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Georgia Department of Transportation Interoffice Memo
DATE: December 11, 2019

FROM: Curtis Scott, Transportation Services Procurement Manager

TO: Treasury Young, Procurement Administrator

SUBJECT RFQ-484-052819; Batch #1-2012 Engineering Design Services, Contract #4 -
Pl 0016129, Monroe County and 0016130, Jones & Monroe Counties
Ranking Approval

The Office of Procurement's Transportation Services Procurement Section has reviewed and evaluated Statements of
Qualifications, Technical Approach, and Past Performance for the above referenced project.

Attached for your review is one (1) set of the following:

Advertisement and all Addendums

Consultants’ Submission Prescreening Checklist - Phase |

GDOT Guide for Selection Committee Members (Phase | and II)

Preliminary Ratings and Comments from Evaluators

Selection Committee Ratings for Top Respondents — Phase |

Selection Committee Comments for Top Respondents — Phase |

Selection of Finalists Notification and Notice to Selected Finalists

Consultants’ Submission Prescreening Checklist — Phase ||

Area Class Checklist

Selection Committee Overall Ratings for Phase | and Phase ||

Selection Committee Comments for Finalists — Phase i

Past Performance Reference Checks and any available additional documentation
Verification of Non-Debarment from SAM Website for Intended Awardee and Team
Prequalification Certificate for intended Awardee

The five (5) highest firms in order of ranking are as follows:

1. STV, Incorporated

2. Lowe Engineers, LLC

2. Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C.
4. Michael Baker International, Inc.

5. Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

The Selection Committee recommends the selection of the top ranked firm, STV, Incorporated.
Concurrence with Award from Responsible Division Director: Certification Procurement Requirements Met:

777 T

TredSury Yound, Pygcurement Administrator

Albert Shelby, Director of Program Dglivery

CS:ace

Attachments
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RFQ-484-052819

REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS
484-052819

Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services

General Project Information

A. Overview

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is soliciting Statement of Qualifications (SOQs) from quaiified
firm(s) to provide Engineering Design Consultant Services for the projects listed below (note that certain projects
may be grouped with other projects and awarded as one (1) contract):

i Contract | County Pi# Project Description
, 1 Glynn 0014914 | CR 583/SEA ISLAND ROAD @ DUNBAR CREEK ON ST SIMONS
| ISLAND
2 Butts 0016126 | SR 36 @ BIG SANDY CREEK 3.8 Ml SW OF JACKSON (Bridge Design
in-house)
Butts 0016127 | SR 38 @ NORRIS CREEK 3.2 MI SW OF JACKSON
3 i McDuffie & 0016128 | SR 80 @ LITTLE RIVER 12.9 Ml NW OF THOMSON
Wilkes
4 Monroe 0016129 | SR 18 @ NS #718484D 13 MI E OF FORSYTH
Jones & Monroe | 0016130 | SR 18 @ OCMULGEE RIVER 13 MI E OF FORSYTH
5 Monroe 0013120 | SR 74 @ SR 42
6 | Chatham 0015151 | SR 204 FROM SR 21 TO CS 1201/RIO ROAD @ 25 LOCS
7 Baldwin 0015667 | SR22 @ SR 24
8 Butts 0015688 | SR 16 @ CR 291/ENGLAND CHAPEL ROAD i
9 i Muscogee 0015690 | SR 22/US 80 @ SR 22 SPUR |

This Request for Qualifications (RFQ) seeks to identify potential providers for the Scope of Services for the
project/contract listed in Exhibit 1-1 thru Exhibit [-8. Firms that respond to this RFQ, and are determined by GDOT
to be sufficiently qualified, may be deemed eligible, and invited to offer a technical approach and/or possibly present
and/or interview for these services. All respondents to this RFQ are subject to instructions communicated in this
document, and are cautioned to completely review the entire RFQ and follow instructions carefully. GDOT reserves
the right to reject any or all Statements of Qualifications or Technical Approach, and to waive technicalities and
informalities at the discretion of GDOT.

IMPORTANT- A RESTRICTION OF COMMUNICATION IS IN EFFECT FOR THIS PROJECT.

From the advertisement date of this solicitation untii successful respondents are selected and the award is made
official and announced, firms are not allowed to communicate about this solicitation or scope with any staff of GDOT
including the Commissioner and GDOT Board Members, except for the submission of questions as instructed in
the RFQ, or with the contact designated in RFQ Section VIII.C., or as provided by any existing work agreement(s).
For violation of this provision, GDOT reserves the right to reject the submittal of the offending respondent.

. The Georgia Department of Transportation Board has adopted a 16% overall annual goal for DBE

participation on all federally funded projects. This goal is not to be considered as a fixed quota, set aside
or preference. The DBE goal can be met by prime contracting, sub-contracting, joint-venture or mentor/
protégé relationship.

Georgia Department of Transportation will monitor and assess each consuitant services submittals for their DBE
participation and/or good faith effort in promoting equity and opportunity in accordance with the state of Georgia,
Department of Transportation Disadvantage Business Program Plan.
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For more information on the GDOT DBE Program please contact:

Georgia Department of Transportation
Equal Opportunity Division

One Georgia Center, 7% Floor

B00 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Phone: (404) 6311972

D. Scope of Services

Under the terms of the resulting Agreements, the selected consultants will provide full engineering design services
as well as associated engineering related services, for the GDOT Project identified. The anticipated scope of work
for the project/contract is included in Exhibit |1 thru Exhibit I-8.

in addition, GDOT desires that the Consultant have the ability to provide, either with its own forces or through a
sub-consuitant team member, comprehensive services necessary to fulfill all preliminary engineering services which
may arise during the project cycle.

E. Contract Term and Type

GDOT anticipates one (1) Multi-Phase, Project Specific contract to be awarded to one (1) firm, for the
project/contract identified. GDOT anticipates that the Contract Type will be paid via Firm Fixed Price and/or Cost
Plus Fixed Fee methodology. As a Project Specific contract, it is the Department’s intention that the Agreements
will remain in effect until successful completion of the preliminary engineering phase of the projects, and may
choose to utilize the selected consultant for use on construction revisions as necessary.

F. Contract Amount

The Multi-Phase, Project Specific contract amount will be determined via negotiations with the Department. if the
Department is unable to reach a satisfactory agreement and at reasonable rates to be paid for the services to be
provided, the Department reserves the right to terminate negotiations with the highest scoring finalist and begin
negotiations with the next highest scoring finalist.

. Selection Method
A. Method of Communication

All general communication of relevant information regarding this solicitation will be made via the Georgia
Procurement Registry (GPR) under RFQ-484-052819. All firms are responsible for checking the GPR on a regular
basis for updates, clarifications, and announcements. GDOT reserves the right to communicate via electronic-mail
with the primary contact listed in the Statements of Qualifications. Other specific communications will be made as
indicated in the remainder of this RFQ.

B. Phase | - Selection of Finalists
Based on the Statements of Qualifications submitted in response to the projects/contracts listed in this RFQ, the
Selection Committee will review the Experience and Qualifications and Resources and Workload Capacity
listed in Section IV. Selection Criteria for Phase |. The Selection Committee will discuss the top submittals and
the final rankings of the top submittals will be determined. From the final rankings of the top submittals, the Selection
Committee will identify three (3) to five (5) firms which will be shortlisted.
All firms must meet the minimum requirements as listed in Section IV.A. below.

C. Finalist Notification for Phase Il

Firms selected and shortlisted as finalists will receive notification and final instructions from GDOT regarding the
Phase Il — Technical Approach response.
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D. Phase Il - Finalists Response on Technical Approach and Past Performance

GDOT will request a Technical Approach of the three (3) to five (5) finalist firms for the project/contract. GDOT
reserves the right to request a presentation/interview on any project/contract as determined in its best interests;
however, this additional requirement shall typically be reserved for the most complex projects. Each finalist firm
shall be notified in writing and informed of the Technical Apprach due date. Any additional detailed Technical
Approach instructions and requirements, beyond that provided in Section V. Selection Criteria for Phase |l, for
the finalists will be provided in the Finalist Notification. All members of the Selection Committee will review the
Technical Approach (and will attend the presentationfinterview if so chosen). Firms shall not address any
quesiions, prior to the award announcement, to anyone other than the designated contact.

Final Selection

Final selection will be determined by carrying the scores from Phase | forward for each Finalist and by evaluating
the Technical Approach and Past Performance criteria for Phase ll. The Selection Committee will discuss the
Finalist's Phase Il Responses and the final rankings will be determined.

Negotiations will then be initiated with the top-ranked firm(s) to finalize the terms and conditions of the contract(s),
including the fees to be paid. In the event a satisfactory agreement cannot be reached with the highest-ranking
firm(s), GDOT will formally terminate the negotiations and possibly enter into negotiations with the second highest-
ranking firm, and so on in turn until a mutual agreement is established and GDOT awards a contract. The final form
of the contract shall be developed by GDOT.

Schedule of Events

The following Schedule of Events represents GBOT's best estimate of the Schedule that will be followed. All times
indicated are prevailing times in Atlanta, Georgia. GDOT reserves the right to adjust the Schedute as GDOT deems

necessary.
PHASE | DATE I TIME
a. GDOT issues public advertisement of RFQ-484-052819 4/26f2019 | ~———

b. Deadline for submission of written questions and requests for clarification 5/13/2019 | 2:00 PM

c. Deadline for submission of Statements of Qualifications 5/28/2018 | 2:00 PM

d. GDOT completes evaluation and issues notification and other information to TBD

finalist firms
PHASE II
e. Deadline for submission of written questions from finalists [ TBD 2:00 PM
i f. Phase Il Response of Finalist firms due TBD | TBA

V. Selection Criteria for Phase [ - Criteria for Evaluation of Statements of Qualifications

A. Area Class Requirements and Certification

Presented teams must be prequalified in the indicated Area Class(es) in order to be evaluated. Required proof of
prequalification shali be submitted as indicated in Section VI.B.4. below. All Submittals will be pre-screened to
verify that the Prime consultant has the required Area Ciass(es) and that the overall team has the required Area
Class(es). Any submittal in which the Prime consultant or the overall team area class requirements are not met will
be disqualified from further consideration.
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Each submittal will require a certification to allow the Department to analyze risks in determining if any Firm should
be ineligible for award. The certification shall cover a wide variety of information. Any firm which responds in any
potentially concerning manner must provide additional information as directed herein for consideration by GDOT to
determine if Firm is eligibie for award.

B. Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30%

The Selection Committee wiil evaluate all firms on their Experience and Qualifications, which shall account for a
total of thirty (30%) percent of the total evaluation. The following criteria for scoring Phase | of the evaluation
will be utilized to determine which firms are shortlisted:

1. Project Manager education, registration, relevant engineering experience, relevant project management
experience, experience in utilizing GDOT specific processes, manuals, or guidance.

2. Key Team Leaders’ education, registration, relevant technical experience, and relevant experience in utilizing
GDOT speacific processes, manuals, or guidance.

3. Prime Consultant’s experience in delivering projects of similar complexity, size, scope, and function.

C. Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20%

The Selection Committee will evaluate all firms on their Resources availability and Workload Capacity which shall
account for a total of twenty (20%) percent of the total evaluation. The following criteria for scoring the
Resources and Workload Capacity will be utilized to determine which firms are shortlisted:

1. Project Manager Workload

2. Workload capacity of Key Team Leader(s)
3. Resources dedicated to delivering project
4. Ability to Meet Project Schedule

V. Selection Criteria for Phase Il - Criteria for Evaluation of Technical Approach and Past Performance

A. Technical Approach — 40%

The Selection Committee will evaluate the shortlisted firms (Finalists) on their Technical Approach, which shall
account for a total of forty (40%) percent. The Selection Committee shall utilize the following additional criteria for
scoring Phase Il of the evaluation to determine the highest ranked/most qualified {NOTE: Scores from Phase |
will be carried forward and combined with the scores from the Phase !l to determine the final ranking of
Finalists):

1. Provide any unigue technical approaches your firm offers relative to addressing anticipated design concepts,
use of any alternative methods for delivery (if applicable), and/or management of the project.
2. ldentify any unique challenges of the project and how your firm intends to mitigate these challenges, inciuding

quality control, quality assurance procedures. Provide any specific qualifications, skills, knowledge of the
project and project area which may uniquely benefit the firm and project, and your ability and willingness to
meet time requirements.

B. Past Performance — 10%

The Seiection Committee may consider information provided via references provided for relevant projects,
knowledge any selection committee member has of performance on relevant projects, and performance evaluations
or knowledge presented on GDOT projects. The Seiection Committee will consider all factors in their totality and
score from 0 to 10 when arriving at a final score for the Past Performance.
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V. Instructions for Content and Preparation of Statements of Qualifications — Phase | Response

The Statements of Qualifications submittal must be submitted in accordance with the instructions provided in

Section VIII, and must be Organized, categorized using the same headings (in red), and

numbered and lettered exactly as outlined below, and must be responsive to all requested information.
For the sections in which page number limits are stated, each section with a stated limit must begin on a new
page and end on the last page allowed for the section. It is not allowed to begin new sections on a page allowed
for a previous section, if applicable. This will enable the Department to ensure compliance with the page
limitations.

Cover page — Each project/contract submittat must have a separate cover page for each copy of each submittal for
each project/contract and each must list the RFQ#, RFQ Title, proposing firm’s full legal name and the
specific project contract being submitted on to include the Project Numbers, Pl Numbers, County(ies),
and Description.

A. Administrative Requirements

It is required to submit the information below for each copy of each submittal. This is general information
and will not be scored but may be used to determine eligibility for selection. Under Administrative
Requirements section, only submit the information requested; additional information will be subject to
disqualification of your firm.

1. Basic company information:

a. Company name.

b. Company Headquarter Address.

c. Contact Information - Name and all contact information (telephone number(s) and e-mail address) of
primary proposing contact (this will be the individual with whom the Department will direct all
communications).

Company website (if available).

Georgia Addresses - Identify and provide addresses for the offices located in the State of Georgia.

Staff - List the number and disciplines of staff members employed in each office in the State of Georgia.
Ownership - Provide form of ownership, including state of residency or incorporation, and number of years
in business. Is the Offeror a sole proprietorship, partnership, corporation, limited liability Corporation, or
other structure?

©~oa

2. Certification Form - Complete the Certification Form (Exhibit “If” enclosed with RFQ), and provide a notarized
original within the firm's Statement of Qualifications. This is to be submitted for the Prime ONLY.

3. Georgia Security and Immigration Compliance Act Affidavit — Complete the form (Exhibit “IIf” enclosed with RFQ),
and provide a notarized original within the firm's Statement of Qualifications. This is to be submitted for the
Prime ONLY.

4. Addenda - Signed cover page of any Addenda issued for the Prime ONLY.

B. Experience and Qualifications

1. Project Manager - Provide information pertaining to the project manager, including but not limited to:

Education.

Registration (if necessary and applicable.)

Relevant engineering experience.

Relevant project management experience for projects of similar complexity, size, scope, and function.
Relevant experience utilizing GDOT specific processes, manuals, or guidance (Plan Development Process,
Design Policy, Environmental Procedures Manual, etc.).

o PP T

This information is limited to two (2} pages maximum.



RFQ-484-052819

2. Key Team Leaders - Provide experience of Key Team Leaders (defined as those individuals who oversee
project areas determined as particularly important to each specific project, refer to the Project Description in
Exhibit I, specifically Section 7 for the list of Key Team Leaders for each Project). For each Key Team Leader
identified provide:

Education.

Registration (if necessary and applicable.)

Relevant experience in the applicable resource area of the most relevant projects.

Relevant experience utilizing GDOT specific processes, manuals, or guidance (PDP, Design Policy,
Environmental Procedures Manual, etc.) which are specific to the key team leader's area.

ap oo

This information is limited to one (1) page maximum for each Key Team Leader identified in Section 7
of each Exhibit|. Respondents submitting more than one (1) page for each Key Team Leader identified
will be subject to disqualification. Respondents who provide more Key Team Leaders than what is
outlined in the requirement will be subject to disqualification as this would provide an advantage over
firms who complied with the requirement and had the required number of Key Team Leaders.
Respondents who do not provide the required Key Team Leaders will be subject to disqualification as
this does not meet the requirements of the project and therefore would deem the respondent and its
team ungualified for the award.

3. Prime Experience - Provide information on the prime’s experience and ability in delivering effective services for
projects of similar complexity, size, scope, and function, which demonstrate the firm's capabilities to provide
services for GDOT. For each project, the following information should be provided:

Client name, project location and dates during which services were performed.

Description of overall project and services performed by your firm.

Duration of project services provided by your firm, and overall project budget.

Experience utilizing GDOT specific processes, manuals, or guidance (PDF, Design Policy, Environmental
Procedures Manual, etc.)

e. Client(s) current contact information including contact names and telephone numbers.

f.  Involvement of Key Team Leaders on the projects.

pooD

This information is limited to two (2) pages maximum.

4. Area Class Summary Form and Notice of Professional Consultant Qualifications - Prime Consultants are
defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will contract. The
Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their sub-consultants, who are considered team members. Prime
Consultants and their sub-consultant team members must meet the Area Class requirements listed in Exhibit [
for each project on which they apply. In regards to the required Area Classes, for each project/contract on which
they apply, respondents should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the
required area classes for the Prime Consultant and all sub-consultants or joint-venture of consultants on the
team listed in the Statement of Qualifications. The area classes and firm’s meeting the area classes listed on
the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. If a team member's
prequalification will expire prior to the due date of the SOQs, documentation must be provided which shows
that the firm has submitted its application for prequalification prior to the SOQ due date. The team must maintain
its prequalification certification in order to be considered eligible for award if selected. Additionaily,
respondents should submit the Notice of Professional Consultant Qualifications {(for the Prime
Consultant and all sub-consultants for each project) issued by GDOT and attach after the Area Class
summary form.

This information is limited to the one page for the Area Class table (unless the project needs require an
extensive list of area classes) and the required Notice of Professional Consultant Qualifications.
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C. Resources/Workload Capacity

1.

Overall Resources - Provide information regarding the overall resources dedicated to delivering the specific
project, including:

a. Organizational chart which identifies the project manager, prime, Key Team Leaders, support personnei,
and reporting structure. This chart may be submitted on a 11" x 17" page. (Excluded from the page count)

b. Primary Office - Identify and discuss the primary office which will be responsible for handling the specific
project and the number and types of staff within the office and how this office could benefit the project and
pramote efficiency. This information to be included on the one (1) page allowed combined with the
Narrative on Additional Rescurce Areas and Ability.

c. Narrative on Additional Resource Areas and Ability — Respondents are to provide information regarding
additional resource areas identified as important to the project, to discuss how the key areas will integrate
and work together on the project, to discuss any information which is pertinent to these areas, to provide a
narrative regarding how the organization of the team, including the PM and Key Team Leaders can deliver
the project on schedule given their workload capacity. (GDOT recognizes that some individuals may be
able to meet the schedule while carrying heavier project loads.) Respondents may discuss the advantages
of your team and the abilities of the team members which will enable the project to meet the proposed
schedule as identified in Exhibit | {where applicable). If there is no proposed schedule, discuss the
advantages of the team and the abilities of the team members which wilt enable the project to move as
expeditiously as possible. Respondents submitting more than the one {1} page allowed (combined
for C1.b. and C1.c.}, wili be subject to disqualification.

2. Project Manager Commitment Table - Provide a list of ALL projects (GDOT, other governments and private
contracts — Information may be validated and any firm determined not to be listing all projects may be subject
to disqualification) on which the proposed project manager is currently committed, to enable the Department to
ascertain the project manager's availability. Utilize a table similar to the following format with a minimum of all
criteria indicated to provide the requested information:

Project Pl/Project # for GDOT Role of PM | Project Current Phase : Current Stafus of | Monthly Time
Manager | Projects/Name of on Project Description of Project Project Commitment in
Customer for Non-GDOT Hours
Projects

3 KeyTeam Leader Project Commitment Table - Pravide a table similar to the below, with a minimum of all criteria
indicated, which identifies ALL projects the Key Team Leaders {refer to the Project Description in Exhibit 1,
specifically Section 7 for the list of Key Team Leaders for each Project) are committed on to enable the
Department to ascertain the available capacity.

Key : Pi/fProject# for GDOT Rele of Key | Project Current Phase | Current Status of | Monthly Time |

Team | Proiects/Name of ! Team Description of Project Project Commitment in

Leader | Customer for Non-GDOT ;| Leader on Hours

. Projects Project :

j j

This information is limited to the organization chart (excluded from page count}, one (1) page combined of
text (for both the Primary Office and Narrative on Resource Areas and Ability), and the tables.
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VII. Instructions for Preparing Technical Approach and Past Performance Response — Phase || Response

The following information will only be requested of the shortlisted firms. The Selection Committee will evaluate
the shortlisted firms using the information provided as requested below (NOTE: Scores from Phase | will be
carried forward to Phase ll):

The Phase [l response must be submitted in accordance with the instructions provided in Section IX, and must

be Organized, categorized using the same headings (in red), and numbered and

lettered exactly as outlined below, and must be responsive to all requested information. For the sections in
which page number limits are stated, each section with a stated limit must begin on a new page and end on the
[ast page allowed for the section. It is not allowed to begin new sections on a page allowed for a previous
section, if applicable. This will enable the Department to ensure compliance with the page limitations.

Phase Il Cover page — Each submittal must have a separate cover page for each copy of each Phase |1 submittal and
each must indicate the response is for Phase I, list the RFQ#, RFQ Title, proposing firm’s full
legal name and the specific project contract being submitted on to include the Project Numbers,
Pl Numbers, County(ies}, and Description.

A. Technical Approach

1. Provide any unique technical approaches your firm offers relative to addressing anticipated design concepts,
use of any alternative methods for delivery (if applicable), and/or management of the project.

2. Identify any unique challenges of the project and how your firm intends to mitigate these challenges, including
quality control, quality assurance procedures. Provide any specific qualifications, skills, knowledge of the
project and project area which may uniquely benefit the firm and project, and your ability and willingness to
meet time requirements.

This information will be limited to a maximum of three {3) pages.
B. Past Performance

No additional information should be submitted fo fulfill this requirement. Information from the relevant
projects listed as well as information on file with the Department will be used to fulfill this requirement.

Past performance may be evaluated through the checking of project references for the proposed project manager
as well as the firm. The Department will check these references at random. For this reason, attention should be
paid to the references provided to ensure that the contact information provided is accurate and the individual
references are reachable. Other past performance information which may be utilized includes GDOT consultant
performance ratings as well as knowledge that any member of the Selection Committee has pertaining to the past
performance of the firm on any project.

VIIL. Instructions for Submittal for Phase | - Statements of Qualifications

A. There is one (1) electronic version submittal required. The Submittal must foliow the format and meet the content

requirements identified in Section VI, entitled Instructions for Content and Preparation of Statements of
Qualifications — Phase | Response. See Attachment 1 for a summary of how the submittals should be prepared.

B. Submittals must be typed on standard (84" x 11") paper. The pages should be numbered, however, submiital
pages will be counted by section to determine compliance with page limits. Responses are limited to the page
counts indicated in each section using a minimum of size 11 font. Page counts will be determined by pages with
print on them, not hy the physical piece of paper. Each Statement of Qualifications shall be prepared simply and
economically as indicated above. Colored displays, and promotional materials are not desired. Emphasis must be
on completeness, relevance, and clarity of content.
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NOTE: Additional pages other than what has been specified above in each section should not be included
and will be grounds for disqualification. Submittals are limited to the information requested in Section VI.
Instructions for Content and Preparation of Statements of Qualifications - Phase | Response only. Hyperlinks or
embedded video are not allowed.

Statements of Qualifications submittals must be a PDF document for each project/contract. Each PDF document
must follow the naming convention for electranic records as follows: the proposing firm's full legal name, RFQ#,
RFQ Title and the specific project contract number being submitted on. To submit your Statement of Qualification
click the following Links:

Contract 1: mailtortsp soq tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%201%20
Contract 2: mailto:tsp sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%202%20

Contract 3. mailto:tsp_soq_tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%203%20
Contract 4: mailto:tsp_sog_tech_submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%204%20
Contract 5: mailto:tsp soq tech submittal@dot.ga.qov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%205%20
Contract 6: mailto:tsp _sogq tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%206%20
Contract 7. mailto:tsp_gog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%207%20
Contract 8: mailto:tsp_sog_tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%208%20

Contract 9: mailto:tsp_sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%209%20

If a firm is responding to multiple projects/contracts, each submittal must be e-mail separately using the naming
convention for electronic records, and submission link provided. Upon successful receipt of the electronic
submittal, the system will send a receipt confirmation e-mail to the sender. If you do not receive an email receipt
confirmation for your submittal within one hour of your submittal, please contact Folayan Battle at

fhattle@dot.ga.gov.

Statements of Qualifications must be received by GDOT prior to the deadline indicated in the Schedule of Events
(Seaction lif of RFQ).

No submittals will be accepted after the time and date set for receipt.

All expenses for preparing and submitting responses are the sole cosi of the party submitting the response. GDOT
is not obligated to any party to reimburse such expenses. All submittals upon receipt become the property of GDOT.
Labeling information provided in submittals “proprietary” or “confidential”, or any other designation of restricted use
will not protect the information from public view. Subject to the provisions of the Open Records Act, the details of
the proposal documents will remain confidential until final award.

GDOT reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to waive any technicalities associated with this submittal if deemed
in the best interest of the State.

C. Questions and Requests for Clarification

Questions about any aspect of the RFQ, or the project, shall be submitted in writing via e-mail to: Folayan Battle,
e-mail: fhate@dot.ga.gov. The deadlines for submission of questions relating to the RFQ are the times and
dates shown in the (Schedule of Events- Section lll}. From the issue date of this solicitation until a successful
proposer is selected and the award is made official and announced, respondents are subject to the Restriction of
Communication in Section LB.

1X. Instructions for Submittal for Phase |l — Technicat Approach and Past Perforinance Response

THESE INSTRUCTIONS ARE INTENDED SOLELY FOR THOSE FIRMS IDENTIFIED AND NOTIFIED AS
FINALISTS. Final Instructions will be provided to the Finalists in the notification.

Please note that each project/contract wiil follow an individual schedule which meets the availability of each

Selection Committee. For this reason, the Notice to Selected Finalists and resulting Phase |l responses may
be on different schedules for each project/contract.
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A. There is one (1) electronic version submittal required. The Submittal must follow the format and meet the content

requirements identified in Section VII, entitled Instructions for Preparing Technical Approach and Past

Performance Response - Phase Il Response. See Attachment 1 for a summary of how the submittals should
be prepared.

B. Submittals must be typed on standard (814" x 117) paper. The pages should be numbered, however, submittal
pages will be counted by section to determine compliance with page limits. Responses are limited to the page
counts indicated in each section using a minimum of size 11 font. Page counts will be determined by pages with
print on them, not by the physical piece of paper. Each Statement of Qualifications shall be prepared simply and
economically as indicated above. Colored displays, and promotional materials are not desired. Emphasis must be
on completeness, relevance, and clarity of content.

NOTE: Additional pages other than what has been specified above in each section should not be included and will
be grounds for disqualification. Submittals are limited to the information requested in Section VII. Instructions for
Preparing Technical Approach and Past Performance Response-Phase Il Response only. RHyperlinks or embedded
video are not allowed.

C. Technical Approach submittal must be a PDF document for each project/contract. Each PDF document must follow
the naming convention for electronic records as follows: the proposing firm's full legal name, RFQ#, RFQ Title and
the specific project contract being submitted on. To submit your Technical Approach click the following Links:

Contract 1. mailto:tsp sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subiect=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%201%20

Contract 2: mailto:tsp sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RF Q%20484-052819%20Contract%202%20
Contract 3: majlto:tsp soq tech submittal@dot.ga.qov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%203%20

Contract 4. mailto:tsp _sog_tech submittal@dot.qa.qov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%204%20

Contract 5: mailto:tsp soq tech_submittal@dot.qa.gov?subject=RF Q%20484-052819%20Contract%205%20

Contract 6: mailto:tsp_sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RF Q%20484-052819%20Contract%206%20
Contract 7. mailto:tsp _sog_tech submittal@dot.qa.qov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%207%20

Contract 8. mailto:tsp sog tech submittal@dot.gs.qov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%208%20

Contract 9: mailto:tsp sog tech submittal@dot.ga.gov?subject=RFQ%20484-052819%20Contract%209%20

If a firm is responding to multiple projects/contracts, each submittal must be e-mail separately using the naming
convention for electronic records, and submission link provided. Upon successful receipt of the electronic
submittal, the system will send a receipt confirmation e-mail to the sender. If you do not receive an emalil receipt
confirmation for your submittal within one hour of your submittal, please contact Folayan Battle at

fbattie@dot.ga.gov.

Technical Approach must be received by GDOT prior to the deadline indicated in Notice to Selected Finalists.

No submittals will be accepted after the time and date set for receipt.

All expenses for preparing and submitting responses are the sole cost of the party submitting the response. GDOT
is not obligated to any party to reimburse such expenses. All submittafs upon receipt become the property of GDOT.
Labeling information provided in submittals “proprietary” or “confidential’, or any other designation of restricted use
will not protect the information from public view. Subject to the provisions of the Open Records Act, the details of
the proposal documents will remain confidential until final award.

GDOT reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to waive any technicalities associated with this submittal if deemed
in the best interest of the State.

No submittals will be accepted after the time and date set for receipt.

Responses submitted via facsimile or e-mail will be rejected. All expenses for preparing and submitting responses
are the sole cost of the party submitting the response. GDOT is not obligated to any party to reimburse such
expenses. All submittals upon receipt become the property of GDOT. Labeling information provided in submittals
“proprietary” or “confidential”, or any other designation of restricted use will not protect the information from pubilic
view. Subject to the provisicns of the Open Records Act, the details of the proposal documents will remain
confidential until final award.

1
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GDOT reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to waive any technicalities associated with this submittal if deemed
in the best interest of the State.

D. Questions and Requests for Clarification

Questions about any aspect of the Phase Il Response for Finalists, shall be submitted in writing via e-mail to:
Folayan Battle, e-mail: fbattle@dot.ga.qgov or as directed in the Notice to Selected Finalists, if different. The
deadlines for submission of questions relating to the Phase Il Response will be identified in the Notice to Selected
Finalists. From the issue date of this solicitation until a successful proposer is selected and the award is made
official and announced, respondents are subject to the Restriction of Communication in Section 1.B.

X. GDOT Terms and Conditions
A. Statement of Agreement

With the submission of a S0Q, the respondent agrees that he/she has carefully examined the Request for
Qualifications, and agrees that it is the respondent’s responsibility to request clarification on any issues in any
section of the Request for Qualifications with which the respondent disagrees or needs clarified. The respondent
also understands that failure to mention these items during the question period or in the SOQ will be interpreted to
mean that the respondent is in full agreement with the terms, conditions, specifications and requirements in the
therein. With submission of a SOQ, the respondent hereby certifies: (a) that this SOQ is genuine and is not made
in the interest or on behalf of any undisclosed person, firm, or corporation; (b) that respondent has not directly or
indirectly included or solicited any other respondent to put in a false or insincere SOQ; (c) that respondent has not
solicited or induced any person, firm, or corporation to refrain from sending a SOQ.

The respondent also understands that failure to provide required information may result in disqualification. Failure
to provide administrative information may not result in disqualification. At the Department's discretion, the
Department may notify the respondent that administrative information is not provided or there was an error in the
information provided, and the Department will allow a respondent to provide an update to the administrative
information. However, the exception to this is the provision of the required GEORGIA SECURITY AND
IMMIGRATION COMPLIANCE ACT AFFIDAVIT, which by Georgia Law requires disqualification of the response.
The above changes mentioned to administrative information would be considered allowakle as these would be
fimited to changes which do not affect the information which the evaluators use to score the respondents. Failure
of a respondent to provide the specific administrative information as required in the notice will result in
disqualification. Any respondent who provides changes in addition to the information requested in the notice shall
be subject to disqualification. Failure of a respondent's SOQ to provide any information pertaining to a respondent
and its teams qualifications, of any type, will subject the S0Q to disqualification. The Department will not allow
updates to qualifications to be provided to avoid disqualification as this would allow a respondent to modify its SOQ
and alter the information which evaluators would score. The above changes related to qualifications would not be
gllowable as these would allow changes which do affect the information which the evaluators use to score the
respondents SOQ.

B. Jeint-Venture Proposals, Sub-Consultants, and Vendors

GDOT does not generally desire to enter into “joint-venture® agreements with multiple firms. In the event two or
more firms desire to “joint-venture”, it is strongly recommended that one incorporated firm propose and maintain
status as the Program Management firm with the remaining firms participating as major firms. Any joint-venture,
proposed and established as a separate business entity, should have its own set of books and supporting
documentation sufficient for an audit trail. Transactions should be recorded consistent with the joint-venture
agreement, and care must be taken to ensure that the joint-venture bears its equitable share of the costs. Therefore,
“unpopulated joint-ventures® would not have an adequate accounting system suitable for cost reimbursement
confracts.

However more traditional "populated joint-ventures” are welcomed. A populated joint-venture is where an alliance
fs brought to life by infusing it with working capital, employees, and control systems. The alliance implements all
necessary business systems, including payroll processing, purchasing, property control, etc. The alliance will
develop its own indirect rate structure and calculates its own indirect cost rates, based on the direct and indirect
costs it incurs.
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Sub-Consultants shall generally be considered any team member which is performing any service which typically
requires prequalification, which is subject to the Audit and Accounting System Requirements, and whose services
are billed as costs. Sub-Consultant Team Members must be written into the resulting Agreement and are subject
to all terms and conditions in the Agreement. Vendors shall be considered any team member which is performing
any service which typically does not require prequalification, which is not subject to the Audit and Accounting System
Requirements, and whose services are billed as direct expenses. Vendors may not be written into the resulting
Agreement and may not be subject to all terms and conditions in the Agreement.

C. Non-Discrimination and DBE Requirements

The Georgia Department of Transportation in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 78 Stat.
252, 42 USC 2000d--42 and Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office
of the Secretary, part 21, Nondiscrimination in federally assisted programs of the Department of Transportation
issued pursuant to such Act, hereby notifies all proposers that it will affimatively ensure that any contract entered
into pursuant to this advertisement, minority business enterprises will be afforded full opportunity to submit bids in
response to this invitation and will not be discriminated against on the grounds of race, color, sex, or national origin
in consideration for an award.

The Georgia Department of Transportation Board has adopted a 16% overall annual goal for DBE
participation on all federally funded projects. This goal is not to be considered as a fixed quota, set aside
or preference. The DBE goal can be met by prime contracting, sub-contracting, joint-venture or mentor/
protégeé relationship.

Georgia Department of Transportation will monitor and assess each consultant services submittals for their DBE
participation and/or good faith effort in promoting equity and opportunity in accordance with the state of Georgia,
Department of Transportation Disadvantage Business Program Plan.

For more information on the GDOT DBE Program please contact:

Georgia Department of Transportation
Equal Opportunity Division
One Georgia Center, 7 Floor
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Aflanta, Georgia 30308
Phone: (404) 631-1972

D. Audit and Accounting System Requirements
GDOT reserves the right to reject any proposal with firms that do not meet the following requirements:

1. Firm(s} should have an accounting system in place to meet requirements of 48 CFR Part 31 and, in the case
of non-profit organizations, OMB Circular A-122.

2. Any firm that currently has an aggregate contract amount exceeding $250,000 should have submitted their
yearly CPA overhead audit.

3. Firm(s) shouid have no significant outstanding deficient audit findings from previous contracts with GDOT that
have not been resolved.

4. The prime is responsible for being reasonably assured that all sub-consultant{s) presented as a part of the
proposed team are similarly in compliance with the above requirements.

E. Submittal Costs and Confidentiality

All expenses for preparing and submitting responses are the sole cost of the respondent submitting the response.
The Department is not obligated to any respondent to reimburse such expenses. All submittals upon receipt
become the property of the Department. Labeling information provided in submittals as “proprietary” or
“confidential’, or any other designation of restricted use wili not protect the information from public view. Subject to
the provisions of the Open Records Act, the details of the proposal documents will remain confidential until a final
award.
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F. Award Conditions

This request is not an offer to contract or a solicitation of bids. This request and any proposal submitted in response,
regardless of whether the proposai is determined to be the best proposal, is not binding upon the Department and
does not obligate the Departiment to procure or contract for any services. Neither the Department nor any
respondent submitting a response will be bound unless and until a written contract mutually accepted by both parties
is negotiated as to its terms and conditions and is signed by the Department and a respondent contaihing such
terms and conditions as are negotiated between those parties. The Department reserves the right to waive non-
compliance with any requirements of this Request for Qualifications and to reject any or all proposals submitted in
responses. Upon review of responses, the Department will determine the respondent(s) proposal that in the sole
judgment of the Department is in the best interest of the Department (if any is so determined), with respect to the
evaluation criteria stated herein. The Department then intends to conduct negotiations with such respondent(s) to
determine if an acceptable contract may be reached.

G. Debriefings

in lieu of Pre-Award and Post-Award debriefings, it shall be the Department's policy to provide the “Selection
Package” at the time of the Selection Announcement (also referred to as the Announcement of Entering into
Negotiations). The “Selection Package® will include the scores and comments of phases for all firns who
responded and will typically be provided as a PDF file and e-mailed. Previously, pre-award debriefings only
provided the scores and comments of the fim. It shall be the policy of the Department that all debriefings wili
typically be conducted in writing.

H. Rightto Cancel or Change RFQ

GDQT reserves the right to cancel any and all Request for Qualifications where it is determined to be in the best
interest of the Department to do so. GDOT reserves the right to increase, reduce, add or delete any item in this
solicitation as deemed necessary.

It is the responsibility of all firms interested in submitting Statement of Qualifications (SOQs) for this advertisement
to routinely check the posting on the Georgia Procurement Registry for any revisions to this RFQ.

. Substitutions, Alternates, Exceptions, and Extensions

No substitutions or alternates will be accepted for this solicitation. Any respondent submitting substitutions or
alternates will be considered non-responsive and will not be considered for award.

