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REGULAR AGENDA ITEM

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Contracts and Purchasing

DEPARTMENT: Fiscal Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts Division

AUTHORIZED BY: Lisa H. Spriqqs\‘r > ONTACT: Ray Hooper@KEXT. 7111

Agenda Date 1/10/2006_ Regular [X Consent[ ] Work Session [ ] Briefing [ ]
Public Hearing - 1:30 [] Public Hearing — 7:00 [ ]

47. MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:
Review the proposals, the Evaluation Committee’s comments and the
presentation hand-outs for PS-5190-05/DRR — Master Agreement for
Program Management Services. Request the Board to rank and
authorize staff to negotiate with the top ranked firm in accordance with
F.S. 287.055, the Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA).
Authorize the Chairman to execute the resulting agreement as prepared
by the County Attorney’s Office. ($3,000,000.00 per year)

BACKGROUND:

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES:

This project was publicly advertised and the County received nine submittals
(listed in alphabetical order):

Reviewed by:
Co Atty:
DFS:

Other:

on: T

File No._CFSP00




CH2M Hiil, Orlando;

Construction Dynamics Group, Sarasota;
D.H. Griffin Construction Co., Ft. Lauderdale;
HLM Design, Orlando;

Jacobs Civil Inc., Orlando;

PBS & J, Orlando;

The Louis Berger Group, Inc., Miami;
Trauner Consulting Services Inc., Orlando;
URS Corporation, Orlando.

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of John Cirello, Environmental
Services Director; Antoine Khoury, P.E., Principal Engineer; Kimberly Mannette,
Imaging Principal Coordinator; Gary Rudolph, Utilities Manager; Sally Sherman,
Deputy County Manager; Jeffrey Thompson, P.E. Principal Engineer; and
Dennis Westrick, P.E., PEI Manager evaluated the submittals and short-listed
three firms.

The Evaluation Committee interviewed the following three shori-listed firms:

e CH2M Hill, Orlando;
e Jacobs Civil Inc., Orlando;
¢ PBS & J, Orlando.

The Evaluation Committee has provided comments in regards to the following
criteria:

Specific Professional Experience;

Project Approach, Understanding of Projects and Innovation;
Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager;
Quality and Clarity of Presentation;

Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team;
Response to Questions.

Authorization for performance of services by the Consultant under the agreement
shall be in the form of written Work Orders issued and executed by the County
and signed by the Consultant. The work and dollar amount for each Work Order
will be within the constraints of the approved project budget and negotiated on an
as-needed basis for the project. The estimated contract value is $3,000,000.00
per year for five years.

Environmental Services/PEI Division and Fiscal Services/Purchasing and
Contracts Division request that the Board rank the three short-listed firms and
authorize staff to negotiate with the top ranked firm in accordance with F.S.
287.055, the Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA). Staff further
requests the Board authorize the Chairman 1o execute a Master Agreement with
the successful firm as prepared by the County Attorney’s Office.
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL
PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE SUBJEGT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS

AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY
. THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS
PS NUMBER: PS-5190-05/DRR . DOCUMENTS FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS
PS TITLE Master Agreement for Program Management Services RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIVME. ALL OTHER PS DOGUMENTS
DATE: July 6, 2005TIME: 2:00 P.M. SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HERERY REJEGTED AS LATE.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4- RESPONSE .5-
CH2M Hill Construction Dynamics Group | D.H. Griffin Gonstruciion Co. HLM Design Jacobs Civil Inc.
225 East Robinson Street 40 Sarasota Center Blvd. | 6434 Nw 5™ Way 4700 Millenia Blvd. 5750 Major Blvd.
Suite 505 Suite E-104 Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309 Suite 550 Suite 500
Orlando, FL 32801

Sarasota, FL 34240

Mark Callahan P.E., VP

(407)423-0030 — Phone

(407} 839-5901 — Fax
RESPONSE -6-

Howard B. Scle, VP
{941) 378-3555 — Phone
(941) 378-3483 — Fax

(954) 267-9983 — Fax

Orlando, FL 32839 Orlando, FL 32819

James Clemmenson, VP

David J. Kimmel, P.E., CCM
(954) 267-9973 — Phone

(407) 892-6300 — Phone
(407) 992-6399 — Fax

J. Steve Paqguette, VP
{407} 903-5001 — Phone
(407} 903-5191 — Fax

RESPONSE -7-
PBS & J

. RESPONSE -8~ RESPONSE -9-

The Louis Berger Group, Inc,
Airport Executive Tower 1
1150 NW 72™ Ave., Suite 350
Miarni, FL 33128

482 South Keller Road
Orlande, FL 32810

Marc P, Welch, P.E., DEE
(407)647-7275 — Phone
(407) 647-0624 — Fax

Craig M. LaCaruba, VP
(305} 251-2006 ~ Phone
(305) 261-2123 —~ Fax

Trauner Consulting Services URS Corporation

Inc 315 E. Robinson Street
7380 Sand Lake Road Suite 245
Suite 430

Orlando, FL 32801
Orlando, FL 32819

Robert Robinson (VP)
(407) 345-0366 — Phone

Brian J. Morris, VP
{(407) 248-9535 — Fax

{(407) 481-8933 — Phone
(407) 481-8834 — Fax

Tabulated by Bill Johnson — Posted July 7, 2005 (12:00 P.M.)

Short-listing Evaluation Committee Meeting: 7/28/2005

Cctober 12, 2005 at 100 pm located at 500 West Lake Mary Blvd., Large Corlw

Short-listed Firms: CH2M Hill, Jacobs Civil Inc., PBS & J,

Presentations: November 16, 2005 at 2:00 pm located at 500 West Lake Mar

Schedule and Criteria; CH2M Hill

; - 2:00 pm
Jacobs Civil Inc. 3:00 pm
PBS &J 4:00 pm

: September8-2005-5: 9:00-am

ference Roon%, Sanford,-- Florida

y Blvd., Large Conference Room, Sanford, Florida

Criterfa: Specific Professional Experience

Project Approach, Understanding of Frojects and Innovation
Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager
Quality and Clarity of Presentation

“Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team
Response to Questions




EVALUATION RANKINGS - FOR PRESENTATIONS. |
PS-5190-05/DRR - MASTER AGREEMENT FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SERVICES

A.Khoury D.Westrick G.Rudolph K. Mannette J. Thom

pson J.Cirello 8. Sherman TOTAL POINTS RANKING
CH2M HILL, INC.

. 1 1 6 4 1 2 1 16 1
Construction Dynamics Group 8 4 4 7 2 4 8 35 5
D.H. Griffin Construction Co, 9 9 8 9 9 g 9 62 9
HLM Design ' 2 6 5 5 3 7 4 32 4
Jacobs Civil Inc. 4 2 1 6 4 1 3 21 3
FBS & J 3 3 3 1 5 3 2 20 2
The Louis Berger Group, Inc. 7 8 g 2 8 8 7 47 8
Trauner Consulting Services 6 7 -2 8 6 8 8 45 7
URS Corporation 5 5 7 3 7 5 5 37 6

The Evaluation Committee approves the short-listed top three ranked firms for Presentations.

D%ﬁ\f?ck/ ally Sherman
Y/ S
.’Jﬁﬁy’éﬁrﬁﬁompsoﬁ
iz - ' %wuboiﬁu Man netd,
lefin Cirellod

‘KimBerty Mann@ b



Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph ﬂzﬁ
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe sirengths, weaknesses and deficiencies te support your assessment.

Criteria: Sp.ecific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services fo others? e s
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will
address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Yes

«  Were the cited water/wastewaler/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? Somii LA J Acoaple smiLLs

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the
state? AL paIssFallzd > LOCALLY | OwT 0 STATE

Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on' spécific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? Yes all oF Them:

s What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost conirol Fmp i

aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? LA WLE4TIF7 o -~
7o what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction 4 e

Management industry? jlmcffw’} Sciy. \ B ivetni~w e fecosd,
FOTAL _oF 1S5 -0 Shff Fu Shot Fewim, ” pon™t 1o wold (ﬂwfé-?’)

30 T1m1zs  Pe0tifm. minngpam£isd 15xf Thea gthers.  Locge
50 F 4o paleads OFFcr  FTES 4a FL Y,800 Maﬁulé

/:{.vf £y

o a.lli}ﬁ'-'a)lé
BPA- 37 empfoyacs Jeentl 5 ded sheecs,
[

Score @0
(100-0})
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2ZM Hifl
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

- Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address alf of the County's core objectives for this
program? Very Godd (poered oo bl aspecss y
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? ey / colee S goed
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect fo the program? %29, They Sevmad vieay qure
Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? 7'2) 3
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with
various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.)
Could the proposed procedures and fechnologies be made to work in conjunction with :
existing County's standards? 123 -~ Ende Xy T7 ia fegre Abe Lol
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? Fael (€ o Lmmaclt
How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the

@ Q/ﬂ/,jﬁ?{,,xy{ o iAM [ 258 4'59/"«

County’s office complex)? $924/~ Siemed & 174y
When @ieeshoawf oa 7.

ot of o n
,g{esl

Score 94
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? ¢ >
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? e
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering simifar capital programs? 32 ya5
How Iong has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? 31 yrs
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the
. construction phase of a program? Yoo - ot of Exg _
e Wil the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the Coagt};’s
program or will there be simuftaneous work performed for other clients? M"

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas, blo o
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? J¢em=d Very 270¢

WGA-Z( wriha (o )‘a

Score
(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%} _
" How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the
2 eseafvfon '
ey good JV5-
(erel !

*
County's goals for this program? Veny well- Geoze
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? Vo5 — _
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? Very

Did the presenters use their aflofted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, efc. )7?

film ws Ueay bosd AT §14yins Ov JAGCHT -
MOT A wosF £8F7 O/° [eton 1S5[0

Score q 8
(106-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services i

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? r Fe3

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on

similar program management contracts? T~ AN F ey ~ ST 'f’f’f:éj wiw 10T py)
Was the number of team members proposed adequate? Y25 o] excof A
Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, efc.)? e -~ boedf iy

Did the proposed core team (present at the mterwaw) demonstrate an ability fo

communicate professionally? /ey Goo
Did the proposed core team demonstrafe a suff cient depth of knowledge concermning the

program? Yes ~ lobs o F degr
How many members of the proposed program tearn will be co-located in the County's

oﬁ"c_e complex? =+ |3 — wupg o iy it f\ﬁ,f}

St o Do 7/;%/4}.3)4/ ’f)ﬂ'¢7 'aﬂr Cppmom I Fef  Fo
A (dqftf;/.

Score 95

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) o
e Woere the questions answered completely? - * *'—"f’ ‘
«  Woere the answers provided lucid and concise? ¢ e

Ferm i /‘e-;f‘f;}yé of Aniwwﬁms 57(,14'575045

Score ?7-
(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE - '
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Cofnmi__ssio'riers
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR -Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil inc ,é{

EVALUATICN COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolgh{éﬂ
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80—~ 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respecis.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)

e Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program
management services to others? Je3

e Did the similar services cited include alf three (3) areas that the County’s program will
address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? res

e Were the cited wafer/wastewater/conveyance programs delfivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? MANLy LARBEA GC ALAZ .

e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered focally or within the
state? PRimAnits gt of 5T i Nef 3 idenfifed 11 $hafe

=  Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? TWéeE £ Juhs,

e Whatis the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost controf
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? L/ HiC4 [T o/ Tim

2] Bunbiif

o To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction < _
At itz !’WI&

. Management industry? cited i ;’;}47&,‘”& mrsigine 43 mosT
Gave fr,peciffc o ow 'ﬂﬂdvftqe;

Score %ﬂ

(100-0)

Page 49 of 89

/?pz Fon




: Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? Met atf o Qfechuss .

e Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? G.¢ ¢n A al 4 /e
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program? Sezmed fo tadess fun

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? T/ ¢ AveLJL 4 J¥aes
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with v ,
various County Departments (e.g. T, Fiscal Services, efc.,) e O scfp ~ T i ; <
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made fo work in conjunction with he peed
existing County's standards? e 5.

How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? Zeamfiiidny.
How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the

Gounty's office complex)? = TrVH I $THD Linasn it 572 i,

Score §5°

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: Naovember 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudoiph

" Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

e Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? <2
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-focated at the County's office complex full
time as required in the solicitation? }e-5
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead
roles delivering similar capital programs? 35~ ¢e S Theptd fjy L45T 92772
How fong has the proposed main point of ‘confact been managing farge capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? 35 Yns
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the
construction phase of a program? Fe5
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely fo managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? AL courdy

e Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas, ‘
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? 7725 ;w»'zt’t’-/?& 7 ’Z”ij
. - .
Score 90
(100-0) .

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%) ‘
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the .

County's goals for this program? Gooid pABSEATATI AT 12T &A1,

Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? aldt Baf -~ _

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? ves

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information

(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)? Floasz LS o7
L .

of

Score (37
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? ‘/&5

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on ~ . £
simitar program management contracts? Flds FAMC4TE Thy het ricnded v projeis

«  Was the number of team members proposed adequate? fes V7e JC’W
Was every required discipline or specially represented in the proposed team (eg. - * o
inspectors, engineers, efc.)? 7e3 Mc{f Legod of b - Lefg iS5y s f vcfo 5
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an abilfty fo

communicate professionally? ¥e5 . '

e Did the proposed core team demonstrate a suffic

program? #25
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-located in the County's

office complex? TnadteaTrig b iA71N80e  + u/ ;4: mifx Ly

ient depth of knowledge concerning the

-Score ]

(100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) )
e Were the questions answered completely?. j_’_/_t’;i
e Were the answers provided Jucid and concise? A y
Score ?3
(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE -
' : {100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form .
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE; November 18, 2005

NAME OF THEFIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph /g/"i/{
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in ali respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 80 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)

Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very simifar program ;- t e y
management services fo oihers?ys W’-fiM itz P+ mf’g“m@ G:q 15 hitle . ottt
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program wilf

-address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Fes.

. Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delfivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? ;1051 LA 5 Tw? Grnh i
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs defivered locally or within the
state? The G Fevlewed wese 1 Ghufe o Joloeiwd.
Did the similar experience cifed involve true program management or working on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? (» cliscugsel v 2ié ] 6re /7 rr
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost controf . // 7‘ N
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? Diseiafsd Prigas) ablov/ims
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? — Dide “F /am;uz‘d ¢ c‘? Phind o Nedics/,
TR HAS O 1881 Ldsnflanl Wit
ﬂ%hl; tC', u’\.,w,[c'f N
Score Cﬁb’
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this
program? Flee awsane of prezl. Addpessd ofjechoes

Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced arid welf organized? 7es.

