Scoring Criteria

_ '.Wefght : _

Weighted

__Score

Disputes

~|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old.

Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old.

20

0

Past ‘
Perform'ance

““|Historical Performance.

Timeliness score from performance database.

15

Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database.

15

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

10

20

Capacity-of
Team to do
‘Work

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,

Adequate capacity to meet the schedule,

Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule.

20

20

Team's
Démonstrated
Qualifications

" | 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.

Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified
for req'd services for value added benefit.

Expertise and resources at appropriate level.

Insufficient expertise and/or resources.

15

30

JRating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,

.. ‘jcomplexity, type, subs, doecumentation skills.

Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity.

Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity.

Project Manager

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume'.

Experience in different type or lower complexity.

Insufficient experience.

Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database.

Approach to
Project

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

High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.

High level of understanding of the project,

Basic understanding of the project.

Lack of project understanding.

20

Location

“ILocation of assigned staff office relative to project.

Within 50 mi.

51 to 150 mi,|

151 to 500 mi,

Greater than 500 mi.

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

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.

Weighted Total

Signed: é 7] e

100

Name Gail Lee
Title Highway Utility Engineer
Date 10/17/2006




10/17/2006,1:46 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP06-12
ItemNo.:| 14 = . o
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination =
Consultant Name:| Consoér Townsend Envirodyne Engineers I
Category |Scoring Criteria = = oo SR | Scale | Score | Weight . ngci:ed
' - ]Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
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.
Past - . Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance - Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
o o Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
: " |Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacity of
Team to do ) Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT, 1 1 20 20
Work - 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.
Team' : Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's . . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd serv1ces for value adde_d ben.eﬁt. 5 15 30
Qualifications - Demonstrated high level of experjnse and resources identified 1
’ o 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,
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project M an;‘_z ger Demonstrated h.igh level .of ‘experience in similar type and cgmplexity. 1 2 5 10
e o Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3
: Historical Performance of Firm's Project Management from database. 0 5 0
- “jUnderstanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Appro_ach. to K High level of understandling and viable inovati\{c ideas propo'sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project] 1 2 10 20
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding.f -3
|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Within 50 mi. 1
; 51 to 150 mi. 0
Location 151 t0500mi| -1 : 3 5
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 Weighted Total 105

category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.

Signed: _ é ./ 77 /é(/

Name Gail Lee

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

Title Highway Utility Engineer

Date 10/17/2006




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

Services Description:
Consultant Name:

10/17/20086,1:46 PM

_Fmi*o's-lz

Y

'ty

Edwards and Kelcey Inc

Category g Scormg Cntena _ Scale | Score | Weight Wgﬁl:_zed_f
R ;| Outstanding Agreement Dispul:es
Disputes e No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
E L 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. 2 10 20
~|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Capacxty of '
Team to do - Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT| 1 1 20 20
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
i Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -3
“iITechnical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
: -jvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
T B Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's ; . 2
Denmionstrated : for req'd services for value addefi ben.eﬁt. 2 15 30
Quall fica tlons- : Demonstrated high level of exper.tlse 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.
e Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Manager Demonstrated h.igh le.vcl of .cxperience in similar type and complexity.| 1 2 5 10
i . 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.
Approééh to High level of understand'ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo.sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project] 1 2 10 20
L 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
Location I51to500mi| -1 0 5 0
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 Weighted Total 100
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.
| | Signed: %//Z,z;o
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the = -
consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Name Gail Lee
Title Highway Utility Engineer

Date

10/17/2006




10/17/2006,1:46 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:| FRP 06-12
ItemNo.:f 14 .~~~ ,
Services Description:| Utility and Railroad Coordination
Consultant Name:| Farrar Garvey & Associates LLC
Category |Scoring Criteria ~Scale | Score | Weight Wseiil;zedf
R - “|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
ﬁlqutes ' No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
Sl . Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Sy - |Historical Performance.
?aét‘ k Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
' o Quality/Budget score on all INDOT work from performance database. 2 10 20
.|Evaluation of the team's personnel and equipment to perform the project on time.
Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 1 20 20
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
" lvalue or efficiency to the deliverable.
L : Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
Team's .. ; . 2
Demonstrated: : for req'd services for value adde'd ben.cﬁt. 2 15 30
Qilal_iﬁcations 2 Demonstrated high level of experTlsc and resources identified I
S 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,
‘lcomplexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
5 Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Proj ect ﬁ?lahzig o Demonstrated h'igh le'vel .of ‘experience in similar type and cgmplexity. 1 2 5 10
: S 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.
Appfbaéh.- to ! High level of understandling and viable inovativ‘c ideas propo.sed. 2
Projéct . High level of understanding of the project. 1 2 10 20
i Basic understanding of the project. 0
) Lack of project understanding, -3
““/|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
: Within 50mi| 1
51 to 150 mi. 0
Locati 151 to500mi] -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 Weighted Total 105
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP,
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the i -
consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Name Gail Lee
Title Highway Utility Engineer

Date 10/17/2006




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

Services Description: |-

10/17/2006,1:46 PM

FRP 06-12

.14

Utility and R

ailroad Coordination

Consultant Name:| GRW Engineers
Scoring Criteria | Scate | ‘Score | Weight ' -We}gh:te(‘i:
Sl “|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes >3 mos. old] 0 0 20 0
: S Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
i|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.,
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
‘i Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
{value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified 5
for req'd services for value added benefit. 1 15 5
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 0 10 0
Basic understanding of the project, 0
k: Lack of project understanding. -3
: Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
e Within 50 mi. 1
oo E 51 to 150 mi. 0
Facation . 15110500 mi] -1 ! 5 >
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 Weighted Total 55

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.

%/ % oy

Signed:
Name Gail Lee
Title Highway Utility Engineer

Date

10/17/2006




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

Services Description:

Consultant Name: |

10/17/2006,1:46 PM

. FRP 06-12

14

Utility and Railroad Coordination

Morley and Associates Inc.:

Category |Scoring Criteria Scale . | Weight Weighted.
e ) BRI Jo P U) Seore: ¢
’ ' "|Outstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes - : No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 0 20 0
’ ) Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
. ‘|Historical Performance.
Past _ Timeliness score from performance database. 0 15 0
Performance - . Quality/Budget score on similar work from performance database. 0 15 0
ENES 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.
Capacity of
Téam'to do Availability of more than adequate capacity that results in added value to INDOT. 1 0 20 0
_W.ork Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
R Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -3
‘| Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
- jvalue or efficiency teo the deliverable,
o E Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
Team's . . 2
Demonstrated : for req'd services for value addefl ben.eﬁt. 0 15 0
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of exper'tlse and resources identified 1
o for req'd services for value added benefit,
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
L 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
Project Mén:ager'i Demonstrated hligh level of experience in similar type and cpmplexity. 1 0 5 0
wE 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.
Approach to High level of understand.ing and viable inovativ.e ideas propo.sed. 2
Project 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
Location - 151 10500 mi] -1 0. 5 0
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 Weighted Total 0
category score as N/A. This is to be as documented in the RFP.
Signed: 7
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the ;
consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Name Gail Lee
Title Highway Utility Engineer

Date 10/17/2006