J. GDOT Code of Conduct Pertaining to Conflict of Interest in the Award and Administration of Contracts

Pursuant to GDOT Policy 3A-17, any GDOT employee who leaves the employment of the Department and
subsequently becomes employed with a consultant firm and whose duties while employed with the Department
included the direct involvement with the negotiation, administration, or management of a contract in which the firm
is either the primary consultant or a sub-consultant SHALL NOT be authorized to work on that contract as an
employee of that firm for a period of one (1) year after their employment ends, :

Additionally, on Juiy 1! of each year, any consultant firm that is under contract with the Department as a prime or
sub consultant shall provide to the Department's Chief Procurement Officer (CPQ) a current list of all former
Department employees employed by the firm and a document that certifies the responsibilities of those employees
as it relates to the current contracts with the Department. This certification document shall attest to the fact that
over the iast year no former Department employee that is employed by their firm has worked on a contract between
the Department and their firm where that employee, when employed by the Depariment, had direct involvement
with the selection, award and/or administration of the consultant contract. Any consultant firm entering into a
contract with the Department for the first time as a prime or sub consuitant shall provide the initial required list of
former Department employees and certification prior to the contract effective date. If the Department's CPO
determines at any point during a contract that an actual conflict exists as it relates to the above paragraph, then the
CPO shall have the authority to issue a stop work order on that contract.
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Pl Number:

Required Al

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
he Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
shouid submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

contract. T

Consultant

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

EXHIBIT 11

Contract 1

Project Numbers: NA

0014914

County: Glynn
Description: CR 583/SEA ISLAND ROAD @ DUNBAR CREEK ON ST SIMONS ISLAND

rea Classes:

! Number

Area Class

! 3.01

Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be

prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

{ Number | Area Class
: 1.06(a) | NEPA
1.06(b) | History
1.06(c) | Air Quality
1.06(d) ! Noise
! 1.06(e) i Ecology
1.06(f) | Archaeclogy
1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys
1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis
3.12 . Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
4.01a Minor Bridge Design
| (OR)
4.01b | Minor Bridge Design
4.04 : Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)
i 5.01 | Land Survey
[ 502 | Engineering Surveying
t 5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
8.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies
6.01(b) | Geological and Geophysica! Studies
65.02 Bridge Foundation Studies
1 8.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies
[ 8.01 | Erosion, Sedimentation, and Polluticn Control Plan
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8. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and
hydrological studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way (ROW) plans (including
revisions), erosion control plans, staging plans and final construction plans (including revisions through project final
acceptance). All required engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with the Pian Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Plan Presentation Guide, NEPA and the
GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Compiete Field Surveys:
1. Provide Survey Control Package.
2. Provide inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for Bridge Site Inspection.
4, Staking for ROW acquisition.

B. Concept Report:

Traffic Studies.

Cost Estimates.

Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Practical Alternatives Review (PAR) Activities.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.

Concept Design Data Book.

Public Invalvement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

NG ;LN

C. Environmental Document:
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (i.e., Air, Noise, History,
Ecology, and Archaeology).
2. NEPA documents:

a. Categorical Exclusicn.

b. Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI).
¢. Section 4f coordination.

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.

Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.

Section 408 Coordination.

Aquatic Survey.

Stream Buffer Variance.

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.

Public involvement (1 possible detour/PIOH).

Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Plan Review (PFPR) and Final Field Plan Review (FFPR).

©ooNDo AW

D. Preliminary Design:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
Preliminary Bridge Plans.
Preliminary Signing and Marking Pians.
Preliminary ESPCP.
Preliminary Utility Plans.
Preliminary Staging Plans.
Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.

"o aonoTow
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Bridge Hydraulic Study.

BF| Report.

Pavement Evaluation/UST/Soil Survey.

Constructability Meeting participation.

Cost Estimation with annual updates.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

PN WD

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW plans and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities:
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Complete Final Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
a. Final Bridge Pians (LRFD).
Final Signing and Marking Plans.
Final ESPCP.
Final Utility Plans.
Final Staging Plans.
f. Final Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
Corrected FFPR Plans.
CES Final cost estimate.
Final PS&E Package.
Amendments & Revisions.

o oooT

h

o ;AW

H. Construction;
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Review Shop Drawings.

. Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J. Aftendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. Bridge Design.
C. NEPA Lead.

8. The following milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE} Notice to Proceed — Q4 FY 2020.

Limited Concept report submittal — Q1 FY 2021 (about 4 months duration).
PFPR - Q2 FY 2022.

FFPR — Q3 FY 2023.

Let Contract — Q1 FY 2024.

mooms
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EXHIBITI- 2
Contract 2

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0016126 and 0016127

County: Butts

Description: SR 36 @ BIG SANDY CREEK 3.8 Ml SW OF JACKSON and
SR 36 @ NORRIS CREEK 3.2 Mi SW OF JACKSON

Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
3.01 Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class

1.06{(a) | NEPA

1.06(b) [ History

1.06(c) | Air Quality

1.06(d) [ Noise

1.06(e} | Ecology

1.08(f) | Archaeology

1.06(g) ! Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies {Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

i 3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies {(Roadway)

4.01a Minor Bridge Design

(OR}

4.01b Minor Bridge Design

4.04 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)

50 Land Survey

5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Scil Survey Studies

8.01(b) | Geological and Geophysical Studies

6.02 Bridge Foundation Studies

6.03 Hydraulic and Hydrologic Studies (Soils & Foundation)
6.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies

9.01 Erosicn, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan |
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6. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and
hydrological studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way (ROW) plans (including
revisions), erosion control plans, staging plans and final construction plans (including revisions through project final
acceptance). All required engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with the Plan Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Plan Presentation Guide, NEPA and the
GDOT Envircnmental Procedures Manual.

Bridge design and H&H activities will be performed by GDOT's Bridge Design Office for Pi# 0016126 only. The
Consultant will be responsible for the bridge design and H&H on PI# 0016127; the BFI for both bridges, and all non-
bridge hydraulics for both projects.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Complete Field Surveys:
1. Provide Survey Contro! Package.
2. Provide inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for Bridge Site [nspection.
4. Staking for ROVV acquisition.

B. Concept Report:
1. Traffic Studies.
Cost Estimates.
Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT's appraval).

NomewN

C. Environmental Document:
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (i.e., Air, Noise, History,
Ecclogy, and Archaeology).
2. NEPA documents:

a. Categorical Exclusion.

b. EA/FONSI.

c. Section 4f coordination.

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.
Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.
Section 408 Coordination.

Aquatic Survey.

Stream Buffer Variance,

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement (1 possible detour/PIOH).
Prepare for and attend the PFPR and FFPR.

©oON®O AW

D. Preliminary Design:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
a. Preliminary Bridge Plans.
Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.
Preliminary ESPCP.
Preliminary Utility Plans.
Preliminary Staging Plans.

¢ Q0o
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f.  Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.

Bridge Hydraulic Study (for PI# 0016127 only).

BFI Report (both bridges).

Pavement Evaluation/UST/Soil Survey.

Constructability Meeting participation.

Cost Estimation with annual updates.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

N o kW

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW plans and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities:
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Complete Final Roadway Plans, including but riot limited to:
Final Bridge Plans (LRFD).
Final Signing and Marking Plans.
Final ESPCP.
Final Utility Plans.
Final Staging Plans.
f. Final Drainage Design including MS4.

o oo o

2. FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

3. Corrected FFPR Plans.

4. CES Final cost estimate.

5. Final PS&E Package.

6. Amendments & Revisions.

H. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Review Shop Drawings.

I.  Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J.  Attendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. Bridge Design.
C. NEPA Lead.

8. The following milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Notice to Proceed — Q2 FY 2020.

Limited Concept repert submittal — Q3 FY 2020 {abcut 4 months duration).
PFPR — Q2 FY 2021.

FFPR - Q1 FY 2023.

Let Confract— Q2 FY 2023.

moomw>»
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EXHIBIT I- 3
Contract 3

Project Numbers: NA

Pi Numbers: 0016128

Counties: McDuffie and Wilkes

Description: SR 80 @ LITTLE RIVER 12.9 MI NW OF THOMSON
Required Area Classes:

Prime Consuitants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form {example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consuitant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consuitants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
¢ 3.01 Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class

1.06{(a} | NEPA

1.06{b) | History

1.08{c) | Air Quality

1.06(d} | Noise

1.06(e} | Ecology

1.08(fy | Archaeology

1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
4.01a Minor Bridge Design

(OR)

4.01b ;| Minor Bridge Design

4.04 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)

] 5.01 Land Survey

[ 5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Soit Survey Studies

6.01(b) | Geological and Gecphysical Studies

6.02 Bridge Foundation Studies

. 6.03 | Hydraulic and Hydrologic Studies (Soils & Foundation)
| B.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies
[ 9.01 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Controf Plan
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8. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and
hydrological studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way plans (including revisions),
erosion control plans, staging plans and final construction plans (including revisions through project final acceptance).
All required engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. All deliverables shall be in accordance
with the Plan Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Plan Presentation Guide, NEPA and the GDOT
Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Complete Field Surveys:
1. Provide Survey Control Package.
2. Provide Inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for Bridge Site inspection.
4. Staking for ROW acquisition.

B. Concept Report:
1. Traffic Studies.
Cost Estimates.
Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Public Invoivement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

No ok wN

C. Environmental Document:
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (i.e., Air, Noise, History,
Ecclogy, and Archaeclogy).
2. NEPA decuments:

a. Categorical Exclusicn.

b. EA/FONSI.

¢. Section 4f coordination,

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.
Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.
‘Section 408 Coordination.

Aquatic Survey.

Stream Buffer Variance.

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Invoivement (1 possible detour/PIOH).
Prepare for and attend the PFPR and FFPR.

LCoOoNODO AW

D. Preliminary Design:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
Preliminary Bridge Plans.
Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.
Preliminary ESPCP.
Preliminary Utility Plans.
Preliminary Staging Plans.
f. Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
2. Bridge Hydraulic Study.
3. BFI Report.

® o0 To
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Pavement EvaluationlUST/Soil Survey.

Constructability Meeting participation.

Cost Estimation with annual updates.

ocation and Design Report,

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

@N® oA

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW pians and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities:
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Complete Final Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
a. Final Bridge Plans (LRFD).
Final Signing and Marking Plans.
Final ESPCP.
Finai Utility Plans.
Finai Staging Plans.
f. Final Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
2. FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
Corrected FFPR Plans.
CES Final cost estimate,
Final PS&E Package.
Amendments & Revisions.

¢ o000
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H. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Review Shop Drawings.

. Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J. Attendance in and mesting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. Bridge Design.
C. NEPA Lead.

8. The foliowing milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Notice to Proceed — Q2 FY 2020.

Limited Concept report submittal — Q3 FY 2020 (about 4 months duration).
PFPR — Q2 FY 2021,

FFPR-Q1 FY 2023.

Let Contract — Q2 FY 2023,

moom>»
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EXHIBIT I-4
Contract 4

Project Numbers: NA

Pi Numbers: 0016129 and 0016130

Counties: Monroe & Jones

Description: SR 18 @ NS #718484D 13 M! E OF FORSYTH and
SR 18 @ OCMULGEE RIVER 13 Ml E OF FORSYTH

Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsuitant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form {example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consuftant and all subconsuitants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed balow:

Number | Area Class
3.01 Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class

1.068(a) | NEPA

1.06(b) | History

1.06(c) | Air Quality

1.06(d) | Noise

1.08(e) | Ecology

1.08(f) | Archasology

1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 Aftitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
4.01a Minor Bridge Design (OR)

(OR)

4.01b Minor Bridge Design

4.04 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)
5.01 Land Survey

5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies

6.01(b) | Geclogical and Geophysical Studies

6.02 Bridge Foundation Studies

6.05 | Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies
§.01 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan
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6. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and
hydrological studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way plans (including revisions),
erosion control plans, staging plans and final construction plans (including revisions through project final acceptance).
All required engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. All deliverables shall be in accordance
with the Plan Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Plan Presentation Guide, NEPA and the GDOT
Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:;

A. Complete Field Surveys:
1. Provide Survey Control Package.
2. Provide Inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for Bridge Site [nspection.
4. Staking for ROW acquisition.

B. Concept Report:

Traffic Studies.

Cost Estimates.

Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
PAR Activities.

Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.

Concept Design Data Book.

Public involvement Plan {for GDOT's approval).

XN R LN

C. Environmental Document:

1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (i.e., Air, Noise, History,
Ecology, and Archaeology).

2. NEPA documents:

a. Categorical Exclusion.

b. EA/FONSI.

c. Section 4f coordination.

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.

Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.

Section 408 Coordination.

Agquatic Survey.

Stream Buffer Variance.

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.

Public Involvement (1 possible detour/PIOH).

Prepare for and attend the PFPR and FFPR.

©OND G

D. Preliminary Design:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
Preliminary Bridge Plans.
Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.
Preliminary ESPCP.
Preliminary Utility Plans,
Preliminary Staging Plans.
f. Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
2. Bridge Hydraulic Study.

o0 T
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BF! Report.

Pavement Evaluation/UST/Scil Survey.

Constructability Meeting participation.

Cost Estimation with annual updates.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

BN AW

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW plans and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities:
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Complete Final Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Final Bridge Plans (LRFD).

b. Final Signing and Marking Plans.

¢. Final ESPCP.

d. Final Utility Plans.

e. Final Staging Plans.

f. Final Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.

FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering

Services).

Corrected FFPR Plans.

CES Final cost estimate.

Final PS&E Package.

Amendments & Revisions.

N

I

H. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions,
2. Review Shop Drawings.

I Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J.  Aftendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. Bridge Design.
C. NEPA Lead.

8. The following milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Notice to Proceed — Q4 FY 2020.

Limited Concept report submittal — Q1 FY 21 (about 4 months duration).
PFPR — Q2 FY 2022.

FFPR - Q3 FY 2023.

Let Contract — Q1 FY 2024.

Mmoo
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EXHIBIT!- 5
Contract 5

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0013120
County: Monroe
Description: SR 74 @ SR 42
Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit [V} which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
3.01 i Two-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed helow:

Number ; Area Class

1.06{a) | NEPA

1.06(b) | History

1.06(c) | Air Quality

1.08(d) | Noise

1.06(e) | Ecology

1.06(f) | Archaeclogy

1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

3.06 1 Traffic Operations Studies

3.07 Traffic Operations Design

3.08 Landscape Architecture Design

3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
3.15 Highway Lighting

5.1 Land Surveying

5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.03 Geodetic Surveying

5.04 | Aerial Photography

5.05 Photogrammetry

5.06 Topographic Remote Sensing

5.08 | Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)

| 6.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies

68.01(b) | Geoiogical and Geophysical Studies

6.03 Hydraulic and Hydrologic Studies (Scils & Foundation) j
9.01 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan
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6. Scope

The project will construct a Single Lane Roundabout at the intersection of SR 74 and SR 42. GDOT performed an
intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) in 2017. The Single Lane Roundabout was preferred over the Conventional All-

Way S
The C

top (AWSC), however, it recommended the AWSC could be constructed as an interim measure, if needed.

onsultant shall provide development of the following scope of service items. Al deliverables shall be in

accordance with, but not limited to, the Plan Develcpment Process (PDP), Electronic Data Guidelines (EDG), GDOT
Design Policy Manual, GDOT Drainage Manual, GDOT Bridge and Structures Design Manual, Pian Presentation Guide,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Concept Report:

1.
2.
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B. En
1.

n

Traffic studies.

Conceptual right of way cost estimate utilizing vendor from GDOT's Right-of-Way services prequalified
contractor list.

Conceptual construction cost estimate.

Prepare concept layouts and alignments alternatives.

Initial Concept meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Approved Concept Report.

Concept Design Data Book.

Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Public Involvement Plan {for GDQOT’s approval).

vironment Document;
Necessary Environmental Special Studies survey reports and assessment of effects for Ecology, History,
Archaeology, Air, and Noise.
Agency coordination including multiple meetings to ensure consistency of expectations, design, and clearance
fimits.
NEPA documents:
a. Environmental Approval.
b. NEPA Reevaluations, as required.
Preparation of Section 404 Permit Application.
Section 7 Coordination.
Protected Species Surveys including Aquatic & Terrestrial Surveys, as required.
Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement (Public Information Open House (PIOH)) and assaciated coordination with GDOT.
Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Plan Review (PFPR), Constructability Reviews, and Final Field
Plan Review (FFPR).

. Certification for Right-of-Way.

. Certification for Let.

. TPro and P6 Updates.

. Preparation of Environmental Commitments Table “Green Sheet” and Environmental Resource Impact Table

(ERIT).

C. Preliminary Design, include but not limited to:

1.
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Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.

b. Preliminary Signai Plans.

c. Preliminary Staging & Erosion Control Plans.

Cost Estimation System (CES) Preliminary cost estimate with annual updates.
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Reviews.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

Traffic Studies.

Preliminary Construction plans.

Pavement Evaluation/UST & Monitoring wells/Scil Survey.
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9. Pavement Type selection.

10. Constructability Review meeting.
11. Approved Pavement Design.

12. SUE Plans {Quality Level B).

D. Survey:

Aerial Photogrammetry/Mapping.

Survey Control.

Complete Survey Database.

Property Information and Owners (with updates).
Complete stream hydraulic surveys streams.
Extend survey limits (if necessary).

Survey package report.

NookwN

E. Right-of-Way Plans:
1. Prepare, Revise and deliver final Right-of-Way plans.
2. Coordinated field review of right of way plans and staking.
3. Right of Way revisions during acquisitions.
4. Coordination with the GDOT Right of Way Office during acquisitions.
5. Location & Design Approval.
F. Final Design:
1. FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information reguested by Engineering
Services).
2. Erosion Control Plans.
3. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews,
4. Corrected FFPR Plans.
5. Cost Estimation System (CES) Final cost estimate.
6. Final Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Package.
7. Amendments & Revisions.
8. Final Design Data Book.
9. Complete Final Roadway Plans. including but not limited to:

a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Final Signal Plans.
¢. Final Staging & Erosion Plans.
10. Utility Plans.
11. Update all Environmentai Special Studies Reports and NEPA reevaluation:
History.
Ecology.
Archagology.
Air.
Noise.
Freshwater Aquatic and other protected species surveys as needed.
12. Pavement Evaluation.
13. Special Provisions.

TP AaO0TE

G. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Site Condition Revisions.

H. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews for all deliverables.

|l Aftendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues {additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

J.  Prepare, reproduce, and distribute Field Plan Review (FPR) Packages, address/respond to comments, and make

changes. The Consultant shall provide written responses to all Field Plan Review Reports to the Department's
project manager no later than 48 hours prior to the distribution deadline.
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K. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute preliminary and final plans and all supporting disciplines (signing and marking,
erosion control, RAW, utilities,) as well as all special provisions, all design files, and supporting documentation.

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Lead.
B. NEPA Lead.

8. An expected schedule includes the following milestone dates:
A. Notice to Proceed: Q2 FY 2020.
B. Concept Report Q4 FY 2021.
C. Right of Way Authcrization: Q3 FY 2021.
D. Construction Authorization: Q4 FY 2022,
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EXHIBIT -6
Contract 6

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0015151

County: Chatham

Description: SR 204 FROM SR 21 TO CS 1201/RIO ROAD @ 25 LOCS
Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consuitant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsuitant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consuitants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area ciasses listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consuitant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classss listed below:

Number | Area Class
3.01 Two-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Roadway Design
3.02 i Two-Lane or Multi-lane Urban Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class

1.06(a) | NEPA

1.068{b) | History

1.06(c) ; Air Quality

1.06(d) | Noise

1.06(e) | Ecology

1.06(f) | Archaeology

1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 i Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 | Traffic Analysis

3.06 | Traffic Operations Studies

3.07 Traffic Operations Design

312 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
3.13 Facilities for Bicycles and Pedestrians

3.15 Highway Lighting

5.01 Land Surveying

5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.03 i Geodetic Surveying

5.04 Aerial Photography

5.06 ' Photogrammetry

5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Scil Survey Studies

6.01(b) | Geological and Geophysical Studies

8.03 Hydrautic and Hydrologic Studies (Soils & Foundation) '
$.01 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pacllution Control Plan
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6. Scope:

The purpose of this project is to address several issues identified in the Road Safety Audit of SR 204 due to concerns
with pedestrian safety. The project is proposed to be pedestrian and signal upgrades in and around Savannah and will
be funded with Federal safety dollars. The following reflect recommendations made in the report.

Install ADA-compliant pedestrian facilities. Install obstacles in medians to deter mid-block pedestrian crossings and
encourage use of permitted pedestrian facilities. Add crosswalks and make push buttons more accessible. Implement
ADA improvements in ali quadrants at Abercorn Street @ E. Jackson Boulevard. Close driveways closest to
intersections. Replace the painted islande with concrete islands to break up deceleration lanes, or extend right-turn
storage onto Eisenhower Dr. at Abercorn Street @ Eisenhower Drive. Replace painted median with concrete along
right-turn lane on southbound Abercom Street at Abercorn Street @ West Montgomery Cross Road/SR 204 Spur.
Pedestrian lighting as mentioned in the RSA. Evaluate and install RCUT’s as mentioned in the RSA. Consider
alternatives for frontage road access.

As programmed, the project does not have a ROW phase.

The Consultant shail provide development of the following scope of service items. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with, but not limited to, the Plan Development Process (PDP), Electronic Data Guidelines (EDG), GDOT
Design Policy Manual, GDOT Drainage Manual, GDOT Bridge and Structures Design Manual, Plan Presentation Guide,
National Envircnmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A, Concept Report:

1. Traffic studies.

2. Conceptual right of way cost estimate utilizing vendor from GDOT’s Right-of-Way services prequalified
contractor list.
Conceptual construction cost estimate.
Prepare concept layouts and alignments alternatives.
Initial Concept meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

©oNDO AW

B. Environment Document;
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies survey reports and assessment of effects for Ecology, History,
Archaeology, Air, and Noise.
2. Agency coordination including multiple meetings fo ensure consistency of expectations, design, and ciearance
limits.
NEPA documents:
a. Environmental Approval.
b. NEPA Reevaluations, as required.
4. Preparation of Section 404 Permit Application.
5. Section 7 Coordination.
8. Protected Species Surveys including Aquatic & Terrestrial Surveys, as required.
7
8
9

w

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement {Public information Open House (PIOH)) and associated coordination with GDOT.
Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Plan Review (PFPR), Constructability Review, and Final Field Plan
Review (FFPR).

10. Certtification for Right-of-Way.

11. Certification for Let.

12. TPro and P86 Updates.

13. Preparation of Environmentai Commitments Table "Green Sheet” and Environmental Resource Impact Table
(ERIT).
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C. Preliminary Design, include but not limited to:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not iimited to:
a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Pians.
b. Preliminary Signal Plans.
c. Preliminary Staging & Erosion Control Plans.
Cost Estimation System {CES) Preliminary cost estimate with annual updates.
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Reviews.
Location and Design Report.
PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
Traffic Studies.
Preliminary Construction plans.
Pavement Evaluation/UST & Monitoring wells/Soil Survey.
Pavement Type selection.
10 Constructability Review meseting.
11. Approved Pavement Design.
12. SUE Plans (Quality Level B).
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D. Survey:
1. Aerial Photogrammetry/Mapping.
2. Survey Control.
3. Complete Survey Database.
4. Property Information and Owners (with updates).
5. Complete stream hydraulic surveys streams.
6. Extend survey limits (if necessary).
7. Survey package report.
E. Right-of-Way Plans:
1. Prepare, Revise and deliver final Right-of-Way plans.
2. Coordinated field review of right of way plans and staking.
3. Right of Way revisions during acquisitions.
4. Coordination with the GDOT Right of Way Office during acquisitiohs.
5. Location & Design Approval.
F. Finat Design:
1. FFPR participation, repert, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
2. Erocsion Control Plans.
3. Quality Assurance/Qualify Control Reviews.
4, Corrected FFPR Plans.
5. Cost Estimation System (CES) Final cost estimate.
6. Final Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Package.
7. Amendments & Revisions.
8. Final Design Data Book.
9. Complete Final Roadway Plans. Including but not limited to:

a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Final Signal Plans.
c. Final Staging & Erosion Plans.
10. Utility Plans:
11, Update all Environmental Special Studies Reports and NEPA reevaluation:
History.
Ecology.
Archaeology.
Air.
Noise.
Freshwater Aquatic and other protected species surveys, as needed.
12. Pavement Ewvaluation.
13. Special Provisions.

~P R0 o
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G. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Site Condition Revisicns,

H. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews for all deliverables.

| Attendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

J. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute Field Plan Review (FPR) Packages, address/respend to comments, and make
changes. The Consultant shall provide written responses to all Field Pian Review Reports to the Department's
project manager no later than 48 hours prior to the distribution deadline.

K. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute preliminary and final plans and all supporting disciplines (signing and marking,
erosion control, RAW, utilities,) as well as all special provisions, all design files, and supporting documentation.

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Lead.
B. NEPA Lead.

8. An expected schedule includes the following milestone dates:
A. Notice to Proceed: Q2 FY 2020.
B. PFPR Request: Q1 FY 2022.
C. Construction Authorization: Q4 FY 2023.
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EXHIBIT I-7

Contract 7

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0015667
County: Baldwin
Description: SR 22 @ SR 24
Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified beiow in Section 5.A. The Prime Consuitant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consuitants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The

Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

{ Number | Area Class
3.01 Two-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Roadway Design
3.02 Two-Lane or Multi-lane Urban Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be

prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
1.06(a) | NEPA
1.06(b} | History
1.06{c) | Air Quality
1.06(d) : Noise
1.06(e) | Ecology
1.06(f) | Archaeology
1.06{g) | Freshwater Aguatic Surveys
1.07 | Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis
3.08 Traffic Operations Studies
3.07 Traffic Operations Design
3.08 Landscape Architecture Design
3.12 Hydrautic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
3.15 Highway Lighting
i 5.1 Land Surveying
5.02 ! Engineering Surveying
5.03 Geodetic Surveying
5.04 Aerial Photography
5.05 Photogrammetry
: 5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering {SUE)
6.01(a) : Soil Survey Studies
8.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies
1 9.1 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Contro; Plan
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8. Scope

The purpose of this project is to construct a roundabout at the intersection of SR 22 (Sparta Highway) and SR 24,
approximately 4 miles east of Milledgeville. Federal funds will be utilized.

The Consultant shali provide development of the following scope of service items. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with, but not limited to, the Plan Development Process (PDP), Electronic Data Guidelines (EDG), GDOT
Design Policy Manual, GDOT Drainage Manual, GDOT Bridge and Structures Design Manual, Plan Presentation Guide,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the GDOT Environmenta! Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Concept Report:

1.
2.
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B. En
1.

2.
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Traffic studies.

Conceptual right of way cost estimate utilizing vendor from GDOT's Right-of-Way services prequalified
contractor list.

Conceptual construction cost estimate.

Prepare concept layouts and alignments alternatives.

Initial Concept meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Approved Concept Report.

Concept Design Data Book.

Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT’s approval).

vironment Document:
Necessary Environmental Special Studies survey reports and assessment of effects for Ecology, History,
Archaeology, Air, and Noise.
Agency coordination including multiple meetings to ensure consistency of expectations, design, and clearance
limits.
NEPA documents:
a. Environmental Approval.
b. NEPA Rsevaluations, as required.
Preparation of Section 404 Permit Application.
Section 7 Coordination.
Protected Species Surveys including Aquatic & Terrestrial Surveys, as required,
Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement {Public Information Open House (PICH))} and associated coordination with GDOT.
Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Plan Review (PFPR), Constructability Review, and Final Field Plan
Review (FFPR).

. Certification for Right-of-Way.

. Certification for Let.

. TPro and P& Updates.

. Preparation of Environmental Commitments Table “Green Sheet” and Environmental Resource Impact Table

(ERIT).

C. Preliminary Design, inciude but not limited to:

1.

ok

LoNm

Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.

b. Preliminary Signal Plans.

c. Preliminary Staging & Erosion Control Plans.

Cost Estimation System (CES) Preliminary cost estimate with annual updates.
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Reviews.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

Traffic Studies.

Preliminary Construction plans.

Pavement Evaluation/UST & Monitoring wells/Soil Survey.

Pavement Type selection.
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10. Constructability Review meeting.
11. Approved Pavement Design.
12. SUE Plans (Quality Level B).

D. Survey:

Aerial Photogrammetry/Mapping.

Survey Control,

Complete Survey Database.

Property Infermation and Owners (with updates).
Compiete stream hydraulic surveys streams.
Extend survey limits (if necessary).

Survey package report.

NoOo kLN~

Right-of-Way Plans:

1. Prepare, Revise and deliver final Right-of-Way plans.

2. Coordinated field review of right of way plans and staking.

3. Right of Way revisions during acquisitions.

4. Coordination with the GDOT Right of Way Office during acquisitions.
5. Location & Design Approval.

Fi

1.

nal Design:
FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
Erosion Control Plans.
Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews.
Corrected FFPR Plans.
Cost Estimation System (CES) Final cost estimate.
Final Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Package.
Amendments & Revisions.
Final Design Data Book.
Complete Final Roadway Plans. Including but not limited to:
a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Final Signai Plans.
¢. Final Staging & Erosion Plans.
10. Utility Plans.
11. Update all Environmental Special Studies Reports and NEPA reevaluation:

LN LN

a. History.

b. Ecology.

c. Archaeology.
d. Air.

e. Noise.

f.  Freshwater Aquatic and other protected species surveys, as needed.
12. Pavement Evaluation.
13. Special Pravisions.

. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Site Condition Revisions.
H. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews for all deliverables.

I Aftendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues {additional meetings
may be required to resclve major project issues).

J. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute Field Plan Review (FPR} Packages, address/respond to comments, and make

changes. The Consultant shall provide written responses to all Field Plan Review Reports to the Department's
project manager no later than 48 hours prior to the distribution deadline.
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K. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute preliminary and final plans and all supporting disciplines (signing and marking,
erosion control, R/W, utilities,) as well as all special provisions, all design files, and supporting documentation.

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Lead.
B. NEPA Lead.

8. An expected schedule includes the following milestone dates:
A. Notice to Proceed: Q2 FY 2020.
B. ROW Authorization: Q2 FY 2022,
C. Construction Authorization: Q2 FY 2023.
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EXHIBIT 1-8

Contract 8

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0015688

County: Butts

Description: SR 16 @ CR 291/ENGLAND CHAPEL RQAD
Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsuttant team members must be prequalified in the Area Ciasses identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consuiltant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area ciasses listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The

Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
3.01 Two-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Roadway Design
3.02 Two-Lane or Multi-lane Urban Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be

prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class
1.06(a) | NEPA
1.06(b) | History
1.08(c) | Air Quality
1.06(d) | Noise
1.06(e} | Ecology
1.06{f) | Archaeology
1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys
1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Ccmmunity Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis
3.06 Traffic Operations Studies
3.07 Traffic Operations Design
3.08 Landscape Architecture Design
: 312 Hydraufic and Hydrological Studies {Roadway)
3.15 Highway Lighting
5.01 Land Surveying
5.02 Engineering Surveying
5.03 Geodetic Surveying
5.04 Aerial Photography
1 5.05 Photogrammetry
5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies
| 8.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Siudies
| 8.01 Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan
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6. Scope:

The purpose of this project is to construct a single lane roundabout at the intersection of SR 16 and CR 291/England
Chapel Road. The intersection is currently stop-controlied and construction would include pedestrian crossings and
sidewalks. Federal funds will be utilized.

The Consultant shall provide development of the following scope of service items. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with, but not limited to, the Plan Development Process (PDP), Electronic Data Guidelines (EDG), GDOT
Design Policy Manual, GDOT Drainage Manual, GDOT Bridge and Structures Design Manual, Plan Presentation Guide,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Concept Report:

. Traffic studies.

2. Conceptual right of way cost estimate utilizing vendor from GDOT'’s Right-of-Way services prequalified

contractor list.
Conceptual construction cost estimate.
Prepare concept layouts and alignments alternatives.
Initial Concept meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

DU A WLN

B. Environment Document:
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies survey reports and assessment of effects for Ecology, History,
Archaeology, Air, and Noise.
Agency coordination including multiple meetings to ensure consistency of expectations, design, and
clearance limits.
3. NEPA documents:
a. Environmental Approval.
b. NEPA Reevaluations, as required.
4. Preparation of Section 404 Permit Application.
5. Section 7 Coordination.
8. Protected Species Surveys including Aquatic & Terrestrial Surveys, as required.
7
8
9

N

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement (Public Information Open House (PIOH)) and associated coordination with GDOT.
Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Pian Review (PFPR), Constructability Review, and Final Field
Plan Review (FFPR).

10. Certification for Right-of-Way.

11. Certification for Let.

12. TPro and P8 Updates.

13. Preparation of Environmental Commitments Table “Green Sheet” and Environmental Resource Impact Table
{ERIT).

C. Preliminary Design, include but not limited to:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Preliminary Signal Plans.
¢. Preliminary Staging & Erosion Control Plans.

2. Cost Estimation System (CES) Preliminary cost estimate with annual updates.

3. Quality Assurance/Quaiity Control (QA/QC) Reviews.

4. Location and Design Report.

5. PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

6. Traffic Studies.

7. Preitminary Construction plans.

8. Pavement Evaluation/UST & Monitoring wells/Soil Survey.
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9.

Pavement Type selection.

10. Constructability Review meeting.

11. Approved Pavement Design.
12, SUE Plans {Quality Level B).
D. Survey:
1. Aerial Photogrammetry/Mapping.
2. Survey Control.
3. Complete Survey Database.
4. Property information and Owners (with updates).
5. Complete stream hydraulic surveys streams.
8. Extend survey limits {if necessary).
7. Survey package report.
E. Right-of-Way Plans:
1. Prepare, Revise and deliver final Right-of-Way plans.
2. Coordinated field review of right of way plans and staking.
3. Right of Way revisions during acquisitions.
4. Coordination with the GDOT Right of Way Office during acquisitions.
5. Location & Design Approval.
F. Final Design:
1. FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
2. FErosion Control Plans.
3. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews.
4. Corrected FFPR Plans.
5. Cost Estimation System (CES) Final cost estimate.
6. Final Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Package.
7. Amendments & Revisions.
8. Final Design Data Book.
9. Complete Final Roadway Plans. Including but not limited to:
a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Final Signal Plans.
c. Final Staging & Erosion Plans.
10. Utility Plans.
11. Update alt Environmental Special Studies Reports and NEPA reevaluation:
a. History.
b. Ecology.
c. Archaeology.
d. Air.
e. Noise.
f.  Freshwater Aquatic and other protected species surveys, as needed.
12. Pavement Evaluation.
13. Special Provisions.
G. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Site Condition Revisions.

H. Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews for all deliverabies.

I Attendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

J.  Prepare, reproduce, and distribute Field Plan Review (FPR) Packages, address/respond to comments, and make
changes. The Consultant shall provide written responses to all Field Plan Review Reports to the Department's
project manager no later than 48 hours prior to the distribution deadline.
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K. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute preliminary and final plans and all supporting disciplines (signing and marking,
erosion control, RW, utilities,) as well as all special provisions, all design files, and supperting documentation.

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Lead.
B. NEPA Lead.

8. An expected schedule includes the following milestone dates:
A. Notice to Proceed: Q2 FY 2020.
B. ROW Authorization: Q2 FY 2022.
C. Construction Authorization: Q1 FY 2023.
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EXHIBIT 1-9

Contract 9

Project Numbers: NA
Pl Numbers: 0015690

County: Mu
Description

scogee

1 SR 22/US 80 @ SR 22 SPUR

Required Area Classes:

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant
or subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit @ summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsuitants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The

Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. ThePri

me Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area ciasses listed below:

Number

Area Class

3.01

Two-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Roadway Design

3.02

Two-Lane or Multi-lane Urban Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant andfor one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be

prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:
Number | Area Class
1.06(a) | NEPA
1.06(b) [ History
1.06{c) | Air Quality
1.06(d) | Noise
1.06(e) [ Ecology
1.06(f) | Archaeology
1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys
1.07 Aftitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis
3.06 Traffic Operations Studies
13.07 Traffic Operations Design
3.08 Landscape Architecture Design
3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrelogical Studies (Roadway)
3.15 Highway Lighting
5.01 Land Surveying
5.02 Engineering Surveying
5.03 Geodetic Surveying
5.04 Aerial Photography
5.05 Photogrammetry
5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
8.01(z) | Soil Survey Studies
6.05 i Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies
9.01 | Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan
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8. Scope

The purpose of the project is to construct two multi-lane roundabouts with Federal Safety Doilars. The first roundabout

wouid
SR 22

be constructed at the intersection of SR 22 @ SR 22 SPUR. The second roundabout would be constructed at
@ Technology Parkway. Railroad coordination is anticipated.

The Consultant shall provide development of the following scope of service items. All deliverables shall be in
accordance with, but not limited to, the Plan Development Process (PDP), Electronic Data Guidelines (EDG), GDOT
Design Policy Manual, GDOT Drainage Manual, GDOT Bridge and Structures Design Manual, Plan Presentation Guide,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Concept Report:

1.
2.

LEN® O A

B. En
1.

2

BN ;A

10
11
12

Traffic studies.

Conceptual right of way cost estimate utilizing vendor from GDOT's Right-of-Way services prequalified
contractor list.

Conceptual construction cost estimate.

Prepare concept layouts and alignments alternatives.

Initial Concept meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Approved Concept Report.

Concept Design Data Book.

Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.

Pubtic Involvement Plan {for GDOT's approval).

vironment Document:
Necessary Environmental Special Studies survey reports and assessment of effects for Ecology, History,
Archaeology, Air, and Noise.
Agency coordination including multiple meetings to ensure consistency of expectations, design, and clearance
fimits.
NEPA documents:
a. Environmental Approval.
b. NEPA Reevaluations, as required.
Preparation of Section 404 Permit Application.
Section 7 Coordination.
Protected Species Surveys including Aquatic & Terrestrial Surveys, as required.
Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application,
Public Involvement (Public Information Open House (PIOH)) and associated coordination with GDOT.
Prepare for and attend the Preliminary Field Plan Review (PFPR), Constructability Review, and Final Field Plan
Review (FFPR).

. Certification for Right-of-Way.

. Certification for Let.
. TPro and P6 Updates.

13. Preparation of Environmental Commitments Table “Green Sheet” and Environmental Resource impact Table

(ERIT).

C. Preliminary Design, include but not limited to:

1.

S

o N>

Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.

b. Preliminary Signal Plans.