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? Loed pVeRUViCss

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? ey — Lom biar lil<o vis "fa"#
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) Fes
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? &%
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? fmmﬁﬂ&m )2

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the
County's office complex)? 30 - C,O v site, _
IPCens? ey hewe oot decided o /%,M\S

ot SofFeine fon CL¥ Y lidaTpr on

?c.h 045’44 /!‘-.,
74

Score 82 |

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

'Does the firm propose to have the Prograrn Managér (or Assistant/Deputy Program o Ofe .
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? f’ n ‘bf’ L 180%
e Will the proposed main point of cantact be co-located at the County's office complex full _ "
_time as required in the solicitation? Che-T tatiie 47123 F0% of Pme 1007 o i"?p‘w’“‘”f of.
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? Q4 ya5 —L3 y.e fﬂ’f .

How fong has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management? I15ves

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

_construction phase of a program? }&.3
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's
- program or will there be simuffaneous work performed for other clients? 80?’/@ Caurv{;-v
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? Seamel @ ol Ao

mandug A um,ezzﬁ.j J12Am

Score D/

"(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%) . et
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County’s goals for this program? Didcrqg yau’ gvéf"* ? o~ Stheltul A) Sa‘;“fuﬁm?
'« Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? % 5

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? Fes
Did the presenters use their alfotted time efficiently or waste it on extransous information

(e.g. company background afready provided in the written proposal, etc.)? 6008 US/E
S
of hmo,

Score 37
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Gary Rudolph

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%) v

' Were the professicnal qualifications/licenses of the proposed program feam acceptable? £ 25,

How much experience does the proposed program feam have working specifically op f#q
similar program management contracts? Mo §ecific fimp Gjuren Alice L é"'j L

e Was the number of team members proposed adequate? fe3 b F Septngibo ( 0»«}: L ts

Was every required discipline or specialfy represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? €5 :
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an abifity to

cofmmunicate professionally? ¥e.5
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? $%e 5 _
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-focated in the County's

office complex? = 4 plucs.paspecise- fdffﬁéd%f '

Score B Z

(100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) o
s Were the questions answered completely? }.’,5,5
e Were the answers provided lucid and concise? 7%
Score D7
{100-0)
TOTAL SCORE
- {100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners

Page 56 of 89



Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hili

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cireli
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies fo support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar progran

management services to others? \/ee 3
Did the similar services cited inclufle all three (3) areas that the County’s program wilf

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? )/'%5 .
e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/farger

scale, or were they provided on a smalfer scale? y% :
e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state? y@f
Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? y <=t

e Whatis the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost contrgl
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs )Py Ay Fu '

= To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? onr# et THE To? (Al S

WA /ﬂ—s cAbsTH L gt cag _Arsl ﬂ#/{/ﬁ:«mqy’f
/«ﬁff,«%’h—* HMeT cona Cooyge sy ot Coryz

s prowllds Connly prtnrech, Ose paostnnn - 16821

A Cudew il Fsom Lt it Parid D20 L Aer,

o Jnconal Gl Fonds Fesy TAs o -émagf—ﬂzﬁ,q;/“/m&c{?

Score _ﬁ

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirello

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projeéts, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address alf of the County's core objectives for this

program? Jef "
Was the pfoposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well orgamzed? S
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and chalfenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? Y%/

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? y<J
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) y-%S
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? /’4
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? € N/(J

' How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the

County's office complex)? Z w ks

o Fent dndeanyindy ,,Wmmf ootk 7o fe Ao A

Ela)clgg bl -(zm:/n‘f"mj~ o Aeresngchis pp ol ¥

Vgt 1 027 A gt o Fewr  Crf2, i) avi=vt Joﬁwﬂ, feie W‘v;g,_ A

&

Muh [rsz IS T2 5/:/4, C“/ﬁf-,zfarf 7*54.47«4J—~ Z wmewks —

-

Aty pt s 1 st ot /'3//41#/45‘? /

I/A'ﬁa/ﬁ—rzw;zﬂacw o AL( 61/ /Wf“%cf:.f_hfexfﬁ

Score K

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirello

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? /\/4:/5
« Wil the proposed main point of contact be co-loc ?ted at the Countys office complex'full
time as required in the soficitation? Y& § colvTdr-

How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in fead
roles delivering similar capital programs? VA8 RegZcetttlrt A

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? #ivis 7HAz [0y %rg
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the
construction phase of a program? )4 s Awg H)ne7s

Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the Gounty's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? Cewrlly e
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability fo clearly present ideas,
manage a working feam and effect:ve!y work with County staff? »' ¢

£ gl a/M«( e AL /3 Bk B (e LA %Jg/..,/{f ‘rMnﬁ
& /M)k& W{[‘tﬂ/ﬁd /ngxﬂvﬂ /’/Mﬁfnjfﬁ & A ‘3‘9’!’0{"4 4 Cauf"m/
4M)f—v/uf QJM‘& pre ;ﬁﬁfaﬁ £ Fo (ri"/? Jf-@-ﬁﬁ 3¢ ﬂﬂ%h
Yo dns /“VJM‘-‘U/ s ope fef.  Pon CoppTy Hove TV ev<ad (ot %
s '/Q"! ’0&64‘4-'(‘{‘(“:/4/ 7 GpfFur THHT o4 '/%:y,'bre.-,e/( .

Score ?f/

(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program? y‘?.f .
Was the presentation fogically organized and clearly understood? /<5
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? y*eF

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information ya3-
.(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)? yer

e Sl CML;J‘"’( 44794/:‘”«/ 70 JAoy Lrvm 6T
77
Al &wﬂf//hﬁf 9«%4 oy 4::64“/”.-, Jetccgesd
I forlesorn 7ot 7500 24 el it stp et it
¢ Good rovveiry Laeg it & vo AEP V@/ﬁe, a,f;ﬁs«wee/

e GC/////M::N_ = 7

/
Score 7."

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMM[TI’EE MEMBER: John Cirello
Criteria: Quahf:catlons and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%) v b/ l/
Were the professronal qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceplable? y'd

How much experience does the proposed program team have WO!z{/Ifig specificalfy on
simifar program management contracts? VA&-ST Y&l

» Was the number of team members proposed adequate?
Was every required discipline or specially represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, efc.)? y«S
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an abifity to

communicate professionally? y"b.f
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? yzS
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-located in the Countyﬁ oodd-

'Brffrwa/é; ﬂ‘l?“w{f -—M*—t’(ij’//—f u—-ww('?«ﬂ hgaﬂ*ﬁ/é*rﬁm&
/2o S/?’v"/‘ Flonidn ovel 66 ;/um(d MJ:,,,‘..,N.«JQ
 prla ot g P gt o .J":/f 41,/{“ Lo,
) el e g e @/ﬁ-{a- CennTied { #Quéumqﬂ T T e
V&({y }Qf/fqzr/ew:uj T oo prasimdpcit X Tl V4 %;fmzfmwrﬁr

Score _ﬂ/

(100-0)

y--‘cf -usadrval

Criteria: Response to Questions {10%)
e Were the questions answered completely? -

»  Were the answers provided lucid an ncise? '
® q,,,{ “f 7S Awfw#vraf Cawéc /-4(4 f Laryye Thera 7ty

Awfwaru e T /w,u/’“ oﬂlé_@/é(/(_ "zﬂ,Mf-ﬂzf?

S’p/u ITeis 7 2«,&;/ /t-l-»,f Lo Cm;/e 7 ke c:,r s
ol ba//h e “r 2 Cetedt sttendd A-yvu A-/UJW&/G’ o(e.mwdfﬂ/?/«;

X"/bﬂu{zc/a A‘v‘ay&mﬂu el o A /r&»ﬂﬂ-ﬁ ym

Score ?L{/

"(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners

Page 8 of 89




Interview Rating Form _
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil In¢

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirello
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 . Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptabte, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very, similar program

management services to others? y<eS
Did the similar services cited incllide all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Y.<
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? y<cs 5.l :
e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the
state? y=J
Did the’similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? ¥y 4
o What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control (.a:f
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? Qw77 d ;
e To what degree is the firm viewed as a leadgr in thg Program Management /Construction
Management industry? ¥ «ld 13 77 {apelar(”.
S it LU Tty Fptser, L3 (rtrgyss 17 CorTHH T,

& .
/}45 Lt Corfattop e AT 2V &Upt{_ﬂ##wf? « We./ . T AT

7 , 7
Tachsmplls (560% 705 - Fe'S gt Cbeme CWNZ},},/;é& ZFrsgtt ard

Eeet slipelas Mttt D™
* B ptar s v S W/‘(f/hvr/f/ﬂ-_ﬁ'

o gvanhend 2708 felow é,z:;/‘..ﬂmw-...
M’Z(/dwf—/’%g}?r AT ek e o~ Score_ 78
: (100-0)

/mﬁwﬁﬂm £
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Interview Rating Form _
PS-5180-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirello

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? guz2f
» |Was the priqoosed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized 7 Sope w}nﬂvr

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? >/ AA-
«  Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? Y << (Tec - Cos T X\/J" "&)
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments {e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) YY" e
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in confunction with

axisting County's standards? y'? j ATa
How soon after selection would the firm be able fo initiate work on this program? {' bt % /

How soon after selection could the progra J(l b fuﬂy staffed and on-sfte (co-focated in the
County's office complex)? =~ F#tsl e

&j‘éﬂﬂtf ﬂi, s A/étf;/fﬁ'zﬂ /ﬁﬂ’(’//‘-— S TAcchs
¢ fg l/d—{ft‘//@*/d&y—)’f- JQMJMMM /0-5/215')9! /6/471.,1:,-/-:/

e J¥-viluna /(/A-f ﬂ{pyﬁﬁ-m 7-;, S M(fyu.z,«/

e [Hnee/ Agfwﬂwﬂc/ A'/a) cﬁms// Sertcd 6«—*/{:4/”— ;/L.rxe./ ov2e L.

< -%ﬁufé'ﬁ//ﬁ{f‘? Ty A fend D f.;/"thf./ w C1F° KM/%/«(J
R oyt Cenger f;ww/ ¥4 W// mq s lecar

72!—(/?(/ Mc«w/ (M//'j 6/ st Clier /Wﬁé—‘)‘/t Score 73
{ Ja 1/.-4—/:,44) (100-0)
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interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

-NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirelio

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? 7 il
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? e
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? g2e< y<
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management? [ ¢ y<
Does the main point of contact have spec;f ¢ experience in program managemerit of the

construction phase of a program? ¥
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the Countys y-E

program or will there be simuftaneous work performed for other clients? ¥ aad
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? )"?—'I *

Dowzlp Bitibon %:;yﬂ%M /%»ﬁud-ya,( Léo0 (o LA
S&oo wm/ofwzd(q-, ol Cﬂfom-fq 72 e, /ai*s
Wﬁ‘ #ry pupie &%w/aoﬂ tnta oy Brotan — Co CocppF e .ow?/‘vféw.@
4 A
5’»{»4714# /?ﬂ’;w/*fwfj S Btlenss SHIC /c‘_gaaﬂ—f??ﬂﬁ Jowpe s AQ»-N?‘}
h/ﬁlcf /t’e..!m:af-r A Jowitt Wdﬁaﬂ'—cﬂ’ st Resese, é/u/

O\Jﬂé é/ﬁ-{ﬁod( /jﬂoy/m g /ﬂe,“o/ Jdﬁq‘/[u.(q

Score i/

(100-0)

-

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation {10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program?
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)?

S o ES ot St res A L, S FiT g
= 7. m/e/w Cencse #/j/ﬂ’k/am/ﬂw
b ,/4;q,u,'¢f_% Coty l S w-c‘(( — 9.43).:«( /wﬁ%;ﬂff?-ﬁ“"‘

c)%—ﬂ{wuéq/z} o/l L& Avtn
4 Potriswe M Hy e Frtng L

Score 23 .

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirelio

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? y=es

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifi fcally on

similar program management confracts? 0 f
Was the number of team members proposed adequate? Cenv /(JW‘{ wnils,

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engingers, etc.)? o
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview} demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally? Y ¢/
Did the proposed core feam demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? <4
o How many members of the proposeg’{program team will be co-located in the County’'s

office complex? f Aleny fr e
° 4)””—({}{{"’77” ok ot 0] ﬂ’k’f-f%&}bh»ﬂ-f //]{ /d u&(fcacﬁ'/fﬁ;/
O Aty C%&f?d:ﬂ St [T P T s iy Colocni Lumf(mﬁ;’
Felicari ox Fartn (00f 72 7o b & [ otoet Atccse oty
/N///Mé, - /éf-!?fﬂ WUJ cr;(dff‘r‘ st Ctrbay /A_’ta/ta(«f
//uf/mf“/wra meh, c,;c,,_(/,,,wge, — Ohcaé: ,{ﬁ_quj e,
' /5'1\7/»9 gd"W{N@u m“a,é\.y{)
i i ]

Score 2 3

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) yees
s Were the questions answered completely? /
» Were the answers provided lucid and concise? }/"‘-’J

e (9:25J g g i TO < dsetSved Arvtees pocpret
NS /414&'%&/‘?%(/ -'éx// /Nz-z«/'( s CC -
(=] M %A Gk [ tinrS Awdh/wf.‘u,( /mf/{bf"-ék‘ A‘V'-"o

[
Cavrge rirvid Lo
/ /
Score 26
(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE :
' © "(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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DATE:

Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirel%

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

80 — 89

Excellent, Very Goad, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)

‘aspects (specifically for water/wastewatsr/conveyance programs)? f

Did the firm demonstrate that they havgprowded identical or very similar program

management services to others?
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Y/
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? }(*5
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered !ocally or wrthm the

state? “¢ 1
Did the simifar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others?

