RFP Scoring . 21282007
Tabulation for RFP: °7-02-S1 ltem No.: | 8:39 AM
Item Title: Corridod of Future, Ph 2; 170 No. of Firms Recommended

to be selected: /

Max Contract
Owner Office: Central Office Construction $: ~ Amount $:

E Steve Smith;é Eryn FletcheE J. Gustin E Paste Here
Scores 5

I {Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 500 [2] es0 2] a0 [2] o0 |2

2 |Wilbur Smith Associates Inc 75.0 1 90.0 1 55.0 1 100.0 1

Scoring Team Leader SignaV'
Tle LD,

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.

O Selection of the proposed top ___ ranked firms is approved as recommended with the next 2 ranked firms approved, in order,
as alternates.

O 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.

Co i ini%@ector Economic unity Director
O “Ha
e Ses fs ) 07/
Plamé\g\lfi:ector
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Sheet # / Total

1

2

2/27/12007 , 9:45 AM

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

Consultant Name:

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,

-1

20 20

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 15

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.

Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity.

Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’.

Experience in different type or lower complexity.

Insufficient experience.,

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,

15 15

:|Location of assigned staff office relative to project.

Within 50 mi.

51 to 150 mi.

151 to 500 mi.

-1

Greater than 500 mi.

-2

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

-3

-2

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

Name:

wcknes Lo murzee—
FaS)

‘Weighted Sub-Total 50

Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old| -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.

Quality score for similar work from performance database. 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0

*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7

*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7

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

* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

Weighted Total]  50.0




2/23/2007 , 7112 PM

Sheet # / Total Selection Rating for RFP-Ne.:f 07-02-81 " - -~ - & &',
1 TtemNo.cf 1 © .- - om0
2 Services Description:| Phase 2 Appl. Corridor-of Future1-70 "

Consultant Name:| - . Cambridge Systematics, Inc.. .

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.,
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -1

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

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 2 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified| 1
for req'd services for value added benefit.
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
R 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
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity.| 1 1 10 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience. -3

.|{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 15 15
Basic understanding of the project. 0

Project -

Lack of project understanding. -3

AR AN L {Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Location. =" Within 50 mi.

1
(This score will’ 51to 150 mif 0 -2 5 ~10
be antomated in isiosoom] -1 | -~ —
the future.) .. . Greater than 500 mi] -2

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

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

Name: Steve Smith Signed: WP ( M

Title: Manager LRP Section Date 2/23/2007
Evaluation Ratings to.be
Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos, old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database. 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular item being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This is to be
* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Total] 780" |(25




2/27/2007 , 8:53 AM

Sheet #/ Total Selection Rating for RFP- No.:{ -. 07-02-S1
1 Item No.:| : 1
2 Services Description:] Phase 2 Appl. Corridor of Future I-70
Consultant Name:| Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
Category Scoring Criteria Scale Score | Weight W;’i‘:_ied
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 0 20 0
Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule, 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -1
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 serv1<':es for value addefi bex%eﬁt. 1 15 is
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified 1
for req'd services for value added benefit.
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
' Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Manager Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 10 10
) Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’, 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
) Insufficient experience. -3
S “{Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
A R L High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed.| 2
\pproach to ;- .: . 4 é
Project High level of understanding of the project.] 1 2 15 30
: Basic understanding of the project. 0
. Lack of project understanding. -3
g ‘{Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Liocation Within SOmi| 1
(This score will 51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 .10
be automated in 151 to 500 mi,| -1
the future.) Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Weighted Sub-Total

Name:

Title:

Eryn Fletcher

Mgr. Office of Urban & Corridor Planning

- W/%é@/

Date

2/26/2007

Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Qutstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database, 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database, N/A 7
Weighted Sub-Total 0.0
For categories that are not relevant to the particular item being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This is to be
* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.
Weighted Total]  45.0

.



Sheet # / Total

Selection Rating for RFP- No.
Ttem No

Services Description:
Consultant Name:

i

2/27/2007 , 4:27 PM

“+|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,) -1
" "~]Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
L value or efficiency to the deliverable.
T R : Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified
eam's ; , 2
Démbns trated : for reg'd servufes for value addefi ben.eﬁt. 2 15 30
'Quéli fications Demonstrated high level of exper-tlse and resources identified 1
UL 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 level of experience in similar type and complexity.| 1 2 10 20
! Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
) Insufficient experience. -3
... |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Approach to i High level of understand.ing and viable inovati\te ideas propo.sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project] 1 2 15 30
) o Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff office relative fo project.
Location Within 50 mi, 1
(This score will 51 to 150 mi. 0 2 5 -10
be automated in 1510500 mij -1
the future.) Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state fiunded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Weighted Sub-Total 30
Name: J. Gustin Signe
Title: Dep. Com. P3 Date 12712007

NZS: IETIE
Outstanding Agreement Disputes.

Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database.| 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7

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

* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

Weighted Total

90.0




P 2/27/2007 , 9:45 AM

Sheet # / Total Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
2 Item No. :

2 Services Description:
Consultant Name:

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.
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule, -1

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

for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 5 15 30
Demeonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified )
for req'd services for value added benefit,
Expertise and resources at appropriate level. 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity.| 2
Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 10 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’. 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience., -3

Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
High level of understanding of the project. 1 1 15 15
Basic understanding of the project. 0
Lack of project understanding] -3

‘JLocation of assigned staff office relative to project.