¢. Preliminary Staging & Erosion Control Plans.

Cost Estimation System (CES) Preliminary cost estimate with annual updates.
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Reviews.

Location and Design Report.

PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

Traffic Studies.

Preliminary Construction plans.

Pavement Evaiuation/lUST & Monitoring wells/Soil Survey.
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9. Pavement Type selection.

10. Constructability Review meeting.
11. Approved Pavement Design.

12. SUE Plans (Quality Level B).

D. Survey:

E.

Aerial Photogrammetry/Mapping.

Survey Control.

Complete Survey Database.

Property Information and Owners (with updates).
Complete stream hydraulic surveys streams.
Extend survey limits {if necessary).

Survey package report.

Nonkwn

Right-of-Way Plans:

1. Prepare, Revise and deliver final Right-of-Way plans.

2. Coordinated field review of right of way plans and staking.

3. Right of Way revisions during acquisitions.

4. Coordination with the GDOT Right of Way Office during acquisitions.
5. Location & Design Approval.

F. Final Design:

1. FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).
Erosion Control Plans.
Quality Assurance/Quality Controi Reviews.
Corrected FFPR Plans.
Cost Estimation System (CES) Final cost estimate.
Final Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Package.
Amendments & Revisions.
Final Design Data Book.
Complete Final Roadway Plans. Including but not limited to:
a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.
b. Final Signal Plans.
c. Final Staging & Erosion Plans.
10. Utility Plans.
11. Update all Environmental Special Studies Reports and NEPA reevaluation:
History.
Ecology.
Archaeology.
Air.
Noise.
f. Freshwater Aquatic and other protected species surveys, as needed.
12. Pavement Evaluation.
13. Special Provisions.

PN AWN
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Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Site Condition Revisions.

Quality Assurance/Quality Control Reviews for ail deliverables.

Attendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings
may be required to resolve major project issues).

Prepare, reproduce, and distribute Field Plan Review (FPR) Packages, address/respond to comments, and make

changes. The Consuitant shall provide written responses to all Field Plan Review Reports to the Department's
project manager no later than 48 hours prior to the distribution deadline.
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K. Prepare, reproduce, and distribute preliminary and final plans and all supporting disciplines (signing and marking,
erosion control, R/W, utilities) as well as all special provisicns, all design files, and supporting documentation.

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Lead.
BE. NEPA Lead.

8. An expected schedule includes the following milestone dates:
A. Notice to Proceed: Q2 FY 2020,
B. ROW Authorization: Q2 FY 2022.
C. Construction Authorization: Q2 FY 2023.
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EXHIBIT I
CERTIFICATION FORM

i , being duly swom, state that { am {title) of

(im) and hereby duly certify that i have read and understand the
information presented in the atached propesal and any enclosure and exhibits thereto.

Initlal each box below indlcating certification. The person initialing must be the same person who signs the Certification Form. (If unable to initial any
bax for any reason, place an “X” in the applicable bex and attach a statement explaining the non-certification. The Department will review and make a
determination as to whether or not the firm shal! be considered further or disqualified).

I further certify that to the best of my knowledge the information given in response to the Request for Qualifications is full, complete and truthfui.

I further certify that the submitting firm and any principal employee of the submitting firm has nof, in the immediately preceding five (5) years,
been convicted of any crime of moral turpitude or any feiony offense, nor has had their professional license suspended, revoked or been
subjected to disciplinary proceedings, nor is any team members/principals cumently under indictment for any reason related to actions on public
infrastructure projects.

I further certify that | understand that Firms included on the curent Federal list of firms suspended or debamed are not eligible for sefection and
that the submitting firm has not, in the immediately preceding five (5) years, been suspended or debarred from contracting with any federal,
state or local government agency, and further, that the submitting firm is not now under consideration for suspension or debarment from any
such agency.

Hurther certify that the submitting firm has not in the immediately preceding five (5) years been defaulted in any federal, state or local government
agency contract and further, that the submitting firm is not riow under any notice of intent to defauit on any such contract, nor has been removed
from a contract or failed to complete a contract as assigned due to cause or default.

N

I further certify that the firm or any affiliate(s) has not been involved in any arbitration, litigation, mediation, dispute review board or other dispute
resolution praceeding with a client, business partner, or government agency in the last five (5) years involving an amount in excess of $500,000
related to performance on public infrastructure projects.

| further certify that there are not any pending regulatory inquiries that could impact our ability to provide services if we are the selected consultant.

I further certify that there are no possible conflicts of interest created by our consideration in the selection process or by our involvement in the
project.

| further certify that the submitting firm’s annual average revenue for the past five (5) years is sufficient to allow the services to be deliverad
effectively by our firm and that there are no frends in the revenue which may be conceming other than normal market fluctuations.

1 further certify that in regards to Audit and Accounting System Requirements, that the submitting firm:

I Has an accourting system in place to meet requirements of 48 CFR Part 31 and, in the case of non-profit organizaticns, OMB
Circular A-122.

Il.  Has submilted its yearly Certified Pubiic Accountant overhead audlt if it currently has an aggregate contract amount exceeding
$250,000.

lll.  Has no significant outstanding deficient audit findings from previous contracts with GDOT that have not been resolved.

IV. Is responsible for being reasonably assured that all sub-consultant(s) presented as a part of the proposed team are similary in
compliance with the above requirements.

[ acknowledge, agree and authorize, and certify that the proposer acknowledges, agrees and authorizes, that GDOT may, by means that either deems
appropriate, determine the accuracy and truth of the information provided by the proposer and that the GDOT may contact any individual or entity named
in the Statement of Qualifications for the purpose of verifying the information supplied therein.

{ acknowledge and agree that all of the information contained in the Statement of Qualifications is submitted for the express purpose of inducing the GDOT
to award & contract,

A material false statement or omission made in conjunction with this proposal is sufficlent cause for suspension or debarment from further contracts, or
denial or rescission of any contract entered into based upcn this proposal thereby precluding the firm from doing business with, or performing work for,
the State of Georgia. In addition, such false statement or omission may subject the person and entity making the propesal to criminal prosecution under
the laws of the Stafe of Georgia of the Unlfed States, including but not limited to O.C.G.A. §16-10-20, 18 U.S.C., §§1601 or 1347.

Sworn ard subscribed before me

This day of .20 . Signature
NOTARY PUBLIC
My Commission Expires: NOTARY SEAL
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EXHIBIT it

GEORGIA SECURITY AND IMMIGRATION COMPLIANCE ACT AFFIDAVIT

| Consultant’'s Name:

i Address:

| Solicitation No./Contract No.: | RFQ-484-052819
i Solicitation/Contract Name: Batch 1 - 2019 Engineering Design Services

L

CONSULTANT AFFiDAVIT

By executing this affidavit, the undersigned Consultant verifies its compliance with O.C.G.A. § 13-10-91, stating
affirmatively that the individual, entity or corporation which is engaged in the physical performance of services on behalf of
the Georgia Department of Transportation has registered with, is authorized to use and uses the federal work authorization
program commonly known as E-Verify, or any subsequent replacement program, in accordance with the appiicable
provisions and deadlines established in 0.C.G.A. § 13-10-91.

Furthermore, the undersigned Consultant will continue to use the federal work authorization program throughout the
contract period and the undersigned Consultant wili contract for the physical performance of services in satisfaction of such
contract only with sub-consultants who present an affidavit to the Consultant with the information required by O.C.G.A. §
13-10-91(b). Consultant hereby attests that its federal work authorization user identification number and date of
authorization are as follows:

Federal Work Authorization User Identification Number Date of Authorization
(EEV/E-Verify Company ldentification Number)

Name of Consultant:

| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the
foregoing is true and correct

Printed Name (of Authorized Officer or Agent of Consultant) Title (of Authorized Officer or Agent of Consultant)

Signature (of Authorized Officer or Agent) Date Signed

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME ON THIS THE

DAY OF 201

[NOTARY SEAL]

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

Rev. 11/01/15
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RFQ-484-052819

ATTACHMENT 1

Submittal Formats for GDOT Batch 1 - 2019 Engineering Design Services

Cover Page

A.  Administrative Requirements

1. Basic Company Information N
a. Company name
b. Company Headquarter Address —
c. Contact Information
d. Company Website —
e. Georgia Addresses
f. Staff
8. Ownership —_—

2. Notarized Certification Form (Exhikit I}) for Prime

3. Notarized Georgia Security and Immigration Compiiance Act Affidavit (Exhibit 111}

4. Signed Cover Page of any Addenda Issued

B. Experience and Qualifications

1. Project Manager 1
. Education

Registration

Relevant engineering experience
Relevant project management experience
Relevant experience usi i

Poo o

# of Pages Allowed
> 1
Exciuded
= 1
- 1
-> 1 (each addenda)

ocesses, efc.

2. Key Team Leader Experience I
Education

aoow

Duration of project services provided
Experience using GDOT specific processes,
Clients current contact information
Involvement of Key Team Leaders

~e oo T

4. Arsa Class Table and Notice of Professional Consultant Qualifications for

Prime and Sub-Consuitants
C. Resourcesorkioad Capacity
1.  QOverail Resources

a Qrganization chart

Registration
Relevant experience in applicable resource grea
Relevant experience using GD i cesses, etc.
3. Prime's EXperience

. Client name, proiect location, and dates

. Description of overall project and services p

b. Primary office to handie project and staff deskripti'on of office and benefits of office
d 2

c. Narrative on Additional Resource Areas an

-

->

2. Project Manager Commitment Tabie
3. Key Team Leaders Project commitment table

51

-
->

1 {each)

Excluded

Excluded
1

Excluded
Excluded



ADDENDUM NO. 1
ISSUE DATE: 5/1/2019
This Addendum shall become and form a part of the RFQ for:
RFQ 484- 052819 — Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
NOTE: PLEASE REVIEW CAREFULLY! THERE MAYBE CHANGES TO THE INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED.
FAILURE TO ADHERE TO ANY CHANGES ADDRESSED IN THIS ADDENDUM MAY RESULT iN
DISQUALIFICATION.

In the event of a conflict between previously released information and the information contained herein, the latter shall control.

NOTE: A signed acknowledgment of this addendum {this page) MUST be attached to your SUBMITTAL for Phase .

Firm Name

Signature Date

Typed Name and Title

Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT)
Office of Transportation Services Procurement
One Georgia Center
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
18% Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

This Addendum, including all questions and answers, shall become and form a part of the original RFQ package and shall
be taken into account when preparing your proposal.

The purpose of this Addendum is to modify the original RFQ.

l. Section I. A. Overview - Project Table is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following:

Contract | County | Pl# Project Description
1 Glynn 0014914 | CR 583/SEA ISLAND ROAD @ DUNBAR CREEK ON ST SIMONS
ISLAND

2 Butts 0016126 | SR 36 @ BIG SANDY CREEK 3.8 Ml SW OF JACKSON
Butts 0016127 | SR 36 @ NORRIS CREEK 3.2 Mi SW OF JACKSON

3 McDuffie & 0016128 | SR 80 @ LITTLE RIVER 12.9 Ml NW OF THOMSON (Bridge Design
Wilkes in-house}

4 Monroe 0016129 | SR 18 @ NS #718484D 13 MI E OF FORSYTH
Jones & Monroe | 0016130 | SR 18 @ OCMULGEE RIVER 13 MI E OF FORSYTH

| 5 Monroe 1 0013120 [ SR74 @ SR 42

6 Chatham | 0015151 | SR 204 FROM SR 21 TO CS 1201/RI0 ROAD @ 25 LOCS

7 Baldwin 0015667 | SR22 @ SR 24

8 Butts 0015688 | SR 16 @ CR 291/ENGLAND CHAPEL ROAD i

9 Muscogee | 0015690 | SR 22/US 80 @ SR 22 SPUR -}




Addendum No. 1
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Page 2 of 7

. Exhibit I-2, Contract 2 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following:
EXHIBIT |- 2
Contract 2

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0016126 and 0016127

County: Butts

Description: SR 36 @ BIG SANDY CREEK 3.8 MI SW OF JACKSON and
SR 36 @ NORRIS CREEK 2.2 Ml SW OF JACKSON

5. Required Area Classes:

PON =

Prime Consultants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consuitant and their subconsultants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant or
subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
shouid submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsultants or joint-venture of consultants on the team fisted in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadline stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number ! Area Class
3.01 | Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

Number | Area Class

1.06(a) | NEPA

1.06(b) | History

1.06(c} | Air Quality

1.06(d) | Noise

1.06(e) | Ecology

1.06(f) : Archaeology

1.06(g) | Freshwater Aquatic Surveys

1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)
4.01a Minor Bridge Design

{OR)

4.01b ! Minor Bridge Design

4.04 | Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)
5.01 ! Land Survey
5.02 | Engineering Surveying _

5.08 ._Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies

6.01(b) | Geological and Geophysical Studies

8.02 Bridge Foundation Studies

1 6.03 Hydraulic and Hydrologic Studies (Soils & Foundation)
6.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies

: 9.01 | Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan




Addendum No. 1
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Page 3of 7

6. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and hydrological
studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way {ROW) plans (including revisions), erosion
control pians, staging plans and final construction plans (including revisions through project final acceptancs). All
required engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. Al deliverables shail be in accordance with
the Plan Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Plan Presentation Guide, NEPA and the GDOT
Environmental Procedures Manual.

The Consultant shall provide:

A. Complete Field Surveys:;
1. Provide Survey Control Package.
2. Provide Inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for Bridge Site Inspection.
4. Staking for ROW acquisition.

B. Concept Report:
1. Traffic Studies.
Cost Estimates.
Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

Nookowp

C. Environmental Document:
1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (i.e., Air, Noise, History,
Ecology, and Archaeology).
2. NEPA documents:

a. Categorical Exclusion.

b. EA/FONSI.

c. Section 4f coordination.

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.
Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.
Section 408 Coordination.

Aquatic Survey,

Stream Buffer Variance.

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement (1 possible detour/PIOH).
Prepare for and attend the PFPR and FFPR.

LCooN®O AW

D. Preliminary Design:
1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, inciuding but not limited to:
Preliminary Bridge Plans.
Preiiminary Signing and Marking Plans.
Preliminary ESPCP.
Preliminary Utility Plans.
Preliminary Staging Plans.
f.  Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
2. Bridge Hydraulic Study.

o a0 o



Addendum No. 1
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services

Page 4 of 7
3. BFiReport.
4. Pavement Evaluation/UST/Soil Survey.
5. Constructability Meeting participation.
6. Cost Estimation with annual updates.
7. Location and Design Report.
8. PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering

Services).

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW plans and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities:
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Complete Final Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:
Final Bridge Plans (LRFD).
Final Signing and Marking Plans.
Final ESPCP.
Final Utility Plans.
Final Staging Plans.
Final Drainage Design including MS4.
FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information reguested by Engineering
Services).
Corrected FFPR Plans.
CES Final cost estimate.
Final PS&E Package.
Amendments & Revisions.

-0 00T

»

ook w

H. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Review Shop Drawings.

|, Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J.  Attendance in and meeting minutes of monthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings may
be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. Bridge Design.
C. NEPA Lead.

8. The following milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Notice to Proceed — Q2 FY 2020.

Limited Concept report submittal — Q3 FY 2020 (about 4 months duration).
PFPR — Q2 FY 2021.

FFPR — Q1 FY 2023.

Let Contract — Q2 FY 2023,

moowy
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RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Page 50f 7

lll. Exhibit |-3, Contract 3 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following:
EXHIBIT |- 3
Contract 3

Project Numbers: NA

Pl Numbers: 0016128

Counties: McDuffie and Wilkes

Description: SR 80 @ LITTLE RIVER 12.9 Ml NW OF THOMSON
Required Area Classes:

L

Prime Consuiltants are defined as the firm submitting the Statement of Qualifications and the firm with whom GDOT will
contract. The Team is defined as the Prime Consultant and their subconsuitants, who are considered team members.
The Prime Consultant must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.A. The Prime Consultant or
subconsultant team members must be prequalified in the Area Classes identified below in Section 5.B. Respondents
should submit a summary form (example provided in Exhibit IV) which details the required area classes for the Prime
Consultant and all subconsuitants or joint-venture of consultants on the team listed in the Statement of Qualifications.
The area classes listed on the summary form must meet all required area classes or the team will be disqualified. The
Prequalification Expiration Date must be current by the deadiine stated for this RFQ.

A. The Prime Consultant MUST be prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

| Number | Area Class
3.01 Rural Roadway Design

B. The Team (either the Prime Consultant and/or one or more of their subconsultant team members) MUST be
prequalified by GDOT in the area classes listed below:

| Number | Area Class

1.06(a) | NEPA

1.06(b) | History

1.06(c) | Air Quality

1.06(d) | Noise

1.06(e) | Ecclogy

1.06(f) | Archaeclogy

1.06( Freshwater Aquatic Surveys ‘

1.07 Attitude, Opinion, and Community Value Studies (Public Involvement)
1.10 Traffic Analysis

3.12 Hydraulic and Hydrological Studies (Roadway)

5.01 Land Survey

5.02 Engineering Surveying

5.08 Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE)
6.01(a) | Soil Survey Studies

6.01(b) | Geological and Geophysical Studies

6.02 Bridge Foundation Studies

6.03 Hydraulic and Hydrologic Studies (Soils & Foundation)
| 6.05 Hazardous Waste Site Assessment Studies

| 9.01 | Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan

|




Addendum No. 1
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Page 6 of 7

6. Scope:

The Consultant shall provide concept development, field surveys and database enhancements, development of the
environmental document including all required special studies, preliminary construction plans, hydraulic and hydrological
studies, preliminary bridge plans, signing and marking plans, final right-of-way plans (including revisions), erosion conirol
plans, staging plans and final construction pians (including revisions through project final acceptance). All required
engineering studies are considered part of the scope of services. All deliverables shall be in accordance with the Plan
Development Process, Electronic Data Guidelines, Pian Presentation Guide, NEPA and the GDOT Environmental

Procedures Manual.
The Consultant shali provide:

A. Complete Field Surveys:
1. Provide Survey Control Package.
2. Provide Inroads Survey Database.
3. Staking for ROW acquisition.

B. Concept Report:
1. Traffic Studies.
Cost Estimates.
Initial Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Concept Meeting Preparation and Attendance.
Approved Concept Report.
Concept Design Data Book.
Public Involvement Plan (for GDOT's approval).

N oA LN

C. Environmental Document;

1. Necessary Environmental Special Studies surveys reports and assessment of effects (

Ecology, and Archaeology).
2. NEPA documents:

a. Categorical Exclusion.

b. EA/FONSI.

c. Section 4f coordination.

d. One NEPA document reevaluation for Construction.
Preparation of a Section 404 Permit application.
Section 408 Coordination.

Aquatic Survey.

Stream Buffer Variance.

Preparation of a Vegetative Buffer application.
Public Involvement (1 possible detour/PIOH).
Prepare for and attend the PFPR and FFPR.

DN G R

D. Preliminary Design:

i.e., Air, Noise, History,

1. Complete Preliminary Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Preliminary Signing and Marking Plans.

b. Preliminary ESPCP.

¢. Preliminary Utility Plans.

d. Preliminary Staging Plans.

e. Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.
Pavement Evaluation/UST/Soil Survey.
Constructability Meeting participation.

Cost Estimation with annual updates.

Location and Design Report.

ok wN



Addendum No. 1
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Page 7 of 7

6. PFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering
Services).

E. Right-of-Way (ROW) Plans:
1. Prepare ROW plans and coordinate ROW staking.
2. Right of Way revisions during acquisition, as needed.

F. Utilities;
Subsurface Utility Engineering.

G. Final Design:
1. Compilete Final Roadway Plans, including but not limited to:

a. Final Signing and Marking Plans.

b. Final ESPCP.

¢. Final Utility Plans.

d. Final Staging Plans.

e. Final Drainage Design including MS4, if applicable.

FFPR participation, report, and responses (all plans sets and other information requested by Engineering

Services).

Corrected FFPR Plans,

CES Final cost estimate.

Final PS&E Package.

Amendments & Revisions.

n

S

H. Construction:
1. Use on Construction Revisions.
2. Review Shop Drawings.

i.  Quality Control/Quality Assurance Reviews for all deliverables.

J.  Attendance in and meeting minutes of manthly meetings to discuss progress and/or issues (additional meetings may
be required to resolve major project issues).

7. Key Team Leaders:
A. Roadway Design.
B. NEPA Lead.

8. The following milestone dates are proposed:

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Notice to Praceed — Q2 FY 2020.

Limited Concept report submittal — Q3 FY 2020 {(about 4 months duration).
PFPR - Q2 FY 2021.

FFPR - Q1 FY 2023.

Let Contract — Q2 FY 2023.

mouowz>»



ADDENDUM NO. 2
ISSUE DATE: 5/16/2019
This Addendum shail become and form a part of the RFQ for:
RFQ 484-052819 — Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
NOTE: PLEASE REVIEW CAREFULLY! THERE MAYBE CHANGES TO THE INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED.
FAILURE TO ADHERE TO ANY CHANGES ADDRESSED IN THIS ADDENDUM MAY RESULT IN DISQUALIFICATION.

In the event of a conflict between previously released information and the information contained herein, the latter shall
control.

NOTE: A signed acknowledgment of this addendum (this page) MUST be attached to your SUBMITTAL for Phase .

Firm Name

Signature Date

Typed Name and Title

Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT)
Office of Transportation Services Procurement
One Georgia Center
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
19% Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

This Addendum, including all questions and answers, shall become and form a part of the original RFQ package and shall be
taken into account when preparing your proposal.

The purpose of this Addendum is to modify the original RFQ to include the Project Consideration Checklist.



SUBMISSION & PRESCREENING CHECKLIST

SOLICITATION #:

RFQ-484-052819

SOLICITATION TITLE:

Batch #1 - 2019 Engineering Dasign Services,

Contract 4
SOLICITATION DUE DATE: May 28, 2019
SOLICGITATION TIME DUE: 2:00pm Georgia Department of Transportation
£ I
g N t !
i T @ bl <]
! ' ' AEIERE: -
| Liw |8 E] £E
o ;9.8 . |%c
L lziee|l el
S |Si<ZI858|EE
8 |5182/88 |5
] %168 EE|(G%
Nao. Consultants Date | Time ! W | Wiwa; ¢3¢ Comments
1 Barge Dssign Solitions, Inc. 5/28/2019|10:25a.m| X | X | X X
2 Calyx Engineers and Consultants 5/28/2019[11:42am| X | X | X X X
3 Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor ard Architects, P.C.  |s/izpl21s|1:s6 pm.] X | X | X X X
i |Exhibsit II & 1il in wrong order and hoth
4 {Cranston Engineering Groug, P.C. 5/28/2019)11:58 p.m’ x | x| x| x | x yAddendums attached at end of SOQ
5 CROY Engineering, LLC 5/28/2019|8:34am.| X [ X | X X X
-] {EXP US Sensdces, Inc. 51282019 7:37 a.m.! X L X! x X X
7 IFreese and Nichols si23i2019)6:21 pan.] X | X | X X X
g HDR Engineering, Inc. szarzote|n:t1pm | x | x| x| x | x
L] Heath Lineback Engineers, Inc. lsrzarzms 1:00pm.| X | X[ X X X
10 Holt Consuiting Company, LLC !5!28!2019 1:50pm.| X | X | X X x_|Addendum 3#2 missing
Administrative Requirements out of order
ard Project Consideration Checklist out of
11 IDS Glcbal 5i28/2018[1:41pm.| X | X | X X X _lorder
12 KCI Technolagies, Inc. si28/20191:49pm.; X | X | X X X
13 Keck & Waod, Inc. 5i28/2019[11:22am X | X! X X X
14 Lowe Engineers, LLC 52812019 |11:54 amm| X | X | X X X
15 Mead and Hunt, Inc. 5282019 (955 am.| X | X X X X _|Oid DBE Lstters attached to certifications
18 Michael Baker [nternational, Inc. 5/28/2019[12:48pm X | X [ X X X
17 Moffatt & Nichol si28i2019|1:02pm. | X | X | X X X
18 Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc. 5126/2018[1:14pm.; X | X | X X X
18 Mott MacDonaid, LLC si2er2019(12:26 pmf X | X ! X X X
20 Neel-Schafier, Inc. 5(28/2019(9:56am. | X | X | X X X
21 Parsons Transportation Group, [nc. 5/2/2019|1:04pm.| X | X | X X X
1
22 QK4, Inc. siz8/2018[1:11pm.| X | X | X X X
23 RK Shah Associates, |nc. 5/28/2019|11:47am X | X | X X X
24 RSH, Ine. 5/28/2019|8:13am | X | X | X X X
25 Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 5/28/2019(12:35 ;a.rrnE X | X X X X
26 STV Incorporated 5/28/2019[14:28am] X | X ' X X X
27 TY Lin Intemational bizarzot819pm, X | X x | x | x
28 Thompson Engineering, Inc. 5/28/2018|:51am.! X | X | X X X
78 TranSystems Corporation sizarzote|1:a7 pm| X | ¥X: X X X
30 aughn & Melton Consulting Engineers, inc. 5(28/2019|11:52am| X | X X X X
31 ‘\Wood EIS 5i28/2018|1:26pm.| X | X i X X X
: Blank Project Consideration Checkiist
attached after the Addendums and another
a2 WSP USA inc. 5izer018) 1:43pm.| X | X[ X { x | X Jone shown at the end of the S0Q.




GDOT GUIDE FOR SELECTION COMMITTEE MEMBERS

RFQ 484-052819
Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services
Contract # 4, Pi# 0016129 & # 0016130

[This ENTIRE GUIDE must be reviewed carefully by all Selection Committee Members BEFORE the evaluation of submittals|
Coordination and Communication

Andrea Everson will coordinate the overall submittal evaluation process and serve as Facilitator of any Selection Committee
Meetings through the completion of the evaluation. All Committee members will be provided copies of submittals and related
information, and will be notified of any proposed (if applicable) meetings, conference calls, and deadlines. IMPORTANT-
All written communication (e-mails, memos, scoresheets, handwritten notes in S0OQs, etc.) related to the evaluation can be
subject to public record. Therefore, all such communication should be limited to objective and verifiable information.

Evaluation Process

The evaluation and scoring will be handled in two phases. Phase | will be the evaluation of the written Statements of
Qualifications received from all respondents. Phase 1l will be the evaluation of the written responses from the Finalists. The
scoring for the Finalists will be carried forward from Phase | and added to the scores from Phase Ii to determine the highest
ranked Finalists and hence with whom negotiations will be initiated. The criteria to be utilized in the evaluation and scoring
are as follows:

Phase |

. PM, Key Team Leader(s}, and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — (30% or 300 Points)
. PM, Key Team Leader(s), and Prime’'s Resources and Workload Capacity — (20% or 200 Points)

Phase Il

® Technical Approach — (40% or 400 Points)
. Past Performance — (10% or 100 Points)

Phase |
Evaluation of Statements of Qualifications

Evaluation of Eligible Submittais

Submittals determined eiigible must be read thoroughly with careful attention to the presence of required submittal content.
The reader should keep the evaluation criteria in mind when assessing each submittal. As Reviewers read the responses,
they will determine the rating for each criteria as follows:

= Poor = Does Not have minimum qualifications/availability

= Marginal = Meets Minimum qualifications/availability but one or more major considerations are not addressed or is lacking
in some essential aspects

» Adequate = Meets minimum qualification/availability and is generally capable of performing work

e Good = More than meets minimum qualifications/availability and exceeds in some aspects

« Excellent = Fully meets qualifications/availability and exceeds in several or alt areas

Directions for use of the Evaluation Preliminary Scoring Forms:

| Scoring forms will be distributed to all Selection Committee members along with copies of submittals which were received
and validated. Evaluators will have the option of using the hard copy forms or an electronic version of the form. However,
to ensure that Open Records Request can be filled in compliance with the law, Evaluators who choose to use the electronic
version of the form should only maintain one version of the form and must provide the electronic version of the form to
Procurement. Each evaluator will use their numbered scoring form for scoring all submittals. Evaluators must ensure that
the name of the Firm being evaluated is written in the appropriate box to identify the Firm to whom the ratings and comments
belong. Using the criteria categories in Evaluation of Eligible Submittals above, each submittal will be given a preliminary
v. 3-24-15




score for each of the criteria. The Reviewer should provide comments for each section which support the rating. Reviewers
should not seek to write down everything that the submittal contains. Rather, Reviewers should first determine the rating
and then answer why they feel the rating is warranted.

The review, preliminary scoring, and comments MUST be completed prior to the Selection Committee Meeting and
must be sent to the Procurement Facilitator by the deadline given in order to make efficient and effective usage of
all Selection Committee Members time.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATING AVAILABILITY

Through working with the consultant industry, they asked that when considering their availability, we consider more than
merely the number of projects they have listed. With this in mind we have allowed space in their SOQ for the respondents
to provide a narrative in their ability. This narrative will allow them fo discuss how the organization of the team, including the
PM and Key Team Leaders can deliver the project on schedule given their workload capacity. [t also recognizes that some
individuals may be able to meet the schedule while carrying heavier project workloads and allows them to discuss the
advantages of their team and the abilities of their team members which will enable the project to meet the proposed schedule.
If there is no schedule provided, they can discuss the advantages of the team and abilities of the team members which will
enable the project to move as expeditiously as possible. You MUST consider this narrative along with the workload table
when rating the SOQs. You MUST NOT merely look at the workload table solely for making the rating decision.

Evaluation Meeting:

All completed Scoring Forms with the preliminary scores and comments for each criteria of each firm, must be
brought to the Selection Committee Meeting planned for Monday, July 01, 2019. The completed forms must be
turned in at the conclusion of the meeting.

Prior to the meeting, the Facilitator will use the scores and subsequent ranks to determine where the majority of the
discussion should be focused. Generally, the majority of the discussion will center on the top submittals. The Selection
Committee will discuss and determine a final committee rating for each criteria and will provide summary comments as to
why the Commitiee feels the rating is warranted.

The final rankings will be used to determine the three to five Finalists who will proceed and have their scores carried forward
to Phase |l of the evaluation.

It is important to note, that all evaluation scoring, notes, and comments will be subject to open records and there is

a very high likelihood they will be reviewed by a wide variety of individuals. For this reason, it is extremely important
to adhere to all guidelines and suggestions contained in this Guide for Selection Committee Members.

v. 3-24-15




Phase Il - Revised
Evaluation of Technical Approach and Past Performance

« Finalists will be required to submit a written response which must detail the Technical approach (including design
concepts and use of alternative methods).

« Past Performance - Procurement will be checking references and will provide the results of the reference
checks to the Selection Committee for review. The Selection Committee will also be allowed to share and
review any other documented information made available for consideration regarding the Firm’s performance
on any project/contract, along with the reference checks to provide a group rating with comments.

With the increased lack of responses to the reference checks, Procurement is requesting that prior to attending the Phase
Il meeting that each of the selection committee members perform the following action to add to the past performance
discussion.

o The Selection Committee should be prepared to share personal work experience while working with each shortlisted
firm, provide project P.l. number and any performance issues, concerns and/or positive feedback about the Prime
Consultant and it's team that may hinder or improve their overall rating for past performance.

o Selection committee members that do not have any personal prior work experience with any of the shortlisted firms,
must seek additional documented material through discussion with their Office Management, CMIS (Vendor evaluation},
inter-office documentation (emails, written correspondence, cure letters, etc.) to help aid in the discussion during the
Phase Il meeting.

Submittals and Past Performance information must be read/considered thoroughly with careful attention to the presence of
required submiital content. The reader should keep the evaluation criteria in mind when assessing each submittal. As
Reviewers read the responses, they will make notes in the submittals and must be prepared to discuss their position in the
Selection Committee Meeting for Phase Il. The review and notes MUST be completed prior to the Selection Committee
Meeting.

Evaluation Meeting:

All notes must be brought to the Selection Committee Meeting planned for TBD. The Selection Committes will discuss
and determine a final committee rating for each criteria and will provide summary comments as to why the Committee feels
the rating is warranted. The Committee will assign the following ratings:

= Poor = Does Not have minimum qualifications/availability

o Marginal = Meets Minimum qualifications/availability but one or more major considerations are not addressed or is
lacking in some essential aspects

« Adeguate = Meets minimum qualification/availability and is generally capable of performing work

s Good = More than meets minimum qualifications/availability and exceeds in some aspects

« Excellent = Fully meets qualifications/availability and exceeds in several or all areas

FINAL SCORING AND SELECTION

The scores from Phase [ and Phase i will be added together and a final overall ranking will be determined and provided for
Selection Committee approval.

v. 3-24-15




GDOT SELECTION COMMITTEE PRELIMINARY SCORING AND RANKING OF SUBMITTALS

Solicitation Title:

Batch #1 - 2012 Engineening Design
Services, Contract 4

1

Lowe Engineers, LLC

Solicitation #: RFQ-484-052819 2 Parsons Transportation Group, Inc
PHASE | - Individual Committee Member Preliminary Scorlng hased on Publiched Criteria 3 STV Incorporated
[m] D 4 TranSystems Cerporation
2 1(01E 170 bio anf,
Michael Baker International, Inc.
{RANKING) 6 | Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C
Sum of 7 RSH, Inc
Individual | Group |9 Calyy Engineers and Consultants
SUBMITTING FIRMS Rankings | Ranking 9 Holt Consulting Company, LLC
10 QK4, Inc
Barge Design Solutions, Ing 64 20 1" Heath Linsback Enginsars, Inc
Calyx Engineers and Consultants 35 12 WSP USA Inc
Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architscts, P.C 26 6 13 Neel-Schaffer, Inc
|cranston Engineering Group, P.G 68 21 |14 KCI Technologies, Inc.
CROY Engineering, LLC 79 25 15 Mott MacDonald, LLC
EXP US Services, inc 54 16 |18 EXP US Services, Inc.
Freese and Nichols 87 29 |17 Wood EIS
HDR Engineering, Inc 7 23 |8 Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc
Heath Lineback Engineers, Inc 3 1 19 Keck & Wood, Inc
Holt Consulting Company, LLC 38 9 20 Barge Design Solutions, Inc.
IDS Global 115 32 |2 Cranston Engineening Group, P.C.
KCI Technologies, In¢ 53 14 |22 Mead and Hunt, Inc
Keck & Wood, Inc B3 19 23 HDR Engineering, Inc
Lowe Engineers, LLC 7 1 |24 Moffatt & Nighol
|Mead and Hunt, Inc 70 22 | CROY Enginesring, LLC
|M|chaal Baker International, Inc 22 5 26 Thompson Engineering, Inc
IMoﬂ‘att & Nichol 74 24 |27 Stantec Consulting Services, Inc
IMoreIanr.l Altobelli Associates, Inc &1 18 [28 TY Lin International
IMou MacDonald, LLC 53 15 |29 Freese and Nichols
|Neel-Schaﬁer, Inc 45 13 |30 Vaughn & Melton Consulting Engineers, Inc.
IParsons Transportation Group, Inc 7 2 3 Rk Shah Associates, Inc
QK4, Inc 30 0 |32 IDS Glabal
|RK Shah Associztes, Inc 90 3
|RSH_. Inc. 30 7
|Stantec Consulting Services, Inc 81 27
ISTV Incorporated 17 3
TY Lin International 81 28
Thompson Engineering, Inc 80 26
TranSystams Corporation 21 4
Vaughn & Melton Consulting Engineers, Inc 88 30
Wood EIS 57 17
WSP USA Inc 41 12
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Evaluation Criteria &
)
&/
&8
¥ &
@90 &
. Phase One
Maximum Points aliowed=| 300 200 | Evaluator 1 Individual
SUBMITTING FIRMS v | ¥ | Total Score | Ranking
Barge Design Solutions, inc. Marginal | Adequate 175 22
Calyx Enginsers and Consultants Good | Adequaie 325 5
Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architecis, P C  |Adequate| Good 300 B8
Cranston Enginsering Group, P C. Adequate| andequate 250 11
CROY Engineering, LLC Adeguate| Adequate 250 11
EXP US Services, Inc Good Good 375 2
Freese and Nichols Marginal| Poor 75 31
HDR Engineering, Inc. Good Good 375 2
Heath Lingback Engineers, Inc. Marginal | Marginal 125 27
Holt Consulting Company, LLC Adequate| Adequate 250 11
DS Global Margmnal | Marginal 125 27
KCI Technologies. Inc. Adequate]l Good 300 B
Keck & Wood, Inc Adequate| Marginal 200 20
Lowe Engineers, LLC Good | Excellent 425 1
Mead and Hunt, Inc Poor | Marginal 50 32
Michael Baker International_ inc. Adequaig| Adequate 250 11
Moffatt & Nichol Adequate| Good 300 8
|Moreland Altobell Associates. Inc. Marginal | Good 225 18
| ot MacDonald, LLC Marginal | Adequate 175 22
Neel-Schaffer, Inc Marginal | Adequate 175 22
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc Good Goud 375 2
QK4 Ing Adequate| Marginal 200 20
Rk Shah Associates, Inc Marginal | Adeguate 175 22
RSH, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 11
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc Marginal |  Good 225 18
STV |ncorporated Good | Adequate 325 5
TY Lin Inte1national Margiral | Marginal { 125 27
Thompson Engineering, Inc Marginal | Marginal 125 27
TranSystems Corperation Adequate| Adequale 250 11
Vaughn & Melton Consulting Engineers, Inc. Adequate] Adequate 250 11
Woeod EIS Good | Adequaie 325 ]
WSP USA Inc. Marginal | Adequate 175 22
Maximum Points allowed = | 300 200 500 | %




o

P e

gy s e g gt
= g;.ghnx-.‘w.n.:.,m:.-, iyt

GDOT Sollcitation #: . PHASE | - Prelimina
RFQ-484-052819, Contract 4 Phase of Evaluation: . i
Ratings
Evaluator #: 1 ;
v sliasfoey Daeitalinned Rtcunli ikl ERBER (I an e paacalann-ful gbmge batow) 30 cach Beclee  Cotimients st Le voiben in the bowes provided s ool jaetly My raling Bbaignest

ility = 0% of the Available Points
g iajor considerations are not ar is lacking in some
qualificationfavailability and is generally capable of parforming work = 50% of Avallable Points
qualifications/zvailability and exceeds in some aspecis =75% of Available Points
Hi favallahillty and da o eguaral arall arase » 100% of Avaflahle Pointa

p = Score 25 % of Available Points

Assigned Rating

Marginal
Johnny Lee is only the PM for 0013738 and 0013739. The other projects listed were managed By other PMs. Could not confirm PM on TIA

project. These ftwo profects are in early preliminary design - 10% roadway design complete and were to go to PFPR in June 2019, and neither
one has been requested. These projects are bridges over creeks. Did not demonstrate experience witli projects over rallroads. FM dld not
list when he fook PDP training. The Roadway and Bridge KYLs did not demonsirate experience with bridges over railroads. The Prime's

experience listed only showed 1 project with two of the KTLs working together and the one profect that involved a railroad, none of the KTLs
were involved.