What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control s [
7% oY 184

To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader i m the jgram Management /Constructfon
Management industry? Al wtndea 14v

© CM:—’(J]‘@ woy-f/:m.: /J'—//(/cm a/-—//fff/’/{

© é/m& Wf:f Cre ¥ C//a tove st 72«%,%»?4-/4'-777%4} |

C/l /M-(M (wﬁr/"_ « S Autt £ W /aa/ff C AT e TIPS

mwwé rf//“'% /K/i//.,/,,,,w,u, ’M//(ify/&é J&M/ﬂ-«-/f— wa) VIR

Wo/Td — LQ/MWU‘M s/ '—"74—/(“%-{'

Score ﬁ

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-51580-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 186, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:_John Cirgllo

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
e To what extent drd the esem‘: m addrEss all of the County's core objectives for this

program? AL €
o Was the proposed approach plaus.rble logically sequenced and well organized? t/"c‘ S
= Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs an ﬁhaﬂen es

faced by the County with respect to the program? Y« § T3 A
Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? <L PAS J s J' A

L)

» Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with
various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc,} Y%t ewn-dantsens
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? Y <J st
How soon affer selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? s« padediict! i

How soon affer selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the
County’s office complex)? 2 w&bks: AT C o lbre rd

J??M—/f//. ////Hv /4 ,,z,a,,q 4 /M/ e i &) F AT v
Comgnd 7ot~ ALNMJ/ Cry2 ///419/32!4. ' wﬂf"ﬂ/" N Seervyen
AoA et By ng @etun-;uff 6//;,WJ/;’ ﬁ,M,W,JA,N /{-‘cgféw-/lfé“zf
WQ// o, ///U.{tc-‘fz"h-rg &J&M/?/f//by—-h-c ww.@i’w g A" E"/ﬂ e
DEtou\/‘;é’ /2//105"‘"14(,« /WMM/:&Q&»—/-/M, /J/lc W"—y dofq.d_f

4
mw/nmw J (., j,«m— /:/2. s /,Am, ,é’,,,. Wt
/ 9’? e il s L s T 7 /77“'—,( llcc.f? o A =
BtM/ /?”/“ ent s, Yt Soors 6

IMM?J ' - (100-0)

S-S /Jf"-f“-* 73/«.—, -/;.//W/fe/(‘zm/,?ac o iree €
p & g A LA -
VL//M’M/ﬁq'M-uwf ;/ajﬂiﬂ:ﬂ M//ﬂ’/
1o oSS T

/an/wf 7 Cost T

-(ngwmwf C(/W//I«f//-f'

Bt/ Warat 1155 Sikeed it
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) Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master A greement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS &.J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirelto

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program "y
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? Y
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County’s office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? N&
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? Ry Y%
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing larg:e{ capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management?. y ec At
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? e S
Will the proposed main paint of contact be dedicated sofely to managing the Countys N

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? 677 #M___

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effactively work with County staff? )’Q'-f

/72»07//?7:4 Wtoptgecit e L tirlcsy R V weertortt

QMM/W{‘?“ J%{Mf‘? é(/ku?:, (M/ 2;/-2-/% 4/4-.,-,4/4 I‘!.Ffuf}fwcre

) /C:wr/ﬁcfuﬁ( oy, ///ﬂ—ce//"( zo MM/MM/A’/’H Cone i 7i A2

Zeeti @%/ﬂf"ﬂﬂ(d}‘/mw( SFwsw /Cuwjf F"rfa(tcyvé,%u T

e a1 ¢ JTHE, . [t Mt

Waﬂ&« flpngecl
/A—M /fi’/}-{&&/{ Comd T ;&f{,/f /4,%9 ﬁg{,‘(rm cPH |

bo Yy ty { otdoln, :
7Z{/ W Vot cot Score ?5/

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)

(100-0)

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how (hey will accomphsh the

~ County's goals for this program? FeXp./zise f/v
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood ? yed:
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? }""'J :

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)? )/eJ .

Viesty lamin  (Ctwtivs , coall glesanTs

é/éﬂ'-/ %‘ﬁc/-e%./ ////'futfh/-fza/&utefl(

(//Méc/ff“‘wz/ ézwc ew/ f/, Jeer ffrce et ety sl ]

é%/%céu/f /é(./j .

Score ﬁ/

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-51 90-05/DRR —~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS &.J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: John Cirello

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (1 0%)
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? )/‘-"J

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on

similar program management contracts? (2 yéeAstd
»  Was the number of team members proposed adequate? y&d
Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, efc. )‘?y%d
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an abifity to

communicate professionally? =
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? )M&J
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-focated in the County's

office complex? MoV

Tai o st e Bt T /dx:/vn() C/’%C

Wrw 444#1’-»@/‘ S st rret (Il /fS"Z, é";-,;ﬁ..z(_
//Cc,!mrﬂ%/ Foe /Mﬂ-y;/,,,r(_, /{Z/‘/&’%A

w2 /K’r//‘///néé 7i  &Xerged = 2o 0l (ﬂ%ﬂfdd—
5m‘/ ;/w%g/a MM‘:&[/#/‘JA Com b ot 7 &

¢ AA,

Score E 3

(100-0)

_ Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) Yy
e Were the questions answered completely? }/
o Were the answers provided lucid and concise?

c,z;a—a( e el T2 G kel il 4
7L Fats Jod ’

MJ[/-'&W/— hoor sty g Tl ob Fhin st cRdd e
Pl rmis /A#— c/é/ 7/,&‘4—”’“/( £ T A (Y . -- '

S’
LSt fombasits
7

-Score 23

{100-0)

TOTAL SCORE '
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners

Page 48 of 89



Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J (A)
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick @

INSTRUGTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 bas&d on the following general guidelines:

90— 100 Cutstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)

Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very simifar program

- management services to others?“/

" aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?

L

?f}? SLJC/?’? A—§§rsﬁih%‘(‘5 P FL— - 8 7pure

Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? oSt o4 ~é

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? Simm r‘}a s

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state? '

Did the similar experience cited involve true program management,or workmg on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? coribinatzes of~ FH Lo <
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

ec.; “C 5

To what degree is the firm viewed as a leadger in the Program Management onstryction
Management industry? Y30 mentics of~ (aakias v mgjer c«z .

ofﬁﬂqa (umcv U‘A/?)L—} G C &C/f /74’rm/’;(t/cj - 4&;/’& duf%onafc/ Co’/dzfé?
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? ?o"/o
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? Y
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? ;
Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? 53"~L€ / o)
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) '7/
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? ~7 _ :
e How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? "“’/ i Awe week

How soon after selection could the program,be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
County's office complex)? Qs —”ee .wl
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager-(zo%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
a9

Manager) assigned fo be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis:
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-focated at the County's office complex full

fime as required in the solicitation?
How much professional experience does the proposed main poirt of contact have in lead

roles delivering simifar capital programs? 724 yeers

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? > 24 years

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? "‘{
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,

manage a working team and effectively work with County staff?
_Mar‘c Cdalch — Frosrens fWer, D9 years FL 24/ PBSLT
>4&) Aeclinie CJ OFOKCSS:'JhQISI L FB.S“&‘S—‘ 4 _ »
725/ fiLO’f" "ILE'::LM}CQ[ praﬂﬁssfmq’,s ﬁr Pro< ot '\Lﬁq
I oty soedes W 5'&'55@ — A’bmuq/ 8&4244@4 f“/a’/,i’df‘/‘

¥

/?7[{, w‘l[CLI Aqs o;i/é«r_' /0'}'2‘:’1/5 O‘F oF_ FM fz((fg.e/g/)’ea_CL

/M/-‘ W@(cél 'éc}f /?44/:?5@,(,-/ ? Gfﬁ‘fivl";/' ;_,3:&7_/2”‘;;

My. Waleh CommHed ~o. (007 Frasad hitlalor
Wayae Meties w/g (;12?011-7 PMf Score%

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program?

Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?
Did the presenters use their-allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information

(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)?

Opouive by Marc L[l
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(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form _
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%) 5
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? /

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
simifar program management confracts? ma somiler comtreds

Was the number of team members proposed ade{quaie?

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? }’
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability fo

communicate professionally? Y
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program?
How many members, of the proposed program tearn will be co-located in the County's

office complex? f = fail

é?ooa@ (. o{:. !/m-vzaq/ em;z%ee’ff-w, &Cowzs—r[rw%'fa\

m__Membsrs
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SNt 8 6[ C%Qz%e—e/ e:épcar/@»c»?_

4/’1L—€QM Nieaboss /h%q/;y

-_,/
Score 85

{100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questionsﬁ 0%)
»  Were the questions answered completely? “f
e Were the answers provided lucid and concise? (/’
Mmfcé [/JC//CLI - p/‘b‘;fam Hpras aj @
.(,/L)f—?’“?' Mé“ W . alt:ﬁu‘!'?’ /7;%
[chry Zedlse CCPH)
Score 80
(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE
_ (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form i
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 20056

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc o
s

EVALUATION COMMITTEEVMEMBER: Dennis Westrick}'
INSTRUGTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in alf respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience: (25%} .
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others? N
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Y, not-all  in i
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs deljvered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? varte .
Were the cited water/wastewater/com:gyance rograms delivered locally or within the

state? “[arps Biay waler 7a FL, oft [7"‘0"15% cied o US
Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others?

What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost controf
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programsj? JE Valoe
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? Naod in Fortme Wlag. as PMcm L
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: Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
« To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County’'s core objectives for this

program? 0% ,
e Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? ‘/’
e Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? \/ ~ see Actacls below _ . .
« Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? —(owav Overhead ) veloe emyivees 3

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc. 3
« Could the proposed procedurgs and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? . .
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? W/ ‘ "(“‘7’)‘

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site {co-located in the
County’s office complex)? w/; days
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager {or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County’s office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? ~
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

, roles defivering similar capital programs? 2 2 oyea £y
e How long has the proposed main point of confacr been managing farge capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management? 7 Zo y?-*"'.'
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program?
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,

manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? \/

:raf’?“;j ?[;,‘//,’ps ~ 3+ veass of 7L e;—e',w«r;‘ekca_
D,onel B‘?/‘fon T /9"),?%) (o;nmﬁﬂ'%t} = ‘?)Eai'éc‘l‘{ oves 203 jesrs
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Corts Bynilo,e — croineer) £ e/ 7 .
e — # :

Score 80
: - (100-0)
Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how

County’s goals for this program?
o Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?”™Y
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? 7

Didl the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)?

DPrctee detipp tous clear R Joeice lly presen
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A‘}[ et 1y MQM_L@VJ /A ya/weu, ;?Pear%k ’f”fwrl' net g,ue,”’f’—u“dul‘ _
,S:ﬁne, sactitns ¢€ ?rz;e.h%—;—(v‘dv, C,.)szfe‘ *{“ldlsznaﬂl Aoe An shordase oF 'A“'hqﬂ

. they will accomplish the

Score S0
(100-0)

Page 59 of 89



Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceplable 7\{/
How much experience does the proposed program team have working specificalfy on
similar program management contracts? Mary ye=s5

«  Was the number of team members proposed adeqlate? Y

Was every required discipline or specialfty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)?
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally? Y
Did the proposed core tearm demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program?
How many members of the propos d program team will be co-located in the County's

office complex? 4 /. /&5 F7E

dTé;cem menddyy ém r’c:.a‘]g{dn Mefe APP wpfrq Qr 7 -5 Presreg
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Score 85

"(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
* Were the questions answered compfetely? “
o Were the answers provided lucid and concise? /

:rw‘/ ?é //fPS B”:'A c.;tP/C - /f-r "‘C[mu;é
DGRC( ' B«rfm ?foj/"czwy /Wc;éiaje,V
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TOTAL SCORE |
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

-NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill @&]

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westric

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience {25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services o others?
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? Y
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? Varie
e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state 7?5t <

Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or %vorkfng on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? e 1h
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs, 3} 2
e To what degree is the firm viewed as a Jeader i the Program Management /Construction
Management industry? Mel. re- A, PW Fran 1q AR 2004 & 2o0s
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5180-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

~ EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick
Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent g'd the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? {C0,
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? "f
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect fo the program? Y-
o Woere any innovative methods or concepls presented?Y’ desk order comtrachy
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) Y
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? Y
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? 2ubs

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
County's office complex)? 2w . )
?rovoqf‘njq QCCe]aWt—P_ﬁ«O] . c’te.[ i vers, 2 UG evﬂL _ngn‘ﬁ?trs ﬁlwzﬁc
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Bacltsy ;- ¢ esttiey WiZ"S-M’)/f.a’?/yfi ) jjﬁyfq;“tc% velyed of #/SOM +
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Y ; : & obiechies '
Fr“f‘”"‘j Cﬁcw—l-em Fn:c_es —jﬂ c’c' 5 zoq ts e e
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} [ e |
-~ Devele Mesle, ey Sehee
S PPVGFGs(‘n) 4— 7%/- _S'dp’:"ﬂ)) P"”‘? 2ol 4 %DQ_OIO
— will (‘n’t'e'jrcf—[-e vt th ?u’b/.-‘c_ Libole s & 4
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3. Commdnicat?on

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program

Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of confact on a day-to-day basis?

Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the solicitation?

How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead
roles delivering similar capital programs? (&t yzass

s How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/profect management? & /© y e

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? Y

Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely fo managing the County’'s

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? "

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,

manage a working team and effectively work with County staff?

/)4('&& C:J) D—C,ﬁ:rP@’ IS Cek"HF;‘*‘—CJ FL CCMMGde /{ 3/ v E€QYS -EﬁPM'QHCE
Rol, Buredie]] o5 Deputy PM 7
A/b"—‘ -Ct)[lﬁe;,ﬂ.?'f.’;’ ?V'?SE/&—J-QJ Lu[’c_ c'o)C' P.ﬁ"c‘)j/ﬁaq ) Gldcp{c(‘_lei 'é?) C;U)L;&'

Score c? 0

(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program?

Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?
Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information

fe.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, efc. )?

.V}?J"} ijqﬂ(‘zzcﬁ _‘62%'55 Ea5N -:Lu ?g/[dtu‘ lp»‘“é’j%ﬁﬁ'm?
,ﬂ(/,/ Ao m MW#Y”S (-p q{«-{fc({ov{—ce{ .