Within 50 mi. 1

51 to 150 mi.|

151 to 500 mi. -1

Greater than 500 mi.| -2

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

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

Name: {;C}qﬂ,/&ﬁ | /( Q{V\:%/a/
Title: (? m&/,\_)cs&)(\fg b( ﬁs:cj‘orz—-’*

Outstandmg Agreement Dlsputes
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 Q
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database. 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular item being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This is to be
* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Total]  75.0




Sheet # / Total

2/23/2007 , 7:12 PM

Selection Rating for RFP- No.:

Item No. :

Services Description:| '

Consultant Name:| -’

ng.
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
Adeguate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -1
Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified] 2
for req'd services for value added benefit. 2 15 30
Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified| 1
for reg'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.
ST Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Manager, Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity.f 1 1 10 10
RN Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume’.| 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
) Insufficient experience. -3
|Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
AI)P ‘ : High level of understanding and viable inovative ideas proposed. 2
Prbj'eci: R High level of understanding of the project.] 1 2 15 30
DI TUE TN Basic understanding of the project. 0
: Lack of project understanding, -3
R " :{Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Location. Within SOmi 1
(This score will - 51t0150mi] 0 0 5 0
be automated in - 1510500 mi| -1
the future) . Greater than 500 mif -2
G T For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms.| -3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Weighted Sub-Total %0
Name:  Steve Smith Signed: [:
Title: Manager LRP Section Date 2/23/2007

Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database. 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database,| 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database., N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7

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

* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

Weighted Total

90.0




2/27/12007 , 8:53 AM

Sheet #/ Total Selection Rating for RFP- No.:{ 07-02-S1
2 Item No.:{ 1~
2 Services Description:{ Phase 2 Appl. Corridor of Future 1-70
Consultant Name:| Wilbur Smith Associates Inc
i ’%\} 4
Category Scoring Criteria Scale | Score | Weight W;:%l:l;ed
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 0 20 0
‘Work Adequate capacity to meet the schedule. 0
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -1
Technical expertise: Unigue Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
value or efficiency to the deliverable.
Team' Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
eam's ; . 2
Demonstrated i for req'd servxc:es for value addefi bex}eﬁt. 1 15 15
Qualifications Demonstrated high level of expertise and resources identified I
for req'd services for value added benefit.
Expertise and resources at appropriate level, 0
Insufficient expertise and/or resources. -3
Rating of predicted ability to manage the project, based on: experience in size,
complexity, type, subs, documentation skills.
Demonstrated outstanding experience in similar type and complexity.| 2
Project Manager Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity. 1 1 10 10
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume', 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity.| -1
Insufficient experience, -3
- ]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 2 15 30
’ : Basic understanding of the project, 0
Lack of project understanding, -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Location Within 50 mi,| 1
(This score will 51 to 150 mi,| 0 0 5 0
be automated in 15110500 mij -1
the future.) Greater than 500 mi. -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Weighted Sub-Total 55

Name:

Title:

Eryn Fletcher

Mgr. Office of Urban & Corridor Planning

Date

2/26/2007

Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Pexrformance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database, 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database. N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database. N/A 7
Weighted Sub-Total 0.0
For categories that are not relevant to the particular item being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This is to be
* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.
Weighted Total] 55.0




2/27/2007 , 4:27 PM

Sheet # / Total Selection Rating for RFP- No.:
2 Item No. :
2 Services Description:
Consultant Name:
27 E - |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 o Adequate capacity to meet the schedule.
Insufficient available capacity to meet the schedule. -1
“|Technical expertise: Unique Resources & Equipment that yield a relevant added
"|value or efficiency to the deliverable.
T . Demonstrated outstanding expertise and resources identified|
eam's ) . 2
Demonstrated : : for req'd servu?es for value addefl ben.eﬁt. 2 15 30
Quﬂiﬁca tions Demonstrated high level of experfnse 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 ouistanding experience in similar type and complexity. 2
Project Manager Demonstrated high level of experience in similar type and complexity] 1 2 10 20
Experience in similar type and complexity shown in resume' 0
Experience in different type or lower complexity. -1
Insufficient experience.} -3
. |Understanding and Innovation that gives INDOT cost and/or time savings.
Appfoach- fo ] High level of understand'ing and viable inovaliv.e ideas propo'sed. 2
Project High level of understanding of the project] 1 2 15 30
Basic understanding of the project, 0
Lack of project understanding. -3
Location of assigned staff office relative to project.
Location Within 50 mi. 1
(This score will 51 to 150 mi, 0 0 5 0
|be automated in 151 to S00mif -1
the future.) Greater than 500 mif -2
For 100% state funded agreements, non-Indiana firms. -3
The scores assigned above represent my best judgement of the consultant's abilities for the rating categories. Weighted Sub-Tatal 100

Name: J. Gustin Slgnem

Title: Dep. Com. P3 Date 212007
Qutstanding Agreement Disputes.
Disputes No outstanding unresolved agreement disputes > 3 mos. old. 0 20 0
Outstanding unresolved agreement disputes more than 3 mos. old. -3
Performance evaluation score averages from historical performance data.
Quality score for similar work from performance database. 0.0 12 0.0
Past Schedule score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
Performance Responsiveness score from performance database. 0.0 7 0.0
*Budget score from performance database.| N/A 7
*Constructability score from performance database, N/A 7

Weighted Sub-Total 0.0

For categories that are not relevant to the particular item being evaluated leave the category score as N/A. This is to be
* Only applicable for transportation project development contracts. Data not available yet.

Weighted Total] 100.0