B Project Manager, ey Team Leader(a) and Prime's Resources and Workioad Gapacihy — 20% [A "y Rating 5 |

Adequate

The org chart listed teams for each profect and they listed a person to do railroad coordination who is not a KTL. In additional resource
areas and ability, it discussed having a weekly teleconference with the team to manage work efforts, and discussed monthly internal project
reviews focusing on budgets, estimates, scope, schedule, invoicing, and receivable items, but did not discuss their QC/QA process.

A Pro] manager, ney Team i.eadr;sj and Fnime's Rxperience ana Gualfﬂ(‘ai:ipns—-.'iﬁ Assigred Ratng

Ken is the PM for 9 projects of which 8 were bridge projects with one with a bridge over a railroad. 0013718's concept report submitted 2
months early. 0013816's PFPR was 4 months behind bl. 0013821's PFPR was 5.5 behind bi. 0013888 PFPR was to be heid in Oct 2018, and
not held due to arch survey. 0013945's PFPR was held on bl. 001489's PFPR was to be held in March 2019 and not held due to late NTP.
0014072 Is 12 months behind bl and 0014897 is 15 months behind bl. 0006049 is a widening project with a bridge that is on the shelf with
CST in FY34. PM did not list when he fook PDP fraining. The Roadway and Bridge KTL did not demonstrate experience with bridges over
railroads. The Prime's experience showed that he PM and KTLs have worked tfogether and the Prime demonstrated experience with bridges
over water and railroads. 721000- Ken is also the PM of this project. It held PFPR on sch and the ROW plans were submitted on sch.
R Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's ResoUrces and Workioad Capacity ~ 20% [Assigned Ratng %

Adequate

The QA/QC plan only discussed doing formal reviews prior fo all phases of completion and listed two people te do the reviews. They did not
discuss their strategy on keeping the projecits on schedule.

L DO e o) s d M 8
Prajact Mabager, Key Teasn Liader{y)nnd Prime'n =

- " 1 ol =
prrisnceiand Qualificatione —30% iﬁsslqnm Rutizg

rdl Adeguate

Couldn't confirrn PM's role on any of the projects listed as PM. 0010327 did require railroad coordination. None of the projects demonsirated
bridge experience as a PM, but did as a design engineer. PM did not list when he took PDFP training. The Bridge KTL demonstrated
experience with bridges over water and railroads. The Roadway KTL demonstrated experience with bridges over wafer. The Prime
demonstrated experience with bridges over water. The Prime’s experience did not show the KTLs working together. The write up for the
Northside Dr involvement listed Bradley Cox as the PM.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leadar(s) and Frme’s Resourses and Weorkioad Capacity — 20% lﬁswmﬂ Puring 4)9 I Good

The QC/QA description was not detailed, but did discuss quality control checks throughout the project’s schedule and not just at the time of

deliverables. They discussed innovative delivery methods that could be used. They are currently involved in a bridge replacement upstream
from one of the projects.




i _ [eruna

,;; m]c: M_Ef. Key Team Leader({s) and Prime’s Expertnre and Quscaﬂons — 0% Rssigned Rating . o, I

Adequate
Couldn't confirm PM's role in the Wrightsbhoro widening project. No PI¥ was listed. Scotf was not the PM on 0000544, Mario Macrina was,
but he was on the design team. Scott was the PM on 0011660 and It had railroad coordination, but was not a bridge profect. He was not the
PM for 0008352 and there is no record of his involvement In the meeting minutes in the project file. Shawn Reese with GS&P was the PM.
Was Principal in Charge and Lead Qc/QA on a bridge replacement project. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway and
Bridge KTLs demonstrated experience with bridges over water, but no bridges over railroads. Roadway KTL had a project that required

railroad coordination. The Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroads and that the KTLs have worked together
before except NEPA.

B, Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s} and Prime’s Resources and Worklead Capacity - 20% IAssiumd Rating = ) I

L

Adequate

The additional resource areas and ability did not discuss their QC/QA process. It restated items in the previous pages. They didn't discuss
kow they would approach the work or how they would keep the projecis on schedule. S0Q states Fif had involvement on 0008352, but is not
shown on the commitments table, and it is in ROW acquisition.

nme’s Experignce and Quaiifications ~ 30% Assigied Ratng 3> I

Pojager. Key Team Leader|s} and P|

Ad q ue

The PM demonstrated experience with bridges over water. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The S0Q did not demonstrate
experience with railroad bridges or railroad coordination. The Bridge KTL has experience with bridges over water. The Roadway KTL has
only experience with a pedestrian bridge and the resume did not highlight that he has been the KTL on a project. However, his workload
chart states he is a KTL on three projects. The PM and Roadway KTLs have worked together.

Project Manager, Key Team Leadef(s) and Prme's Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% [ wiima —> ]

Adequate

The org chart only listed env KTL and not who would do the work. Only the firms. The additional resource areas and abilities section
discusses how fo keep the project on schedule by starting watility coordination early and discussed their QC/QA process. However, if
discusses providing services to the aviation industry, but doesn't state how that is relevant to these projects. It also talks about this
"important widening project™. These are bridge replacement projects.

e, Teaim Lemderis; 24 Prime's Experience ad Qual[ﬂca’tions ~30% Assigned Rating

The PM and Bridge KTL demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroads. The PM took the PDP in January 2019. Roadway

KTL only has experience with bridges over water. The Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroads. The PM and
KTLs have not worked together.

B Projett Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and ®nme's Resources and Workload Capaelty ~ 20% ]Assiumd Rating LN Y [

Ll

Good

The org chart appears fo have adequate staff required to deliver these projects with an average 21.25 years of experience for the PM and
KTLs. They discussed having experienced staff in construction and maintenance for QC/QA, but didn't discuss their process. They appear to
have good availability.

A Froject Manager, Rey Team Leadul() amd Py s Sapanciie adid Qualilitalsia — 3% lr'-sugned Rating »

Marginali

The projects listed for the PM did not lisé the Pi¥s and the descriptions were so vague, it was impossible to confirm his role on these
projects. The projects demonstrated that he had experience with bridges over water, but didn’t discuss bridges over rallroads or railroad
coordination. PM fook PDP training in 2017. The Roadway and Bridge KTLs demonstrated experience with bridges over water, but rallroads
or railroad coordination. The Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over waler and railroads. When the Prime discussed KTL
involvement, they listed people who were not KTLs, and did not show that any of the KTLs have worked fogether before.

B Project Manager, Key Teans Leader(s) and Prime a Resources and Worklosd Capacity - 26% ]A“Isned Rating = ; ! Poor

The org chart only listed one individual for each section, Le., one roadway designer, one bridge designer, one ecologist. The primary office
section listed additional personnel who will be working on the profect and In what roles. This should have been shown on the org chart. The
narrative on additional resource areas and ability discussed meeting or exceeding the DBE goal. They did not discuss how they were going
to deliver the projects on schedule and did not discuss their QC/QA plan and how they were going to ensure a quality product would be
delivered., The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient availability.




I

A Froject Manager,

The PM , KTLs, and Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM did not list when he took PDP training. HE did
discuss having a Procurement Plan. The PM is also the Bridge KTL. The 50Q did not discuss how he would manage both roles. None of the
KTLs or PM were In those roles on any of the Prime's experionce.

B Project Manager, ey Team Leadar(s) and Prima’s Resources and Workioad Capachy ~20% [T > | Good

The Primary Office narrative discusses the PM's approach on how he was going to focus on quality, schedule and budget, but once again did
not discuss how he was going to manage his duel roles and how that would not negatively affect the project. They discussed having a good
relationship with Norfolk Southern. A brief discussion on the QC/QA plan was presented. The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient
availability.

Marginal

Three of the projects listed in the PM's experience he was the assistant PM. He is the PM on the TIA bridge widening project over water (Pl
was not listed, but is 422470-). Allen Krivsky was the PM for 522300- and 001218. HeIs PM for 001216. 522300- is being designed in-house.
PM did not list when he took PDP training. One of the projects he is the assistant PM has a bridge over a railroad. The Roadway KTL
demonstrated experience with bridges, but not over water or railroads, but did have a project that may have had railroad coordination. The
Bridge KTL‘ demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroad. Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over water and
railroad. All KTLs have worked together except NEFPA.

B Praject Manager, Key Team Leaderis) and Praime s Resources and Workload Capacity ~ 20% 'Aﬂisned Rating *H | Marginal

The org chart shows two bridge design teams, but it lists four individuals for Roadway design, but their role/invelvement Is unclear. Had a
heading of Roadway Design/Hydraulic/Hydraulic Studies/MS4/NEPDES (Road). S0Q states that they have an employee developed "Standard
of Care’, but don't define it. Only state that it sets a very high bar for expectations and strive to hit them dally. they discuss emphasize
designing for construction and that senior staff will be Invoived throughout the project development, but don't discuss a QC/QA process. The
PM and KTLs appear to have sufficlent availability.

ager, Rey Teait

A Protact Man Leaders} and Pitme s Ciporiense and Quliatons PgRe T Adequate

PM has managed bridges over water and required railroad coordination. Of the three projects listed for PM experience, one was on schedule
and two missed ROW plan submittal due to preliminary plans not starting on time. PM did not list when he took PDP training. Roadway KTL,
Bridge KTL, and Prime demonstrated experlonce with bridges over water and had railroad coordination. Alf the KTLs except for Bridge have
worhked together before.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity ~ 20% |ﬂsm~;ned Rating } > | Ad eq uate

The org chart only showed the KTL for bridge. Of the five projects listed under primary office - 2 missed baseline PFPR submission, 2 missed
ROW plan submission, and one was on schedule. A detailed QC/QA process was discussed. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient
availability.

A Project Manager. Key Tea Leadens) 4nd Frime’s Eaperiencs aind Quaiiscations — 30% PAssigned Rating M arg inal

Conffrmation of PM's role was only on 621660-. Which had bridges over water and rallroad. Pifs were not given for GDOT projects. PN did
not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway KTL did not demonstrate experience with bridges. Bridge KTL did not demonstrate
experience with bridges over water or rallroads. The Prime demonstrated experience with railroad coordination; did not demonstrate
experience with bridges over water or railroads. The KTLs have not worked together.

B, Project Manager. Kay Team Leader(s) znd Prime’s Rescurces and Workiond Capacity — 20% t d Rating X ) l Marginal

The org chart only listed one individual for each section, i.e., one roadway designer, one bridge designer, one ecologist. The S0Q discussed
holding weekly and monthly meetings to maintain the project schedule. Did not discuss QC/QA. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient
availability.




ence an alﬂcatloris —30% ““?"“ ”*““9 =2 | Adeguate

A. Projeci Manager, Rey Team Leadsna) and Prime’s Exper)

PM demonstrated she has experience with bridges over water, but not railroad coordination. OF her current projects, she Is behind schedule
on one, but it is due to Jocal epposition and continued public outreach. PM did not list when she took PDP. The Roadway and Bridge KTLs as
well as the Prime demonstrated experience with bridges over water, but not railroad coordination. The KTLs have not worked together. The

804 listed all GDOT Pl#s throughout the 50Q.

B Projact Manager, Key Team Leader(s} and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacky — 20% IAwu"od Rating —'\ } I Good

The org chart appears fo have adequate staff required to deliver these projects. The narrative discusses 4 separate profect teams, but it not
shown on the org chart. It is unclear why 4 teams are needed. They discussed their QC/QA pian.

Adeute

PM , Bridge KTL and Prime demonstrated he has experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM did not list when he took PDP
training. The Roadway KTL demonstrated experience with bridges over water, but not raifroad coordination. The Bridge KTL's resume did

not call him out as the KTL. The KTLs have had some experience working together.

B Project Manager, Kay Team Leadet(s) and Prime's Resources and Workload Capactty - 20% [Assmnad Ruting } > ! Marginal

The org chart did not list all the staff that would be working on the project. In the narrative, it did not discuss how the project was going to
be delivered on schedule or the QC/QA process. The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient availability.

A. Project Manager, Rey Team Leader(s) and Prime's Experignice and Sualificabons — S

All the PMs experience listed was as initial PM. It did not show that he has experience taking a project all the way through the PDP. The
PM, KTLs, and the Prime demonstrated that they have experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM took the PDP in 2017. All the

KTLs have worked together before except NEPA.

B Project Manager, Key Teem Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% ) ﬂAssigned Rating —).9 I Excellent

The org chart shows good depth and good staffing to deliver the projects. The S0Q showed good strategies on how fo deliver the project by
having a team that has multiple KTLs who have been PMs on other projects, has a survey firm with the capability to vsed drones, and a
consfructability engineer on the team. The PM and KTLs appear to have sulflicient availability.

A Project Managr, Key Tem Leaderis) and Prime's Expenence and wuaiifrcations = 6%

Zssigred Rating -

, | Poor

The PM demonstrated experience with bridges over water and railroads; however all his project management is with SCDOT. He has not
taken the PDP. The Bridge KTL demonstrated experienced with bridges over water and railroads, but he has not done any work in GA and
did not discuss any efforts to familiarize hlmself with the GDOT procedures and standards. The Roadway KTL demonstrated experience with
bridges over water, but not railroad coordination. The Prime has experience with bridges over water and railroads and some of the KTLs

have worked together hefore.

B Frojact Manager, ey Toar Leader(s) and Pime’s Resources and Workiuad Capacity — 20% estianes Rating —— Marqinal

The org chart shows a sufficient staffing to deliver the project. The narrative did not discuss how they have prepared themseives fo deliver
a project for GDOT since they have not done so in the past. They only showed a QC/QA for bridge on the org chart. Since they haven't
worked in GA, { would have expected to see a QC/QA person that is familiar with GDOT work for Roadway and NEPA foo. They did not
discuss how they were going to deliver the project within scope, on schedule and within budget or how they are the best to deliver these

projects for GDOT. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.




A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Pnme’s Experience and Quallfications — 30% Assigred Rating » [ Ad eqguate

All the PMs experience couldn't be verified since the projects descriptions were too vague and the Plis were not llsted. Could only verify his
role on 0007021 and 0007128, The Roadway KTL did not have experience with railroad coordination. Bridge KTL has experience with
bridges over water and rallroads. The Prime has experience with bridges over water and rallroads. The KTLs and PM have worked together
before. PM did not list when he took PDP training.

B Project Manager, Key Tear Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity ~ 20% I. igned Rating é_) [ Adequate

The org chart showed a Roadway QC/QA person as well as one for Bridge. The narrative was a continuation of the resumes. The QC/QA plan
is for an independent review prior to all submittals. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficlent availability.

Project ."La.lger, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualtiona =30%

Adequate

. ]slynmd\ Ratlng

The PM has experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM did not list when he fook PDP training. The Bridge and Roadway KTLs and
Prime have experience with bridges over water and railroads. All the KTLs and PM have worked fogether except for NEPA

B Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Workiead Gapacity — 26% ]Assismd Rating

W
hd

Good

The org chart has sufficlent staff to deliver the project. It shhiows a Roadway, Bridge and NEPA QC/QA person. The narrative discusses
experience designing to budget. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.

A, Project Manager, Key Team Laader(s) andPrimz's Edperience and Gualificalions — 50% S Raluty M arg inal

The PM and Roadway KTL have experience with bridges over water, but no railroad coordination. PM did not list when he took PDP training.
The Roadway KTL has only 5 years experience. The Prime has experience with bridges over water and railroads. The PM and KTLs have no#
al worked together.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prme's R #8 and Workioad Capacty — 20% IAssiqned Rating ;H I Good

The org chart has sufficient staff to deliver the project. It shows three QC/QA individuals. Sam Allen will lead the MA effort on schedule and
budget, but this is a PM responsibility. They have identified a utility and railroad coordinator as well as a constructability reviewer, They
discussed their QC/QA process. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.

| Marginal

PM and Roadway and Bridge KTLs have experience with bridges over water, but no railroad coordination. PM did not list when he took PDP
training. The Prime has experience with bridges over water and railroads. The Prime listed all team members who worked together before
that are proposed to work on these projects, but you could not fell what role they played. That section is for KTLs.

B. Project Manager, Key Team Ledder(s) and Prime’s Resourses and Wordond Capacity — 20% |Asslaved Rating _H l Adequate

The org chart has sufficiont staff to deliver the profect. It shows three QC/QA individuals. The narrative is a continuation of the resumes. It
discusses having fwo design teams, but are not shown on the org chart. The org chart shows three QC/QA Individuals. The narrative
mentions QC/QA, but doesn’t detail their process. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficlent availability.




L8 A4 = g — e pa . S -
A Project lManager, Key Team Leader|s) and Fnme's EXperence ana GUanficaxions — 507

Assigned Ratmg

Marginal

The PMs experience could not be verified due to the vague project descriptions and only occasionally providing the Pl¥s. Only two of the
projects listed detailed activities that were project management. Mostly detaiied Roadway KTL responsibilities. One praoject mentioned a
bridge over a railroad, but no bridges over water were discussed. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway KTL has
experience with bridges over railroads, but not over water. The Bridge KTL did not demonstrate he had experience with bridges over water
and railroads. The Prime has experience with bridges over water, but not rallroads. The PM and KTLs have not worked together before.

H Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s] and Frime’s Resources and Warkdoad Capacity - 20% I-‘w‘svs‘wd Rating —'\ > Adeguate

The org chart lists four QC/QA for hydraulics, roadway, bridge, and NEPA. The narrative discussed the QC/QA process., The PM and KTLs
appear to have sufficient availability.

A m.:t ar_ Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Experience and uauﬁcaﬁons —30%

The PM has experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Bridge and Roadway KTLs and
Prime have experience with bridges over water and raiiroads. The KTLs have worked together before, but not all on the same project.

B, Project Manager. Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Woerkload Capacity < 20% IAS-'--'gncd Rating > ) [ Good

The org chart shows two design teams and QC/QA for bridge, roadway and NEPA. The narrative discussed sirategies for keeping the project
on schedule and identified risks to the schedule with a plan to eliminate/reduce them. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient

availability.

A Froject Managed, Réy Teain Leader(s) and Prime’s Experence and Qualifications — 30% |H5=-‘fam-‘= Raung g Adequate

The PM has experience with bridges over water and raliroads. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway KTL did not
demonstrate experience with bridges over water or raliroads. The Bridge and Prime have experience with bridges over water and raiiroads.
The KTLs have worked together before except NEPA.

B, Project Manager, Ky Team Leager(s) and Pnime’s Resources and Workicad Capacity — 20% IAsswgncd Rating H | Ma rgi nal

The org chart did not list all the staff that would be working on the project. In the narrative, it discussed thelr QC/QA process. The PM and
KTLs appear fo have sufficient availability.

A Frqle er_ Rey Toam izaderss and Plimé's Expenence mi Quaiifications - 30% [Rasignen Ratms j Marginal

The PM, Roadway KTL and Prime demonstrated he had experience with bridges over water, but no railroad coordination. PM did not lisf
when he took PDP training. The Bridge KTL has experience with bridges over water and railroads. The KTLs have worked together before.

B Project Manager, Key Taat Letder(s) and Fma’s Rescurces and Workload Gapacity — 20% I > | Adequate

The org chart has sufficient staff to deliver the project. The PM will do the QC/QA with assistance from senior staff. The narrative didn't
discuss any project risks and how they were going to deliver the profect on schedule.




i A

A Froject Manager, Key Team Leager(s) and Prime’s Experlence and Qualtfications — 30% 1ﬂssismd Rating = 1 Adequate

The PM, Roadway KTL, and Prime demonstrated experience wit bridges over water, hut not railroad coordination. The Bridge KTL has
experience with bridges over water and railroads. The KTLs have worked together before. PM did not list when he took PDP training.

[B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prme’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 6% I 'If-ssiqncd Rating ) ) I Adecguate

The org chart has only 1T person per environmental speciaity, instead of having a two feam approach to ensure project delivery. It has a
Roadway and Bridge QC/QA person. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.

A Frojest Manager: fey Teanl Leadans) and Prling's Chpeience and Qualificaions - 30% HA“fsned Rating 33 I Marginal

The PKY and Prime have experience with bridges over wafer and railroads. PM did not list when he fook PDP training. The Roadway and
Bridge KTL did not demonstrate experience with bridges over railroads. Some of the KTLs have worked together before, but not in their

propased roles.

[E. Project Manager; Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% Assigned Rating - ‘H i Good

The org chart listed a QC/QA person for roadway, bridge, constructability and NEPA. They listed a railroad coordination person. The
narrative discussed project risks and how fo reduce/eliminate it. The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient avallability.

‘Lead 1 E ] il - Adsgined Rali
#A. Project Manager, Rey Team Lea .edsj. anﬁ Pn@v§ TS and Qual ications — 30% g ] > | Good

The PM, Roadway and Bridge KTLs, and Prime have experience with bridges over water and railroads. The KTLS have worked fogether
before.

h 4
N/

[E Project Manager, Key Team I.eaderis} and Prime's Resources and Workioad Capacity -- 207 Jp=sianed Retia Adequate

The org chart has sufficient staff to deliver the project. It lists railroad coordinator. The narrative discussed their QC/QA process and
discussed project risk and how to reduce/eliminate it. The PM and KTLs appeoar fo have sufficient availability.

Assigned Raung

A Project Managey, Key Team Leager(s] and Prime’s Experience and Qualncauons — 30% > M arg in al

The PMs experience could not be verified due to the vague project descriptions and not providing the Pi¥s. PM did not list when he fook PDP
fraining. The Roadway KTL has experience with bridges over water, buf not railroad coordination. The Bridge KTL has experience with
bridges over water and railroads. Some of the KTLs have worked together. In the Prime’s experience, it listed Sarah Pearcy as the Roadway

KTL.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Werkload Capacity = 20% lawgned Rating ) > | M arqin al

The Pl¥s were not listed in the commitments table. The org chart does not appear to detail all the profect team members who would be
working on the project. The narrative discusses schedule, but only says that the PM will update it monthly, and it mentions QC/QA ,but does
not detail its process. The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient avallability.
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A Project Manager, Key Team Laader(s) and Prime's Expenanﬂeanﬂ Qullncaﬂons— 3% ﬂ«gm'ﬂ ﬂm‘q . b

Marginal

Glynn County is misspelled as "Glenn". The PMs experience could not be verified due to the vague project descriptions and noft providing the
Pl¥s. From the descriptions of the projects, it appears that the Sea Island @ Dunbar Creek is not currently being worked on and neither is I-

75 at CR 253. PM did not list when he fook PDP training. The Roadway and Bridge KTLs demonstrated experience with bridges over water,
but raifroads, Some of the KTLs have worked together before.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s} and Prime’s Resaurcas and Workdoad Gapacity — 20% ]Asslslhad Rating %— S I Marginal

The org chart does not appear fo detall all the project feam members who would be working on the project. It does not list anyone for

QC/QA. The narrative didn't discuss any profect risks and how they were going to deliver the project on schedule or their QC/QA process.
The PWM and MTLs appear to have sufficient avaiability.

roject anager, Key Team Leader{s) and Pnme’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% awglmd Ratmy

A4

Adequate

The PM and Prime have experience with bridges over water and railroads. The Roadway and Bridge KTL have experience with bridges over
water, but did not demonstrate over railroads. Some of the KTLs have worked fogether before. PM did not list when he took PDP training.

B Project Manager, Key Team Loanst(8) &t Printe’s Resources and Watkiond Capacity — 20% T =

> | Adeguate

The org chart lists GC/QA for Roadway, Bridge an d NEPA. The narrative discusses some project risks and how to reduce/eliminate it. It
discusses their QC/QA process. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.

A Piajedl Manager, Rey Team Leadenis) and Prime s Lapencncs and Guannicatons — 38% Assigned Rating

7 Adeguate
The PM has experience with bridges over water and railroads as ;uvell as extensive knowledge of District 3 as a retired D3 Preconstruction
Engineer/District Enginecr. Listed ftwo Roadway KTLs, but both of them are working on both projects. Neither have experience with
railroad bridges/coordination. The Bridge KTL has experience with bridges over water and railroads. The Prime has experience with bridges

over water and railroads. The Prime experience listed non KTL in section f. KTLs have nof worked together. PM did not list when he took
PDP training.

B Projact Manager, Key Team leadet(s) and Prime’a Resources and Workioad Gapacity — 20% [T

>> | Adequate

The org chart was not in the correct location and there was an org chart for each project which made it difficult fo verify overiapping
resources. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.

A Project Manager, Rey Tvam Luaders) and Prime's Experisave and GQuaiilications = 30% Ssdigned Rating

Good

The PM has experience with bridges over water and railroads. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway KTL and Prime have
experience with railroad coordination, but not bridges over water. The KTLs have worked together, but not in thelfr current roles.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Phme’s Resoureas and Workioad Capacity — 20% - Inssianed Rating

Y
k4

Adequate

The org chart appears fo have adequate resources to deliver the project. It lists a Roadway, Bridge, and constructability QC/QA people as
well as a QC/QA lead. The PM and KTLs appear fo have sufficient availability.




: Team (5] mes Exper i GuATCALONS — Assignea Raun a
A Projact Manager, Rey Team Leader{s} and Fnme’s Experience and Guaifications — 39% o g = Marginal

The PM has experience with bridges over water, but not railroad coordination. PM did not list when he took PDP training. The Roadway and
Bridge KTLs and Prime have experience with bridges over water and raflroads. In the Prime’s experience, it lists team members involvement
and does not list their roles. It is impossible to verify if the PM and KTLs have worked together in their current roles. This section is for KTL
involvement, not team involvement.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Frimes Resources and Woridoad Capacity - 20% [Aﬂ-u"e: Ratint > I Adequate

The org charts lists a QC/QA for Roadway, Bridge, and NEPA. The narrative didn't discuss any project risks and how they were going to
deliver the profect on schedule or thelr QC/QA process. The PM and KTLs appear to have sufficient availability.




Evaiuation Criterla \

Evaluator 2

h Phase One
Maximum Points aliowed =| 300 200 Evaluator 2 Individual
SUBMITTING FIRMS b4 A4 Total Score | Ranking
Barge Design Solutions, Inc Adeguate| Adequate 250 20
Calyx Engineers and Consultanis Adequate| Adequate 250 20
Clark Patterson Engineers. Surveyor and Architects, P C Good Good 375 2
Cranston Enginesnng Group, P C. Adequate) Adequate 250 20
CROY Engineering, LLC Adequate| Adequate 250 20
|EXP US Services. Inc. Adequate| Good 300 15
Freese and Nichaols Marginal | Adequate 175 29
HDR Engineering, Inc Poor | Adequate 100 32
Heath Linaback Engineers, Inc Good Good 375 2
Holt Consulting Company, LLC Good | Adequate 325 9
IDS Global Marginal | Marginal 125 31
KCI Technologies, Inc Adequate| Good 300 15
Keck & Wood, Inc Good Good 375 2
Lowe Engmeers, LLC Good Good 375 2
Mezd and Hunt, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 20
Michael Baker International, In¢ Good | Adequate 325 9
Moffatt & Nichol Adequate| Adequate 250 20
Moreland Altobell Associates, Inc Good | Adequate 325 9
Mott MacDonald, LLC Good | Adequata 325 9
Neel-Schaffer, Irnc Geod Good 375 2
Parsons Transportation Group. Inn Excellent| Good 450 1
Qhk4, Inc Good | Adeguate 325 9
RK Shah Associates. Ing Adequate| Adequate 250 20
RSH_ Ing Good | Adequate 325 9
Stantec Consulhing Services, Inc Adequaie| Good 300 15
STV Incotporated Good Good 375 2
TY Lin International Adequate| Adequate 250 20
Thompson Engineering, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 20
TranSystems Corporation Good Gond 375 2
Vaughn & Melton Consuiting Enginears, Inc. Marginal | Adequate 175 29
Wood EIS Adequate] Good 300 i5
WSP USA Inc Adegquate] Good 300 15
Maximum Points allowed =| 300 200 500 | %
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[Adequats = Meats minl quallfic: {availabllity and 15 generally capabie of performing work = 50% of Avaitable Points
(Good = More then meeats minimum guallfications/availability and exceeds ih some =75% of Avallable Points

Excellent = Fully meets quallfications/availabliity and axceeds in several or gll araas = 100% of Avallable Polnts

A Project Mana. Key Tm Lead Is rlence and Qualifications = 30% [Assignes Rating
ROowWY = Z BomotesS W (g (&pi— Dfe O, 1 Lottt v Bl D U’/W"‘b&gmiﬂ‘@
FM ~ Busows, 3 6"’[%&0 Mo Rotes> BBUTe~0 Dt ﬁwee,,"’f/m

BR— Uyr gtfHeo GA+ol = p040

vy — F 5!//147/0 wlc &  cuwroervec s = st o povs

[E Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% IAHIEN Rating > I A’DA'Q

OrG S smpeass e, W#T}me) ENY 5P, 24 Q,A; Wkt Oree,

Commenits

£ ) - Us— Yo 5P
“%fmp&w/ i ereunop w MA] | Jatent” add res f4Yy cogst—

Firn
A Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Experience and Qualifications — 30% Anaigned Rating _) Ar%
Lot ~ 1 JnTeneH wo ﬂn[ RoAQ, L tmtocw, 2L juf. fAAPS VeV Aated = MARG /A-faa-ﬂ—_

EPM — pAiom 2 Bumo LS WITH (o e,ux/lrz, mpeo Lald DGR PF S_wow,l ] en Brl= AP
Eem - Y IBK.-)/H’-LC) W TH & owe OSSRl g cu ptong S Py Lic b1 rte engy
S

—

8 ;M&Q/Wp
ENV— 2 B Bu~0 WY AP ITH Mt 91-“{,0, Guoo Ay = Appa /m

3 Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% IAﬂlmﬁd Rating : 3 M
! onts, = vy Govo PEIRY aeay sag - g gefos—= fore (cveo
& se0, SE€pP A g
& - -—
: ‘ . | (oo~ 76 -¥o _ ‘ﬁ'
S NAmapT 22 ﬂwﬁe S-’“‘z- &c/al- deer =4J_g_7

R — Lon(Upo, INT MP +0ully 0 pores wpnlno poes “octt — MJ% =K

PR — Z wroens s G000 toted L sen wese ROY 2 am1 ;P pasofuron, @GupoRl N Bie7 =Gedn

B — Exrernive (sts’) gn{ e O+ 2 Bafrr—a 40T = qavofeX, eufé
ENV ~ BTNV e T Bkﬁﬂ’/i’«wor":t_zq b Pl BLS (A 'r/n’rrt. Mv%/:,o-" m/«

Comments

B Praject Manayer, Key Team Leader(s} and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capaclty ~ 20% |Nulnmd Ratirg » l MQD
oet - Vi, ,gp'ﬂ-l/ Nicery oG -£€p, LeP g s, E‘NU_{; 2 &4 f
)
N
[

' lame:  [Srwnstar Enginearing Gioug. P.C ) |
A. Praject Manager, Key Team Leadens) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% 1

A-v/aeaa
ff;;,._ S Il it Plclo suply A4S 1aoT, Govp wiv OF & K B — 16 ~50~ §7
Q

[
RESOWE “Dlc LT 5 & C-.sr‘,z,oﬂ,;/ %C, WL&WMNDWUQ;Q&F%!"M ‘

ATl SO~

Assigned Rating % M A__Q

PO~ — 2 puoT poves = pa L A D paet =Fono, 4 RIS O, were AoLSS £ wbis [ adipa_
PM — 5 oneeas wary .mb[wku oy f REFwAFTACA, A-petiyo PFC/QJ—MW:-“/M 2
e — GosT Buro W Hang/lteo ! tnlte o Goon 4

Commaents

Irﬁ. Profect Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Woridoad Capacity — 20% Fmﬂamd Ratiog ) ) i A_O M

NV~ S prsllfeo | CeT  LbtrSon roed> = poAo

——



ol MY Gove oEpTH  HAY INT +TeoxT QA Potey
Aoded
whtad fuff T good Srien e o teem s L [SA
prf cve vt W’ﬁf recsnd{ls, A Q

w TpTp it T
d= 1

Comments

e e P —_———

CHOY E

A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and me’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% signed Rating 4» M )

N Ro7 - T'fPO d ot wfw-ao Ao 1 ﬂkwlﬂuuuf/ T ConnzOAAG axsmy = ,,m”/l 2
Fem- ol Bris t+ A Convro et rbb-r, Tn peNIWA] L G 00D Londs = 4D AT

g el
For -z BnHes miwners gusnue £ 1T 068 [lho =aw
BNV - Z whiporer | EXRDCHSIeord  AOEPA+ @ o - Acw 0"-/? = ApAT]
B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity - 20% l““iw"““"‘“ﬂ = A‘De’@
onGg — oK' PCPTH, PNV Scf Sur LAY (R4S JASTEAD OF Prorts
t z-ad
§ £24% 72
§—Nﬁw'- 1% Gooeolrdrear Lit off Awmwsr ASowv feepy 80_10&-65_

dAswrs 14 —liner€ Jonw

V“LI./ Gé'\r’d, Agu T w
APjecl Mnagr Key )'s Experlence and uualiﬂnatlo Assigned Rating - : =
mp,ouw( -2 A /h!w, L mPY, tupnr A0S T ApAdR /-_7_.‘7 e
EW"M':TS— l‘fﬁﬁ-SIH'i.D j—/ﬁpf./ﬂ,ﬂ. - Det. foles ~ A‘ﬂm/ébﬂo
: A, fa0at T
gbﬂ-" N GA TR P (‘Ic'f/PDP), 5 Ez;/[-{z() BT L evres sy — A 4
“E - N Led,  Zémy (a:l- leent I LH‘"@: PAEsemar canty LG o0n ) = pngd
B

e ——— e ] P
Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workloag Capaclty — 20% IMtigmﬁ Rasng H ﬁ cro 'L’

Govo oePTrt (e MW?), 4 @A, TraffFre? > APHR

UY~4 -go - o

——E _-_‘_‘_-——_._\___\_-_
rat® Ao prafrioe rod fo Sctus( F e Fri oy Cpdrie Goon
Sege FrELovrse = ELéenlc

Cambnents

£ P"”"“‘e"rime's Experlence and Qualifications — 30% ~ [AsigoeaRaing o : » e rartt
77T = e T ae(Dice R, D REAS, | HER) RALE = Al <, e &é?m@
gw = LoTs oF 8elthpo EXF AS P, Som € GOOD ZocES = pDAq

Sor = 2o [He0 ] vt rous priees GO RolE = 4OAR

Q
ENVY = ‘-(—(r:sn_s'(f«("yo — it nNlay = LooK 4
rB.ProjantManager. Koy Team Leader(s} and Prime's Resources andf Workload Capacity — 20% lﬂulumdmm :. } m / m
ol = LiutT pe‘pm(;l_ Pens o Wr'forur) Z ecfon = A0 4Q — \L
2 /
§ -2 -26 —§
5 NARAATIVE™ =Coup ws € of ERTAN LT, = #APAQ

nager, Kay Team Leader(s) and Frime's Experignce and Qualifications — 30%

(el "_}‘.‘&fﬂ‘:‘.
" Row — 1 Pasl torg = P 4 = ThAFcoapwL Oy 78 LD ERIAL S~ Zpn w H'&OT Lﬂ:pm/“‘m

BLY IETL Ao T PAA. . Phicra PED On Wi poce 13-6/ s M'H?.
g _ v MOH l"'w
B KL = PM = e [paor " werkGoondgan
eV F Amaser o oG, 2 ev(Ete)T ol D oo wlewe re L e
B. Projsct Managaer, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Rescurces and Warkload Capacuy—znf I»'«“isud Ratirg HI‘ r
ote —c,go pePTh, Mty onewn G SEP £ Gooo pword 1 &ce”) §o —1® 0 D
pso— QA - B e L ._1 -
= AN
P p-m/ vor6L LS D

INM:L?M- Sy NS ex8 exPrwz- Q'd'(f“d’?’)