Score EZ O -

(100-0)

Page 15 of 89




Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Dennis Westrick

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team {10%)
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program tea
'How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on

similar program management contracts?
e Was the number of team members proposed adequate? i
Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? Y
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

. communicate professionally? ¢
e Did the proposed core team demonslrate a sufficient dep

program?
e How many members of the proposed program

office complex? [© +» [2
Al team e bers _were @)}7 Gfbf?{f’%\a‘/ .
CHIM ) dream (s yvery e xperienced ) vdloly proec bgad
’72,4,44 Presodices  weve aﬁw u4:f2 a/( a{c‘slu’p/ﬁqe;!}‘?\u,/v‘@'eql
Cof"e +Z—QM hes ey t,xa,qwls oJC ::;QPP/.'/?‘?-«:CG_ ’ ‘ '

d,  Jo 12 aext o E5D

. m acceptable? Y

th of knowledge concerning the

team will be co-located in the County's

{ )
C&"/@(q-{—e&’ ~Le:g;w CO\')/IG! ‘JCP/Ode(
I
&
Score _© O
(100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
e Were the questions answered completely? 7, -
e Were the answers provided lucid and concise?
. éﬁoo(,l ccm_sr‘ge: LSS 5{// 7\«‘5)"/7"‘25
é;m[/n/{—pa, Gaswers o Efered
Score ?O
{100-0)
TOTAL SCORE ' '
. ‘ (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of Gounty Commissioners
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DATE:

Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill '
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman '

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following génerai guidelines:

90— 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 _ Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60—69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)

Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services fo others? ) £
Did the simitar setvices cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? yed
- Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/farger

scale, or. were they provided on a smaller scale?
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state?
Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? -

. What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

aspects (specrﬁcahﬁr for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Consirucf.ron

Management industry?

Fiem s’ demomifrs Fon mc/«/"/ SO L refrem mnovedn.?L/ﬂ? Jecks

lwf/‘ 7v/f Scevice, & [zn/ ﬁnﬂ!/éfé/ ” (/epr uﬂ[trﬁéaé}

Seem - (’ogﬂ..fr/én a,,cl Y. tote/ homr /_ze__e_J,.

j/’r éﬂ/m:«ﬁ M/Mwwﬁ» .,7:«-/%;/ ,m-.,,z A - focake d

—M e/l vers Ml!// §C /ru/ f/}{ffl/ﬁﬁcﬁ

Score i{_

- (100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Saily Sherman '

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent did the presenting firm address alf of the County’s core objectives for this

program?
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and welf organized? y£ >

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? y- >
Were any innovative methods or concepts prosented? y¢ 2
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) €3
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made fo work in conjunction with .

existing County’s standards? Lt-,
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? 'mww'\- .

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
County's office complex)? 7 ot

rac fer /6/0'\2 G-/ /7 e
el Tl ol o

/v/ Lophl Hf jock le  Wof bese . De frery /@,«Mu

! Arwaster. fdd ANl g pavile]l dnclo
7 ’qur«.ué Sertusaap, IODL"H A1 -h\mo_ .s_n—rfrr Sfrﬁ oo

_ﬂﬂ,ﬂ/&} léz)/J --' soe. w.e,& é:--.& MMA&M

oz X ﬂ/ﬁa bihpeley, 7o Jm-—'dfr fS/
~ :Z:, /,ze—ﬂ-.-»‘ o j tﬂ,.,,,,,,,,, f‘7/j ore (100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hiil
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Maﬁager {20%)

ﬂ’oq/cvm f?fq/ Aes oyt 3/ urs

Does the firm propose fo have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program )

Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County’s office complex full

time as required in the solicitation?
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs?
How fong has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management?
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program?

Wilf the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? |

‘ﬁ/élf-cncg_.. M//

be

Il

;,4252

eo /Qcckd ‘nnd 24

'A;/.?f extended gz

Score 30

(100-0)

Criteria: Quallty and Clarlty of Presentation (10%)

TZe

How well did the presentmg firm communicate exactly how they w.rﬂ accomphsh the

County's goals for this program? (_,f-A -
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste if on extraneous infon ation
{e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc j? #5’
w&‘-d

7,,;/,é. £ ﬂ/.»m-ﬁ J /M}t/zf

seell ¥ dond 7o He /am/ 5«-ff'fmé’ma/~ .

Lvne o5l Ord s dof e [ /ﬁff’ce/ do &

Yhey  Aeapesrel éq tuéé/mr pudycree hF’ paved

;ﬂ,é’lﬁ-:&fixm (ﬁfﬂ/]

.Score _ia

{(100-0)
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. Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?
» How much experience does the proposed prog ﬂeam have working specifically on
 similar program management contracts? £57 | T

»  Was the number of team members proposed adequate? 137%-’-3
e Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.q.

inspectors, engineers, efc.)?
= Did the proposed core team (pri?%the interview) demonstrate an ability fo

communicate professionally?
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? I/K"
+ How many members of the proposed ;,);o ra team will be co—located in the County's
7

ffice complex? /C
| % /444-'/ ety Ze‘ 7 —?‘/W/
Seeny [ o w’/etla,a/é ' /ﬂﬂ/mf e e
ﬂﬂﬂr’é’aclwgé pnd A cﬁ.SS Ve’ Fain >
fc/ oad e J.., '1(0 /cct_ wddsin ﬂee«éz/[

Score
(100-0)

i

Criteria: Response to Questions {10%) W
e  Were the questions answered completely?
e Woere the answers provided lucid and concise?

Mpcarrid 24 getsbois prd gﬂu/&«/ ecded
Ol Locaky S

Score _6_(

(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE
: (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90— 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Sofid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others?
Did the similar services cited include all three (3} areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? £5

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? 2> , .

e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the
_ state? € >

s Did the simifar experience cited invol

ve true program manageiment or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? ‘.{J? S
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? «J-#- - 5
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Managemen
Management industry? 4 a5 :

o’ e, 4(/ - & dd:-JCUJJ-l—r/ b:/_/fﬂfc'-c} M/.{'?

t /Construction

-‘#/Vﬂh'// SN //..' Caree s’ ,e/‘agé cF iyt %M Z.
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Serwces

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:_Sally Sherman

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? Y
» Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well orgamzed? ?@
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges

faced by the County with respect o the program? . . ! 9,[4.
s Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? €m (lu-.'. &2 pwde o ‘)f“" s
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) ‘F-/b
Could the proposed procedures and technolo fes be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? "[‘95 - { dewwSM

e How soon aftor selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? 1 /77 ”‘CJ-‘%
» How soon after selection could the prog 3}: be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the

County's office complex)? + M mcd

%rnaez : fﬁ_’c /«—/(,,c //ar:,: &r;: HW/J
< -

éé f (< T2 4&. olene. .‘ %’7 &Lﬂ/ /z//n;ﬂc/! 'A.'

_Lmac/ /??V/Féﬂ/ f @i’éf . &!/ 4 raae- ,?g - /3:,7/
e z Aﬁﬁ_lp/aq ;ﬁ. .

4l

ﬁm__d_,_cﬁzmﬁ_ééuﬂb_@%

Do Jeedn ~ Lesr ﬁ// fl?__,uﬁzzzaf —

%ym,,, welbife  cack fe /ﬂa/@‘ score 25
//a‘}chr /ﬂc/ W‘ﬁéy a// v '(1000)_
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? ¢
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the Counly's office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? V€7
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in fead

roles delivering similar capital programs? TR (%

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? 24 y{_S

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? ye>

e Wil the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's -\ L
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? boped = ““":""l o\ A :

e Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas, e,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? ¢% '5"""20: c__%
aew

75t e/' ;égé'f:-‘- /éf r.-——/d— ) rD Y
L Huc bof  ams  pgof Cfeay oy

=
Iﬂf‘{srmr.- @ AL f;ﬁr«-ﬂ—cf...—_ d é—r’r,(
__,Maéf pnd nkgsede ’/éﬂau/zé/él /D 944%,-

Score &5

‘ (100-0)
Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program? e §
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? ?(55 :
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? f 4

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company backgrourid already provided in the written proposal, etc.)? }@J

Z.L , ?{{ﬂ- //’)44 j‘ Cla I"l'f/' ? /.Qfe;&)- e -/'r"u"z ,(/40 /;,&//
dne? 73! e /a'm% b h St sre e - 54{?‘119
%S C‘A!u/ n rd Long s ;‘ ]go,,)l' Withg +40 ,éz;_}p ,0 ot

e

J | N Scoreqs

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? ¥ 2

How much experience does the proposed program team have workmg specifically on
similar program management contracts? 24Uy X .

Was the number of team members proposed adequate? 3 f—

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed feam (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? 5
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally?
s Did the proposed core team de

program? J&
How many menibers of the proposed program team will be co-located in the County's

office complex? $Y e (Gcrg @ dese

;ﬁonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

ﬂf_ )44/»1 . 7. -] 4/»4,;,.,,4 /énw-/Z 4'“445 ﬁégﬁ 2
/ﬂfdl!&é 0’«1 ’4 o, P73 kﬂ: tergng £ J e ﬁﬂﬂl/‘f’g
ée.. ﬂ//rz;nz/z-&/é ﬂnfﬂ(ff'ﬂ/ A& . Tepm ) S
20 /éié )é D/waw aj o
/ldlﬂ/ /4&/ il ,v.!«bJ Jé Aafwr/ éffzJA"?r

proe ek Lo ﬁ(com»-/e-/tfét— ,}.a? | Sco‘é i

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
e Were the questions answered completely? VS
o Were the answers provided lucid and concise? !{i

Aofuered #Y ZyaAh___r wrl /rmgoc/

TOTAL SCORE
_{100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacohs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, oui-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Salid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others? y.£2
e Did the similar services cited include afl three (3) areas that the Countg’s programnm will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? m ¢«
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smalfer scale?
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state? d
Did the similar experience crted involve irue program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? 5

What is the firm’s record of accomplishment on performance time and cost controf
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?

e To what degree is the firm wewed ag @ leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? "

- B .,rr Ayrﬂe.n-'—'f O Y /',-,,., M.L_ z.{aé‘. Zf,‘z)‘rlé mé.
(’Qge_ et Ag Fo? /ern'mtrn £ AP i s »ﬁ/ SEsrce

Cocom 2z JS2X° éc‘c.A. jf’rg -&r'é// /'7/9/2’/((/.{ (&b’/

p—

il A sttt Hr'ls war:’ﬁ:z%/cf" e G,
(g ' / aéc/‘h‘/'// .

Pt /4& f%//s élrljl '
Score &é .

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

. NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman
Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
s To what extent did the pr@senﬁng firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? K¢ € €
«  Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? Qc Cf/" o tl

e Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the ngeds and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program? A € 4 -‘;ﬂ"‘ﬂé‘ -

o Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? “f @0

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) V}@O
, . , . . et

e Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made fo work in conjunction wit s
proposed p . nofog jupction witly 5,,»-1-

existing County's standards? 5 Ao Sleed o -
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? ¢ aca’ﬁ.ﬁﬁ

s How soon ar_‘ter sefection could the pro rin%g fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the
County's office complex}? s e L7
Ot yrreere & Oeve 2 {.r.rCA’utJ vsing G, P77 (Hofences denstied
1‘4')7/}” A lf’/ 23(@/,, ,ﬂff’l(.ﬂ/ -/}a)tc/'fl , CEL A hg e ’
ﬂé‘lé/péiucA-—fng was /;:’é, %4’:«4{ Aory
g npes - fowm, Son . 2 fhernt abiie M/ez./ 1/,%’3-/{/ re Z?@.A'L—

,a,/ &«uﬁ. 7’

zyecf wack - Ghick h oL #1Fk obifsadin & 20 e,
<o p/éﬂﬂ;‘j _ C/‘J"Jh‘l ,v'ﬂc/ /’rderm /ﬂi'M/'score b/

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs C_ivi] Inc
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman _

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the Cotinty’s main point of contact on a day-fo-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the soficitation?
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering simifar capital programs? 28 s __i/_ M ons
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management? Sl
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? Y€5
Wil the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? ? e~
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate abifity to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? J&s

’/fojmm M;.r Don  Barrem 4l - A proypans sqr.

B BY Jrojett  experiers e pals Iws. rn “”/"{.7
— 1 % 3 7 — ? |
r“m’/& 5'// aley Ao 07{;/

Score ﬁ

| (100-0)
Criteria; Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%) ‘
How well did the presenting firm communfcaztfeej_a—'cﬂy how they will accomplish the
<

County’s goals for this program? /¢ L 4 L
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? kccep
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others? V 2.5

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information 71—0 ‘
(e.g. company background afready provided in the written proposal, etc.)?

Zoég.,l <A 14-r é P %C vy 2 Z &7 °!r)e‘]'4“"‘l—--f A_}/é/
rebihelrona . A P AP/ 4
T deme. i el Mave  crons dasdocts % $ Sepmeort
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Score &

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Sally Sherman

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%) ,1/0
»  Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?

o How much experience does the proposed program feam have workgng specifically on (

similar program management contracts? /rt.um é weccep 7L
o Was the number of team members proposed adequate? §/ ‘7 /4 4w 1% 4
Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, efc.)?
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally? _
» Did the proposed core tgznﬂ demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? pec4p
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-located in the County's

office complex?

o ¢ Wé d @er‘{;& e LAt ,//o;?/e A | ‘Que . ,é..,__
penbess cere ol alle o p%-o/ Y24 W& V,,d/m;
“ / 24 . ;;mm woZ/ ‘éa wb/mo/ /ﬁ)’gwr/

geed - Aaee /éa/—/mﬁ_/ e;/_?: cetls ,5( pE g

Score _BQ
(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) : ;/
flece

o Were the questions answered completely? / /éé

' e Worse the answers provided lucid and concise?® & £
?pe ;/)w ﬁnjw.o/ S = s . Serme :«Aﬁ/

yﬁ‘/ﬂl——o “

Score G0

(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE -
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

-~

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J -
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson %

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based/on the following general guidelines:

a0 ~ 100 Outstanding, ocut-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —-69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 - Unacceptable, Needs major help fo be acceptable

Dascribe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience {25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others? f? 5
Did the similar services cited include allt ree (3) areas that the County’s program wm’

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? )/f s
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? Simi [av
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state? /oCs Z’
s Did the simflar experience cited involve frue program managemen} or working on spec:f.rc

engineering projects under a program managed by others? t/Acllcas”
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and ¢ st
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? #o

o To what degree is the firm viewed ag a leadgr | Program Mana emenf [Constryction
Management industry? M 0‘? Cﬁ' €55 ej H % i" O'Fq cf

- CUl'fen'll/Y Nb!é’n? °n JL/ ‘Vg h P/”C"( /pra[(é&ln Fé)" Cé

- $5Jg FZNO{! 7:’44%4: oVver /z.zsf 7year5 (a A:c_n-"[lh /53/9«"»/:/ )

- /Wlaw Da-f-(t 00//\& M'%V

- Asscr{'u/ 74142(' 'ﬂ&v ade peﬂgfqu SO rar~ mo-r\aqcmen‘Jz‘ ovl Sfﬁ--.vw/c a:v 1[
/0 é/zc Z-for/ws Hig5430/” /Oyfﬂpfo Mm / Aﬂ%:/le_ m Contest? '/[ 3 Amﬁ/

| Score )

(100-0)

trof
:s.st—
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J %
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:_Jeffrey Thompson
Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
t did the /fresenﬁng firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

e Towhat exie
program? ‘élcf‘{ e
Was the proposg:f approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organfzed?/f S

Did the presenting firm dernonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challfenges

faced by the County with respect to the program? yf s

Were any innavative methods or concepts presented? Sop~¢

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) yes
- Coufd the proposed procedures and te[:hnologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County’s standards? ffooo )
How soon after selection would the firnt be able to initiate work on this program? M'M aFo-Lod. 5

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
Countty’s office complex)? iy Lrs s
- g UOO( (J cSewf S¢S on ‘éﬂf\ :Aq of . s 3 LUV\J f:'l ,ﬂ/b;‘(a'&

— 1 55%3’ rccaqnfzcc/ 1’4/05/‘ Ucréjf,f%oec .'742;&// l;l Z(ﬂfz;}r%kf@?/ SCY szf'_ aﬂk«)

s o ey Yeiver b oor Cl _ “
- Oomh-dm'é;:é]""\ ‘*’ﬁ/éﬁ}.‘ /;1 l/o/ Ucmw'f-c{r?cvi;ccf ) fﬂfapostJ l p /F'Sj _ZT,?;(S‘/GM

"q’{ fl&'l'{fna.{ (/pAL'{‘:S ani JOCWsa_,ﬂc m«‘{ra/s K . :
- ﬁvcuge_é omv /ac-.{ a'zpml O]p uoff 7!@.». am[ ﬂﬁn?){udﬂé o dw.r/li, Vprj,"u:é

Score 85

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson %
Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Managér (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program XOZ

Manager) assigned to be the Counly’s main point of contact on a day-fo-day basis?
located at the County's ocf?'ce complex full

o Wil the proposed main point of contact be co-
time as required in the solicitation? ,'-F\ (equi r:cl ; Lu‘f EOX propose
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? many Yeav's

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing farge capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? mea years Céﬂ-‘? o

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in prog%{am management of the

construction phase of a program? y €5
Will the proposed main point of cohtact be dedicated solely to managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?sjmu/ﬁn Cous tuse y AZ A
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas, f{

manage a working tegm and effectively work with County staff? e5
/Mo.r'c. /7&5 MbdnagsCd A ’h/hé(/ 61(] o g/ =ns 7%{00;401/7/@\74‘—/%(‘&-"

;\aue,\/c/ fﬂL .Seenc/,c( Arét ﬂ%jffﬁf {’e/ué:[z.uff 7lb pQ.SE'?[trM A-‘A-\ }lc_r’f.: -/OOZ
oﬁ ‘]L[L "f{h«z . / .

Score q %
(1 OO—O)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communigate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program? Yeyy clear {V ‘ .
e Was the presentation logically organ/zed and clearly understood? /l/.: 4
Did the presentation demonstrate an abilify to communicate profedsionally with others? /€5

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous informatio
(e.o. compajy packground already provided in the written proposal, etc. )?yes

|/=f/¢ fo/f; Jv- ple Scwﬁgfﬂs\\

¥

Score %

{100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

»

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceplable? y€5

How much experience does the proposed program teaz hzve working specffically on

similar program management contracts? on & ¢ J [7 ,
Was the number of team members proposed adequate? 5/ -Q{s'f (olaq ll /nb 'f—
Was every required dfscrplme or spec:ah‘y represented in the proposed feam {e. g

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? |
Did the proposed core leam present at the interview) demonstrate an ability fo

commupicate professionally? /e 5
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? \f€3
How many membeys of z‘he roposed program team will be co—!ocated in the County's

office complex? 4 int fia
wcq/w: Ma‘ﬂt«pf&u‘l{l‘ﬂa a.s 54,0}14} foq(a-- /h'-'\vj#f - 7/{6 574744 aé,a{ﬁd‘ c/

(0 Ae\" —/A«a\ /’/{arc) Clon “IZUS&:'"- % éa Ve d!d!nfl v{ﬂfoara-'\ Wlaﬂ“ﬁ"““f-

L (@At anJ

qfurmq CQ,@‘{ ,1[ ,éezm.:. c/.«:ar %Z{ //éh —l%r‘

'f"l'bnt'(a/f;m, M)né/oacff %40{ r[o‘F édif‘n %rié( c/—at/%

v

Score ﬁ_

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) '
(c._ [/

A/O+fca{ e hilab ft/' i {' O S

Were the questions answered completely? Ro
Were the answers pro vided lucid gnd conc:se? not

7[!/hé/ ng Lufen 9;/&57{2:115

ar‘Jm‘i Ajoﬁé ;yr?é( S?mha/ Gorﬂ[qf ﬂéﬂ’c Mﬁé ‘V*\-

Wege pa;ZI %
Of‘a.vlqg va\{y m:fadswcrs thc(:ci‘t ‘ﬂlff woné 4%%5:. 5,765 fj /!a'l!

E’rr; rc{\l Sirng o-f"]’D '1%,!:5 .Sc.-ape

Score _é:?_

(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE )
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners

Page 72 of 89



Interview Rating Form
PS§-5190-05/DRR —~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE; November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hili %

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson

INSTRUGTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80— 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Soiid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services fo others? y~= )
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? }k s
s Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs de]ivere7 on an equivalentfiarger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? Hoth @ gervelenT e farger
e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs, delivered focally or within the
state? )/cjj [,/g‘wfw ﬁu’k ana’ a#\:/f PN -an— b3 e
Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific
engineeting projects under a program managed by others? -{pw preaven Managimen
e What is the firm’s record of accomplishment on performance time and cost confrol
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? e¥ce 4u7l é ‘/f‘.., e/év-s CL)
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /ConstZ.rcﬁon

' Management industry? ﬁq,nk“l #Z] by Fusiicceing Acies Heesr
(’f/ﬂ/ﬂ A{ // Aﬁ} €M&msﬁfc ﬂfoqfqv\fmai\a.wuzoq'f exlerevce
'dhc( Juclo/fc;"fccj a.[( 7% r&inorﬁw_{ Jnce;cfs'O( % Ccvn"t\[
m 146{ '/Aa:f C'fl{;/m 15[1// a/enﬁoﬂffﬁqéz/ ‘/A“_]L 74’1’-!-:/ C%&t/;fiﬂcf (s

. - . . - - [ —ﬁ- -
N Prea (pam mom.o-qCMcn‘lL ys, fnancliing ijtah [ léCV. < Cr?é{
v /

Qr},&uaﬂ.gm 1'5 oon%r’aL[G a‘ﬂ(_{ /éc-ﬁ-(. J

Score 9_5

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: GH2M Hill %/
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson %

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

-To what exte, [t did the presepting firm address all,of the County's core objectives for this

program? 4, ddressed o fl cove 0 Liechves

Was the prop d approach plausible, Iogrca!]y sequenced and well organized? Y¢S5
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and chaﬂenges
faced by the County with respect to the program? }/ eS {
Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? )/r S, Severa

Did the propased approach recognize that extensive coordinaﬁon will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.)
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made 1o work in confunction with

existing County's standards? >
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? m‘ ém Ssee Jés

How soon after selection cou.fdt e prg?gram be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the

County's ofﬁce comple )?
TSR Ty BB Tt oy s i el

EKﬂeﬁC'“‘lC& ‘,,‘7% ,sf_cd'{(q_q Fcftfo-( 4'&%7%& fo[c.c:fs

A‘Jg“f'ﬂc/ ﬂa.é[tC fééfléums I’I!Co/.f anc{ -qoﬂ?éi—glf-c

/asdroréur cm‘{?‘a.c‘FM /cncls (Z[)’cdélé-z‘o 7//2(-11 Abuw/fd’ﬂe'aﬂé@

A

55«,,« /M.ﬁ.ﬂn '{a /oé/(. L,/zr/és -[4/ .Yc(cc/f-%- Aﬂr'bf(-thll cooro/m-{"é?’-\

Score /09
(100-0).
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR -Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson //
Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)
Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program I
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis? y€5
Wilf the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex fuff !
lime as required in the solicitation? y'€3

How much professional expefience does the propased main point of contact have in lead
roles delivering similar capital programs? egﬁ“ srvl Ady /w’s

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capifal programs
vs. performing general engineering/project managemert? ovel™ 20}”’5

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

 construction phase of a program? }fCS
Wil the proposed main point of confact be dedicated solely to managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? se fe b ded: o cated % S

DIC" the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
e a working team and effectively work with.County staff? /Ves

/V{rm ‘oelley” Aa.s cef\ Iu'or‘A"mc, /r\ Afe e O'c Ol Ui Ma,-\aq(hc.\ 7L
/

QFC vsgu!{y ‘é;f ey pjecds, /45% a.ssmncc( ﬂ(‘oaf‘v-"/‘* mefff

S a’z./.(o. Stjﬂfj@md—//%d‘%/ul’k& i3 a /fden_gIJ j;v‘é{‘_(co’t\ijér_.

Score ? 5

"(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
e How well did the presenting firm commuyc:jte exactiy how the
County's goals for this program?
e Was the presentation logically organ.rzed and clearly understood’? gCS
. A”‘( <

will acgomphsh the
" J°

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate profeSsionally with others?
Did the presenters use their allofted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous mformat.ro
(e.g. company background already provided in the writfen proposal, etc.)? , /e s

r ' : :
/—A_ ﬂresﬁ}a‘{frh Afas. C/ea.r‘ a.vtc( Canelse aﬂc/ e-ﬁﬁqﬁ'w(y '

C‘Wlnmwnc.k‘(cc( d/ !W/\pxrr‘ﬂu‘ﬁ J«‘tlm MP“GVTL qatrw; M?[D /

'QJCTLFa-n eovs OGeas

Score __j__g_

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR -Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson %

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? y¢s

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specificaly on
similar program management confracts? e’)c.-/cnSf ve
yz S Y / 2~ / 5

e  Was the number of team members proposed adequate?
o Was every required discipline or specialty represented in
inspectors, engineers, efc.)? y“ﬁ

Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an abifity to

communicate professionally? }/65
Did the proposed core feam demonsirate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

he proposed team (e.g.

program? yej
s  How many member.
office complex? <

LM idedilied a <:;<:»-/a/é*r4 Ao ch 7%3/ agreed 7o
O/CC[¢C&‘£‘ ‘/D Co- sdq‘h[( a'T{ }?ﬁ‘l[}/(-c g - _ﬂ’C ﬂf"ﬁc’ScJ ”Iéa-h-«
n,.eeé /,mcl e\en 'éxa:cc(s %ﬂ,ﬂf—@$§€ma( fﬁaﬁ#cufan f&f(?m}‘em.qé

‘(gf %ES /ﬂr‘Qfa.l"\ €
o

‘? (of the roposed program team will be co-located in the County's

Score ﬂ

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) €%
» Were the questions.answered completely? Y
s Were the answers provided lucid and concrse?

Off?[ﬂécmo(nq a&cf CK:’&( fcysﬁmsd 7lz> a/(ﬂofa/‘rWﬁ{lmg

Score _22

(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE '
| (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc %

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Cutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Salid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to suppdrt your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience {25%) _
s Did the firm demonstrate that they have proviged identical or very similar program

management services to others? Serc e sdmilas
» ' Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County's program will
address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? 57&1‘.4:[ éml‘s ,/ﬁ anc4-4r
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? mvch {(acqer Scalt
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs defivered locally or within the
state? ynthia stafc
e Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others? .sﬁzfd 7o be Pg
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cogst controf
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? $ve
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction
Management industry? Mnc/cn.r, ENR pankine net crovr '
Ufo; Ls gilas Consideva ble_expediance in /Ofouqfa " mana;qtun{/
C‘-VlSWfﬂik mawimm+' l\% weer, 1'7L 5€gmec! A’.{—c ‘I%r‘f EX R et

(g, 6 Vaov e ‘pv'c,bsn! 6 ﬁﬂz Go,'u#‘;d(‘l,hp(h& 7%‘"\ a, _64{ %/d-nﬂ;“f
&1 d méhajfmw—{up/laﬁ{ ) : V /a

Score 8_9

{100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
P5-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the resenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program? it S}/
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and welf organized?
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs encfﬁha Ienges

faced by the County with respect to the program? mosT needs weve e (
Weare any innovative methods or concepts presented? ,Ora-P"f oFrisko selyey 74 is« CC fUA gva,

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.) yQS
Could the proposed procedures and lech [:olo :es be made to work in conjunction with

exfsting County's standards? €3, f ovg
How soon after selection would the firm be able to mn‘:ate work on this program? (mmed: ‘\4}/

How soon after selection could the program be fuily staffed and on-sn‘e (co-located in the

County's office complex)? jh( «[{ /-C?Oc lvou / /v( a. rar

yéf‘/ 4004 aﬂﬂrbaca %a'lL a.c{cjrcs.Scd[ A(( .&u aATES
7700 77

Score O~
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
P5-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

.DATE: November 16, 2005

!

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jetfrey Thompson %

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program

Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?

Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? J/e-" .

e How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? % Prcgss frbgm...s oy AD yre

How long has the proposed main point of confact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/profect management? sver Qa/ws '

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? \J&5

Will the proposed main point of coftact be dedicated solely to managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work petformed for other clients? quJ“m I

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a }/vorkmg team and effectively work with Cournty ._staff? )/es

/?_‘aﬁast c( W—‘ & el iemner 4( yscc/ av) C«ms‘ﬁ"da‘é&w\ Vhamjemeu :’a-'lécf

jﬂﬂv\ Pregenim nfmx ermesil-
N A 3

€5

Score _Eg

"(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)
How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program ?ﬁ;f Zf/ Lo /f, bt Sime [35ves prere notfc fenr
=

+ Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? a/u“, 5

Did the presentation demanstrate an abifity to communicate professionally with others? yes

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous informatian .
(e.g. company background already provided in the wriften proposal, etc.)? )/(S, bt il ~gaad Some
- -ea‘{' rantows I

1

‘ﬂE ﬁfC.Sb;\",‘q'Fr‘Gv\ Cf(c[ )’Io"i[ Conne. G055 A5 é(;’nq Ver A’"ATSAG-JJ{

{

!-'é!eltys Nefcﬂ¢5@x42a{ éu'?t /?.SS e‘]alﬂ(c'ﬁ-/{//s/ %:ﬂpas/;;%/c.