Commoents

Sex Prev. PAcse

Firm Name Hsath Linebiach, Enginsarm, e 3
A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Assigned Rating

W‘("’ 1 nreee e T tPuns, Q,Mwbrmzml 1 eef TeeAL

PV\/—' Dt Mw.{ L M{M— LT PGc  tommuiapsy MEWS = Geor
R 2 B85 o « -t/ ~ Gevo

- 5
B ¥iay rs (2o wf Cex

f»u\hol(.urwr— o o~ = Mﬂ“"‘/awo
Preject Managar, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity - 20%

Comments

- _» A , "_‘,.;
’ OL{GM RaPIRES=S,

Ihulgmd Rating

S

ents

A’M/ el
WM 4""“"""’3! CA{RTVIMEG |5 o pfasng, ul
. gaukiu&m—ofﬁar RA S

A Project Manager, Key Team Lo

Apye | bran

S —— R "____
- _'_]'I:i:amzﬁ!ﬁ:g,—

ader(s) and Prime's Experience and Qualifications = 55% .~

»3 | b ] 2 om
O — \lh PEPTH 0 TEAMS Fore Bt U ah , oo Bt 05 wfZr €zokopc

a[;»,gw.»t-- T o pEsd e Ru[H-yo) Z—usvt-s'/l&-po, A Ve Rotel = Gouvp
EP,VL -3 BLS/IM Wit eI no ey T o e foown

; &1 — ?,PJ‘-/H'pb, 4 bﬂ-/f—lL— Ao S SoLpums BF POP, @A AN ER
ENV — 3 prs (ke L.-[C,e' d D€ nReLed = A2wtifecvo

[E Preject Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Warkicad Capaclty — 20%

e L) SAJMH

Predts

IAnigmd Rating

AP0
——-_———_.__
ng__ Aer fAed Nt inivr - CRTErA 3. B Q4

524K Las oD TPOErefun 1o  PAS

(unk.ﬂ;

der(s) and Prime’s Experlence and Qualifications — 30%
kot — T Wigesy, R ptultalene. (ovrlan

EM— oM 1 BIC e 7, oo PUNTH oTzhenws 3 € 2 @A

B-Vo-gGy- e

R Marve

/7

£ re
g Fr— lerS
8

W rTens K Soa, A Foe Pr
B = pussean T

) AD (rEA- ke TG, DX A G
MO RAAC ATTOAOr— 1o DbdSeregls " Prateet, o av et 0F revnrn Bp =

» THO, germvit+ condnsiing isce:
£e, NO #UbTTiars rea [f Jere » ﬂ:ﬂ’ﬂ-ff = AﬂAQ/b

i,
eEnNv— [ B M.e_, wal-\,_z_m_ = Ao eED
manannr,xwfmd r(s) and Prime’s R and Workioad Capacity — 20% F-wmdm-u 251 A1 m
GOF% CHAy™ VY poan 1] Latetane PST. FILS rsor PUED, COLOL. Cudiaie aruT—
® MD~pn _ orwr - gn7? -
§ ¢ Fvee = me 2T LA 1D | s 20— 5o
'?W&gﬁoﬂ‘ ewffr ﬁ“[% Wa}. 0‘“‘?‘7 lrtfta. efFort puf— - B
— sietes ftaes pProyPose e
Mnger. Key T I e’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Assignad Rating 4»
awﬁ—-ﬂpo (PR RO, L whown A possiar tanes L Baflso w Gove it = Lo AR [4po
E P 0 o €O, oLt O € Paujs radeedrts Ro e P e T ZzuM 1-2 wioms, 2 51 0ventue,
- ey, L 4 =
Foe THPD, 3ons[nens 1 maflenam P 7 S :_;omps, Y e i)
eMlv— IS+ b,/{((-w N OOIT Bvupied . 2 'Bn/,m_ CPer— M rso S = GoopD
B Profect Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity - 20%, lﬁﬂ'iﬁmdﬂmns H M
One. — GooP PEYTE Z-QMfac W Ser. Asdal _ o

N> Pl S0 ech au-b/e,ﬁ_, 0@%'——'««'-./)’ VG e d’L‘fTChu s 7
‘ /n.dgﬂ( Mo  — ~.

- A —_— -

w. & e s mten A 2 A ﬂb)/’-—-- s



Comments

A. Praject Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Experience and Qunliﬁ(atiorrlisi:gf;% -

_:_j_'n:_,:;‘,.iﬁs‘ _nl-fd;'ﬁh:--.;_i — :
hMW‘f"‘ Q-ﬁn”“w (D?M'l' b‘n—) Ll IEND '-"'12“’-""\" Bd{ﬁw . 2oLl o = MAQ_
E‘pM_, B et 2. Exr[ﬂ'moc_—_lra tae M/Hzo + 3 QP/I.!L’ Ve foted = Goop [N
oo 2 serlon - 3 anfee,

v — € s [t o

ArLo O+ 08T INSP, flolSTS o = Goum
wl e

«9|cfbw K7 OTSC = MMJ/G"“’ .
[B” Project Wanager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% IMslnMR-ﬁw > 3 I A:@ W
ont— O oeeTH,; oty L bt enL? v Lnown 7 4 &A ) "G ove A
ﬂ -+ W ———
s o>
-QEMM“' = TMPO . Cood P OF vreacer ¢ TV f-Fva‘—(foDl—Mﬂ—L—) Z "'% - €F—o
T tSuByT |
. ..I- eyT e'sExper!enca and Qualifications - 30% )} NG . G o JEVa)
. Boed ~ Prosews Al E}CO&M«MT} But Loche. MW)’C‘% Ml[’r&o + BVL«[WK—)
§

riZdavild
= A—o./i—i?aooo
36(&&-, H}O-r a MJ Bl .. A “.h"""‘" P & LATE. Q¢ LoD - Ao dcL
BW—" V& paA=T + fotes Cooo't [E2Y o r:ow,ﬁ") t

G
wmum.s') W ey /

Bpalhorz an/put_ reuon & 6“’9/"7(.
ENV = Geeo pros(D et bunioun « 7 pe parw) Lors ovon Hod 2 Jnn | Aeso 02 = Geop
E Project Manager. Key Team Laader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% IMDiGMdems : = 6_;0079
. oet bas ve PEPTH ~mellL one AN2eD, 3 Qnrlac_, [ M PN
3 Pl 45@.... AT Bone oty SHow-s3 ¢ T aFF € ST
]
T
o

/
60 | g2~ Jy- 64 -T2
ﬁ—u/uaur‘l“-d_u_.. b v dhog- wser Waegh ‘\‘:Ef}‘-\v—, [T
MMM 02

[

I3
CST ENG RE: DEoue, AreriS= Vi ) Pl s = Goon
A Prj erv. Key Tea n rlme's Experlence and Qualiications — 30%

rd T
powt ~ Bflfzn S5C, whoehs Wi LY AU SC/ whders w Balifyo Ges f:'b:avu—r rives = Ao

)
§orr = Humes/Hpo ¢ 1 Bn—/n,n. AL SePOT, LW Aud = ADAR
E Ared
Bl - Bony [Heo rrover e u =

Com

Mo pu-v/m G~ KL
ENUV— aft—!érw wf & goack PorE, + owt () + Brpors e4
[B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Frime's Resources and Workload Capacity— 20% |A'llw'-dﬁa!fm > M @
GG -~ Geots DEPTH C WA ORe~¥D L Q4 por o — iPatbd :
a =
k
Pan — MMNE Frloame LERIMNL 3=, & o CAB AT ]
5 »~ g God gxf oY ==

Juff ATTPPRAR (b tmonic, €.6. PTeity prfee AT w B ieb|  fes@ i oy,

A Pro] gaf. Key Team der(s) nd Prime’s Exr!ence and Quatifications — 36%

. » CPOTS / o

“WU‘J"{’ L[v‘bb:f/ﬂ—;,o- et €8 LefTow BreT S0 Gewprtteo = v A Govn

o - Z ps [0 + Bl i 2 (MreaT Bnftheo ), t AnfRn, ( wip linrrapy = Py
§Be — Ben/thor L pafre wf cowr rown = = ey L

env- Y ey oo L DEte~ST  foled = Guep
B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% IAM'sM Rating ?\_> A:o W

— DEVOTH = OC(ADAD. ., onter 4 &2 A

oG 2-€eco o ADBR

AR decn A P extemsibe Exp v P /?/-Bao:) SAvond
P s ®S =2 O TETAL 1 7134 -

L, l



Se‘k'-— ?'L,e'v.._ PHAGE

Comments

Firm.Nam
A Project Manager, Key Team Loader(s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Awslgned Rating )

M0 AR,
Rowt = Z avsT P wl wuwe (o oS A omn oD wi/n o S pAVEG AT

§ pM e } BYPASS (hl-) N[G?;O R-OUE—’ 1_,3& w} p_,ﬂ_,..— DM[“ Mf—d:; mr.:uow == MAze
E €
594-'- 1 ¢n Bﬂ-'-“faooom-—d'r Z g at+Hyo . Goso
N~ "{ ens ATV DR p verty Sedonf, ¢ rescey = Mm !
B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s} and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% Assigned Rating

ST A0 o= e
vé ﬂt?’PT'H', Bﬂdm vy B S‘IGWMA?Y(N\(), Gowr B a3 Qﬁ—m
i T»/-»—?P—v—c? =QenD

_(98‘-’3:1-1»('-8"?’
8 lirms Moa Dns P FA= dpang e,

a‘pwg.. Z .oférzrws/ 1 sw el Vo, R\ He Ve, Yz gsmeltrer = A0AG

gf’M'- 1 Beluzo 0P| Jlut oemiing (1w [Bre 46 |, 8e/ BoAD, T onr ’”"'__;'f_’°__./'4"”‘"
§8e - teotlieo Zafne, e Befroe. -—sze-% ere _Stec> Gen K 6P
BNV~ TS o6 AEet 10 OUS 6/ Preus o ATO T T Sue B.BX = APoa/o

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% lMliBned Rating ),_) I A—p m
oue, SUTTT VU ogPT  Lipi onaeo , amd SER, 2 (Seos B alt mr <o
2
i hot~/Gron | Yg-ad- oo - ST

5 ottt e fle f"'ﬁa-ea(-r "‘H{/‘-’C/Lﬂ- prd 4TS

Firm Name: __[ior iactors L1 = =i
PMger, Key Team Le nd Prime's Experience and Qﬁons - 3% lhsalnmﬂ Rating
ROt ~ 2 Bs [lhees Bur Mo paT DFScasT = prne [ pobR
f o~ Bug/llae $€, Hu2 ST, ON cerws w3 saltlro wngeuy | T GOOO
E o
- + Pus/l TG v = bo 3+l
5 B q /ﬁw =k a2e) e "ﬂ"’/w GOVD Lo
eny - S_B‘P-—r/u':—' wift o T B PR Petedy TAVAL G >
|B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Workload Capachy — 20% iAlll‘wd Rating = 3 %LW
'»OW- Ca B2 OE—PT#, ww-/ou‘muwm,z Lo e‘m&f"b‘fvlfsw
: Z <A, 4o 4830 —yu~ SF
rAe — TYPD |

Com,

A@ Ouf'gmn__d'\autg\ a?(dzh". regswread o

e wll b g e—unr iy fogefNe~ Po4eQ
A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Experience and Quallfications — 30% Assigniaa Rating > é-’ﬂﬂﬂ

b Poet = InTREZens T N tMTERCH . BypASY 2 projT u-/ Brlpr —lewe pocen = God)
5PM = MARTEAS W OFANMG /,w?_ Pro;~ BuF oS e DB BT éﬁ% z M/ﬂrtt, —_ /?H.)M/Qcoq

Eﬁq,- B &urotal w0 wr‘o‘/wﬂw,/ ViEney Govo fored = Lovo
-]
Q
BNV~ goop C& EXP 0N S s iy & Peics O/ SiLLom = Eoon
B. Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) ana Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% IAulgmd Rating H E E o
.—__P

SeE NERT  PAGE



OMP— VG PEPTH, aycold one & PrevowTud, NV SPud BY
. VS, Hpamsew  BA Trwnc = Coun

as, 6o, 0,

A AL S Al (rpep QA poor fuvier , Gose TBQ AeF 015y
AOO #€S 2 K10, Dpurg £.G., SPet” BAS MFRL €Xp =6 0D

i
P
§
S

A Project Managsr Key Team Leader(s) and Prlme‘s Exper]ence and Qualifications — 30%

'.p "X C
Rowsf — Zs»s'/éh,o F 2 ensfre - A escaiionT, cxpucd oes = €K

P~ 2 os Vo v 3 Besfeac Fwno w/px..w*‘-— /2ol ol bifgparcec = G°°°/g’f\
BL— |8/t Bpns[Hr0 Good POSercernayT— Govs [EX

ENV (?M[l“"vo CES + 2¢AS oro Bdr{(ﬁ.o - Gwo/m

IB Project Manager Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources "and Workicad Capacity - = 20% Imhmﬂ Rating H q E /1 g ;
ots = VG PCOTH ... Twe 1ect{ 7 Clizrn 4 ong Arxlels | ohod SEFP Sy

Comments

£ OtSC. £ Hag Momg T 3 IS Pov Dise. 2 fensom ant, Y ~ Yo -

B O [/ Rd

£ ALSe fotes Zon ve ComST L&Y, cAT T = Geab/Ex o~ 3
‘ 8 NARL > . Goop !EDCA'MPM of ora oﬂ_ﬁtﬁ-&-’ o B m Ptze ‘L’

i 9=‘-S‘/B~V ows (B/ABM

ABL ERforLr corr 656 €4 6F £, =go J}/e;\

[ waib)/ Go
Bow —~ B BUNOLE —H(BS o Ay orscn OF WP M (28 [ caneds, D wirnemi NI = Ao AL
gPH ~fvo. 3 M\-\w 2 raen(Ba{ 20D, [ pn sosore . byecfep e dales

oveo reiwd = Ao/ s owd
wa Z b |lzo % j, o (L = GooD
&W-’ gfw{&u L.JL cE S Bl e T DE)e — (yenb/ﬁ-v,
B Pro]ecmlanager Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% i-’migmdﬁlﬂnu ': }‘ ,“}0 ﬁ O
oG =~ ACHR. OBPTH, 3 prnseom— LA TEAM_ i e

/XN M52

8
13
—gykﬁmﬁ- A rod B So&a-ia/(n., QA wergense F‘mmmr:—— A-74~C2 -8

A iject Manager Key Team mder(s) and Pn'me s Experience and Qualifications — 3%

Arb+22
p BOurf — 2 of Y paos foLes = ABssTvs Ph on Q4 aeu(morretarig)- [ Bnffro + ] ttoe— = proi
g pAL ~ 3wto-J‘N A e .Mﬁm.ww‘-{ ‘1— BL/ l+‘b° ""éu‘. RoLcd 40
g = A-c?

—_ enH’rw To. > I = Avp& [Goud
§Bﬂ.— { r BETo (Mt gnf ja0), 511.1!1,«_. 1 /
ENV - s puf Hao u—-\, Les Joe . .rpby” = Anod-w
B Profect Manager, Eey Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% Iﬁniamd Rating r\ } W
, Ot~ GouD OEPTH, oRCaNIIC0, BuT QA Towue = PAs kL7 ‘
i A4 30 - 32 - 732 €8
§~M¢A~FF— qmcxfcw'f' vPG.M reg owrce pry
2¢ [ 7

A Project Manager Koy Team Leader(s) and Prime’'s Experience and Quaﬁﬂcations 30%

Pl — ZarlUzo, T ee Bomecs o e Lenst Zhelteo £ wioww wige 6090 fraues = Mﬁ"l{

& Gouy
e => T2po —
g PM —5 Spu e T Prod. (l\bfﬁ-mcrr_ pYEer) BuTrav R0 L | wiogrs £2 an./(éw w:wm«ﬂ"mwh
§ B~ 2 gas/tyo s Z-gufn T O Rl s Goop mhoAR
ENV - B Mg/ﬁw Aece A b é‘oap y
'I-!ProjectManager Key Team Leadar(s) and PrimesResources and Workload Capacity — 20% IAﬂlstMhu :_- _} wﬂ / W
0Ll = DB DEPTY . el grccees 6\--1‘, towtl +mn_ oa = A-Om/acvo > o
Ser O Jo-ito- ity Op
P2l waldi,
el ¥ T ﬂ/ﬁ badowrtvr e OF-Sw 1B P ortten f"i::]_ PO T '”2"'7—0@

0, PFTau o ERptand- o Avite AT




Comments

Sce Prev. ThGE

A. Projact Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Experience nd Qua]lﬂcaﬁon =30%

— & |
RowW - Sapue S RS o AS P BT NoT Rowvwy kel kg - R wio, 1 NL '--{No e el ~ Mr«-q/
P om - Lot oF Baltigo £XPUS prosd As rar mvut B Retse et = MDA A4
§ BL — 3 pus/Hep , 2 par/RO, DR roAs = MM/Goaﬁoz)Lﬂ“-ng
Q0
enov - Zf(a A< TOS, ':'5’6 Eco, 20T NCPA D | 16D wofwil. = puune [ovdg
B‘ijuctianiger. Koy Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capaclty-zﬁ-% IhilwdRﬂlﬂ "L : G e P
OLL - Ve PEPTH | WL O, Y QA 1D-F = Good (+ vy £X P)
2
B
g Foww Wi N5 entpy
3

76 - 04 — <
it 7> FLAF | phstso, Exe o D3 W] pls TS Hond Seas Exp
Ve Prosuet” Aplios

FE2I (eAV) cuuricon TP 4Dt v (24—~

AE Lroject Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Experience and Qualificatlons — 30% Assigned Rating _) g ~ =

o PO~ BrgsRowE w 3oty o, B[R, prasir, vroes A of e puees = Goo D

EPM - G4 BumoLE o "IFMHLD en ?4(_, [apemctt we M—"Iﬂ-l(., EX I+ M W&’/H@b :Ib/bdm

—~ Ok Bure s w Benllbo P ag, Co O DE2. Percy, Roces top
fee % ,Brfet, penes oot O BB
ENV — B dumole 33‘*[“‘9% 3ot B[40 (oo ASLY T Counm
rB Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% IAnlgned Rl‘“"l— » ﬁ Sor
AN e .

o o KDY V& DEPTH | Olo shitey | ENV 5P HA(Q,-_,/;;:;O_’_M

H 2P To- o ~ (o-yh
Fama s Hoff, Goon PATOM UPiRLOIND ™) SECADN — bptn),

Q
Eirmi Name: T L Interibtmal ] B
A Project Manager. Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Avsigned Rating ‘> M A’Q_

Zow ~ |l wipews + A -V R WIWWC Mch | oL agen = A—DA-Q (‘ HLD, dﬂ-w)
& Wwere geove”
L Pm-
§
Q

A‘Q EWV = ’bwll}zp\.ﬁliﬁﬂdfb
3¢ - \ﬂ,allw_,wc\mt._r-auh’, \ﬁu[l\"f_o witpic fott’ = AP

| pritiee weve tows 1 pe AUT P-1-C, MERT DIFF S cans™= A0 @Q
| Be[RW’ Bur ~o toud™

VIDEM, s 2T S Ul
(B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Warkioad Capaclty — 20% Falmﬂmﬂﬂ - > H'mﬁ{ ',J ':Q 4},,{4_
ORG — NaT A LoT 0FDIPTH (Bt ¢ €MY) BNV MaT Brvre~ we 87 one, Brmiar T n_:"_;ﬂ

g EXcrnrs T Mu-/a—ooo -4

§,.m—n4.- 165 FufE B~ oo - po- Y 8

; Mo |~285 ERP Lawpy
A Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Experlence and Qualifications — 30% ignad Rating » ,q 7

Eﬂmwr T MO GA ¥RP, 2 onancet Z wro, 1 wro *B@HVO/ Juo[umﬁ_mm —- M/ﬂ'ﬂi‘ﬂ(

E PM" ZBL{H"I;O, Z w1 Pref iy I s e NU/UJWLMCA g ,679'4_?
53@,-—3%(”‘-&0’ 1 iNteweey Prluvn = Goord

ENY = < g oo wirer c e /iievrrAvies

B. Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload G

—

— peoid
Ity — 20% Imigmﬁﬁ.mng : : w Eg)
] fecl) e lax
o4 = Ok... Fepes ve , Ottt plil | aner 1 av 6wrs (ae? En?
/RA—  er gef,
- A'pﬂu-
e x f A

lo~ (o8 - 62 - 8«
AV




Comments
W
‘@\
;
:
@
\

A Prqect Manager Key Team er(s) and Prime’s Experlence and Qualifications — 30%

2ot = 2 88 [Hpo + 1 vsen L Mulr. M{l!epo- 1 Ret€ Co=p MET bubtie = ArAQ
P —~ 3 bﬂr)’b‘-", 1 FM/(LL, 1 tbf‘-/PlneuArr'f? w&w’ﬂﬁw = EX/&oag
BL — B+ BM/H'—;,O LTt W Peel DeSeaianr = Goon

ENV — & pag e wl e Ooes PET pores = A—-GM/WQ

B Projoct Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workicad Capacity — 20% Iﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬂd Rating H [

Comments

Groon
mou. Ve pepr & Spp TremtS for RO 30 2 prugon CQA
’E—f fN" ' SEL SraeY) 2 s M{A"M b ~— 52-—-7Q _&
§;umu¢'?-ﬂuk efM\s-NswE’PD?-ronJeaaf’e'x.p NOD TB PRamCT. D
Q

G e P*t /oem.n-f— SNV ouw.su# ;) GOOD Des o~ Waﬁ-ﬂ—%
E ,

A Projoct Manager, ey Yo Leacars)

) and Prlme’s Experlence and Quali‘ficahons 0%

b 4|

A@WM& Mazﬂ
’_’-_-==.

ﬂ-ow‘{ witto 1S VL? RLaZ< on um.,mcé7 A N Do T EXP, 1 wTlc cown orLy, wcoaha_;pm
r.-e»u Z,Pﬂoa‘—vj_ﬁﬂ'(l*w Wieay toLg, :1__ Bty 0 L ool ot = APAGY ’j

ae,g/— “PAL DR 18OT or Foblowiy BASY.., fpaohs, Ligr oM Mo DETS, Kb ﬂ-ow's = Pw‘—

“roo 1
EN\!"' < an/(ff"c.» w[a—,-; G- B O [LeGity peden = A-o»—cz

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) ahd Frime’s Resources and Workload Capachy = 20% 2lgned Reting r ; ,G-p 6"5&

Zz 0"6(? S ROy pﬂ—f? LoAvtpernaly (rofe T _ b AnTIrsT etf-.:.«e
§ &ooo pPEPTH, EX a7 pie, >N

¢+ doe JUSceans aé#a-—-— e ooy 'l-fvf{-w—u-.. gy
etrd—

A Prajecl Manager Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Experlence and Qualifications — 30%

N'“"f - DEENT oS BT ABUOAL ] AT ~ [ 30 W] BT fupprcoranie € pasT f*'“-'/Wl
E P~ Goo Ene BXL W] B thyn + B T ER | DM NESICH Lol 0 GERHPAST, EST NL 1 1PEN
geof. (at-el 28R wardlk — OEUNT Al = GooD

M""G‘-ﬂ‘DrLbue;‘ EpAt o8 2 WCS(H—m Aasgumen)+ - om Chre ~ foup

!LProject Manager, Key Team Leaderfs) and Prime's R and Workload C -20 " IMBI‘amd Rsting

S
——

==l )

6Ll Gooo preTH- £ Bacwe BP BY DLSC, V[, 3 Ponse— /~O: el BV, ZGeso

nis

fo - 2Y - 20 -4+

/\ru'o.(; neau,u,./'}t-—u- - Aag 1—:..-4--@"“

A Prnject Manager Key TeamLeader(s) and Prime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Avsigned Reting - )

posy — L Enltee, bR nvns, ZWMH*‘B"’{F-’”— oS = 'A”’A'Q

&
Erm—— PP/ Hen, /BYrAsS 3 weisend, T Y
Fee — pelee, 3 Bellpo 7—ah, Luntfoc = pois/iood
eNv — | fleaxtewns o -i.ﬂfé./[-(--z,ol.?._unﬂeﬁ’igam EA3 = AosQ PO —
B Projaclﬁar-ager Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capaclty — 20% IAnlgnedetlng : } M&‘ / o0 O ) /
ote tAS V6 DEPTH  Ernv S0 fuf oMLT 5—&07 3 Pense— QA TEam o ¢
7#;:»-,?/

ACLDED

for? (Y-32 248
NI ($ Govo wEC Of pep el W EXt OF S Sevlie— Q4

L 7 R




Evaluation Criteria

I
& &
& &
L Evaluator 3
&S &
Q..
Phase One
Maximum Points allowed =| 300 200 Evaluator 3 Individual
SUBMITTING FIRMS v v Total Scora | Ranking
Barge Design Solutions, Ine Good | Adequate 325 7
Calyx Engineers and Consultants Good | Adequafe 325 7
Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P C Good Good 375 1
Cranston Engineering Group, P C Adequaie| Adequate 250 22
CROY Engineenng, LLC Adequate| Adequate 250 22
EXP US Services, Inc Adequate] Adequate 250 22
Freese and Nichols Good Good 375 1
HDR Engineering, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 22
Haath Lineback Engineers, Inc Good | Adequate 325 7
Holt Consulting Company, LLC Good | Adequate 325 7
IDS Global Marginal | Adeguate 175 kXl
KCl Technologies, Inc Adequate| Good 300 19
Keck & Wood, Ing. Adequaie| Marginal 200 30
Lowe Engineers, LLC Good Good 375 1
Mead and Hunt, Inc Good | Adequate 325 7
Michael Baker International, Inc Good Good A75 1
Moffatt & Nichol Marginal | Adequate 175 31
Mareland Altobelll Assoctates. Ing Adeguate] Good 300 19
Mott MacDonald LLC Good | Adequate 325 7
Neel-Schaffer, Inc Good |Adequate 325 7
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc Good Good ars 1
QK4 Inc Good | Adequate 325 7
RK Shah Assnciates, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 22
[RSH. Inc | Good |Adequate 325 7
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 22
STV Incorporated Goopd | Adequate 325 7
TY Lin Internatioral Adequate| Good 300 19
Thompson Engineenng, Ing Good | Adequate 325 7
TranSystermns Corporation Good  { Adequate 325 7
Vaughn & Melton Consuliing Engmeers, Inc. Adequate| Adequate 250 22
Waood EIS Adequate} Adequate 250 22
WSP USA Inc Good Good 375 1
* Maximuom Points alfowed =| 300 200 560 |%
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GDOT Solicltation #: : PHASE | - Prelimina
RFQ-484-052819, Contract 4 Phase of Evaluation: . ry
Ratings
Evaluator #: 2 _ _
Bvatuatpn Sgmmitors shadld ascign RAtZK)s JapBons +nud agpeanyban or ratinsgs baow] e mmah Sectian  Contisars must oo wiinean vt His hoxes providad snd e hsuld Juslity e ratog psaniud
Poor = Doaes Not have minimum gualifi‘eatlonsfavaﬂ.abmg = 0% of the Avail Points
Margfnal = Meets Minimum qualificationslavailability but one or more major considerations are not addressed or is lacking in some i I o Score 25 % of Available Polnts

Adeguate = Meets mini qualificationfavailability and is generally capable of perfornming work = 50% of i Points
Good = Mora then meets minimurmn gualiﬁuuonslavallahlllty and ds In some aspects =75% of Available Paints
Excellent = Eully me2ts gualifizatiancfayeilability and.axcoads in several or all areas = 100% of Available Painte

[n: ijeet 1nag ney Team dens; and Frime's Expe!ience anu Gualilicatons — 507 ; ) |

PM (Johnny Lee) has 19 yrs exp and has been PM on numerous similar projects for GDOT; has deait with Iarge bridges with env challenges
such as over Satlla River and Altamaha River, which will share challenges with subject replacement over Ocmulgee. Roadway lead (Jeff|
Vickery) has 10 yrs exp and good exp in simiiar roie. Bridge lead (Michael Russell) has 30 yrs exp; iie lists plenty of bridge projects but does
not seem to Include one over a large river such as the Ocmuulgee. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge
projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a Jarge bridge with NMFS challenges, however. Prime lists work
on numerous bridge projects, but not a Iarge bridge such as the Ocmuigee.

B, Project Ménager. Key Team Leader(s) end Prme & Resources and Workioad Capacity - 20% _]1'-siened Rating '; Adeg uate

Team is not particularly deep, with just EPEI to do all environmental and the prime to do all design. That is adequate on this contract, as
the firms’ size allows them to organize into 2 teams for env, road, and bridge. KTLs have good avallability. This team seems Jike it would
defiver the projects successfully.

L& Rrojeit Manmger, Key Teartlogd R s] shd ms‘a Expenence and Qualificauons — 30% |Assignen Raiing

PM (Ken McDuff) has 29 yrs exp in roadway design. He has served as PM on numerous bridges, including one over Etowah River and one over
the Chattahoochee. Roadway lead (David Jackson} has 13 yrs exp not with particularly fong bridges but plenty of different situations. Bridge
Lead has 30 yrs exp with a great depth of exp but does not list a large bridge similar to the Ocmuigee. NEPA Lead has 29 yrs exp completing
CEs for numerous bridge projects inc over Efowah River. Prime has ample experience with recent bridge bundles inc larger bridges.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Rasources and Workload Capasity ~ 20% nmiamd Rating > Y | Adequate

Team is not particularly deep, with prime doing all design and a lot of env and EPEI assisting on environmental. One other firm is on the
team fo do geotech. That is adequate on this contfract, but little redundancy. Team recognizes the importance of early utility coord and
avoidance of env when possible. KTLs have good availability. This team seems like it would deliver the projects successfully.

A Pr-sja Mlﬁ#ﬁ ey Taan Lsaduria) anst Primete Fazerlence ang Cunlifications — 30% zsines Katng

PM {Jennifer Patterson) has 25 yrs exp in diverse roles, inc prolect management, but does not list any bridge projects among her relevant
projects. Bridge lead (David Stricklin) has 23 yrs exp and has served in same role for another bridge over the Ocmulgee, so he has dealt with
the same issues that the subject project will deal with. Road lead {Mark Hanson) has 20 yrs exp inc on diverse projects, one with rather
large bridges over Interstate. Env lead (Patrick Smith) has 25 yrs exp; has completed numerous documents inc one in progress for another
bridge over the Ocmulgee River. Prime lIsts some relevant bridge profects, but no one large river crossing.

Bl Project Manager, Kay Tesm Leaderis) and Pnime's Resources and Workioad Gapacity — 20% I‘-ssu:ﬂrd Rstiig > I

4

Good

Team has tremendous depth with 11 subs on-board and redundancy of services in all areas. Org chart is fairly robust, but does not have

QA/QC for env. Team has good availability. Approach has a good focus on schedules and QA, plus ABC approach, but not much mention of|
SNV,




Adequate

PM (Scott Willlams) has 16 yrs exp inc bridge replacements but not one as large as Ocmulgee. Road lead (David Mills} has 15 yrs exp in
same role on a variety of project fypes but no bridge as large as the subject project. Bridge Lead (Josh Stamm) has 14 yrs exp including
same role on a Flint River bridge. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped
coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NIMFS challenges, however. Prime lists adequate experience on bridges
but not one as large as the Ocmulgee.

B! Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Workioad Gapacity — 20% j jAssigned Rating ) > I Adeguate

Team has adequate depth with redundancy in bridge and road design, but only EPEI to do most env. Org chart clearly layed oul. KTLS have
good availability.

T TR R R T
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A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s EXpenence and Qualcatona — 30% Assignea Ranng 3

- equate

PM {Chris Rideout} has 29 yrs of exp covering road design and profect management for a variety of project types, but he does not list a bridge
the size of the subject Ocmulgee replacement. Roadway lead (Eric Brisse) has 8 yrs exp in road design. He has served as lfead designer on a
few road profects but does not list a large river crossing likke the Ocmulgee replacement, nor even a bridge replacement project. Well versed
in PDP w 10 yrs at GDOT. Bridge design lead {Sam Wade) has 13 yrs exp. He lists a large bridge experienc on a 750-ff long structure over a
reservoir in Walton County, GA. NEPA Lead (Michelle Mcintosh) has 25 yrs exp in env work for transportation projects Inc 10 yrs at GDOT.
Has exp with NEPA, GEPA, EJ, and Public involvement. However, she does not list a similar bridge profect to the subject projects. Prime lists
numerous bridge replacements and holds a FY17 bundle of 7 off-system bridges. They do not list a Iarge bridge.

B Froject Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capaelty — 20% (ssigned Ruting — | Adeguate

Team has good depth with 6 subs and redundancy in all area classes, but Org chart Is bare bones and does not list a lot of names, only has
one person for QAQC (not indicted what his area of expertise is]. Resource wrife-up shows that they will conduct extensive and early utlity

coordination, which should help the project. It's also mentioned that they have staff to review constructability, an important aspect for these
bridges.

rojecl Manaﬂerarﬁ Lsaarts) and Prime’s Expenance and ual[ﬂcatlnns - D%

. Awﬂgnad Raﬂny . : » I : A d equ at e
PN (DeWayne Comer) has 28 yrs exp w GDOT, where he did design and project management. From the GDOT side, he oversaw bridge
replacements inc over Efowah River (which is much smaller than the Ocmulgee). Road Lead {David McFarlin) has 25 yrs exp inc as designer
for bridge projects, although none listed was as large as the Ocmulgee. The Bridge Lead {Kamlesh Kumar) has 14 yrs exp and has designed
multiple bridges but no large river crossing. NEPA Lead {Heather Edwards) has 18 yrs exp in env planning and cultural resources. She has
prepared CEs for numerous bridge replacements with env issues but does not list a large bridge involving NMFS. Prime lists exp on miultiple
bridges, has done ABC, but does not list one as large as Ocmulgee River.

B Projost Wq-‘f’eam Usaden(s) and Prime'e Reeourcos snd Workload Cagaciy - 20% [P=sioned Rating >> |

Adequate

Team is falrly deep with 5 subs and redundancy in key design and env areas. Org chart has an incorrect name, listing Mark Grindstaff a EPEI,
though he's been with another firm for quite some time. Have other names been vetted? Org chart lists more names for survey than for

environmental. Only one name for QAQC also serves as constructabilty and VE reviewer. QAQC write-up lacks details/specifics. KTLs have
good availability.

AT NAame. . b |
A Fruject Manager, Rey Team Leadeds) and

Frmnn's Exp

and Quaiiicatons = 36% oo i

PM (Keith Frankiln) has 37 yrs exp managing a variety of project types, including bridge replacements. The examples he lists do not include
a mayfor river bridge replacement but does list several standalone bridge projects a widening that includes bridge work. Bridge lead {(Greg
Grant) has 34 yrs exp with structures inc a bridge replacement over Altamaha River, which will share many of the same env Issues as the
subject bridge over the Ocmulgee (e.g., NMFS coordination). Road lead (Tricia Hatley) has 25 yrs exp and has worked on several large
bridges but her role was as Principal in Charge rather than lead design. NEPA Lead (Buddy Covington) has 20 yrs exp, He has comploted

numerous documents including a CE for a Satilla River crossing. Prime has worked on a number of bridge replacements including river
crossings in OK.

B Projact Manager, Key Team Leader(e) and Prine’s Resources and Workdoad Capacify ~ 20% ]Ass'gﬂed Rating : > 1

Good

Team has good depth with 8 subs and redundancy in most areas with archaeology and history being notable exceptions. Org chart does not
Hist a Iot of resources, just the KTLs plus a handful of other key players fone per area class). Additional resources inclide 25 PEs in GA.
KTLs have good availability.




i i

A Mnnggr,l(e Team Lgader(s) aq anExperlensa and Qullﬂcatmnsso% i deq uate
PM (Steven Jing) has 18 yrs exp and a structural eng background that would be good for the subject contract. Has worked on variety of|
bridges inc river crossing at Middle Oconee and Ocmulgee at SR16. Roadway lead (Phil Hufcherson} has 10 yrs exp and has worked on
other bridge profects in similar role, but does not list a major river crossing. Bridge lead is also the PM. He seems to be well qualified fo
handle both roles but this could be a bottleneck. NEFA lead {Jordan Myers) is experienced (19 yrs) managing ecological tasks buf does nof
show expertise as a NEPA lead. Knowledgelable on GDOT processes and PDP. Prime shows experience with bridge replacements buf does

not list a major crossing.
B Project Manager. Key Taam Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity ~ 20% [-'ﬁs red Ratng —’\ ) Ade quate

Team is not particularly deep, with prime doing all design and a Iof of env and EPEI assisting on environmental. One other firm Is on the
team fo do geotech. That is adequate on this contract, but with little redundancy. Org chart shows a falr amount of resources to handle the
2 bridges . KTLs have good availability. Team includes QAQC reviewers for all products. Narrative on additlonal resources does not provide

many specifics on who is available in what role.

PM (Rudolph Frampton) has 23 yrs exp inc as PM for Altamaha River crossing that had similar challenges to the subject Ocmulgee River
crossing as well as the 2200° Lake Blackshear bridge. Roadway Lead (Matt Calak) has 13 yrs exp but does not list work on a similar major
river crossing. Bridge Lead (Theodore Sparks) has 18 yrs exp inc crossing of Chattahoochee River. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp
and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NMFS
challenges, however. Prime lists work on numerous bridge profects, but not a large bridge such as the Ucmulgee. Prime has worked on

numerous bridges inc major river crossings.

B Projact Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Prme & Respurces and Workload Capaciy - 20% lnssiuned Rating > > [ Adequate

Team has adequate depth but lacks redundancy in env area classes, with EPEI doing all env. Org chart is somewhat jumbled but has a good
number of names other than KTLs fo handie other area classes. KTLs have good avail.

A Project Manager, Rey Team Leader(3) and Pome's Expenenice and Quaiicauons

PM (Brad Gowen) has 20 yrs exp most in roadway deslgn but has been PM for similar projects such as Satilla River crossing. Roadway
Design lead (Jacob Redwine) has 22 yrs exp and was lead eng for Satilla crossing, a similar project. Bridge Lead (Jeff Mulliken) has 29 yrs
exp and a PhD. Worked on major river crossing in SC. NEPA Lead (Buddy Covington) has 20 yrs exp. He has completed numerous documents
Including a CE for a Saftilla River crossing. Prime worked on Satilla River crossing as well as other bridges.

B Frojact Manager, Key Tsam Leaderis) and Prime & Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% ] — | Adequate

Team has 7 subs and redundancy in some area classes, but lacks redundancy in some key areas. Only 1 firm doing NEPA, ecology, history
and archaeo which could create a bottleneck. Org chart shows few resources for env and not a lot of names in other area classes. KTLs
have good availability. Good QA QC approach with one for road and one for bridge.

J:sslgneﬂ Ramng » |

PM (Samuel Williams) has 20 yrs exp but doesn’t list a major river crossing. Has other bridge exp. Road lead (Wendall McCarty} has 20 yrs
exp but also does not list a major river crossing or even a bridge replacement over water. Bridge fead (Phil Lombardo) left role off of S0Q,
has a minimal write-up that does not include how much engineering experience he has. Does not Iist a major river crossing experience.
NEPA lead (Todd Barker) has 28 yrs of exp on numerous complex profects, buf does not list a major river crossing. Prime lsts examples of|
road improvements but not bridge replacements. Presumably the widenings included bridge work, but it was not explicit in write up.

Marginal

. Projsct Manager, key eam Legasns) nd Fnme's GXpenence ana WUAIMCATONs ~ 30%

B Project Manager, Key Team Leadur(s) and Prime’s Redcurces and Workioad Gapacity — 20% |As= igned Rating > ) I Adequate

Team has 8 subs, but no redundancy in env. Org chart is minimal with only 1T name per area class. Write up includes other resources such as
aquatics and H&H and utifity coordination. KTLs have good avail.