SCO]’G és O

(100-0)
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Interview Rafing Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jeffrey Thompson

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team {10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? )l"—’-‘

How much experience does the proposed program team have werking specifically on

similar program management confracts? Sacobs has cx’aeffc..u: ,f 5 Unclear Aoty mvr—A CxPeriemet
Was the number of team members proposed adequate? pnobqb no Helc shé fare
Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the praposed team (e.g.

inspectors, engineers, etc.)? Y45 ‘
Did the proposed core feam (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally? y es
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? VYé4
« How many memb

office complex?
é/p‘f"";ﬁ ¢ !’C/Cgu'lcl—]éqcc( 747 éc [ 0o oan-‘.g.,}é
/ﬂaﬁcafﬂ ﬂ?’n?e an J ﬁ?/ﬂ@(fa/{gﬂ(/pﬁp—ucf{au\

ﬂs of the proposed program team will be co-located in the County's

Score ?D
(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
s ' Were the questions answered completely? Y€5 +
» Were the answers pzided lucid and concide? s=he wlta-.

#an&uﬁ'wefe P l{f c/ -AD Sblhc{ éu"l[ no7/a./ ( Zf/a/ Comurh?% ”«tvﬂéffcf’ 5
Lo discossiod ng QIA "

Score 70
(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE '
| (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by fhe Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005
NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90— 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

B0 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
« Did the firm demonstrate that they IM}provided identical or very similar program

management services to others?
Did the similar services cited include alf three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs?

e Were the cited water/wastewatet/conveyance programs de!rviied on an equivalentflarger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? ( .
Were the cite water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state? /. \@/
e Didthe s.'mn'a xperience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others?
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry?

G loralilan . Cone cmﬂm ﬂmoﬂ@mweg AU
MME} /.Um’ﬁfh WO’I\,
CqhT AL DRog.RAN M1 é‘-ﬁiﬁg A7 ‘ZXMW

%“(muxﬂu_uc; gﬁ(}}%

Score 56 7.

(100-0)
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ATA

Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: Novermnber 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FiRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%}

To what extent.did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for th:s
program? v -

Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized?

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges ~

faced by the County with respect to the program? —
Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? /

' Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordmatfon will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) "
Could the proposed procedures and technologfes be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards? ¢~
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? L/

How soon after selection cou!g the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the
County's office complex)? ; ~ ‘

Tiin _duzks 75 <ir0f PROERAM

Score :‘;? fi
{(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program -
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-fo-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-focated at the County's office complex fulf

time as required in the soficitation? [~
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

rofes delivering similar capital programs?
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management?
Does the main point of contact have sp%ciﬁc experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program? \{4/

Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely fo managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,

manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? \{lb ?

iRy anal)

Score _ﬁ&

~ (100-0)

Criteria: Quallty and Cilarity of Presentation (10%)

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplfsh the

County's goals for this program? L
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood? L/

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?¢__—

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)?; _——

NiRY CLLEAR

Score f‘g'fé}

(105-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoing Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? v

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
similar program management contracts? e '

o Was the number of team members proposed adequate? l/

e Was every required discipline or specially represented in the proposed team (e.g.
inspectors, engineers, efc.)? |/O

Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionally?
e Didthe pro,cyﬁed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program?
» How many membf?bf the proposed program team will be co-focated in the County's

office complex? :

VY Bowl)

Score 9’?8 ‘
(100-0)

e Were the questions answersed completely?
o Were the answers provided lucid and concise?

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%) L//‘/

Score _@

(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE | '
{100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioner;;
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

a0 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 869 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
= Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others? ¥~

Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs?

e Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale? /a/ VLo S

s Were the cited water/wast water/con veyance program$ delivered locally or within the

state? 90:?—%
e Did the similar eXperience c:fed involve true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others? «———"
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)? e
To what degree is the firm viewed as a !eader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? ;

G_XML Om,% '\.{f'c\euu%&?w

x o MondC / )

Score 5? ;L

(100-0)
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Inferview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address alf of the County's core objectives for this
program?

Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized?<—"

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a ciear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program? &

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented? &

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordmatron will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, efc.) o’
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County’s standards? v~
How soon after seléction would the firm be able to inftiate work on this program? ~~

How soon affer selection could.the program be fully staffed and on-sife (co-focated in the
County’s office complex)?w"

TNTE L enTe D ST M

KigmleDe o CT

Score 9 3
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antgine Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the Cointy’s main point of contact on a day-to- day basis? !
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex fulf

time as required in the solicitation? .~
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? 4~
How fong has the proposed main point of contact been managmg Iargi}:)ap:fal programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management? s £ L
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in progra

construction phase of a program? VS
Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the Cotnty's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients? -
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate abilily fo clearly present ideas,

manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? o~

management of the

CXC1LEMTT

Score 90
(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)

How well did the presenting firm c&n;nunicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County’s goals for this program?
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?/

Did the presenters use their alotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.) 7"

2. X Lﬁfﬂﬂ*—fj

Score 67@

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable? -
How much experience does the proposed program team have working specificalfy on

similar program managernent contracts? {—

Was the number of team members proposed adequate?\—"

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed feam (e.g.
inspectors, engineers, efc.)? <

Did the proposed core team (present at the interview)} demonstrate an ability to
communicate professionally? <

Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? "
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-located in the County's

office complex? £~ .

C /e e ST

Score q Q

(100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
= Were the questions answered completely? L~
= Weare the answers provided lucid and concise?
£x O Lf e NT
Score &4
{100-0)
TOTAL SCORE
] {100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the fdllowing general guidelines:

a0 -100 Cutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Gost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-792 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 869 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or.very similar program

management services to others?
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs? w~" N
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalentfarger

scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale2—
« Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state?
Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific

engineering profects under a program managed by others? L’
What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry? b/

BeST Volue Senda /ZDLA
MT _HUCH aoppk 27 Local STAFE PLRHZTINE Sups

| pAS TR
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

* NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:_Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation {25%)
o Towhat extent did the presenting firm address all of the County’s core objectives for this
program? ¥ :
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized? +—"
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program?
o Were any innovative methods or concepts presem‘ed7
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordmatfon will be nepded with
various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc. ) W
s Could the proposed procedures and tachnologies be made to

existing County's standards? ASh P
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program? I/

irl-conjinction with

-
» How soon affer selection cWe program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
County’s office complex)?
Vepy GoolD

Score _ﬁé__

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 168, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?
Will the propased main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the soliciftation? _—
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs? o~

How fong has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/project management? v~

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the
construction phase of a program? .~

Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's
program or will there be simuftaneous work performed for other clients? .~

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff?

Score 85’ |

(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)

*

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program? w”

Was the presemtation logicafly organized and clearly understood? e

Did the presentation demonsirate an ability to communicate professionally with others?
Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on exiraneous information

(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.}?

e,

Ve gy oo

Score _5_5_

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE:' November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Givil Inc
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%) S
Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?

How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
similar program management contracts?

s  Was the number of team members proposed adequate? e

Was every required discipline or specially represented in the proposed team (e.g. -

inspectors, engineers, efc.)? "
Did the proposed core team (present at the interview) demonstrate an ability to

communicate professionalfy?
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program? "
= How many members of the proposed program team wifl be co-located in the County’s
office complex? /0 :

NAA AT
DopueTMNE AY  SUB

Score Z é

(100-0)
Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
» . Were the questions answered cormpletely? P
e . Weré the answers provided lucid and concise? i~
Vo Ry faodl)
Score 27 &
(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE —_—
. {100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
P8-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette wm

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 -Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Spec:flc Professional Experience (25%)
o Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very simifar program

management services fo others?
e Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs?

s Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/farger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale?

o Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs del.rvered locaily or within the

state?
o 'Did the similar experience cited involve true program management or working on specific
engineering projects under a program managed by others?
o Whatis the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs)?
To what degree Is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry?

| Score i "’f'

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Manneite m

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)
To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County’s core objectives for this

program?
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized?
Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program?
*  Were any innovative methods or concepis presented?
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, eic.)
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards?
How soon after selection would the firm be able lo initiate work on this program?

How soon arter selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the
Counfys office complex}? -

I8 l/u’zf u)/ ﬂ’/u,nﬁj

Score _Q'?_’

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 18, 2005

NAME OF THEFIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette YXNI\/

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose fo have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager)} assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County’s office complex full

time as required in the solicitation? .
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs?
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management?
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program?

Wil the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely fo managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,

manage a working teamn and effectivefy work with County staff?

A9t tpars 24 wf PBSH
g 7

Score 23

(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County's goals for this program?

Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?
Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information

(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, efc.)?

Score jﬁl_

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS5-5180-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: PBS & J

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette  y 1\

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?
How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
similar program management confracis?

Was the number of team members proposed adequate?

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed team (e.g.

inspectors, enginsers, etc.)?
Did the proposed core team (present af the interview) demonstrafe an ability to

communicate professionally?
Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program?
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-focated in the County's

office complex?

Score f§

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)
o ' Were the questions answered completely?
o Were the answers provided lucid and conc:se’?

leod

Score Ci ‘7"-\

(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE ' S _—
| ' (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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DATE:

Interview Rating Form
 PS-5190-05/DRR —~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

November 186, 2005

'NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hili

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette M\

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guideflines:

90 —100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 80 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%) -

Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services to others?
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs?

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on an equivalent/larger
scale, or were they provided on a smaller scale?

Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state?
Did the similar experience cited invoive true program management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others?

What is the firm's record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control
aspects (specifically for water/wastewater/conveyance programs}?

To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction.

Management industry?

=
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Score 9%

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette (A

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this
program?

Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized?

Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
faced by the County with respect to the program? :

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented?

Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will-be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.)
Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with

existing County's standards?
How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program?

" How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-focated in the

County’s office complex)?

Page 22 of 89



Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —-Master Agreement for Program Management Serwces

DATE: November 16,2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill '
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette m

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%) ‘ﬂ’ '

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?
Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County's office complex full

time as required in the soficitation?
How much professional experience does the proposed main point of contact have in lead

roles delivering similar capital programs?
How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capn‘af programs

vs. performing general engineering/project management?
Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the

construction phase of a program?
Wil the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely fo managing the County's

program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?
Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff?

Score QZ

(100-0)

Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentatlon {10%)

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomphsh the

County's goals for this program?
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly undersfood ?
Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionally with others?

Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on extraneous information
(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, etc.)?

score_ 997

(100-0)
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_ Interview Rating Form
PS8-5180-05/DRR ~Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: CH2M Hill

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette m

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?
How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
similar program management confracts?

Was the number of team members proposed adequate? .

Was every required discipline or specialty represented in the proposed feam (e.g.
inspectors, engineers, etc.}?

Did the proposed core team (present at the inferview) demonstrate an abifity to
communicate professionally? '

Did the proposed core team demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the

program?
How many members of the proposed program team will be co-Jocated in the County's

office complex?

Score q(ﬂ

(100-0)

Criteria: Response to Questions (10%)

-

Were the questions answered completely?
Were the answers provided fucid and concise?

d/wllond .

[}

Score _%ﬁ

(100-0)

TOTAL SCORE L
(100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette  {.4iff)

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80~ 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80—-89 | Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 . Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Specific Professional Experience (25%)
Did the firm demonstrate that they have provided identical or very similar program

management services fo others? _
Did the similar services cited include all three (3) areas that the County’s program will

address: water, wastewater and conveyance programs?
e Woere the cifed water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered on
scale, or were they provided on a smalfer scale?
Were the cited water/wastewater/conveyance programs delivered locally or within the

state?
Did the similar experience cited involve true prograr management or working on specific

engineering projects under a program managed by others?
What is the firm’s record of accomplishment on performance time and cost control

—aspects (specifically for waterfwastewater/conve vance programs)? T
To what degree is the firm viewed as a leader in the Program Management /Construction

Management industry?

Scmmit Co. oft, ST, Sane iy grovds Saus

an equivalent/larger

Score &
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER; Kimberly Mannette { Y1)

Criteria: Project Approach, Understanding of Projects, and Innovation (25%)

To what extent did the presenting firm address all of the County's core objectives for this

program?
Was the proposed approach plausible, logically sequenced and well organized?

'Did the presenting firm demonstrate a clear understanding of the needs and challenges
" faced by the County with respect to the program?

Were any innovative methods or concepts presented?
Did the proposed approach recognize that extensive coordination will be needed with

various County Departments (e.g. IT, Fiscal Services, etc.)

Could the proposed procedures and technologies be made to work in conjunction with
existing County’s standards?

How soon after selection would the firm be able to initiate work on this program?

How soon after selection could the program be fully staffed and on-site (co-located in the

Score 95
(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form
PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civit Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette \LM\

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Manager (20%)

Does the firm propose to have the Program Manager (or Assistant/Deputy Program
Manager) assigned to be the County’s main point of contact on a day-to-day basis?

Will the proposed main point of contact be co-located at the County’s office complex full
time as required in the solicitation?

How much professional experience does the propose
roles delivering similar capital programs?

How long has the proposed main point of contact been managing large capital programs
vs. performing general engineering/profect management?

Does the main point of contact have specific experience in program management of the
construction phase of a program?

Will the proposed main point of contact be dedicated solely to managing the County's
program or will there be simultaneous work performed for other clients?

Did the proposed main point of contact demonstrate ability to clearly present ideas,
manage a working team and effectively work with County staff? '

d main point of contact have in lead

_&ag_@m._ﬂmamgﬁj 231 fdﬂﬂﬂﬁa

_Score 9 P

(100-0)

| Criteria: Quality and Clarity of Presentation (10%)

How well did the presenting firm communicate exactly how they will accomplish the

County’s goals for this program? _
Was the presentation logically organized and clearly understood?

Did the presentation demonstrate an ability to communicate professionalfy with others?
Did the presenters use their allotted time efficiently or waste it on exfraneous information

(e.g. company background already provided in the written proposal, efc.)?

Score ZQ;

(100-0)
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Interview Rating Form

PS-5190-05/DRR —Master Agreement for Program Management Services

DATE: November 16, 2005

NAME OF THE FIRM: Jacobs Civil Inc

EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kimberly Mannette w\

Criteria: Qualifications and Availability of Proposed Program Team (10%)

o Were the professional qualifications/licenses of the proposed program team acceptable?

» How much experience does the proposed program team have working specifically on
similar program management contracts? :
Was the number of team members proposed adequate?
Was every required discipline or speciafty represented in the prop
inspectors, engineers, efc.)?

« Did the proposed core team (pres
communicate professionally?

e Did the proposed core team demonstra
program?

e How many members of the propose
office complex?

_ﬂm‘%jj}f% ah[‘éjj Vi ﬁ WA
Lot /4. K% d

osed team (e.g.
ent at the interview) demonstrate an ability to
te a sufficient depth of knowledge concerning the-

d program team will be co-Jocated in the County's

Score f a

(100-0)

Criteria: Respohse,to Questions (10%)
e Were the questions answered completely?
e Were the answers provided lucid and concise?

brrof.

Score ﬁﬁ |

(100-0)
TOTAL SCORE _
. ' (100-0)

Note: Ranking will be performed by the Board of County Commissioners
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DRAFT
CONSULTANT SERVICES AGREEMENT (PS-5190-05/DRR)

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day of

. 20, by and between ‘ .

duly authorized to conduct business 1in the State of Florida, whose
hereinafter

!

address is

called the "CONSULTANT" and SEMINOLE COUNTY, a political subdivision of

the State of Florida, whose address is Seminole County Services Build-

ing, 1101 East First Street, Sanford, Florida 32771, hereinafter called

the "COUNTY".
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the COUNTY desires to retain the services of a competent
and qualified consultant to provide program management services for the
COUNTY's capital improvemént program; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has requested. and received expressions of
interest for the retention of services of consultants; and '

WHEREAS, Vthe CONSULTANT is competent and qualified to furnish
services to the COUNTY and desires to provide professional services

according to the terms and conditions stated herein,
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual understandings and

covenants set forth herein, the COUNTY and the CONSULTANT agree as

follows:

SECTION 1. SERVICES. The COUNTY does hereby retain the

CONSULTANT to furnish professional services and perform those tasks as

further described in the Scope of Services attached hereto as Exhibit

“A* and made a part hereof. Required services shall be specifiically

enumerated, described and depicted in the Work Orders authorizing

performance of the spedific project, task or study. This Agreement

standing alone does not authorize the performance of any work or require




the COUNTY to place ariy crders for work.
This Agreement shall take effect on the date of

(5)

SECTION 2. TERM.
its execution by the COUNTY and shall run for a period of five

years. Expiration of the term of this Agreement shall have nc effect

upon Work Orders issued pursuant to this Agreement and prior to the

expiration date. Obligations entered therein by both parties shall

remain in effect until completlon of the work authorized .by the Work

Order.

SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION FOR SERVICES. Authorization for per-
formance of professional services by the CONSULTANT under this Agreement

ghall be in the form of written Work Orders issued and execiuted by the

COUNTY and signed by the CONSULTANT. A sample Work Order is attached

hereto as Exhibit “B~. Each Work Order shall describe the services

required, state the dates for commencement and completion of work and

establish the amount and method of payment. The Work Orders will be

issued under and shall incorporate the terms of this Agreement. The
COUNTY makes no covenant or promise as to the number of available

pro'jec‘ts, nor that, the CONSULTANT will perform any project for the

COUNTY during the ‘life of this Agreement. The COUNTY reserves. the right
to contract with other partieés for the ser\.r'ices contemplaﬁed- by this
Agreement when it is determined big the COUNTY Vto be in the best interest
of the COUNTY to do so.

SECTION 4. TIME FOR COPIPi.ETION. The services to be rendered by
the CONSULTANT sl_lall be commenced, as specified in such Work Orders as
and shall be completed within the time speci—I

may be issued hereunder,

fied therein. In the event the COUNTY determines that significant
benefits would accrue from expediting an otherwise established time
schedule for completion of services under a given Work Order, that Work

Order may include a negotiated schedule of incentives based on time



savings.

SECTION 5. COMPENSATION. The COUNTY agrees to compensate the
CONSULTANT for the professional services called for under this Agreement
on either a "Fixed Fee" basis or .on a "Time Basis Method". If a Work
Order is issued under a "Time Basis Method," then CONSULTANT shall be
compensated in accordance with the rate schedule attached as Exhibit
nCr. If a Work Order is issued for a "Fixed Fee Basis," then the
applicable Work Order Fixed Fee amount shall include any and all
reimbursable expenses. The total amount of compensation paid to the
CONSULTANT per year, including reimbursable expenses, shall not exqeed
thersum annuallj budgeted by the COUNTY for consultant services for
program management for the COUNTY's capilital improvement prodram.

SECTION 6. REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES. If a Work Order is issued on a
wpime Basis Method," then reimbursable expenses are.in addition to the
hourly rates. Reimbursable expenses are subject to the applicable "Not-
té—Exceed" or "Limitation of Funds" amount set forth in the Work Order.
Reimbursable: expenses may include actuél expenditures made by the
CONSULTANT, his employees or his professional associates in the interest
of the Pfoject for the expenses listed in the following paragraphs:

(a) Expenses of transportatiqn, when traveling in comnection with
the Project, based on Sections 112.061(7) and (8}, Florida Statutes, or
their successor; long distance calls and telegrams; and fees paid for
securing approval of authorities having jurisdiction over the Project.

() Expensé of reproductions, postage and handling of drawings
and specifications.

() If authorized in writing in advance by the COUNTY, the cost

of other expenditures made by the CONSULTANT in the -interest of the

Project.



SECTION 7. PAYMENT AND BILLING.
{a) If the Scope of Services required to be performed by a Work

Order is clearly defined, the Work Order shall be issued on a "Fixed

Fee" pasis. The CONSULTANT shall perform all work required by the Work

order but, in no event, shall the CONSULTANT be paid more than the

negotiated Fixed Fee amount stated therein.

(b) If the Scope of Services is not clearly defined, the Work

Order may be issued on a "Time Basie Method" and contain a Not-to Exceed

amount . If a Not-to-Exceed amount is provided, the CONSULTANT .shall

perform all work required by the Work Order; but, in no event, shall the

CONSULTANT be paid more than the Not-to-Exceed amount specified in the

applicable'Work Order.

(c) If the Scope of Services is not clearly defined, the Work

Order may be issued on a “"Time Basis Method" and contain a Limitation of

Funds amount. The CONSULTANT is not authorized to exceed that amount

without the prior written approval of the COUNTY. Said approval, 1if

glven by the COUNTY, shall indicate a new Limitation of Funds amount

The CONSULTANT shall advise the COUNTY whenever the CONSULTANT has

1ncurred expenses on any Work Order that equals or exceeds eighty

percent (80%) of the Limitation of Funds amount .

(d) For Work Qrders issued onr a vFixed Fee Basis," the CONSULTANT

may invoice the amount due based on the percentage of total Work Order

services . actually performed and completed; but, in no event, shall the

invoice amount exceed a percentage of the Fixed Fee amount ecual to a

percentage of the total services actually completed. The COUNTY shall

pay the CONSULTANT ninety percent {(90%) of the approved amount on Work

Orders issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis"

For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method®” with a Not-

(o)

to_Exceed amount, the CONSULTANT may invoice the amount due for actual



work hours performed but, in no event, shall the invoice amount exceed a

percentage of the Not—-to-Exceed amount equal to a percentage of the

total services actually completed. The COUNTY shall pay the CONSULTANT

ninety percent (90%) of the approved amount on Work Orders issued on a
nTime Basis Method" with a Not-to-Exceed amount.
(£) Each Work Order issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis" or "Time Basis

Method" with a Not-to-Exceed amount shall be treated separately for

retainage purposes. If the COUNTY determines that work is substantially

complete and the amount retained is considered to be in excess, the
COUNTY may, at ifs sole and absolute discretion, release the retainage
or any portion thereof.

{g) For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a

I4imitation of 'Funds amount, the CONSULTANT may invoice the amount due

for services actually performed and completed.. The COUNTY shall pay the
CONSULTANT one hundred percent (100%) of the approved amount on Work

Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a Limitation of Funds

amount.
(h) Payments shall be made by the COUNTY to the CONSULTANT when

requested as work progresses for services furnished, but not more than
once monthly. Each Work Order shall-be invoiced separately. CONSULTANT
shall render to COUNTY, at the close of each calendar month, an itemized
invoice‘prbperly dated, describing any services renderéd, the cost of
the services; the name and address of the CONSULTANT, Work Order Number,
Contract Number and all other information required by this- Agreement.
The origiﬁal invoice shall be sent to:
Director of County Finance

Seminole County Board of County Commissioners

Post Office Box 8080
Sanford, Florida 32772

A duplicate copy of the invoice shall be sent to:



Seminole County Environmental Services Department

500 W. Lake Mary Blvd.
Sanford, Florida 32773

(i) Payment shall be made after review and approval by COUNTY

within thirty (30) days of receipt of a proper invoice from the

CONSULTANT .

SECTION 8. GENERAL TERMS OF PAYMENT AND BILLING.

(a) TUpon satisfactory completion of wo:k required hereunder and,
upon acceptance of the work by the COﬁNTY, the CONSULTANT may invoice
the COUNTY for the full amount of compensation provided for under the
terms of this Agreement including any retainage and less any amount
already paid by the COUNTY. The COUNTY shall pay the CONSULTANT within
thirty (30) days of receipt of proper invoice.

{b) The COUNTY may perform or have performed an audit of the
records of the CONSULTANT after final payment to gupport final payment

hereunder. This audit would be performed at a time mutually agreeable

+o the CONSULTANT and the COUNTY subsequent to the close of the final

fiscal period in which the last work 1s performed. Total compensation

£o the CONSULTANT may be determined subsequent to an audit as provided
for in subsections (b) and (c¢) of this Section, and the total compensa-
tion so determined shall -be used to calculate final payment to the

CONSULTANT . Conduct of this audit shall not delay final payment as

provided by subsection (a) of this Section.

(c) In addition to the above, if federal funds are used for any
work under the Agreement, the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-

ment, the Comptroller General of the United Stétes, or any of their duly

suthorized representatives, shall have access to any bocks, documents,

papers, and records, of the CONSULTANT which are directly pertinent to

of making audit,

a

work performed under this Agreement Ior purposes

examination, excerpts and transcriptions.



() The CONSULTANT agrees to maintain all  books, documents,

papers, accounting records and other evidences pertaining to work

performed under this Agreement in such a manner as will readily conform

to the texrms of this Agreement and to make such materials available at

the CONSULTANT'S office at all reasonable times during the Agreement

period and for five (5) years from the date of final payment under the

‘contract for audit or inspection as provided for in subsections (b} and

(c) of this Section.
(e) In the event any audit or inspection conducted after final

payment, but within the period provided in paragraph (d) of this Section

reveals any overpayment by the COUNTY under the terms_of the Agreement,

the CONSULTANT shall refund such overpayment to the COUNTY within thirty
(30) days of notice by the COUNTY .

SECTION 9. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CONSULTANT.

(a) The CONSULTANT shall be responsible for- the professional

quality, technical accuracy, competence, methodology, accuracy and the

coordination of all of the following which are listed for illustration

purposes and not as a limitation: documents, analysis, reports, data,

plans, plats, maps, Surveys, specifications, and any and all other

services of whatever type or nature furnished by the CONSULTANT undexr

this Agreement. The CONSULTANT shall, without additional compensation,

correct or revise .any erxors Or deficiencies in his plans, analysis,

data, reports, desigms, drawings, specifications, and any and all other

services of whatever type or nature.

(b} Neither the COUNTY'S review, approval or acceptance of, nor

payment for, any of the services reguired shall be construed to operate

as a waiver of any rights under this Agreement nor of any cause of

action arising out of the performance of this Agreement and the

CONSULTANT shall be and always remain liable to the COUNTY in accordance




with applicable law for any and all damages to the COUNTY caused by the

CONSULTANT'S negligent or wrongful perfomance' of any of the services

furnished under this Agreement.

SECTION 10. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS. All &eliverable analysis,
reference data, survey data, plans and reports or any other form of

written instrument or document that may result from the CONSULTANT'S

services or have been created during the course of the CONSULTANT 'S

performance under this Agreement shall become the property of the COUNTY
af;t:er final payment is made to the CONSULTANT. |
SECTION 11. TERMINATION. )
(a) The COUNTY may, by written notice to +he CONSULTANT terminate
this Agreement or any Work Order issued hereunder, in whole or in part,

at any time, either for the COUNTY'S convenience or because of the

failure of the CONSULTANT to fulfill its Agreement obligations. Upon
'receipt of such notice, the CONSULTANT shall:
(1) jmmediately discontinue all services affected unless

the notice directs otherwise, and
(2) deliver to the COUNTY all data, drawings, specifica-

tions, reports, estimates, summaries, and any and all such other

information and materials of whatever type or nature as may have been

accumulated by the CONSULTANT in performing this Agreement, whether

completed or in process.
-(b) If the teﬁnination ig for the convenience of the COUNTY, the
CONSULTANT shall be paid compensation for services performed to the date

of termination. Tf this Agreement calls for the payment based on a

Fixed Fee amount, the CONSULTANT shall be paid no more than a percentage
of the Fixed Fee amount eguivalent to the percentage of the completion

of work, as determined solely and conclusively by the COUNTY, contem-

plated by this Agreement.




{c) Tf the termination is due to the failure of the CONSULTANT to

fulfill its Agreement obligations, the COUNTY may take over the work and

prosecute the same to completion by other Agreements oOX otherwise. In

such case, the CONSULTANT shall be liable to the COUNTY for all reason-

able additional costs occasioned to the COUNTY thereby. The CONSULTANT

chall not be liable for such additional costs if the failure to perform
the Agreement arises without any fault or negligence of the CONSULTANT;
provided, howsver, that the CONSULTANT shall be responsible and liable

for the actions of its subcontractors, agents, employees and persons and

entities of a similar type or nature. guch causes may include acts of

God or of the public enemy, acts of the COUNTY in either it’s soverelgn
or contractual capacity, fires, £loods, epidemics, quarantine restric-
tions, strikes, freight embargoes, and unusually severe weather; but, in

every case, the failure to perform must be beyond the control and

without any fault or negligence of the CONSULTANT.
(d) If, after notice of termination for failure to fulfill its

Agreement obligations, it is determined that the CONSULTANT_had not so

failed, the termination shall be conclusively deemed to have been
effected for the convenience of the COUNTY. Tn such event, adjustment

in the Agreement price shall be made as provided in subsection (b) of

this Section.

(e) The rights and remedies of the COUNTY provided for in this
Section are in addition and supplemental to any and all other rights and
remedies provided by law or under this Agreement.