A Frtunct Manager, Key Tesm Lamertsl ana Prlme‘s Expetience and Qualifications = 30% - I-‘wsmd Rating > f Adequate

PM {Kerrie Boyette) has 20 yrs exp on a variety of widenings and improvements, but does not list a standalone bridge project. Roadway lead
{Holly Painter) mentions 13 yrs exp, but inset says "almost two decades”, then final section says 15 years). Has worked as lead engineer on
several other projects but does not list a standalone bridge project. SOQ also Jists Eric Burgess as Roadway lead but he apparently is the
Bridge Lead. He has 19 yrs exp. He llsts several bridge projects he worked on, but most were as project manager and none was a major
river crossing. Env lead (Patrick Smith} has 25 yrs exp; has completed numerous documents inc one in progress for another bridge over the
Ocmulgee River. Prime lists some relevant bridge projects, inc Ogeechee River crossing, a 960-f¢ bridge.

B Project Managsr, Key Team Leader(s} and Prime’s Resources and Warkload capaf:ﬂ_y— 20% Iiss‘r-:m'c Rating - ) I Good

Yeam has good depth, with 6 subs and redundancy in all area classes. Org chart is fairly bare and only includes the KTLs and a few other
names representing each area class. Having a section 20 plan specialists will be helpful with delivery, Narrative shows teams ability fo
design a large number of bridges. KTLs have good avail

but does not include a large river crossing like the subject project. Roadway lead (Roberf Renwick) has 12 yrs exp; has worked on large
bridges over Chattatoochee and Lake Lanier. The next person identified Is Jill Brown, the NEPA lead , though her role is not specifically
stated. She has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a
large bridge with NMFS challenges, however. The Iast person listed is Mark Jones, who apparently is the bridge lead, though it is not
specifically stated. He has extensive RR bridge exp but less roadway bridges; also, he does not include a large river crossing. Prime has

lexp w laroe bridaes such as over Lake Lanier,
B Projact Manager, Kay Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Gapacity - 20% Ikssisned Rating by ) [ Marginal

Team has adequate depth with 5 subs, but EPEI is the only firm on-board for all env. Lack of redundancy in env could be a negative. Neither
the org chart nor the narrative add much insight into their depth of resources or ability to succeed on these projects. KTLs have good avail.

A Project Manuger, Rey Team Leader|s) and Pnime s Experience ana Qualificanons — 30% AsSigneG KAty

PM (Richard Meehan) hhas 31 yrs exp and has served the same role on similar projects, such as a Towaliga River and a Flint River bridge.
Road design lead (Nathan Laird) has 20 yrs exp and has served same role on other large River crossings. Bridge Lead (George Manning) has
19 yrs exp and has served as lead structural engineer on large bridge replacements. Env lead {Patrick Smith} has 25 yrs exp; has completed
numerous documents inc one in progress for another bridge over the Ocmulgee River. Prime lists several large bridges among among their
projects, inc Flint River at SR 82 and South River at SR 36.

B Project Manager, Key Teem |eader(e) and Prime s Resources and Woridoad Capaciy = 20% LR > Good

Team has 7 subs buf lacks redundancy in key areas like env studies. Org chart is easy to follow, lists a good amount of resources, and
includes multiple QAQC staff, inc one for env, which could help with delivery. Narrative lays out approach and select rofes but would like fo
more specifics about meeting schedules and delivering quality.

A Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prme's Experience and Quathcations —30% FEsigred Rating ) ] Good

PM (Tony Steffee) has 16 yrs exp inc bridge design and project management. Has served as PM on 1300-ft Lynches River bridge in SC. Bridge
Design lead (KV Bala) holds a PhD in structural engineering and has 33 yrs exp. Has designed more than 100 bridges inc large river bridges.
Roadway lead (Dan Moses) has 27 yrs exp and served as roadway lead on river crossings. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has
done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a Iarge bridge with NMFS challenges,
however. Prime has delivered bridge projects including large river crossings.

B_ Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Pyme s Resources and Workload Capagity — 20% IAuinmd Ratlng > ; l Ad equ ate

Team has 5 subs, with redundancy in most areas. Archaeology has just EPEI, which could be a bottleneck. Org chart lists main resources.
Local office is in Lexington, SC, which may not be convenient for meetings. They will have key staff work out of Peachiree City as needed.
Part of write-up gets into approach, which should be phase Ii. Not a lot in the narrative about additional resources not already presented.




PR (Al Bowman) has 30 yrs exp in design and construction and has led other major river crossings such as Chattahoochee River and Islands
Expressway. Road Lead (Chad Havens) has 14 yrs exp and has served same role on other iarge crossings, e.g. Chattahoochee River and
Istands Expressway. Bridge Lead {George Manning) has 19 yrs exp and has served as lead structural engineer on large bridge replacements.
NEPA Lead has 40 yrs exp and worked on similar projects in that role. Prime has worked on other large bridges inc over Lake Lanier.

B Project Manager. Key Team Leader{s) end Prnime's R ves and Workioad Capacity — 20% [seigned Rating ﬂ I Good

Team has good depth with 5 subs and reduncancy in all key areas. Org chart mainly lists one contact for many area elasses and multiple for
road and structures. Narrative does not provide a lot of extra resources, and mostly reiterates KTL roles, but It does descrilie a good QAQC
team. Write-up refers fo Oconee River when if meant Ocmulgee.

\Fir (bl

i e, - i~ e | e — 5
A Project Manager. Key Team Loader(s) and Prime’s Experience ana Qualiltications ~ 30% E

Marginal

P {Darren Walton) has 15 yrs exp mostly as a designer or deputy PM, but has served as PM on a bridge project over the Apalachee River.
Road lead (Fahim Attar) has 11 yrs exp and served as roadway lead on the Brampton Road connector which includes multiple bridges.
However, 2 of the 3 projects he lists are ones where he served as Assistant PM rather than roadway lead. The bridge lead (Robert Moreman)
has just 7 yrs exp. He lists several bridges he's worked on but not in the lead design role. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done
CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges,
however. Prime lists work on several bridge profects, but not a large bridge such as the Ocmulgee.

B Project Manager, Rey Team Leader{s) and Pnme's Resources and Workicad Capacity — 20% 'Iissigned Rating ) ) I Adequate

Team has just 2 subs and Iacks redundancy in ecology ahd archaecology, which could be problematic. Org chart looks good with adequate
resources and a QAQC team that includes bridge, roadway and environmental reviewers, Narrative has good focus on QC review roles and
feam availabilty, and firm's commitment fo providing resources to deliver project. Would like to see more details on that.

ij;:t-M‘mer Aoy Team

Le_ad_) and Prume’s snence ang Qailrmanons - 30 =5 Asu.av-cu Pt Ad equ ate

PM (Brad Hale) has Z7 yrs exp inc design and project management. Served as PM for bridge over Chattahoochee at US41 which is a similar
Iarge river fo the Ocmulgee subject project. Road Lead (Ben Morden) has § yrs exp but never as lead. Bridge lead has 33 yrs exp In
structures and project management. Has been structural lead on numerous bridges Inc very long ones and river crossings. NEPA Lead has
about 5 yrs exp and mostly has served as ecologist, with little exp in NEPA. Prime has worked on numerous bridges, including major river
crossings like the subject project.

B Project Manager. Key Teamn Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources and Workload Capactty ~ 0% IAssiumad Rafing —H | Good

Team has 3 subs and adequate depth but lacks redundancy In history and archaeology which could be a bottleneck. Org chart shows a good|
amount of resources and and 3 QCQA staff, but none for environmental. Narrative shows a good amount of resources with a deputy PM added
as well as a schedule specialist, constructability specialist, utlility and RR coordination specialists. KYEs show availability.

A Froject Manages, Rey Teal Leadsns) and Prime's Expenence and Quallfications - 30% Assigned Ranng Good

PM (Ed Cullican) has 23 yrs expin design and project management and lists several bridge projects he's worked on in PM role. Roadway lead
{Johnny Lee) has 19 yrs exp and has been roadway lead on numerous similar projects for GDOT; has dealt with large bridges with env
challenges such as over Satlla River and Altamaha River, which will share challenges with subject replacement over Ocmuligee. Bridge lead
(Michael Russell) has 30 yrs exp; he lists plenty of bridge projects but does not seem to include one over a large river such as the Ocmulgee.
NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does
not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges, however. Prime lists work on numerous bridge projects, but not a Iarge bridge such as the
Ocmulgee.

B! Project Manager, Key Team [ eader{s} and Prms’s Reacurces and Workload Capacity ~ 20% Iﬂssw'g ned Rating

b 4

> Adequate

Team has good depth with & subs but only EPEl fo do most env, which could create a bottleneck. Org chart shows a good amount of|
resources, inc QAQC staff for road, structure, and env. Narrative describes that they have 2 distinct design teams for the 2 bridges.
Additional sfaff in the narrative include Rydraulics, constructability review and QA QC.




PM (Jay Simone) has 27 yrs exp in design and project management. He lists a variety of projects for which he's served as PM but does not
include a large river crossing like the subject bridge over the Ocmulgee River. Roadway Lead (Eniel Gonzalez) has 16 yrs exp inc serving in
the same role on a variety of projects but does not include a large river crossing. Bridge Lead (Joshua Orton) has 15 yrs exp. He's served as
structural engincer for large bridges. NEPA Lead (Buddy Covington} has 20 yrs exp. He has completed numerous documents including a CE
for a Satilla River crossing. Prime has worked on a number of bridge replacements but does not list a major river crossing.

B Project Manager, Key Taam Leader{s) and Prime’s Reeources and Workicad Capacity — 70% l:ss«.;-m: Ratre = > Adeguate

Team has good depth, with 6 subs but Iacks redundancy in arch and history, which could be a bottelneck for env studles. Org chart does nof
include a large number of nhames - for env, Buddy Covington is listed as the contact in 4 area classes. QA QC team is robust, with 4 SMEs.
Narrative mentions abllity to pull from 500-person eng staff plus subs, hut does not describe any additional help above what's in org chart.
KTLs have avail.

fAsEE W Ratilic

PM (Bill Rountree} has 33 yrs exp as design and PM. He's managed a number of bridge projects, but does not list a major river widening
likethe subjject crossing of the Ocmulgee River. Roadway lead (Robert Delos Santos) has 21 yrs exp Inc as road lead on 2 Flint River bridges.
Bridge lead (Ted Davidson} has 32 yrs exp inc serving the lead bridge design role for over Broad River in SC. NEPA Lead (Buddy Covingfon)
has 20 yrs exp. He has completed numerous documents including a CE for a Satilla River crossing. Prime has worked on a number of bridge
replacements but does not list a major river crossing.

B Project Manager. Key Team Leaden(s) and Prime's Resources and Werkload Capacity - 20% Iﬂsslgﬂed Ratng = ) [ Good

rd

Team has good depth with 7 subs and redundancy in all major areas. Org chart is very defailed, with 2 feams in most major areas and 3
@AQC team members. Narrative describes local office with 50 engineers. Additional resource narrative focuses more on approach. KTLs
have avail.

A Froject Managern, Rey ieam Leades) and Pime's GApSnisnces and wuardivations — 30% Assigned Rating |

| Good
PM (Andrew Ballerstedt) has 29 yrs exp in design and PM inc serving as PM for Back River bridge, a major river crossing larger than the
subject project, as well as other bridge projects. Road Lead (David Fox)} has 14 yrs exp and has served as road lead on a number of bridges,
but does not list a major river crossing. Bridge Lead (Scoft Caples) has 30 yrs exp as a brige engineer, and has led bridge design for river
crossings over the Flint and Tallulah Rivers. NEPA lead (Jill Brown} has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she
helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges, however, Prime lists work on several bridge
projects, inc the Back River bridge, a >2000' structur.

B Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources &nd Workload Capactty — 20% e > | Adequate

LA

Team has good depth with & subs, but no redundancy in several env areas that could cause delays. Org chart Is not very detailed with just 1
name for most area classes. Narrative brings in several additional resources, inc a 2nd bridge lead. Narrative provides a good approach to
schedule management and QAQC. KTLs have avail.

Froject ., Key Lﬂﬂﬂ'.l and Frime’s Bapervice wid Woslianons — 5% l“""ﬁ““ Rating = > AdEQIate

PM (Raju Shah) has 40 yrs exp In roadway design and PM. He'’s led numerous bridge replacements and other lypes of projects but he does not
list a major river crossing. Roadway Lead (Garrett Sauber) has 24 yrs exp but he does not list a major river crossing. Bridge lead (Sammy
Powell) has 36 yrs exp on numerous bridges,but he does not list a major river crossing. NEPA Ilead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done
CEs on many bridge projects where she heilped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges,
however. Same for prime.

B Project Manager, ¥ey Team Leader{s) and Prme's Resourses and Wortdosd Capacity — 20% I-‘*ss gres Raing _H l Adequate

Team has adequate depth but lacks redundancy in env area classes, with EPEI doing all env. Org chart shows a decent amount of resources,
but PM and Road lead are also QAQC team, which id not a good idea in my opinion (need some separation from the project for good QA).
Narrative does not bring in a lot of new resources. KTLs have avail.




E |Assgmd Rating . i GOOd

PM (Dom Saulino) has 35 yrs exp inc design and PM work. He's worked on numerous bridge replacements inc over Satilla River with similar
challenges fo the subject project and other river crossings. Road Lead {Mac Cranford} has 15 yrs exp, most of that with GDOT. He's served
as road lead on a similar crossing over Satilla River. Bridge Lead (Jin Liu) has 27 yrs exp in structures and he also was EOR on Satilla River
bridge. NEPA lead (Jill Brown} has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies.
She does not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges, however. Prime worked on several bridges inc over Satilla River.

A Project Managsr, Key Team Leaders) and

B Froject Manager, Key Tear Leader(s) And Prime’s Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% T [Pesioned Rag > Adequate

Team has adequate depth but lacks redundancy in env area classes, with EPEI doing most env, which could fead fo delays. Org chart just
includes 1 contact for most area classes and lacks env QAQC. Narrative lists additional resources w 19 transportation professionals at their
GA office and ability fo draw on additional staff nationwide. Also, they mentione that they are finishing another bundie so will free up time.
KTLs have avail.

ey Team Leader(s) nn Prime’s encn ana Quaca:u:a = . == . s fing Adequate

A Prjct Manager.

PM (Mitchell Greenway) has 20 yrs exp in road design and as a PM. He has served as PM on numerous bridge projects buf not a major river
crossing like the subject Ocmulgee crossing. Roadway Lead {Anthony Kamburis) has 30 yrs exp inc. Lists some river crossings on which he
was PM but not lead engineer. Bridge Lead (Robert Massaro) has 30 yrs exp and has worked on numerous bridges but does not list a major
river crossing. NEPA Lead (David Smith) is a very experlenced ecologist (21 yrs) who has worked In the NEPA lead role on a few profjects.
Prime lists bridge replacements but not a major river crossing.

B Projert Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Primg’a Resources ahid Workload Capacrty - 20% _IAs#iuﬂed Rating = > [ Adequate

Toam has adequate depth with 4 subs and redundancy in most key areas. Org chart is clear and has a strong QAQC team 4 SMEs. Narrative
talks of 51 people in Atianta office available to help on this contract. Narrative for additional resources stresses collaboration and QAQc,
but does not discuss new resources outside the org chart, KTL avail good.

A .'—',‘ct mg'sr_. REy. .‘.-.'n Lzader{s) and Prime’s Expenience and Qualifi¢anons — 30% M Rty

PM (Jeff Church) has 26 yrs exp in design and pm roles. He has served as PM on other river crossings. Road lead {David Syen} has served as
lead engineer on other bridges inc river crossings. Bridge Lead (Josh Stamm) has 14 yrs exp including same role on a Flint River bridge.
NEPA lead (Jennifer Mathis) has 17 yrs exp and has served as NEPA lead on other bridge bundles, including for river crossings. Prime has
worked on recent bridge bundles inc bridges over the Flint River.

B Projact Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prima’s Resources and Workluad Capacity - 20% ]Asslunod Rating —'\ Y Ad eq uate

Team has good depth with 8 subs and redundancy in all area classes. Org chart shows good amount of resources but only one QAQC
specialist who does not cover env. Narrative does not describe additional resources. KTLs have avail.

-'Bm‘.ag;k,- Rey daiﬁ ﬁﬂaqﬁ n'd Piiims & Lhpdnence and Qualfications - 30%

Adeguate

PM (Chuck Deeb) has 38 yrs exp managing and designing road projects but does not list a major river crossing (except feasibility study for
one in FL). Road Design Lead has 20 yrs exp; he's served that role on other bridge projects but not a major river crossing. Bridge lead (Dennis
Martinez) has 17 yrs exp inc a large crossing in FL. NEPA Jead (Todd Barker} has 28 yrs of exp on numerous complex projects, but does not
list a major river crossing. Prime does not list a major river crossing buf has some complex bridge projects with simllar Issues.

B Project Managsr, Key Team Leaden{s) and Pnme’s Resourcas and Workload Capacity -- 20% |Asm~e=‘ Rating A’ = Good

Team has 8 subs with redundancy in key areas where needed. Org chart is fairly spare with few names and just 1 QAQC person. Narrative
refers to firms' 750 employees in 30 US offices who could assist. Good focus on constructabilily, schedule, and QAQC in write-up.




il i

A Priject Manager, Rey Team Leadan(s) and Piine's Experlence and Qualifications — 30% Assignec Rating

PM (Tom Harjung) has 29 yrs exp in design and PM roles. Typo"Glenn™ County. He llsts a number of projects; includes one major river
crossing at MacKay River but it was not a replacement, just a fender rpalr. Road Lead {Greg Lows} has 31 yrs exp inc Mobile River bridge.
Bridge Lead (Scotf Caples) has 30 yrs exp as a brige engineer, and has led bridge design for river crossings over the Flint and Tallulah Rivers.
NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge projects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does
not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges, however. Prime lists a Iarge bridge over Mobile River which would face similar challenges.

B Project Manager. Key Team Leadsr(s) and Pnme's Resources and Workioad Capactty — 20% lkuslnned Rating ) > Adequate

Team has 4 subs but Jacks redundancy in key env areas with Just EPEl, which could lead to delays. Org chart shows fust contacts for area
classes but just one QAQC person. Narrative for additional resources does not bring many new resources not shown on org chart.

A Progect Manager, Rey Team Leader{s] and Frime’s Expenence and Quaimcarions ~ 30% . B igreu Aating — i Good

PM (Alex Stone) has 24 yrs exp in design and PM roles inc one with a major river crossing over Chattahoochee. Roadway lead (David Henry}
has 25 yrs exp but not a major river crossing the scale of the Ocmulgee bridge. Bridge Lead (John McWhorter) has 25 yrs exp; served as lead
design on several bridges; none as large as Ocmulgee, buf a river in north ga. NEPA lead (Jill Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on
many bridge projects where ske helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large bridge with NMFS challenges, hiowever.
Prime has worked on large bridges in GA.

B Project Managar, Key Teat Leader{s] and Prime's Resources and Workload Capacity ~ 20% " [esianed Rating > Adequate

Team has adequate depth with 4 subs but lacks redundancy in key env areas. Org chart has teams for each bridge for design and env, but
most team members are same. They list 3 gaqc people which is good. Narrative for additional resources lists 18 staff in Atlanta area and 800
nationally who could assist. Discussion focuses on approach to project management more than additional resource.s

m; aaqer_ qy Team Leader(s} #nd Prime s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Assigned Rating Adeg uate

PM (David Millen} has 33 yrs exp in design and pm roles and Is former district engineer for D3. He has worked on other large river crossings
but not in this same role. Bridge lead (Hardy Willis) has 28 yrs exp. Inc over Ogeechee River and Sidney Lanier bridge. Unclear if he did so as
lead bridge engineer in those cases. Road lead {Reece Schuler has 20 yrs exp but does not list a major river crossing. Road lead 2 {Melanie
Hale) has 12 yrs exp but does not list a major crossing. They do not explain why 2 leads are provided {one per bridge?). NEPA lead (Jilf
Brown) has 16 yrs exp and has done CEs on many bridge profects where she helped coordinate the special studies. She does not list a large
bridge with NMFS chalienges, however. Prime does not list a major river bridge replacement but worked to rehab a Chattahoochee River RR
bridge.

[E Project Manager, Key Team Leardef(s) and Prime s R and W d Capacity - 20% 1Assigned Rating — I Adequate

Team has adequate depth with 4 subs but Iacks redundancy in key env areas. Org chart is provided {twice} at the beginning of 50Q rather
than in appropriate section. They show 5 QAQC team members along with other contracts per area class. Narrative recaps team makeup

but does not bring in additional resources.

Firm Mama: (W ] ) f
A Projact Manadger, Key Tea g iR I

Adequate
PM (David Griffin) has 47 yrs exp and retired from GDOT as Assistant District Eng, 32 yrs at GDOT and 17 yrs in consulting. His exp as PM inc
a bridge replacement over the Savannah River which would face similar env challenges. Roadway Lead (Mohammed Azim)} has 16 yrs exp.
Projects listed involve bridges but not a large river crossing like the subject bridge over the Ocmulgee. Bridge Lead (Sam Deeb) has 29 yrs
exp with structures, Inc Jarge bridges such as over the Chattahoochee. NEPA Lead (Erin Murphy} has 14 yrs exp. She has led env on
numerous bridge replacement projects, but does not list one as large or complex as the subject Ocmulgee replacement. Prime lists a number

of projects involving bridges but nof a major river crossing.
B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Resdurces and Workioad Capacity — 20% lAs!::;r-e-: Raring : ) Ad equate

Team has 4 subs and redundancy in all major areas. Org chart Jlists 3 QAQC reviewers, but they could use one speclalizing in env. Narrative
mostly reiferates the KTLs qualifications and adds good attention to schedules and QAQC. KTLs have good avail.




PM (Steve Linley) has 30 yrs exp in design and pm roles. He lists large bridges that he was road designer for (Chattahoochee} and several
bridge projects where he was PM. Road Lead (Tori Brinkley) has 11 yrs exp but does not list a major river crossing like the subject
replacement over the Ocmulgee. Bridge Lead (Arun Saha) has 26 yrs exp on structures inc as lead on a 660-f bridge over Coosawatee River
as well as a number of other bridges. NEPA Lead (Emily Ritzler) has 20 yrs exp and has worked on a2 number of bridge projects, but nof one
as large as the subject bridge involving NIMFS coordination. Prime lists a few bridge projects but not a major river crossing like the subjoct

project.
Project Manager. Key Toam Leaders} and Primo’s Resources and Workioad Gapactty - 20% lﬂistsﬂﬂvd Rating > > Good

Team has 4 subs with redundancy in key areas with the exception of archaeology. Org chart is fairly robust, with a good number of resources
on the engineering side, but just one per area class for env. They have 3 QAQC team members inc an environmental, but she’s also the env
lead, which means she may not have enough distance from the project to he an objective reviewer. Additional resources describes corporate
depth as well as some experils added to the team in various capacities such as QAQC, erosion control, and constructability.
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|Barge Design Soluttons, Inc Marginal | Adegquate 175 15
Calyx Engingers and Consultants Adequate| Adequate 250 3
Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C | Marginal | Adequate 175 15
Cranston Engineanng Group, P C Marginal | Adequate 1%5 18
CROY Engineering, LLC Marginal | Marginal 125 20
EXP US Servicas, In¢ Marginal | Adequate 175 15
Fresse and Nichols Marginat | Marginal 125 26

HDR Engmmeenng, Inc Marginal | Adequate 175 15

Heaih Lineback Engineers, Inc. Adequate| Adequate 250 3

Holt Consuliing Company, LLC Adequate| Marginal 200 11
|IDS clobal Marginal | Margmal 125 26
|KCI Technologies, Inc. Adequate| Marginal 200 11
[reck & wWood, Inc Adequate| Marginal 200 11
|Lowe Engineers, LLC Adequate| Adequate 250 3
|Mead and Hunt, Inc Adequate| Marginal 200 11
[richael Baker International, Inc Good | Adequate 325 1
|moffatt 8 Michal Marginal | Adequate 175 15
|Moreland Altobelli Associaies, In¢ Marginal | Adequate 175 15
|Mott MacDonald, LLC Marginal | Adequate 176 15
[Neal-Sehaffer, Inc Marginal | Adequate 175 15
IFarsons Transportation Group, Inc Adeguate| Adequate 250 3
|ak4. inc Adequate| Adequate 250 3
[RK Shah Associsies, Inc Merginal | Marginal 125 26
RSH. Inc Adequate| Adequate 250 3
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc Marginal | Marginal 125 26

STV Incorporated Adeguate] Adequate 250 3
TY Lin International Marginal | Adequate 175 13
‘Thompson Engineering, Inc Marginal | Maigmal 125 26

TranSystems Corporabon Good | Adequate 325 1

Vaughn & Melton Consulting Engineers_Inc Marginal | Margirial 125 28

Wood EIS Marginal | Adequate 175 15

WSP USA Inc Adequatie| Adequate 250 3

Marximum Points aliowed={ 300 | 200 500 1%
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Evaluator#  L4f
Evuiuaficon Commuliets shoold asvon Bagngn [opshna ant expimnation (o ralings below) & vgoh Sechon. Gommantz nrest be wrien b e hoyas praided and shayied juality the miing ansifnid

Poor = Does Not have minlimurn qualificationsfav. ility = 0% of the Availabfe Points
Marginal = Meets Minimum qualifications/availability but one or more major considerations are not uddressed or is lacking in some essentlal aspects = Scare 25 % of Avallable Paints

Adequate = Maats qualificationfavallability and is generaliy capabie of performing work = 50% of Available Points:
Good = More then meats minimum qualificationsiavaitability and exceads in some aspects =75% of Available Pointa

A m,[em Mal age L Rey Team Leauer:s] ana Prime 5 Expenem,e anu Quauﬂcanona Swn arg Inal

Insssgnac Ra:mg

No Pl numbers are provided for GDOT projects in PM and KTLs experlence, except for the NEPA leader's experience.

PM has 18 vears of engineering experience. He presented 4 projects that he managed and 1 project he worked as a design lead. In two of
the presented projects, his roles are different from the ones in anther firm's proposal that he is listed as a roadway lead.

RDL's experience shows the generzl scope of the works, but doesn™t show the current status or works he has done.

BDL has 30 years of experience, including the work as a senlor bridge design engineer for the bridges over stream. His experience presents
relevance to a wrong contract (referenced to Contract 2, not this Contract 4).

Prime experience shows only one project that PM and RDL are commonly involved, but RDL's role is not clear. BDL shows no experience
with PM or RDL.
B. Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and PAme’s Rescurces and Workload Capacity - 20% l““"g““" S > Adequate

Org chart shows a reasonable depth of the design squads, with multiple QA/QC personnel.
PM and KDLs are highly available for the contract, except for NEPA lead with about 50% of commitment to 12 existing projects.
PM's commitment table doesn’t match with the one provided in another firm's proposal that he is listed as a roadway lead.

A Project MANAder, ey TeAm Loadors) and Fiime's Eapevience and Qualfications - 30% 24 et Rt Adequate

PM has 29 years of experience in roadway design. PM's experience presents many projects with only brief description of the projects.
Unique challenges of the projects and PM's work on those are not presented.

RDL's experience shows most of the projects that he worked as the project engineer, and hls role on most of the projects is not clear. One
project is presented that he worked as a PM.

BDL has 30 years of experience in various bridge and structure design. His experience shows multiple stream crossing bridge projects thét

he managed the structure design.
® Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Pnme's R and Werkload Gapachy — 20% ]Assigned Rating

b 4

Adequate

Org chart shows a reasonable depth of the design squads, with QA/QC manager.
PM has less than 50% of availability on this contract. KDLs are highly available for the contract.

A Froject anager. Rey Team Leader{s) and Frime’s Experience and Guahnicaunms ~ 305 J*u-’nsznénl Rating > Mar q inal

PM has over 25 years of experience, including project management of multiple road widening and intersection Improvement projects. None
of her experience shows a similar scope of work with this contract.

RDL shows experience In various projects, but his role in those is not clear.

-|BDL's experience shows many projects with very brief description. No detailed information was provided regarding the unique challenges or
achlevements In the projects.

Prime's experience shows six projects PM and KTLs were not involved in any of those.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Primes Wmu and Workload Capachy - 20%, lﬂssiqntd Rating

WV

Adequate

Org chart shows a depth of the design squads with multiple experienced QC/QA members.
PM is fully avallable for this contract. RDL has less than 50% of availability for the contract. BDL and NEPA lead have ahout 50% of
availahility for this project, but they are committed to 10 or more current projects.




Ty e z o o ——

A Project Ma.nager. rey Team Leader(s) ard Fnme’s Experience and Guaiifications - 'ﬁ Aseigned Rating

Marginal

PM has 16 years of experience, but shows no solid project management experience for similar projects with this contract.

RDL has shows only one project with similar work scope with this contract, that he worked as a project manager.

BDL's experience shows one bridge over railroad and one pedestrian bridge that he works as the bridge lead. His roles in other presented
projects are not clear.

Prime experience shows no projects simitar to this contract.

Fraject Manager. iey Team Leader(s) and Prime's Resources and Warkioad Capaciy — 20% IMMM Rating

W

Adequate

Org chart shows reasonable depth In design squad and multiple QC/QA personnel.
PM Is almost fully available for the project. RDL has less than 50% of availability on this contract. NEPA lead has ahout 50% of commitment
to 12 existing projects.

A Froject Manaer. P\ eam Leagers) and Prime’s EXperience nu' ualﬁ'icanurla - 30 =——— ﬂai"-u " =

Marginal
PM has 29 years of experience, and shows experience of managing a multiple projects with similar work scope. Owner infformation and Pl
numbers are not provided for most of the projects in his experience.

Z

RDL has 8 years of experience, and shows two projects he worked as a roadway design lead. One is widening and the other is roundabout,
so they not similar to the projects in this contract.

BDL has 13 years of experience. His experience includes lead structure engineer for two projects In early stage, and one project that he
worked as a lead designer.

Prime experlence shows four projects, but they are warking as a sub-consultant for all of them.

[E Project Manager, Rey Team Laadar(s) and Primes Resources and Warkioad Capacity — 20% ]N«s'@ﬂ’m Rating > l

Marginal

A relatively short org chart is presented. Personnel from prime and sub-consultants are not identified in the org chart. No names in NEPA
teams are presented, except for the lead.
PM and KTLs are reasonably available for the contract, except for BDL with less than 50% of availability.

A Fruject Manager, Ry Téam Leadsna) and Piime /s Expenence and Qualificabions — 300 Assigied rating

Marginal

A

PM has 28 years of experience, including managing the projects with bridges over railroad and stream.
RDL presented only projects that he worked as a project manager.

BDL shows three projects, but no projects were performed by him as a lead design engineer. He doesn't show knowledge or experience with
GDOT PDP and bridge design manuals.

Prime's experience shows a project that PM worked with his former employer. No commeon involvements of the PM and KTLs are shown in
the prime experience.

H Projent Manager, key Team Leader(s) and Prini's Resources and Workioad Gapacity - 20% IAssiuned Rating > i

Adequate

A deep org chart is shown with QA/QC personnel.
PM, RDL, and NEPA lead are almost fully available for this project. BDL has about 50% of avallahility, but all of his current projects are out-of
state ones.

A_Praject Manager, Rey Team Leaders} und Frime's Experivice and duaiificetions — 50% Aasigivd Aoty

rd Marainal

No Pl numbers are provided for the GDOT projects throughout the statement.

PM has 36 years of extensive experience, including project management of bridge replacement and roadway widening projects.

RDL has broad experience, but doesn't present the roadway deslgn lead experience. She worked as a Principle-in-Charge or PM for the
projects presented. She shows no experience or knowledge on GDOT PDP process.

BDL has 34 years of extensive experience, but only one design-build project he presented shows his role as a bridge design lead.
Prime experience shows only roadway improvement and bridge rehabllitation projects. Only BDL is involved in those projects.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leaden(s) and Prime’s Resources and Warkioad Capacity - 20% I Assigned Rating 5 ! Marginal

A very short org chart is presented with only one bridge design personnei.
PM and KTLs are highly available for this contract.
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& Project Manager, Rey Team Leadens) ama Priie’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Iksslunzd Rating ) M arqi nal

No Pl numbers are provided for the GDOT projects throughout the statement.

PM will perform as BDL for the contract.

RDL’s experience lists only projects out of state, but he took GDOT PDP training and experience in the GDOT projects.
Prime experience doesn't provide the information on the involvement of KTLs.

B Profect Manager. Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’a Resourcas and Warkioad Capaclty — 20% H-\ssiuned Rating —) Ade quate

A reasonable depth in org chart is presented with multiple QCQA personnel.
PM is committed 50% to one out of state profect. RDL has over 65% of time committed to the current out of state project, so he has limited
availability on this project. NEPA lead has 50% of availability on this contract.

Pjecl: Maaer, Rey Team Leadens) and F't‘lme's pnence and Qualifications - 30% Rssigned Rating Ad equat

PM has 23 years of experience and shows PM and assistant PM experience in the stream crossing bridge replacement projects.
RDL has 13 years of experience, including the design lead on widening and bridge replacement projects.

BDL shows his [ead design experience for the projects with bridges over water and raiiroad.

Prime experience presents briefly the unique challenges and achievements on the projects. PM and KTLs have common involvement in those
projects.

B Project Manager, Key Tearn Leadens} and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% lkssigmﬁ Rating

V|

Adeguate

A reasonable depth in org chart s presented with two bridge design teams. Muitiple QCQA personnel are included.
PM and NEPA lead have less than 50% of availability for this contract. RDL and BDL are highly available

A Froject Manager. Key Team Leadens) and Prime s Expenence anu Guaimcauons — 307 _lﬂwsnm Ralioy Adeq u ate

No Pl numbers are provided for the GDOT projects throughout the statement.

PM has 20 years of experience, and he shows project management experience for the projects with stream crossing bridges.

RDL has 22 years of experience, including a lead roadway engineer for the similar projects to this contract.

BDL's experience presents only out of state projects. He doesn't show his knowledge and experience with the GDOT PDP, bridge design
manuals and other guidelines.

Prime experience presents bridge replacement projects that are in the early stage, so there are no detailed descriptions on the challenges
and achievements presented. In cne roadway project completed for a local government, the proposed PM was involved but his role is not

clear.
F Bleot B = ign I L =
B Prifest Manager. Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’'s Rel_ol{mes and Workload Gap_ut.lty 20%_ lA“ igned Rating = Margl nal

A relatively short org chart is presented. Only BDL is shown in the bridge design squad.
PM and RDL have over 50% of availabilities for the contract. BDL and NEPA lead are over 90% available on the project.

A Prefdct Manager Key Team Le2den(s) and Prime’s Exp

ang ﬁua.ifﬁ . ~ 30% I-Msigned Rating ; M arg | n al

PMI's experience shows the projects worked as a sub-consultant.

RDL's experience presents the projects too briefly. His rele is not clear in those projects.
BDL's experience doesn't show his position or role in those projects.

Prime experience listed all projects worked as a sub-consultant.

Prime experience doesn't provide the information on the involivement of KTLs.

B Projest Manager, Key Team Lasderfs) and Poime’s Resolrces and Workinad Capacity — 20% IAss\gncd Rating

W]

Marginal

Org chart doesn't match with Section B for the roles of the members. No design squad members are listed.
PM and all KTLs are highly available.




‘A Project Manager, fey Team Leaders) and Prime's EXpenience and Qualifications - 30% [Assiaved st

PM's engineering experience shows her project management experience for various projects including the bridge replacements. Her project
management experience shows many projects with very brief descriptions. No detailed challenges or achievements are described for those
projects.

RDL experience shows her roles as the project manager or fead transportation engineer. Pl numbers are not provided for the GDOT projects.
BDL's posltion is wrong in the title: it is presented as Roadway Lead. His position in most of the projects is PM, with only one project as
PM/Lead bridge design. His knowledge in GDOT bridge design manual and guidelines is not clear.

Prime experlence presented no prajects that the PM and KTL were commonly involved.

B Projact Managel, Key Team Leader(#) and Prime s Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% IAss'sﬂvd Rating Marginal

W

A very short org chart is presented for bridge design squad with BOL and only one other member from sub-consultant.
PM and KTLs are highly available, except for the NEPA iead with about 50% avaliability.

Pject M:narKey Team I..eaerls) ana nme's EXperience nu’ c_uns - ' Tassi i i Ad equate

PM shows project management experience in multipie widening projects that include the stream and railroad crossing bridges. His roles in
those projects are clearly described.

RDL's experience presents projects that includes the stream crossing bridge repiacements.

BDL shows experience in managing and serving as EOR in multiple bridge projects, but not as a lead design engineer.

BDL and NEPA lead’s positions In this contract are not shown in the Section B.

Prime experience shows projects that the PM and KTLs were commoniy involved.

B Project Manager, Key Team Laader(s) and Prime’s Re¢ources and Worldaad Capacity - 20% IA“isnad Rating ) Marginal
There is no bridge design squad in the org chart, except for the BDL from a sub-consultant.

PM and KTLs are almost fully available for this contract. NEPA lead has about 50% availabllity.

A Project Manager, Aey 1eam Loadsns; and Prime's Experienice and Qualifications ~ 30% {|pssignea fanng = Adequate

PM has 31 years of experience. He presented five projects with bridges over stream and railroad in his experience, which he started the
projects as the PM and moved to QC Manager later.

RDL has 20 years of experience including multiple projects for stream/railroad crossing bridge replacements that he worked as a roadway
design lead.

BDL shows experience as “"structural engineer” in multiple projects, but it is not clear if he served as lead designer for those projects. His
roles in the current projects in his commitment table are all design leads.

Prime’s experience shows multiple bridge replacement projects that the PM and KTLs worked together as their proposed roles.

B, Project Manager, Key Team Laader(s) and Frime's Resources and Workioad Capacity — 20% "Tﬂssisned Rating > [ Adeqguate

A reasonable depth in org chart is shown with multiple QC/QA personnel.
PM and ail KTLs have over 50% availablilities for this contract.

A Project Managsr, Key

Imuneu Raung

W

Adeguate

PM's experience shows all projects out of state, and does not provide his knowledge or experience with GDOT PDP process and other|
guidelines. Project descriptions are too brief and no unique challenges or achievements are addressed.

RDL's experlence shows projects he served as PM, EOR, rocadway designer. His role is not clear in those projects.
BDL has 33 years of experience, and shows the stream crossing bridge projects.

Prime experience lists bridge replacement projects that the PM and KTLs are commonly involved.

B Project Manager, Kay Team Loader(a) and Prime’s Resources and Workioad Gapacity — 20% !Mslgmd Rating

A 4

Marginal

A reasonahle depth in org chart is shown with QC/QA personnel.
PM and BDL are committed 60% and 80% to the current out of state projects. RDL and NEPA lead have about 50% availability on this
contract.




ence and Qualifcations — 30%

I.\sr.lqneu ii:mq = I ] -
No Pl numbers are provided for the GDOT projects throughout the statement.

PM has 30 years of experience, including bridges over water and railroad. PM's experience briefly shows the unigue features of projects and
works performed.

RDL's experience includes the projects with stream crossing bridges.

| !
| - X
A. Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Experl

BDL has 19 years of experience, and his experience includes prolects as lead designer for bridges over stream and a project as structural
engineer for a bridge over railroad.
Prime experience presents projects that include the bridges over stream and railroad. The proposed PM and KTLs are commonly involved in
those projects.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Pnime'a Resources and Workload Capacity — 20% ]ﬂwgﬂcd Rating

b

Adequate

A reasonable depth in org chart is shown with multiple QC/QA personnel. The supporting areas, such as geotechnical, survey and SUE, list

only one design member from sub-consultants.
PM and all KTLs have high availabilities for this contract.

jB Mger, Key Team Ledaer{s) ana PFrime’s EXpenence and QUalfcanons - 3% |Assignen Rating > Mar Clil"l al -

PM's experience shows the Assistant or Deputy PM for most of the projects and PM for one project that is in early stage. Those projects
included the bridges over stream and railroad.

RDL shows experience as a design lead for one project that includes the bridge over railroad and experience as assistant PM for two
projects. His experience doesn't provide the Pl numbers for GDOT projects.

BDL. has relatively short experience with no projects as a lead engineer. His experience includes the hydraulic studies for stream crossing
bridges, but no bridges over railroad.

Prime experience shows the common involvement of the proposed PM and KTLs, but their roles in those projects are not provided.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prme’s Resources and Workload Capanity — 20% iAssiened Rating ) ‘ Ad eguate

A reasonable depth in org chart is provided with multiple QC/QA personnel.
PM, RDL and BDL are highly available for this contract. NEPA [ead has ahout 50% of availability.

ki L8 )L i
A Fraject Marn

ilgu_. Rey Tem t:aderls and me's Expenernce and Qualiications — 30% Assigned ralng Marqinal

PM has 27 years of experience. The provided experience shows mixed roles in various projects.

RDL shows no experience as lead design engineer.

BDL has 33 years of experience including the bridge design lead for the projects with the bridges over stream and railroad. The provided
project descriptions are too brief.

NEPA lead shows experience as an ecologist, but not as an entire environmental team leader.

Prime's experience shows projects that the proposed PM worked with the KTLs, but their roles in some of those projects are not clear.
|B Broject Maqagen Key Team Leader(s) and Prame's Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% iAss-gmu Rating ) Ad equ ate

A reasonable depth in the org chart is presented with multipie QC/QA personnel.
PM, RDL, and NEPA lead are highly available for this contract. BDL has less than 50% of availability.

A Prosact Mamgr, Key (eam Leager(s) and Fiime's Experiencs ana Guaificanens — 30% |Rssiynea naung Marq inal

PM has 23 years of experience including the management of projects that have stream crossing bridges,

RDL from a sub-consultant shows the same projects that he provided as a proposed PM in his firm's proposal, but his roles on those projects
don't match.

BDL has over 30 years of experience, including design [ead in projects that have the stream crossing bridges.

Prime's experience shows projects that PM and BDL are involved together, but the thelr roles on those projects are not provided.

B Project Mamgcf. Kay Team Leader{s} ind Pnma's Regseurces and Workload Capaclty — 20% !Assigned Rating _> Ade quate

A reasonable depth in org chart is shown with multiple QC/QA personnel.
PM, RDL, and BDL are highly availabie for this contract. The RDL's commitment table is different from the one he provided in the separate
proposal as a PM for his firm. NEPA lead has about 50% of availability.




Marginal
PM has 27 years of experience, including PM for the projects that have bridges over stream and railroad. The experienced project
descriptions are very brief and no unlque challenges or achievements on those projects are not presented. No Pi numbers for GDOT projects

are not provided in his experience.

RDL shows a number of projects he worked on as roadway task leader, Iéad wall coordinator, and lead project engineer. Those projects’
work scopes are briefly presented, but his work performed is not clear.

BDL's experience shows 4 projects that he worked as PM or sub-consultant PM.

Prime experience shows only projects that the proposed PM has been working as a PM. No projects show the common involvement of the

praposed PM and KTLs.
B Project Manager, Key Toam Leader(s] and Prime's Resources and Workioad Gapacity — 20% T s Roms

Adequate

A 4

A reasonable depth in org chart is shown with multiple QG/QA personnel.
PM and BDL have less than 50% of availability on the contract, while RDL has over 50%.

A. Project Manager. Key Team | eader(s) and Prime's Experience and Qualifications ~ 30% l—‘-ssn.;r\eﬂ Rating

PM has 32 years of experience, including managing a current widening project as PM and previous projects as GDOT PM. The listed projects’
descriptions are too brief, and no unique challenges or achievements on those projects are not provided,

RDL shows experience as a design lead on projects with bridges over stream and railroad.

BDL has 32 years of experience, including GDOT bridge projects that he worked as supervising structural engineer and out of state projects
he worked as lead structural engineer. Project descriptions are very brief.

Prime experience shows multiple widening projects with the common involvement of PM and KTLs, but their roles in the listed projects are

not provided.
B Project Manager. Key Team Leadan(s) and Prime s Resvurces and Wartkioad Capacity — 20% lAssrqmn Rating

j Adequate

A 4

A deep org chart presented with muitiple design squads and QC/QA personnel.
PM and RDL are highly avallable for this contract. NEPA lead's commitment table is different from the ones provided in other proposals that
he is a proposed lead in.

A Project Manager, ikey Team Leader(s) and Frime’s Experience and Qualifications — 30% Assined Rating Ad equ ate

Pl numbers are not provided for GDOT projects in the PM and KTLs experience.

PM has 29 years of experience. PM's experience shows managing various projects, including roadway widening and bridge replacements.
RDL shows experience as lead engineer in multiple widening and bridge replacement projects.

BDL has 30 years of experience. His experience shows bridge design manager and PM role in projects with bridges over stream and railread.
Prime experience shows one project with PM and KTLs' common involvement, which Is in PFPR stage.

B Project Manages, Key Team Leaderis] and Prime's Resources and Workinad Capacity — 20% |Assiuned Rating = ! Adequate

A relatively short org chart is presented. Multiple QC/QA personnel are assigned.
PM, RDL and BDL have over 50% of availabilities for the contract. NEPA lead has about 50% of availability.

rnjct anage. Key Team Leader(s) and Ps Expnau and Qualifications -

Assighed Ratng

Marginal

PM has 40 years of experience, but his experience shows the roadway design management only for most projects.

RDL's experience shows two projects as design lead and other two projects as QC reviewer. Thase projects include stream crossing
bridges.

BOL has 36 years of experience. His experience shows multiple bridge bundles, but works he performed in most of those projects are not
clearly presented. '

Prime experience shows the projects that PM and proposed KTLs are commonly involved.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s} and Prime’s Resources and Worldoad Capacity — 20% i»\sslwﬂ Rating

A 4

Marginal

PM and RDL are listed as QC/QA. No other independent QC/QA personnel are listed.
PM and RDL are highly available for this project. BDL and NEPA lead have about 50% of availabilitics.




i
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eam eadr(s) and Prime’s \&pence nd Qualificetions -30% - 2 Hkssigned Ratirg = I 2

L

A Frojaci Mnagur,. Ky T

Adequate

Pl numbers of the GDOT projects are not provided in PM and KTLs" experience.
PM has 35 years of experience. PM's experlence explains briefly well the unique features of the projects and the coordination work
performed with federal and local public organizations. PM is not a registered PE.

RDL's experience shows his design lead role on the projects that include stream crossing bridges.

BDL has 27 years of experience. His experlence shows three projects that he worked as structural EOR.
Prime experience shows a number of stream crossing bridge projects that PM and KTLs are commonly involved. No projects are shown for
bridge over railroad.

B. Project Manage!, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Rescurces and Workioad Capacity — 20% [hsmgrez Ranme

b

Adeqguate

Relatively short list for the bridge design team in the org chart is shown. Multiple QC/QA personnel is shown in the org chart.
PM and NEPA lead have about 50% of availabilities on this contract. RDL and BDL are committed over 80% of their time to the current
projects, but it is claimed that RDL will be much more available by the time of NTP for this contract.

PM has 20 years of experience. His experience shows most of the projects he worked as a double role (PM and lead roadway designer). In
some of those project, he worked as a sub-consultant so didn't manage the entire project scopes.
RDL shows experience as a lead engineer in local government projects and as a PM in one bridge bundle contract.

BDL has 30 years of experience, including lead bridge engineer for projects that have stream crossing bridges,
Prime experience shows no projects that PM and KTLs are commonly invoived.

[B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime’s Resources and Werkload Capacity — 20% ]Assigned Rating

N =
7 Marginal

A reasonable depth in org chart is shown with separate QC/QA personnel in each areas.
BDL's commitment table is not provided.
PM and KTLs have over 50% of availabilities for the contract. NEPA lead's hours of availability is calculated incorrectly.

| £

A P,pem:arlage ney Team au'er{sind Frome's Expenence ang ﬁunjlﬂunnna - 30% Assgned Raung 3 Ade quate

PM has 26 years of experience. He shows experience in managing projects with bridges over stream and railroad.

RDL has 10 years of experience, including lead roadway engineer and roadway engineer's role on GDOT and local government projects.
BDL has 14 years of experience, Including senior or lead bridge engineer's role on projects that have bridges over stream and raifroad.
Prime experience includes the projects that PM and KTLs waork together.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leadens) and Frime's ReSources and Wondaad Capatity — 2% !ﬂs‘s'qﬂed Rating —> Adeqguate

A reasonable depth is shown in the org chart, with QC/QA personnel.
PM and all KTLs have over 50% of availabilities for the project.

firm Name; [T v e
A Projert Manager. Key Team Leader{s] and Prime's Experignce and Qualfcations ~ 30% e

Marginal

A 4

No Pl numbers of the GDOT projects are provided throughout the statement.

PM has 38 years of experience. His experience various projects with various reles, but the project descriptions are too brief and no project
specific challenges and achlevements are presented. A better editorial QC is needed on highlighting and bolding the titles of the projects.
RDL shows experience as senior design engineer and project manager.

BDL's experience includes the projects he worked as a structural engineer or deputy PM, not the design lead. it describes the projects’
general and roadway features, not the bridges.

Prime experience shows the involvement of Ms. Sarah Pearcy as a roadway design lead. It is not clear if she was the design lead on those
projects, or editorial mistake that designates her as a propased lead for this contract.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prime's Resources and Workload Capacity - % 1Assned Rating

b 4

H Adeguate

A relatively short depth in org chart is presented with one QA/QC person.
PM; RDL, and BDL are highly available on this project. NEPA lead has about 40% of availability.




igned Rating

No Pl numbers of the GDOT projects are provided PM and KTLs experience.

PM has 29 years of experience and presented the projects he performed "senlor project manager™ role, but his role on those projects is not
clearly presented. The projects” descriptions are too brief, and no project specific challenges and achievements are presented.

RDL’s experlence shows only out of state projects, and his knowledge on GDOT PDP and other guidelines is not clearly presented.

BDL’s experience shows two projects he worked as bridge design manager, and one project as a bridge design lead and he performed QC for
bridge design/plans.

Prime experience shows all projJects with the involvement of only the proposed PM, except for one out of state project that the proposed RDL
warked with PM.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader(s) and Prime’s Resources ard Workioad Gapacity — 20% Iﬂf-sfaned Rating > [ W arginal

The org chart is not well organized. Only oiie roadway designer and bridge designer are assigned to each squad except for PM and KTLs.
PM is aimost fully available on this contract. RDL is committed over 60% of his time to all out of state projects. BDL and NEPA lead are
reasonably available on this contract.

No PI numbers of the GDOT projects are provided throughout the statement.
PM shows management experlence in projects that include stream crossing bridges. The listed projects briefly describe the works he

performed.

RDL shows experience as [ead roadway design for the bridge replacement projects.

BDL has 25 years of experience including the bridge design lead for stream crossing bridge replacement projects.

Prime experience shows no Invelvement of the proposed PM, but presented two projects that RDL {as PM) and BDL are commonly involved.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s} and Pﬂme's Resources and Workload Capacity — 26% IAssfaned Rating = i Adeguate

Org chart shows multiple design squads, separately assigned to each bridge, and multiple QC/QA personnel.
PM is highly available an this contract. RDL alsc has over 70% of availability. BDL and NEPA have 50% or more of availabilities.

Prajast Ma-har-r, Key ; - - N ] Marginal

PM's experience shows bridge replacement projects he worked as GDOT district preconstruction engineer. PM possesses PLS license, but
no PE.

Two RDLs are assigned on this contract, but their separate roles on this contract are not clearly presented. One RDL listed prajects that he
worked as PM or lead roadway engineer, but his works performed In the individual projects are not clear. The other RDL shows no

experience as a design lead in her listed projects.

BDL's experience listed the projects with ne information presented on his roles in the individual projects. It is mentioned that he worked as
PM or PE for those projects.

Prime’s experience shows the involvement of individuals that are not the proposed key members In this prajects. No projects show the

common invelvement of PM and KTLs of this project.
B Projact Manager, Key Tearmn Leader{s) and Prmes Resourcaa and Worklosd Capasity — 20% 11\55?9 ned Rating ) I Marginal

Two separate org charts are presented, one for each bridge. Both RDLs are assigned as key lead.in both org chart. Same persons are
assigned in the design squads and QA/QC.

There is an editorial mistake: the org chart (Section C1A) is placed before Section B.

PM, RDL, and BDL are reasonably available on this contract. NEPA lead’'s commitment table is different from the one provided in other firms’
proposals.




A Froject Manager, Rey Tedm Leader{s] and Prime's Experience gnd Qualifications - 35% Assigned Rating > Mar,q inal

PM's experience includes multiple widening projects and one of them includes the bridges, but his roles in the listed projects are not clearly
provided. PM doesn't possess a BS degree or a PE license.

RDL has 16 years of experience including the roadway project lead on widening and intersection improvement projects. No projects shown
include the bridge.

BDL has gver 29 years of experience. His experience lists the projects that includes bridges over stream and roadway that he worked as the
"bridge project manager™.

Prime experience included projects that PM and KTLs are commonly involved.

{8 Project Manager. Key Team Leader(s) and Prime's Réiot-rgeumoad Capasity — 20% I*\wgnvd Rating — Adequate

A reasonable depth is shown in the ory chart, with QC/QA and independent design review personnel.
PM and all KTLs are highly available on the project.

A Project Manager, ey TRAM Labdrs) ANd Frine’s Expenthos and GualTications — 35% el Rt ; Adequate

PM has 30 years of experience including the management of the projects for bridge replacements. Experienced projects are presented with
very brief descriptions. No detailed challenges or achievements are described for those projects.

RDL shows experience as a roadway design lead for the roadway widening and bridge replacements. The projects' descriptions are very
brief and no detailed challenges or achievements for those projects are presented.

BDL has 26 years of experience including bridge design projects that he worked as a lead bridge design engineer, senior bridge engineer and
QC/QA bridge engineer.

Prime experience shows no projects that the PM and KTLs are commanly involved.

B Project Manager, Key Team Leader{s) and Prme's Resources and Workload Capacity - 20% }Assieﬂed Rating

| Adequate

b 4

A deep org chart is presented with balanced prime's design squad and subconsultants' support teams. Multiple QC/QA personnel is
presented.
PM and all KTLs are highly available on this contract.
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RFQ RFQ-484-052819 | PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS

Finm Lewe Engineers, LLC # of Evaluators

|Expenence and Qualifi:ations ! Assigned Rating Good

Lowe Engineers- The PM and Roadway Key Team Lead (KTL) showed strong relatable project experience but the specific roles could have been better
defined. For example, the team is unsure as to what "Initial project manager" entails. The Bridge KTL had good projects listed and well defined roles.
Environmental Lead showed good relevant projects. The PM initial experience was as the Profect Manager but did not show experlence taking the project
all the way through the PDP. All Key team leads worked together on previous projects except for the NEPA Lead. The PM started as a project manager on
projects listed and then switched roles to a QA/QC reviewer.

Reasurces and Workioad Caparity I {Assigned Rating ] Good
Lowe Engineers-Showed good stratcgy on delivaring the project by having multiple KTLs that have been PMs on other project. As a survey firm, they are

capable of using drones and constructabillty engineer on the team. The propesal only shows one Environmentai firm which could lead to delays. The
narrative was well written and the organizational chart showed good depth. The firm aiso showed a three person QA team. The team has worked together
on previous projects. The organizational chart does not clearly state the Prime members and sub-gconsultant members.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 . PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Firm Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. # of Evaluators|
Expenente and Qualhcations Asslgned Rating Good

Parsons Transportation-the Roadway KTL had very relevant project experience with bridges over water and railroad and the roles were well defined. The
PM showed experience with bridges over rallroad and water and also showed extensive knowledge of District 3. The PM used to be the Preconstruction
Engineer for District 3. The NEPA Lead had extensive experience and worked on simllar major river crossings. The KTLs have worked together on
jprevious projects, but their roles In the listed project were not clearly identified. The SOQ listed the Pl numbers for each profect listed.

[Resources and Workioad Capacity Assigned Raiing Good

Pargons- The team showed multipie redundancies in all Environmental areas. The firm also showed multiple design squads for the Roadway and Bridge
KTL. The proposal identified a four (4) person QA team. The roles were identified for VE, Constructability and Cost. The proposal showed a very detailed
organizational chart. The narrative discussed strategies for keeplng projects on schedule and identified risks with a plan to reduce or ellminate them. The
proposal had a good discussion on Design Coordinatlon, Environmental Survey Boundary and A3M. The PM and KTL are reasonably avaitable for project.
The same NEPA Lead's commitment table Is different on other proposals for this project.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Firm STV Incorporated _ # of Evaluators
EX[ and Qualihcat Assigned Rating Good

STV-The PM, Bridge and Roadway'KTL showed experience with bridges over water and railroads. All members have worked together on previous
iprojects. The NEPA Lead showed extensive experfence with similar projects. The Roadway KTL showed good project role descriptions including phases
and tasks. The Prime's experience includes projects with scope similar to this contract.

Resources and Workioad Capacity Assigned Rating Adequate

STV-The proposal listed a Railroad coordinator but showed redundancy in all Environmental area classes. The organizational chart showed good depth.
The narrative had a good wrife up of understanding and discussed their QA/QC process. The proposal also identified risk to the schedule and identified a
way to mitigate those risks. The PM and KTLs have over 50% availabiiity for this contract.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 1 SUMMARY cQMMENTs FOR TOP SUBMITTALS

Firm ‘;TranSystems Corpaoratlon #t of Evaluators|

Expenence 2nu Qualiffcations Assigred fating Adequate

TranSystem-The Roadway KTL showed two bridge repiaéement projects over water and one widening project which contained over water criteria. The
deseriptions of the Roadway KTL roles, on the listed projects, were either missing or lightly described. The PM role was well described. The Roadway and
Bridge KTL did not demonstrate experience with bridges over raliroad. The NEPA lead is very experienced but did not list a major river crossing.

Resourses and Workicad Capacity Assigned Rating . Adequate

TranSystem- The proposal showed only one person listed for Environmental. The organizational chart lacks depth for Environmental. The proposal also
showed three QA/QC for Roadway, Bridge and Environmental. The narrative discussed how to eliminate risk and the QA/QC process. The PM showed a
strong availability for the project.




RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS

Firm Michael Baker international, Inc. # of Evaluators

L

Experience and Qualifications Assignod Razing Good

Michael Baker- The NEPA Lead shows 40 years of experlence and has worked on numerous simllar profects. All of the Project Manager's experience
could not be verified since the project descriptions were to vague and the Pl numbers were not listed. The Roadway KTL did not have experience with
rallroads. The PM is a structural engineer and listed experience with projects including bridges over water and railroads. The Roadway KTL showed
experience with bridges over water.

Resources and Werkload Capacity |Assigned Rating Adeguate

Michzael Baker- The narrative showed an adequate depth for Roadway and Bridge but only one Ecology person listed. The organizational chart showed
limited resources for the project in some area classes. The delivery of bridge plans were not detailed. The narrative reiterated KTL roles rather than
bringing in additional resources. The PM showed an adeguate avallabliity for the project, as well as all KTL.

RFQ RFQ-484-062619 . PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TUP SUBMITTALS
Firm _Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C. #hf I-_E\mlnatozs_ TTo B |

Expenence and Qualifications {Assigqeﬁ Rating ! Adequate
i |

Clark-The PM showed projects for road widening and intersection improvement but no projects with similar scope to this project. The PM aiso showed
Railroad coordination experience. The Environmental Lead was very experienced with similar projects. The Prime's experience listed Bradley Cox as The
PM but he is not listed as 2 KTL within the proposal. The Prime and the Roadway KTL did not have experience with projects over railroads.

iResourm and Workload Capacity 1Assigned Rating Good

Clark-The QC/QA description was good and the quality control schedules were discussed throughout the process but it lacked detall. The proposal
discussed innovative delivery methods that could possibly be used. The firm is currently involved with a bridge replacement on an upstream bridge. The
team has eleven (11) sub-consultants which shows great depth. The Environmentai member was not a part of the QA/QC team listed. The narrative
showed a good process on meeting schedules.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 : PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Flrm RSH, Inc. # of Evaluators
Experience and Qualifications Assigned Rating Adequate

R5H-The Roadwé.y KTL discussion contained one typo. The Roadway KTL listed experience with multiple bridge over water projects with good roles
defined. The PM showed extensive project history with bridges over water but the roles were not defined. The Brldge KTL showed experience with
bridges over railroad and water. The other KTL lacked experlence with railroad and water. The NEPA Lead listed experience but does not list a major river
crossing.

Resources and Workload Capacity Assigned Rating Adequate

REH-The team lacked depth in Environmental. The narrative showed Roadway and Bridge GA/QC. The narrative showed knowledge of the route from a
nearby project and gave detailed discussion of the availabllity

RFQ  |RFa484.05281s * PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Firm Calyx Engl and C j # of Evaluators
Expeneice and Qualificanons Assignead Rating Adeqhata

Calyx-The Roadway KTL showed experience with one bridge over a road but not with bridges over water or railroad. The project role descriptions were
light. The NEPA Lead stressed experience managing contracts more than handling Environmental documents. The Bridge KTL did not demonstrate
experience with bridges over railroad. The PM listed experience warking as a lead project engineer instead of a PM. The PM demonstrated experience
with bridges over railroad and water.

Resaurces and Weorkload Gapacity Assigned Rating Adequate

Calyx- The QC/QA only discussed doing formal reviews prior to all phase completion and listed two people to do the reviews. The proposal did not
discuss their strategy on keeping the project on schedule. The organizational chart showed sufficient depth to complete the profect. The Archeology only
showed one firm. The PM showed less than 50% availabllity.




RFQ RFQ-484-052818 . - PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS

Firm Helt Consulting Company, LLC # of Evaluators

Expenence and Qualtfications |Assizned Rating Adequate
1

Holt-The PM and all KTLs showed experience with bridges over water. The PM and Roadway had roles that were well described. The Bridge KTL showed
experience with bridges over Railroads. The PM, Roadway and Environmental KTL lacked railroad experience. The Bridge KTL showed all of their
experience out of state and the knowledge of GDOT Bridge Design manual and other guidelines was not clearly stated.

ftesources and Workiosd Capacity Assigned Rating Marginal

HOLT- The team lacked depth in Environmental. The narrative only showed one person assigned to Bridge. The narrative also mentioned that some of the
teamn had worked together in the past on projects. The narrative also showed an external QA team for Bridge but the QA/QC does not mention
Environmental.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 : PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Firm QK4, Inc. # of Evaluators
Expenance and Qualifications Assigned Rating ’ Adequate

QK4-The NEPA Lead was experienced but did not list a major river crossing. The PM, Bridge and Prime has experience with bridges over raiiroad and
water however the Roadway KTL does not have experience in elther. The Roadway KTL did not demonstrate similar type of work and did not show
exparlence with bridges over water or rallroad. The PM's write-up showed a typo. The PM's role description was well stated. The KTLs have worked
together on previous projects except for the NEPA Lead. The proposal did not provide Pl numbers for the past projects listed.

Resourcas and Workload Capacify Asslgned Rating Adenuate

QK4-The Organizational chart did not show depth. The narrative only showed one name for each area ciass. The narrative alsc showed two bridge teams
on the organizational chart. The narrative lacked substance. The PM and Roadway KTL have worked together on previous projects.

REQ RFQ-484-052818 PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
f i ]
:Firm iHeath Lineback Engineers, Inc. # of Evaluators;
Experience and Qualifications Asslgned Rating ! Adequate
1

Heath Lineback- The PM and Bridge KTL listed experfence with bridges over water and railroad. The Roadway KTL showed experience with bridge over
trails and other project types with decent but repetitive roles. The PM was the assistant PM on three of the projects listed. The Prime listed project #
522220 where the PM and KTLs worked on the project but this project Is currently listed as an In-house project for GDOT. The proposal roles need to be
better defined. The NEPA Lead is experienced but does not list a major river crossing.

Resources and Workicad Capacity I Assigned Rating Adequate
i

Heath Lineback-The organizational chart shows two bridge teams. The organilzational chart showed 4 people for Roadway but their roles were unclear.
The team lacked depth In Environmental and the Environmental QA/QC person was missing. The SOQ stated that they have an "Employee Standard of
iCare™ but they did not define this term or give additional detajls. The QA/QC process lacked detalls. The narrative mentioned adding additional resources
ifor the railroad.

!

RFQ iRFQ-GM-OSZMB PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS |
Firm lwsp USA Inc. # of Evaluators f
|Expenence and Qualfications Assigned Rating I Adequate

WSP-The Roadway KTL showed one bridge over water project and one over railroad but did not provide any details of their role on the project, with
respect to phases on task. The Prime experience lIsted team member Involvement but did not Include their roles. The PM showed two bridge replacement
prolects over water hut details on the roles were lacking. The Bridge KTL showed experience with bridges over water and railroad. The NEPA Lead
{showed experience but listed only two projects and neither were a bridge stand alone project. The project also did not include a major railroad crossing.

Il
Respurces and Workload Capagity ! assigned Rasing Adequate

WSP-The narrative llsted a QC/QA for Roadw'y, Bridge and NEPA. The narrative also lacked to mention how to handle any project'risks, delivery of the
project on schedule nor did it mention their QVQC process. The evaluators could not verify the NEPA commitment table. The team has only one
Archeology firm listed.




RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 1 SUMMARY GOMMENTS ?OR TOP SUBMWTALS

Firm Negl-Schaffer, Inc. # of Evaluators

Exp and Qualificati .Assigned Rating Adequate

Neel-The PM experience could not be verified due to the vague project descriptions and only sometimes providing Pl numbers. Only two projects detailed

PM roles. The PM and Roadway KTL had bridge over railroad experience but non over water. The Bridge KTL did not demonstrate experience with bridge

over railroad but did show experience with bridges over water. The NEPA Lead has experience with similar projects. The Roadway KTL showed a different
title on the listed projects. The roles on the project were not clearly stated. The Prime experience with the KTL involvement only listed the PM,

: I
Resources and Workload Capacity iAssigncd Rating Adequate

Neel- The narrative listed 4 QA/QC péop]e in the organizational chart. The narrative discussed the QA/QC process which included specialist outside of the
office. The team only has one firm for History and Archeclogy. !
|

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 ' PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Firm KC! Technologies, Inc. # of Evaluators
| Expenience and Qualifications Assigned Rating Adequate

KCI- The PM, Roadway, Bridge and Prime did not list experience with railroads. The KTLs have not worked tegether. The SOQ listed Pl numbers for
projects. There were several typos within the S0Q. The NEPA lead showed experience with similar projects. The Roadway KTL showed experience with
one bridge over water and listed well defined roles overall. The PM listed experience but the roles were not weil defined. The Roadway KTL listed
projects with different titles.

Rasources and Workload Capacity Assigned Rating Adequate

KCI-The organizational chart showed good depth for Environmental but displayed redundancy in all area ¢lasses. The narrative showed section 20 plan
lead which would be helpful for Environmental. The Bridge Design team has only one member except for Bridge KTL. The narrative discussed four (4)
different project teams but they were not reflected on the organizational chart.

RFQ  |RFO-484-052818 PHASE 1 SUMMARY COMMENTS FOR TOP SUBMITTALS
Flrm Mott MacDonaid, LLC #of Evalu_ators_
Expenence and Quahfications Azslgned Rating Marginal

Mott-The Roadway KTL showed experlence with bridges over water but lacked description of his role on this project. The Roadway KTL listed the same
project on two different S0Qs and gave two different titles. The PM, Roadway and Bridge KTLs have experience with bridges over water but not railroads.
The Prime had experience with Bridges over water and raliroads. The NEPA Lead had experience but did not list experience with a major railroad
crossing. The Prime listed all of the team members, who proposed to work on the project, under the Prime but did not list their roles. This sectlon is for
KTL involvement.

1
Resources and Workload Capacity FAssigned Raurg Adeguate

Mott- The organizational chart showed sufficient depth to complete the project. The narrative listed three QAIQC people and only listed one firm for
Environmental. The narrative is a continuation of the resumes and displayed some typos. The narrative discussed having two deslgn teams but those
teams are not shown on the organlzational chart. The narrative also mentioned QC/QA but lacked details regarding the process. The Constructability was
good and showed two SMEs.




Russell R. McMurry, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center
660 West Peachtree Street, NW

3 )% Atlanta, GA 30308
- | (404) 631-1000 Main Office
Georgia Depariment of Transportation

September 3, 2018

NOTICE TO SELECTED FINALISTS - REVISED

To: Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, PC; Lowe Engineers, LLC;
Michael Baker International, Inc.; Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. and
STV Incorporated d/b/a STV Ralph Whitehead Associates

Please send an e-mail confirming receipt of this notice to Folayan Battle (fbattle@dot.ga.gov).

Re: RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services, Contract #4,
Plits 0016129 and 0016130, Monroe and Jones Counties

On behalf of the Selection Committee for the Request for Qualifications (RFQ) referenced above, we congratulate you
and your firm on being selected as a finalist for further consideration. This notice shall serve as an official request for
additional required information and action from finalists. Please refer to the original solicitation (RFQ-484-062819),
page 9, VIL. Instructions for Preparing Technical Approach and Past Performance Response — Phase || Response,
A&B and pages 10-12, IX. Instructions for Submittal for Phase Il — Technical Approach and Past Performance
Response, A-D for instructions to submit your package. As a finalist, your firm is required to comply with the written
instructions and remaining schedule below:

A. Technical Approach - 40%

This information will be limited to a maximum of three (3) pages.

Furnish information that may serve to differentiate your firm from other firms and evidence of the firm’s fit to the project
and/or needs of GDOT, including:

1. Provide any unique technical approaches your firm offers relative to addressing anticipated design concepts, use
of any alternative methods for delivery (if applicable), and/or management of the project.

2. ldentify any unigque challenges of the project and how your firm intends to mitigate these challenges, including
quality control, quality assurance procedures. Provide any specific qualifications, skills, knowledge of the project
and project area which may uniquely benefit the firm and project, and your ability and willingness to meet time
reguirements.

B. Past Performance - 10%

No additional information should be submitted to fulfill this requirement. Information from the relevant
projects listed as well as information on file with the Department will be used to fulfill this requirement.

Remaining Schedule

d. GDOT completes evaluation and issues notification and other information to 09/032019 o

finalist firms

e. Deadline for submission of written questions from finalists 09/20/2019;: 2:00PM

f. Phase Il Response of Finalist firms due 10/01/2019; 2:00 PM




Netice to Selected Finalists
RFQ 484-052819, Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design Services, Contract #4, Pi#s 0016129 and 0016130, Monroe and Jenes Counties

Page 2 of 2

C.

Final selection will be determined by carrying the scores from Phase | forward for each Finalist and by evaluating the
Technical Approach and Past Performance criteria for Phase Il. For each evaluator, the peoints assigned to each
criterion will be totaled and a rank wili be determined. The rankings of all evaluators wil! be totaled for each finalist in
order to determine the sum of the individual rankings. The finalists will be ranked in descending order of recommendation
using the sum of individual rankings from the Selection Committee members. Should a tie exist for the highest ranking
firm on the contract/project, and qualifications appear to be equal, the Selection Committee shall defer to the sum of the
individual points and the award shall be made to the finalist with the highest sum.

Negotiations will then be initiated with the top-ranked firm to finalize the terms and conditions of the contract, including
the fees to be paid. In the event a satisfactory agreement cannot be reached with the highest-ranking fimm, GDOT will
formally terminate the negotiations in writing and possibly enter into negotiations with the second highest-ranking firm,
and so on in turn until a mutual agreement is established and GDOT awards a contract. The final form of the contract
shall be developed by GDOT.

Please address any questions you may have to Folayan Battle, and congratulations, again, to each of you!

Folayan Battle

foattle@dot.ga.gov
404-631-1466



GD@IT

Georgla Department of Transportation

SELECTION OF FINALISTS

RFQ-484-052819
Batch #1 — 2019 Engineering Design services

The Georgia Department of Transportation is pleased to announce the selection
of the following firms as finalists regarding the above RFQ:

Contract #1: PI# 0014941, Glyna County
Heath & Lineback Engineers, Inc.

Holt Consulting Company, LL.C

Lowe Engineers, LLC

Michael Baker International, Inc.
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
TranSystems Corporation

Contract #2: PT# 0016126 and 0016127, Butts County

American Consulting Professionals, LLC
KCI Technologies, Inc.

Lowe Engineers, LLC

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc.
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

Contract #3: PI# 0016128, McDuffie and Wilkes Counties
Barge Design Solutions, Inc.

Lowe Engineers, LL.C

Moffatt & Nichol

Mott MacDonald, LL.C

R.K. Shah & Associates

Contract #4: PI#s 0016129 and 0016130, Jones and Monroe Counties
Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, PC

Lowe Engineers, LL.C

Michael Baker International, Inc.

Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

STV Incorporated d/b/a STV Ralph Whitehead Associates




Contract #5: PI# 0013120, Monroe County
American Consulting Professionals, LL.C
Mead and Hunt, Inc.

Michael Baker International, Inc.

Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

Pond & Company

Vanassee Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

Contract #6: PI# 0015151, Chatham County

American Engineers, Inc.

Heath & Lineback Engineers, Inc.

Michael Baker International Inc.

Moffatt & Nichol

Moreland Altobeli Associates, Inc.

STV Incorporated dba STV Ralph Whitehead Associates

Contract #7: PI# 0015667, Baldwin County

American Consulting Prefessionals, LLC
Development Planning & Engineering, Inc,
Mott MacDonald, LL.C

Pond & Company

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

WSP USA, Inc.

Contract #8: PI# 0015688, Butts County
CHA Consulting, Inc.

Kimley-Horn and Asscciates, Inc.

Mott MacDonald, LL.C

Pond & Company

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

Contract #9: PI# 0015690, Muscogee County

Barge Design Solutions, Inc.

CHA Consulting, Inc.

Clark Paterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, PC
TranSystems Corporation

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.




SUBMISSION & PRESCREENING CHECKLIST

SOLICITATION #:

RFQ-484-052819

Batch #1 - 2019 Engineering Design Services,

SOLICITATION TITLE:
Contract 4
SOLICITATION DUE DATE: October 1, 2019
SOLICITATION TIME DUE: 2:00pm
*
5 |2
& <
£ |3
3,5
- e
A
| EE|E 8
No. Consultants Date | Time | 85|25
1 Lowe Engineers, LLC 101172019 1:09 PM | X X
2 Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. 10M72019[ 1:10 PM | X X
3 STV Incorporated 10/1/2019(10:26 AM| X X
4 Michael Baker International, Inc. 10/1/2019(10:34 AM| X X
5 Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C. 1011/2019(12:59 PM| X X




SOQ AREA CLASS CHECKLIST

Qalicitation Titla: Batch 81 - 2018 m:m__.-m@}-_m _ummmm: Sarvicas, Contract 4

Primes and Subconsultants

Certificate Expires |Comments

Clark Fatterson Engineers, Surveyer and Architects, #.5. R 1A J__ 1A = &___:N_mma
Accura Engineering and Consulting Servicas, Ine, R I X|X| X | X| X | X|X[X 1/31/2022
Aulick Engineering, LLG T P e o X X Jo |1 XIX _11/8/2020
[ [Feological Sotatons, nc.__ - I X x| IX P 1 O o A O] I
| __|KC Technologies, Inc, _ X | X|X X[ XX X 5M10/2020] _
Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. R X X[X [ XIX|X X X[ XX X 1 B X oestee| |
Long Engineering, inc. o o X | X[ X X[ X| XX | | X | 12114/2020
MC SQUARED, INC. e : XX X[X 117672020
New South Assoclates, Inc. x| | X | L 6772020
|Pritchett Steinbeck Group, Inc X | X 21172022

P

Linited Cnnsulting. ELC

14 |Lowe Engineers, LLC XX XX X sraizozt
Aulick Engineering, LLC X X X 11/9/2020
Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Ine. XX X[ X|X]|X]|X[X X X| X[ X X 4/11/2020
Kimley-Hom and Assogiates, Inc. X[ XX | X[ X|X X X[ X | X X == Wy G 82021
MG SQUARED, [NC. X1 X| XX 11782020
Sycamere Consulting, Inc. X XX 7132020

16 |Michael Baker International, Inc. X| X X|X|X|X]X]| X XiX| X - |.X]  1mero0z0|] 0
___|Aulick Engineering, LLC X X X 11/9/2020
— {Edwards-Pitmen Envirenmental, Inc. XXX XXX X]|X X XXX X 4/11/2020

Long Engineering, [nc. .| X| XX X[ XXX X 1211442020

Southeastern Engineering, Inc. X X X | X X[ X X 12/31/2021

Willmer Engineerina_ Inc. X| X XI| X 21812020

21 | Parsons Transportation Group, [nc. X| X X| X| X X A X| X X P R X 12M4/2020) T
Bowiby & Asscciates, Inc. - b I XX o Lo - . . 53142021
| __|contour Enginesring, LLC B =R e XPX[X|x] 1 4/11/2020
Ecological Selutions, Ing.  me emem g o o X X X i 2/z28/2022( |
_..|Kennedy Enginsering 8 Associates Group, LG X XXX _ X . XX 711712021
_ _|New South Assoclates, Inc. i b e X X =l a _Bl7/2020| 5
Surveying and Mapping, LLC I X| X| X 12/14/2020
Vatghn & Malion Cansulting Enginears, Ing X | XX xtxlxlxT™T BERE a0

11 i

Page 1 of 1

26 [$TV incorporatea - ] X X | R X | S N N O 43012022
__|CARDNO,INC. X X X - | . 1IX|X{X{X[X X 3/8/2021
CCR ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. X X | _ 6/7/2020
Cranston Engineering Group, P.C. X[ X ]| X X[ X X 5/10/2020
New South Asseclates, Inc. X X 1 6/7/2020|
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Ine. X[ X | X | X[X[X X X} X| X X1 X 4/30/2021
| ¥Vilmar Enginasring, nc X X[ X | X 2/8/2020




GDOT SELECTION COMMITTEE SCORING AND OVERALL RANKING OF SUBMITTALS

Solicitation Title

Batch #1 - 2019 Engineening Design Services, Contract 4 i 1

STV Incorporated

Soficitation #: RFQ-484-052819 {2 Lowa Engineers, LLG
PHASE [ AND PHASE Il dndiv!duzl Committes Member Scoring and Overal Ranking based on Publisked Criteria * 2| Clark Patterson Engiteers, Surveyer 2nd Architects, P.C.
= 1 I i KMichael Baker international, inc.
= P e . _
(._M HES 0 & 2 O@ IL—J ML & Parsons Transportation Groug, inc.
b y L
{RANKING)
Sum of
Total Group
SUBMITTING FIRMS Score ! Ranking
Lowe Engineers, LLT = 650 2
Parsons T portation Group, Inc. 550 5
STV incorporated i 1
Michael Baker Internati Inc. 800 4
Clark Patiarson Engincess, Surveyar znd Arihitects, .0 850 2
Evaluation Criteria
\ fed‘
Group Scoras and
Maamum Points affoweg =| 300 200 400 100 Ranking
SUBMITTING FIRMS ¥ i R ¥ |Toial Seera| Ranking
Lowea Engineers, LLC Good Good | Adeguate| Good 850 2
Parsons Transpartation Group, Inc Good Good | Marginal | Good 550 5
{STV Incorporated Good | Adequate| Good Good 700 1
lMlcnael Bakar Intemauonal, Inc CGood | Adequete| Adequate] Good 6047 4
Clark P=tterson Enmineers, Surveyor and Archiiscts PG | Adequate| Good Good |Adequate] 650 2
Maximum Pomts allowed =| 300 200 400 100 1000 | %




RFQ RFQ-484-052819 ___ PHASE 2 SUMMARY COMMENTS

Firm Lowe Engineers, LLC

Technical Approach Assigned Rating Adequate

Lowe-The language in the proposal refers to cuiverts instead of the project. Typos were also discovered
within the proposal. Roadway-recommended an offset alignment to the north and good discussion of
North vs. South. The write-up mentioned combining the projects into one plan set. The firm also
mentioned corrective deficient vertical alignment. The offset detour length was defined to be 34 miles and
considered not viable. It appears the 34 miles refers to the total distance from Forsyth to Gray along the
assumed detour route rather than the difference between the detour route and the route along State Route
18. The proposal mentioned the coordination with Environmental for sturgeons in the area. The write-up
mentioned that this bridge was not a good candidate for an ABC bridge which the review team finds
reasonable. The writ-up also mentioned that the bridge was in FEMA Zone A. The proposal mentioned the
railroad bridge deck runoff can not be discharge into the railroad drainage systern. It was also mentioned
that the 3D laser scanners and drones would deliver the Survey. The write-up mentioned that the project
had an aggressive schedule but felt that schedule could be recovered by PFPR. The initial
recommendation for super structure and sub-structure were provided. The firm showed a good
discussion on the need of a PIOH and needing to avoid historic homes in the area. The Environmental
team had recent experience doing work on this river.

Past Performance JAssigned Rating | Good
The score of "Good" was given based on the past performance scores. The review team did not have past
knowledge working with the firm.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 2 SUMMARY COMMENTS
Firm Parsons Transportation Group, in¢. S '
Technical Approach Assigned Rating Margma[

Parsons-The offset detour length was defined to be 32 miles and considered to long for practical
consideration. It appears the 32 miles refers to the total distance from Forsyth to Gray along the assumed
detour route rather than the difference between the detour route and the route along State Route 18. The
write-up also recommended a permanent realignment to the North. The write up did not provide an initial
recommendation for super structure and sub-structure and also mentioned an unrealistic two rounds of
task orders for the project. The reviewers felt that this was not enough for the project. Scoping to
available budget implies that you are not scoping for project needs. The Consultant failed to define A3M
correctly. The write up mentioned changing from a nationwide permit to a regional permit but this does
not save time or money. PCE over CE is implied but this method would save time on the project, the
discussion on this effort is inadequate. The proposal disctissed a permanent alignment shift for the river
bridge and transitioning back to the existing alignment for the railroad. This does not seem feasible. The
bridges are too close together. ABC was mentioned as a critical tool but the reviewers do not agree. The
write up mentioned the a core monitoring gauge to be reinstalled on the new bridge but there was no
mentioning of the sturgeons in the area. The write up mentioned Survey and Environmental teams to
accelerate the project.

Past Performance _[Assigned Rating | Good
The score of "Good" was given based on the past performance scores. Some of the review team members
presented past knowledge working with the firm and provided additional performance information.




RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 2 SUMMARY COMMENTS
Firm STV Incorporated :

Technical Approach Assign'ed Rating Good

STV- The offset detour length was defined to be 12 miles and was not eliminated from consideration as an
alternative, which the review team thinks is reasonable. It appears the 12 miles refers to the difference
between the detour route and the route along State Route 18. The write-up also discussed the fact that the
river bridge Is the county line and two bus route and emergency services will not be impacted. The write
up mention that according to the Norfolk Southerh map, this area is designated as a super core corridor,
requiring clearance for three lines of track. The initial recommendation for super structure and sub-
structure were provided. The write up mentioned FEMA Zone A. Environmental-the proposal did not
mention the coordination of sturgeons. The in-depth discussion of staging details were mentioned,
including providing access to the house between bridges. The firm showed unique skills and knowledge
working with Norfolk southern providing design and other services for 37 years. The write-up also
mentioned investigating ABC on the project but no conclusion was presented. The need for Public
Involvement coordination was also mentioned within the proposal.

Past Performance JAssigned Rating | Good

The score of "Good" was given based on the past performance scores. The review team had no past
knowledge working with the firm. One of the past performance scores given to the firm showed a one {1)
but the write up detailed information not related to the firm. Due to this, the reviewers considered the
Consultant's score without this past performance review.

RFQ RFQ-484-052819 PHASE 2 SUMMARY COMMENTS
Firm Michael Baker International, Inc. _ ‘
Technical Appreach Assigned Rating Adequate

Michael Baker-The cover page shows wrong project. The offset detour length was defined to be 20 miles
with local roads and much longer with state routes. It was deemed to be unacceptable. It appears the 20
miles refers to the total distance from Forsyth to Gray along the assumed detour route rather than the
difference between the detour route and the route along State Route 18. The write-up recommended
permanent alignment to the North and included a layout of the alignment in the proposal. The write up
also mentioned an unrealistic two rounds of task orders for the project but the reviewers felt that this was
not enough for the project. The risk matrix table showed good detail on both bridges. Environmental-the
praposal mentioned the cocrdination needed for sturgeons and the coordination of FEMA Zone A. The
initial recommendation for super structure and sub-structure were provided. the write-up also
recommended a single span bridge for railroad but did not mention roadway grade line adjustment.
Environmental-PCE was recommended and the write-up provided good detail to support their
understanding of the project and documents needed.

Paat Performance i i |Assigned Rating | Good

The score of "Good" was given based on the past performance scores. The review team
did not have any past knowledge working with the firm.




RFQ RFQ-484-052819 "PHASE 2 SUMMARY COMMENTS
Firm Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and Architects, P.C,[ - _ _ L.
Technical Approach Assigned Rating Good
Clark Patterson-The proposal stated that there were no feasible off sight detours and recommended
permanent realignment to the North. They recognized FEMA Zone A. The proposal showed a good
overview of A3M and section 20 plans. The proposal went into good detail on the Environmental
considerations, construction methods within the water and the likely restrictions due to sturgeons.
However, there were no mentioning of Environmental document type or Public Involvement. The schedule
discussion did not provide a iot of detaii. The initial recommendation for super structure and sub-
structure were provided. The Environmental team had recent experience doing work on this river.

Past Performance _ ‘ {Assigned Rating |  Adequate
The firm's past performance score was below the reviewers 4.5 cut off score and the score of "Adequate"
was given. The review team had past knowledge working with the firm and stated that the consultant's
performance substantiated the "Adequate’ rating.




[uestions answered on a 1, 3, 5 scale.

1 = Below Expectations, 3 = Met Expecfations, 5 = Exceeded Expectations

Reference Check Summary for
RFQ) 484-052819 Contract #4
Batch #1-2019 Engineering Design Services, Contract #4

Engineers, Surveyor and
rchitects

Clark Patterson

1. Rate the firm's quality of leadership in program/project management for your project.

Refarence 1

owe Engineers

Michae! Baker

International, Inc.

Parsons Transportation

reup, Inc.

w

Reference 2

Reference 3

Reference 4

Ewlﬂ

Reference §

Reference 6

Reference 7

Section Average 5.00

2. Rate the overal! services of the firm's staff for the duration of the project.

Reference 1

5.00

5.00

5.00]

4.00

Reference 2

Reference 3

Reference 4

i lw [ jw

Reference 5

Reference 6

Referance 7

Sectlon Average 4.00

3. Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project goals.

Reference 1

5.00]

4.33

4.00

Reference 2

Reference 3

Reference 4

rijwv |bndp

Reference 5

Reference 6

Reference 7

Section Average 5.00

4. Rate the firm's technical assistance in program/project management.

Reference 1

5.00

5.00

3.00

4.00

Reference 2

Reference 3

Reference 4

wnjen | w

Reference 5

Referance 6

Reference 7

Section Average 3.00

5. Rate the overail success of the project thus far.

Reference 1

5.00

5.00

5.00

4.50

Referonce 2

Reference 3

=

Reference 4

Lo jn |1

Reference 5

Reference 6

Reference 7

Section Average 5.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

3.50

4.40

Overall Average

4.80

4.87

4.60

4.00

Page 1



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consuliant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; PT# 0013992; GDOT Bridge

#1

Replacement for SR 520BU over Flint River

| COMPLETE

Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 2:30:08 PM
Last Modified: Wednesday, Octaber 16, 2019 2:49:58 PM
Time Spent: 00:19:50

Email: smann@dot.ga.gov

IP Address: 143.100.55.12

Pége 1: Contact information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact information

Name
Company
Title

Email Address

Phone Number

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individuat
engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whersby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in
program/project management for your project

Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the
duration of the project

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project
goals

Scott Mann

AECCM

Project Manager
smann3d@gmail.com

4049311304

Ne

3 -Met
expectations

3 -Met
expectations

1 - Below
expectations

1/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; Pl# 0013992; GDOT Bridge
Replacement for SR 520BU over Flint River

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 3 - Met
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the averali success of the project thus far 1 - Below

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

Delays in the procurement of the preliminary design & environmental document task order {TO).

1. Scoping of the preliminary design phase TO began in April 2018 and the initial request was submitted to RTS in late July 2018, 2
months after the submittal, the PM realized there was an issue with the newly implemented RTS system, and the request had not been
assigned to a negotiator. Per the Procurement Office the issue could nat be corrected, and the request had to me rejected.

2. After the request was rejected, the PM was informed that additional concurrences needed to be inciuded in the request package.
The additional concurrences were requested and received and the 2nd request was submitted to RTS on 11/19/18.

3. Once the request was resubmitted, and during negotiations, the request was denied 2/26/19, because the Consultant's cost
proposal exceeded the internal estimates, by more than 96% in some areas.

4. Afier the request was rejected, an additional scoping meeting was held on 3/25/19. The 2nd finalized procurement request was
submitted to the new RTS system on 5/8/19.

5. After the 2nd request was made, the cost of the task order exceeded the PE funds remaining in the contract allotment, the praject
manager was not informed by the designer additional funding may be necessary untii negotiations were neatly complete, causing
additional delays to receive the notice to proceed (NTP), which as subsequently provided on 8/26/19 approximately 12 months behind
schedule,

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; PI# 0011429; GDOT SR 1/US

27 Northbound Passing Lane
| COMPLETE
Collector: Email [nvitation 1 (Email)
Started: Wednesday, October 09, 2019 8:34:06 AM
Last Modified: Wednesday, October 09, 2019 8:47:03 AM
Time Spent: 00:12:56
Email: nguilferd@dot.ga.gav
IP Address: 143.100.53.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Nona S Guilford

Campany AECOM/TIA/GDOT

Title TIA Deputy Program Manager
Email Address Nguilford@dot.ga.gov

Phone Number 404-631-1193

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages In activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual henefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
canflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of ieadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; Pi# 001 1429; GDOT SR 1/US

27 Northbound Passing Lane
Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

STV was extremely proactive in managing this project. The team required minimal direction and was extremely respensive. When
Issues arose, there was no issue with STV expediting on behalf of the Department. The project manager was attentive to the budget
and time restraints for this project. Additionally, the leadership at STV checked in with the TIA program to ensure that there was a high
[evel of service on at least two occasions. Qverall, this consultant team delivered a quality product, which is under construction,
currently proceeding without issue.

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.; PI# 0113924,
0013925, 0014907, Bridge Bundle 3 - 2016 Contract 4

Collector: Email Invitation § (Email)

Started: Tuesday, Qctober 08, 2018 8:43:56 PM
Last Modified: Tuesday, October 08, 2018 8:48:18 PM
Tiime Spent: 00:04:22

Email: jhenry@dot.ga.gov

iP Address: 143.100.53.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Jeff Henry

Company AECOM/GDOT Bridge Program
Title Project Manager

Email Address Jhenry@dot.ga.gov

Phone Number 404-663-8649

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the oppertunity may create the
corflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance wherehy a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the prOjeCt expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 3 -Met
goals expectations



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.; PT# 0113924,
0013925, 0014907; Bridge Bundle 3 -~ 2016 Contract 4

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expactations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

Parsons is responsive and highly technically competent. As a firm, they have breadth and depth to their knowledge base. In a recent
request for assessment of a construction issue, they went above and beyond in their analysis and provided a detailed response within
24 hours.

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; SCDOT 1-20 Widening

:.-'.-_.,__ﬁ'_';; _I_lg{'“l_..
Cellector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)
Started: Tuesday, October 08, 2018 3:15:05 PM
Last Modified: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 3:25:55 PM
Time Spent: 00:10:49
Emaii: thompsonJA@scdot.org
IP Address: 167.7.17.3

Fage 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Allen Thompson

Company SCDOT.

Title Acting Distrlct Construction Eng.
Email Address thompsonja@scdot.org

Phane Number 803-737-1847

Q2 A conflict of inferest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A confilct of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the

conflict. Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conffict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 3 - Met
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 3 - Met
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

1/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; SCDOT 1-20 Widening

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded

program/project management expectations

Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 3- Met
expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

STV met or exceeded goals for timeliness of submittals and for assistance with technical questions.

212



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Michael Baker International, Inc. Jimmy Deloach
connector Design Services

Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Tuesday, October 08, 2018 1:59:51 PM
Last Modifled: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 2:02:48 PM
Tima Spent: 00:02:57

Email: ahoenig@dot.ga.gov

iP Address: 143.100.53.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Andrew Hoenig

Company Georgia DOT

Title Design-Build Program Manager
Email Address ahecenig@dot.ga.gov

Phane Number 4046311757

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personaliy or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a confiict of
interest {real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership In 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

1/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Michacl Baker International, Inc. J immy Deloach
connector Design Services

Q& Rate the firm's technicai assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far § - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

This was & very challenging project on a compressed timeframe that included multiple Prefiminary Engineering disciplines -
geotechnical, environmental, right-of-way, utility coordination, bridge & roadway design - all managed by Michael Baker. The project
opened to traffic on time and on budget.
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GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Lowe Engineers, LLC; PI# 270900-; CS
685/Barrows Ferry Rd Over Tobler Creek Bridge Replacement

Collector: Email Invitation 1 {(Email)

Started: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:40:49 AM
Last Modified: Tuesday, October 08, 2018 11:05:34 AM
Time Spent: 00:24:44

Email: brian. mchugh@aecom.com

IP Address: 165.225.34.115

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact information

Name Brian McHugh

Company AECOM

Title Transportation Planning Manager
Email Address brian.mchugh@aecom.com
Phane Number 404-514-4882

Q2 A conflict of inferest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest {real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2. Consuliant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceaded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceaded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

1/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Lowe Engineers, LLC; PI# 270900-; CS
685/Barrows Ferry Rd Over Tobler Creek Bridge Replacement

Q8 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 3- Met

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

The firm completed tasks on time and as scoped. Public involvement and other unforeseen circumstances created schedule shifts on
two of five projects.

Project solutions and deliverable quality were high.

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and

Architects, PC; SR 17 Widening & Reconstruction

| COMPLETE

Coliectar: Emaii Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:10:00 AM
Last Modified: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:20:34 AM
Time Spent: 00:10:33

Email: injoku@dot.ga.gov

IP Address: 143.100.55.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name
Company

Title

Email Address

Phone Number

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual
engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual, The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the

conflict. Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therafore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey
Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in

program/project management for your project

Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the
duration of the project

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project
goals

Achor Njoku

GDOT

P3 Project Manager
injoku@dot.ga.gov
404.640.1748

No

§ - Exceeded
expectations

3= Met
expectations

5 =« Exceeded
expectations

172



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and
Architects, PC; SR 17 Widening & Reconstruction

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 3 - Met

program/project management expectations

Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded
expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

Project was delivered on schedule and within the contracted budget and currently progressing in construction with limited design issues
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GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consuitant Reference Check Survey for Michael Baker International, Inc. SR 369 Over Six
Mile Creek Bridge Replacement

#1

i:i}‘f-iﬁ LETE ]l

Callector: Emall Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:07:11 AM
Last Modified: Tuesday, Octeber 08, 2019 10:09:25 AM
Time Spent: 00:02:14

Email: injoku@dot.ga.gov

IP Address: 143.100.55.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Achor Njoku
Company GDOT

Title P3 Project Manager
Email Address injoku@dot.ga.gov
Phane Number 404.640.1748

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowiedge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
pragram/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 3 -Met

duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Michael Baker International, Inc. SR 369 Over Six
Mile Creek Bridge Replacement

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5§ - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments fo substantiate your ratings

Project was delivered on schedule and within the contracted budget and currently progressing in construction with limited design issues

2/2



GDUL KB 434-Ud281Y Lonsuitant Kererence Check Survey 1or LOwe kngineers, LLC, I #UU101.258 Tor Bateh #1 -
2019 Engineering Design Services for State Route 92 over Flint River Bridge Replacement, Fayette/Spalding Co.,
Ga, PI #005568

Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Wednesday, October 18, 2019 1:16:02 PM
Last Madifled: Wednesday, Qctober 16, 2019 1:18:04 PM
Time Spent: 00:02:02

Emalil: cford@dot.ga.gov

[P Address: 143.100.53.12

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Clinton Ford
Company GDOT

Title Manager

Email Address cford@dot.ga.gov
Phone Number 4043470645

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a resuit of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the averall services of the firm's staff for the § - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

1/2



UDUL KEQ 484-U3251Y Lonsultant Keterence LUNecK Survey 1or Lowe Bngineers, LLU, F1 #UU10 125 1or Batch 71 -
2019 Engineering Design Services for State Route 92 over Flint River Bridge Replacement, Fayette/Spalding Co.,

Ga, PT #005568
Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far § - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

Lowe did a great job delivering this project

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Michael Baker International, Inc. Courtland Street

Over CSX Design-Build
| COMPLETE _
Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)
Started: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:02:24 PM
Last Modified: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:04:37 PM
Time Spent: 00:02:13
Email: mnadoiski@cwmatthews.com
IP Address: 209.92.166.35

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Mike Nadolski

Company CW Matthews

Title Project Manager

Email Address mnadolski@cwmatthews.com
Phone Number 4043169919

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual beneiit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest (real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Pzge 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

1/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Michael Baker International, Inc. Courtland Street

Over CSX Design-Build
Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

MBI has experienced project managers as well as task leads. They present common sense and cost effective solutions.

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and
Axchitects, PC; Northside Drive Pedestrian Bridge

Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)

Started: Tuesday, September 24, 2015 1:45:10 PM
Last Modified: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 1:52:24 PM
Time Speant: 00:07:14

Emait: mayo@AtlantaGa.Gov

IP Address: 209.64.56.2

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of interest

Q1 Contact Infarmation

Name Michael Ayo

Company City of Atlanta, Dept. of Public Works
Title Bridge Engineer, Senlor

Email Address mayo@atiantaga.gov

Phone Number {404) 330-6467

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
offictal capacity. A confiict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest {real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/project management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exgeeded
goals expectations

172



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for Clark Patterson Engineers, Surveyor and
Architects, PC; Northside Drive Pedestrian Bridge

Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 3 - Met

program/project management expactations

Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded
expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your ratings

Team was responsive, cooperative and worked with the Project Manager to achieve good project resuilt.

2/2



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; City of College Park Gateway

Pedestrian Bridge
#1
| COMPLETE
Collector: Email Invitation 1 (Email)
Started: Tuesday, September 24, 2018 12:33:51 PM
Last Madified: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 12:35:53 PM
Time Spent: 00:02:01
Email: kkeeney@prime-ang.com
IP Address: 174.47.45.162

Page 1: Contact Information and Conflict of Interest

Q1 Contact Information

Name Kalyn Keeney

Company Prime Engineering, Inc.
Title Project Manager

Email Address kkeeney@prime-eng.com
Phone Number 4043168661

Q2 A conflict of interest may exist when an individual No

engages in activities which may financially or otherwise
benefit themselves, their relatives or other individuals
with whom they are personally or financially involved as
a result of knowledge, information or action taken in an
official capacity. A conflict of interest may exist where
there is no actual benefit to the individual. The mere
presence of the opportunity may create the
conflict.Based on the above definition of conflict of
interest, is there any circumstance whereby a conflict of
interest {real or perceived) exists and therefore would
cause you to recuse yourself from completing this
survey?

Page 2: Consultant Reference Check Survey

Q3 Rate the firm's quality of leadership in 5 - Exceeded
program/preject management for your project expectations
Q4 Rate the overall services of the firm's staff for the 5 - Exceeded
duration of the project expectations

Q5 Rate the firm's ability to meet the established project 5 - Exceeded
goals expectations

112



GDOT RFQ 484-052819 Consultant Reference Check Survey for STV Incorporated; City of College Park Gateway

Pedestrian Bridge
Q6 Rate the firm's technical assistance in 5 - Exceedad
program/project management expectations
Q7 Rate the overall success of the project thus far 5 - Exceeded

expectations

Q8 Please provide comments to substantiate your Respondent skipped this question
ratings
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SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : STV INCORPORATED*
Record Status: Active

fENTITY ]STV Incorporated Status: Active

DUNS: 048357735 +4: CAGE Code: 1CMZ0 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/27/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 225 Park Ave S FI 5

City: New York State/Province: NEW YORK

ZIP Code: 10003-1604 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY___|STV INCORPORATED Status: Active
DUNS: 106768252 +4: CAGE Code: OHAW1 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/27/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 205 W WELSH DR

City: DOUGLASSVILLE State/Province: PENNSYLVANIA

ZIP Code: 19518-8713 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY STV INCORPORATED Status: Active
DUNS: 121340855  +4: CAGE Code: 1P9D1  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/27/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 7125 AMBAMDADOR RD STE 200

City: BALTIMORE State/Province: MARYLAND

ZI|P Code: 21244-2708 Country: UNITED STATES

lENTlTY ]STV GROUP, INCORPORATED Status: Active
DUNS: 044520146 +4: CAGE Code: 2N222  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/27/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 205 W WELSH DR
City: DOUGLASSVILLE State/Province: PENNSYLVANIA

ZIP Code: 19518-8713 Country: UNITED STATES
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SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : Cardno*
Record Status: Active

E\ETITY JCardno, Inc. Status: Active
DUNS: 078391683 +4: CAGE Code: 6PWA1 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 05/16/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 10004 Park Meadows Dr Ste 300

City: Lone Tree State/Province: COLORADO

ZIP Code: 80124-5444 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY  |CARDNO, INC. Status: Active
DUNS: 153672147  +4: CAGE Code: 4QFEG  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/01/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 801 2ND AVE STE 1150

City: SEATTLE State/Province: WASHINGTON

i ZIP Code: 98104-1544 Country: UNITED STATES
E—';NTITY- lMichaeI Baker-Cardno JV Status: Active
DUNS: 117009138 +4: CAGE Code: 89Q73  DaDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/10/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 100 Airside Dr

City: Moon Township State/Province: PENNSYLVANIA

ZIP Code: 15108-2783 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY JStanley—UC-Cardno JV Status: Active
DUNS: 080602583 +4: CAGE Code: 7UFZ3  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 03/27/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 225 lowa Ave
City: Muscatine State/Province: [OWA

ZIP Code: 52761-3730 Country: UNITED STATES




ENTITY |CARDNO-EA JOINT VENTURE Status: Active

DUNS: 079676864 +4: CAGE Code: 7TBBC4 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 02/04/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 OLD IVY RD STE 300

City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

iENTiTY ]Baker~8tanley-Cardno JV Status: Active
DUNS: 078483333 +4; CAGE Code: 6VAS3  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 04/10/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 100 Airside Dr

City: Moon Township State/Province: PENNSYLVANIA

ZIP Code: 15108-2783 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY___ |CARDNO CHEMRISK, LLC Status: Active
DUNS: 969231815 +4: CAGE Code: 6J2C0  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 07/04/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No | Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 235 PINE ST

City: SAN FRANCISCO State/Province: CALIFORNIA

' ZIP Code: 94104-2736 Country: UNITED STATES

EI:JTITY 1Cardno TEC GmbH Status: Active
DUNS: 328979534 +4: NCAGE Code: DK535 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: Cari-Benz-Sfr. 5

City: Schwetzingen State/Province:

ZIP Code: 68723 Country: GERMANY

[ENTITY _ lcardno GS, Inc. Status: Active
DUNS: 611603457 +4: CAGE Code: 0L251 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 OLD IVY RD STE 300
City: CHARLOTTESVILLE State/Province: VIRGINIA
ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES




EENT[TY ,'Cardno - GEC Joint Venture Status: Active

DUNS: 080176414 +4: CAGE Code: 7TKML4  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old vy Rd Ste 300

City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22803-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

|'ENTITY ;FCardno-Versar JY Status: Active
DUNS: 081137280 +4: CAGE Code: 82YQ8 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old Ivy Rd Ste 300

City: Chariottesvitle State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY  ]cardno TEC-Leidos, LLC Status: Active
DUNS: 078483423 +4; CAGE Code: 6RMN5  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old Ivy Rd Ste 300

City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

IENTITY ___ |HDR/Cardno ENTRIX Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 869141527 +4: CAGE Code: 6HTTS8 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 02/20/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2365 lron Point Road Ste 300

City: Folsom State/Province: CALIFORNIA

ZIP Code: 95630-8712 Country: UNITED STATES

IQ\ITI_T‘." |Stantec-Cardno USCG Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 081030620 +4: CAGE Code: 811B5  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 09/26/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 10010 San Pedro Ave Ste 390
City: San Antonio State/Province: TEXAS
ZIP Code: 78216-3815 Country: UNITED STATES




IENTITY __ Cardno GS - AECOM Pacific JV Status: Active

DUNS: 080846882 +4: CAGE Code: 7XZC8 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/27/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old lvy Rd #300

City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

!ENTITY JBuchart Horn Cardno Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 081266891 +4: CAGE Code: 853W5 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 04/07/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 445 W PHILADELPHIA ST

City: YORK State/Province: PENNSY[LVANIA

ZIP Code: 17401-3383 Country: UNITED STATES

.[ENTITY ICardno Emerging Markets Usa, Ltd. Status: Active
DUNS: 877698936 +4; CAGE Code: 1TR4G2 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 07/22/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2107 Wilson Blvd Ste 800

City: Arington State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22201-3096 Country: UNITED STATES

IENTiTY Mgy Engineering - Cardno, LLC Status: Active
DUNS: 117082791 +4: CAGE Code: 8BNT2 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/03/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2003 Jericho Turnpike

City: New Hyde Park State/Province: NEW YORK

ZIP Code: 110404739 Country: UNITED STATES

[eEntity  Iscout-cardno Joint Venture LLC Status: Active
DUNS: 081318254  +4: CAGE Code: 857E0  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 11/11/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 169 Saxony Rd Ste 214
City: Encinitas State/Province: CALIFORNIA

ZIP Code: 92024-6781 Country: UNITED STATES




IENTITY lCardno TEC-GMI Joint Venture Status: Active

DUNS: 078855513 +4: CAGE Code: 6X7U6  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old lvy Rd Ste 300

City: Charlottesvilie State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

!ENTITY |Stantec—Cardno-Baker - a Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 078526197 +4: CAGE Code: 6VJ49 DoDBDAAC:

Expiration Date: 03/19/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 70 NE Loop 410 Ste 1100
City: San Antonio State/Province: TEXAS

ZIP Code: 78216-5893 Country: UNITED STATES

IENTITY IAECOM-BAKER-CARDNO NAVFAC ATLANTIC PLANNING JV  Status: Active

DUNS: 081323109 +4: CAGE Code: 8BH23  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/06/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 3101 Wilson Blvd Ste 900

City: Arlington State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22201-4446 Country: UNITED STATES

|ENTITY 'CARDNO - AMEC FOSTER WHEELER Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 079818879 +4: CAGE Code: 7DLU3  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old lvy Rd Ste 300

City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY Cardno TEC-AECOM Atlantic Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 079238953  +4: CAGE Code: 71WH6  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Old Ivy Rd Ste 300
City: Chariottesviile State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4895 Country: UNITED STATES




[ENTITY —’Cardno TEC-AECOM italy Joint Venture Status: Active

DUNS: 313005413 +4: NCAGE Code: CH956 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: Carl-Benz-Str. 5

City: Schwetzingen State/Province:

ZIP Code: 68723 Country: GERMANY

EENTITY iCardno - Amec Foster Wheeler Public Works Joint Venture Status: Active
DUNS: 081016224 +4: CAGE Code: 81UL1 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 10/31/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 2496 Oid Ivy Rd Ste 300
City: Charlottesville State/Province: VIRGINIA

ZIP Code: 22903-4885 Country: UNITED STATES




SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : CCR ENVIRONMENTAL INC*
Record Status: Active

iENTITY ]CCR ENVIRONMENTAL INC Status: Active

DUNS: 120220635 +4: CAGE Code: 1QXB2 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 09/04/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 3772 PLEASANTDALE RD STE 150
City: ATLANTA State/Province: GEORGIA

ZIP Code: 30340-3709 Country: UNITED STATES




SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for ;

Search Term : Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.*
Record Status: Active

[ENT[TY eranston Engineering Group, P.C. Status: Active

DUNS: 010128643 +4: CAGE Code: 0H6W5 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date; 09/09/2020 Has Active Exclusion?: Ne Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 452 Ellis St
City: Augusta State/Province: GEORGIA

ZIP Code: 30901-1631 Country: UNITED STATES




SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : New South Associates, Inc.*
Record Status: Active

lENTITY jNew South Associates, Inc. Status: Active

DUNS: 197533573 +4; CAGE Code: 0K629  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 04/03/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 6150 E Ponce De Leon Ave
City: Stone Mountain State/Province: GEORGIA
ZIP Code: 30083-2253 Country: UNITED STATES




SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.*
Record Status: Active

I ENTITY JVANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC. Status: Active

DUNS: 095874384 +4: CAGE Code: OLYLT DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/12/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 101 WALNUT ST

City: WATERTOWN State/Province: MASSACHUSETTS

ZIP Code: 02472-4026 Country: UNITED STATES

IELNT!TY —]VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC. Status: Active
DUNS: 803128540 +4; CAGE Code: 58UW5 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/12/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 40 IDX DR # 100
City: SOUTH BURLINGTON State/Province: VERMONT
ZIP Code: 05403-7771 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY _ |VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

Status: Active

DUNS: 857317936 +4: CAGE Code: 3RQJ3  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/12/2020  Has Active Exciusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 3,51 Mclaws Cir Ste 3
City: WILLIAMSBURG State/Province: VIRGINIA
ZIP Code: 23185-5797 Country: UNITED STATES

[ENTITY _ |VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

Status: Active

DUNS: 192518335 +4: CAGE Code: 432K0 DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 08/12/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 1775 GREENSBORO STATION PL
STE 200

City: MC LLEAN State/Province: VIRGINIA
ZIP Code: 22102-5214 Country: UNITED STATES




SAM Search Results
List of records matching your search for :

Search Term : Willmer Engineering Inc*
Record Status: Active

lENTTTY |Willmer Engineering Inc Status: Active

DUNS: 805198892 +4: CAGE Code: 1CXM0  DoDAAC:

Expiration Date: 06/12/2020  Has Active Exclusion?: No Debt Subject to Offset?: No

Address: 3772 PLEASANTDALE RD STE 165
City: ATLANTA State/Province: GEORGIA

ZIP Code: 30340-4270 Country: UNITED STATES




STATE OF GEORGIA DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION

NOTICE OF PROFESSIONAL CONSULTANT QUALIFICATION
You are quaiified to provide Consulling Services (o the Department of Transportation for the
area-classes of work checked below. Notice of quakfication is not a notice of selection.

| NAME AND ADDRESS DISPOSITION DATE EXFIRATION DATE
STV, INC. May 9, 2018 Aprii 30, 2022
4700 Crestwoad Parkway NW,
Duiuth, QA 30086-7155
BIGNATURE
W
1. Transpartation Planning 3 Highway Deslgn Roadway [continued)
X 1.01 StataWide Systems Planning !l _ 208  Traffic Control Syster Analysis, Design and
X 102  Urban Area and Regional Transportation Plarring | | implementation
_ 103  Aviation Systems Planning o 310 Uity Coordination
X 104  Mass and Rapid Transportation Planning i 311  Architeclurs
X 105  Affemate System and Comidor Location Flanning ! : 312  Hydraulic and Hydrologleal Studies (Roadway)
. 108  Unknown |i 213  Facifies for Bicyces and Pedestrians
_ 1.052 NEPA Documentation ! 3.14 Historie Rehabilitation
_ 1.08bh History | 315  Highway Lighting
X 1.08c Alr Studies : 316  Value Enginaaring
X 1.08d Noise Studies i 3147 Design od Toll Facilities Infrastructure
_ 1.08e Ecclogy 4. Highwey Structurss
_ 1.06f Archaeolegy 401a Mnar Bridges Daafgn
_ 1.06g Freshwater Aguatic Surveys 401b  Mincr Bridges Design CONDITIONAL
402  Major Bridges Dasign
_ 1.08h Baf Surveys 403  Movable Span Bridges Design
_ 1.07  Atttude, Opinion and Community Value Studles 404  Hydraufic and Hydrological Studies (Bridges)
_ 1.08  Airport Master Planning 405  Bridge Inspection
X 109 Locaflon Studies -8 Topography
X 1.0  Traffic Studies 5,01 Land Surveying
_ 141 Traffic and Toll Revenue Sludies 502  Engineering Survaying
X 112  Major investment Studies 503 CGeodetic Surveying
1.13  Non-Motorized Transportation Planning 504  Aoral Photography
FY Maas Transit Operations ‘ 505  Aerial Photogrammetry
X 20 Masgs Tranait Program (Systems) Managemant 508 Topegraphic Remote Sensing
X 202 Mass Transft Feasibllity and Technical Studies 507  Carography
_ 203  Mass Translt Vehicle and Propulsion Systerm 5.08  Subsurface Utllity Engineering
204 Mass Transit Gonfrols, Gommunications and €. Solis, Feundation & Matsriais Testing
tnformation Systems 6.0ta Sail Surveys
- 205 Massé Transil Archiiecturel Engineering 8.01b Gaological and Geonhysical Studies
_ 208 Mass Transil Unijue Struciures 602 Bridge Foundation Studies
_ 207  Mass Transh Electrical and Mechanical Systems 603  Hydraulic and Hydrological Studiae (Solls and
X 2.06  Mass Transit Operations Management and Support Foundaflon}
Sorvices 6.04a Laboratory Materials Testing
Po. 208 Awviation 6.04b Fieks Testing of Roadway Construction Materigls
! _ 210  Mass Transit Program {Systerns) Markeling 6.05 Hezarl Waste Stle Assessment Studies
I3 Highway Design Roadway Censtruction
X 301  Twe-Lane or Multi-lane Rural Generally Free 8.01  Constuction Supervision
Access Highway Dasign Erosion snd Sedimentation Control
X 302 Two-Lane or multi-Lane with Curk and Gulter 901  Eroslon, Sadimantation, and Pollution Contro! and
Generally Free Accass Highways Design Including Comprahensive Monttorfing Program
Storm Sawers 9.02  Rainfall and Runcif Reperting
X 303 Two-Lane or Muli-Lane Widening and 903  Fiald Irspeclions for Cempliance of Eroston and
Reconstruction. with Gurk and Gutter and Storm Sedimentation Control Devices Instaliations
Sewars in Heavily Developed Commerctal industrial
and Residential Urban Areas
| X 3.04 Wult-iane, Limied Access Expressway Type
: Highway Design
_ 305  Deslgn of Urban Expressway and Interstate
_ 3.06 Traffic Operations Studies
_ 307 Traffic Operations Dasign
_ 308 Landscape Architecture