SECTION 12. AGREEMENT AND WORK ORDER IN CONFLICT. Whenever the
terms of this Agréement conflict with any Work Order issued pursuant to
it, the Agreement éhall prevail. -

SECTION 13. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYMENT . The CONSULTANT agrees

that it will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for




employment for work under this Agreement because of race, color,

religion, =sex, age, digability, or national origin and will take steps

to ensure that applicants are employed, and employees are treated during

employment, without regard to race, color, religion, sex, age, disabil-

ity, or national origin. This provision shall include, but not be

limited to, the following: émployment, upgrading, demotion or transfer;

recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay ox other

forms of compensation; and selection for training, including appren-—
ticeship.

SECTION 14. NO CONTINGENT FEES. The CONSULTANT warrants that it

has not employved or retained any company Or person, other than a bona

fide employee working solely for the CONSULTANT to solicit oxr secure

this Agréement and that it has not paid or agreed to pay any person,

company, corporation, individual or firm, other than a bona fide

employée working solely for the CONSULTANT, any fee, commission,

percentage, gift, or other consideration contingent upon or resulting

from award or making of this Agreement. For the breach or wviolation of

this provision, the COUNTY shall have the right to terminate the

Agreement at its sole discretion, without liability and to deduct from

the Agreement price, or otherwise recover, the full amount of such fee,

commi.ssion, percentage, gift, or consideration.

SECTION 15. CONFLICT OF INTEREST.

(a) The CONSULTANT agrees that it will not contract for or_accept

employment for the performance of any work or service with any individ-

wal, business, corporation oY government unit that would create a

conflict of interest in the performance of its obligations pursuant to

this Agreement with the COUNTY.
(b) The CONSULTANT agrees that it will neither take any action

nor engage in any conduct that would cause any COUNTY employee to

10



violate the provisions of Chapter 112, Florida Statutes, relating to

ethics in govermnment.

(c) In the event that CONSULTANT causes OY in any way promotes or

encourages -a COUNTY officer, employee, oOr agent to violate Chapter 112,

Florida Statutes, the COUNTY shall have the right to terminate  this

Agreement .

SECTION 16. ASSIGNMENT. This Agreement, or any interest herein,

shall not be assigned, transferred, or otherwise encumbered, under any

circumstances, by the parties hereto without prior written consent of

the other party and in such cases only by a document of equal dignity

herewith.

SECTION 17. SUBCONTRACTORS . In the event that the CCONSULTANT,
during the course of the work under this Agreement, requires the

services of any subcontractors oxr other professional associates in

. connection with services covered by this Agreement, the CONSULTANT must

first secure the prior express written approval of the COUNTY. If

subcontractors or other professional associates .are required in connec-

tion with the services covered by this Agreement, CONSULTANT shall

remain fully responsible for the services of subcontractors or other

professional associates.

SECTION 18. INDEMNIFICATION OF COUNTY. The CONSULTANT agrees to

‘hold harmless, replace, and indemmify the COUNTY, its commissioners,

officers, employees, and agents against any and all claim, losses,
damages or lawsuits for damages, arising from the negligent, reckless,

or - intentionally wrongful provision of services hereunder by the

CONSULTANT, whether caused by the CONSULTANT or otherwise.
SECTION 19. INSURANCE.
(a) GENERAL. The CONSULTANT shall at the CONSULTANT'S own cost,

procure the insurance required under this Section.

11




(1) The CONSULTANT shall furnish the COUNTY with a Certifi-

cate of Insurance signed by an authorized representative of the insurer

evidencing the insurance required by this Section (Professional Liabil-

ity, Workers' Compensation/Employer’s Liability and Commercial General

Liability). The COUNTY, its officials, officers, and employees shall be

named additional insured under the Commercial General Liability policy.

The Certificate of Imsurance shall provide that the COUNTY shall be

given not less than rhirty (30) days written notice prior to the

cancellation or restriction of coverage. Until such time as the

insurance is no longer required to be maintained by the CONSULTANT, the .

CONSULTANT shall provide the COUNTY with a renewal or replacement

Certificate of Insurance not less than thirty (30} days before expira-

rion or replacement of the insurance for which a previous certificate

has been provided.
(2) The Certificate shall contain a statement that it is

being provided in accordance with the Agreement and that the insurance

is in full compliance with the requirements of the Agreement. In lieu

of the statement on the Certificate, the CONSULTANT shall, at the option

of the COUNTY submit & sworn, notarized statement from an authorized

represéntative of the insurer that the Certificate is being provided in
accordance with the Agreement and that the insurance is in full compli-

ance with the reguirements of the Agreement. The certificate shall have

this Agreement number clearly marked on its face.

{3} In addition to providing the Certificate of Imsurance,
if required by the COUNTY, the CONSULTANT shall, within thirty {30) days
eceipt of the request, provide the COUNTY with a certified copy

after r

of each of the policies of insurance providing the coverage required by

this Section.

12




(4} Neither approval by_the COUNTY nor failure to disap-

prove the insurance furnished by a CONSULTANT shall relieve the

CONSULTANT of the CONSULTANT'S full responsibility for performance of

any obligation including CONSULTANT indemnification of COUNTY under this

Agreement .

() INSURANCE COMPANY REQUIREMENTS. Insurance companies provid-

ing the insurance under this Agreement must meet the following require-’
ments:

{1) Companies issuing policies other than Workers' Compern—

sation, must be authorized to conduct business in the State of Florida

and prove same by maintaining Certificates of authority issued to the

companies by the Department of Insurance of the State of Florida.

Policies for Workers' Compensation may be issued by companies authorized

as a group self-insurer by Sectioﬁ 440.57, Florida Statutes.

(2) In addition, such companies other than those authorized

by Section 440.57, Florida Statutes, shall have and maintain a Best's

Rating of "A" or better and a Financial Size Category of "VII" or better

according to A.M. Best Company.
{3} Tf, during the period which an insurance company is

providing the insurance coverage required by this Agreement, an insur-

ance company shall: 1) lose its Certificate of Authority, 2} no longer

comply with Section 440.57, Florida Statutes, or 3) fail to maintain the

requisite Best's Rating and Financial Size Caﬁegoryq the CONSULTANT

shall, as soon as the CONSULTANT has knowledge of any such circumstance,

immediately mnotify the COUNTY and immediately replace the insurance

coverage provided by the insurance company with a different insurance

company meeting the requirements of this Agreement . Until such time as

the CONSULTANT has replaced the unacceptable insurer with an insurer

acceptable to the COUNTY the CONSULTANT shall be deemea to be in default

13



of this Agreement.

(c) SPECIFICATIONS. Without limiting any of the other obliga-

tions or liability of the CONSULTANT, the CONSULTANT shall, at the

CONSULTANT'S sole expense, procure, maintain and keep in force amounts

and types of insurance conforming to the minimum requirements set forth

jin this subsection. Except as otherwise specified in the Agreement, the

ipsurance shall become effective prior to the cocmmencement of work by
the CONSULTANT and shall be maintained in force until the Agreement

completion date. The amounts and types of insurance shall conform to

the following minimum reguirements.

{1} Workers' Compensation/Emplover's Liability.

(A) The CONSULTANT'S insurance shall cover the

CONSULTANT for liability which would be covered by the latest edition of

the standard Workers' Compensation Policy, as filed for use in Florida

by the National Council on Compensation Insurance, without restrictive

endorsements. The CONSULTANT will also be responsible for procuring

proper proof of coverage from its subcontractors of every tier for
liability which is a result of a Workers' Compensation injury to the

subcontractor’s employees. The minimum required limits to be provided

by both the CONSULTANT and its subcontractors are outlined in subsectlon

(c) below. In addition to coverage for the Florida Workers' Compensa-

tion Act, where appropriate, coverage is to be included for the United

States Longshoremen and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, Federal

Employers' Liability Act and ainy other apprlicable federal or state law.

{B) Subject to the restrictions of coverage found in

the standard Workers' Compensation Policy, there shall be no maximum

limit on the amount of coverage for liability imposed by the Florida

Workers' Compensation Act, the United States Longshoremen's and Harbor

Workers' Compensation Act, or any other coverage customarily insured
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under Part One of the standard Workers'’ Compensation Policy.

(c) The minimumm amount of coverage under Part Two of

the standard Workers' Compensation Policy shall be:

$500,000.00 (Each Accident)

£500,000.00 (Disease-Policy Limit}

£500,000.00 (Disease-Each Employee)
{(2) ~Commercial Geﬁeral Liakility.

(A) The CONSULTANT'S insurance shall cover the
CONSULTANT for those sources of liability which would be covered by the
latest edition of the standard Commercial General Liability Coverage

Form (IS0 Form CG 00 01), as filed for use in the State of Florida by

the Insurance Services Office, without the attachment of restrictive

endorsements other than the elimination of Coverage C, Medical Payment

and the elimination of coverage for Fire Dahage Legal Liability.

(B) The minimum limits to Dbe maintained by the

CONSULTANT (inclusive of any amounts provided by an Umbrella or Excess

policy) shall be as follows:
LIMITS

$Three (3) Times the

General Aggregate
: Each Occurrence Limit

Personal & Advertising $1,000,000.00

Injury Limit

Each Occurrence Limit - $1,000,000.00

(3) Professional Liability Insurance. The CONSULTANT shall

carry 1limits of mnot less than ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS

{51,000,000.00) .

(d COVERAGE. The insurance provided by CONSULTANT pursuant to

this Agreement shall apply on a primary basis and any other insurance or

self-insurance maintained by the COUNTY or the COUNTY'S officials,

officers, or employees shall be excess of and not contributing with the

insurance provided by or on behalf of the CONSULTANT.
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(e) OCCURRENCE BASIS. The Workers' Compensation Policy and the

Commercial General Liability reguired by this Agreement shall be

provided on an occurrence rather than a claims-made basis. The Profes-

sional Liability insurance policy must either be on an occurrence basis,

or, if a claims-made basis, the coverage must respond to all claims

reported within three (3) years following the period for which coverage

is required and which would have been covered had the coverage been on

an occurrence basis.

{(E) OBLIGATIONS. Compliance with the foregoing insurance

recquirements shall not relieve the CONSULTANT, its employees Or agents

of liability from any obligation under a Section or any other portions

of this Agreement.

SECJI‘ION 20. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION.

{a) In the event of a dispute related to any performance or

payment obligation arising under this Agreement, the parties agree to

exhaust COUNTY protest procedures prior to filing suit or otherwise

pursuing legal remedies. COUNTY procedures for proper invoice and

payment disputes are set forth in Section 55.1, "Prompt Payment Proce-

dures," Seminole County Administrative Code.
{b) CONSULTANT agrees that it will £file no ‘suit or otherwise

pursue legal remedies based on facts or evidentiary materials that were
not presented for consideration in the COUNTY protest procedures set

forth in sﬁbsection (a) above of which the CONSULTANT had knowledge and

failed to present during the COUNTY protest procedures.

{c) In the event that COUNTY protest procedures are exhausted and

a suit is filed or legal remedies are otherwise pursued, the parties

shall exercise best efforts to resolve disputes through voluntary

mediation. Mediator selection and the procedures to be employed in

voluntary mediation shall be mutually acceptable to the parties. Costs
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of voluntary mediation shall be shared equally among the parties

participating in the mediation.

SECTION 21. REPRESENTATIVES OF THE COUNTY AND THE CONSULTANT .

(a) It is recognized that questions in the day-to-day conduct of

performance pursuant to this Agreement will arise. The COUNTY, upon

request‘by the CONSULTANT, shall designate in writing and shall advise

the CONSULTANT in writing of cne (1) or more of its employees to whom

all communications pertaining to the day-to-day conduct of this Agree-

ment shall be addressed. The designated representative shall have the

authority to transmit instructions, receive information and interpret

and define the COUNTY'S policy and decisions pertinent to the work

covered by this Agreement.
{b) The CONSULTANT shall, at all times during the normal work

week, designate or appoint one or more representatives of the CONSULTANT

who are authorized to act in behalf of and pind the CONSULTANT regarding
all matters -involving the conduct of the performance pursuant to this

Agreement and shall keep the COUNTY continually and effectively advised

of such designation.

SECTION 22. ALL PRIOR AGREEMENTS SUPERSEDED. This document

incorporates and includes all prior negotiations, correspondence,

conversations, agreements or understandings applicable to the matters

contained herein and the parties agree that there are no commitments,

agreements or understandings concerning the subject matter of this

Agreement that are not contained or referred to in this document.

Accordingly, it is agreed that no deviation from the terms hereof shall
be predicated upon any'prior representations or agreements, whether oral
or writtem.

SECTION 23. MODIFICATIONS, AMENDMENTS OR ALTERATIONS. No modifi-

cation, amendment or alteration in the terms or conditions contained
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herein shall be effecti%e unless contained in a written document

executed with the same formality and of equal dignity herewith.
SECTION 24. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR. It is_agreed that nothing

herein contained is intended or should be construed as in any manner

creating or establishing a relationship of co-partners between the

parties, or as constituting the CONSULTANT (including its officers,

employees, and agents) the agent, representative, or employee of the
COUNTY for any purpose, or in any manner, whatsoever. The CONSULTANT is

to be and shall remain forever an independent contractor with respect to

all services performed under this Agreement.
SECTION 25. EMPLOYEE STATIOS. Persons employed by the CONSULTANT

in the performance of services and functions pursuant to this Agreement

shall have no claim to pension, workers' compensation, unemployment com-

pensation, civil service oxr other employee rights or privileges granted

to the COUNTY'S officers and employees either by operation of law or by

the COUNTY.
SECTION 26. SERVICES NOT PROVIDED FOR. No claim for services

furnished by the CONSULTANT not specifically provided for herein shall

be honored by the COUNTY.
SECTION 27. PUBLIC RECORDS LAW. CONSULTANT acknowledges COUNTY'S

obligationsr under Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and

Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, to release public records to members of

the public upon reguest. CONSULTANT acknowledges that COUNTY is required

to comply with Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and Chaptexr

119, Fiorida Statutes, in the handling of the materials created under

this Agreement and that said statute controls over the terms of this

Agreement.

SECTION 28. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS AND REGULATIONS. In providing

all services pursuant to this Agreement, the CONSULTANT shall abide by
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all statutes, ordinances, rules, and requlations pertaining to, oI

regulating the provisions of, such sexvices, including those now in

effect and hereafter adopted. Any violation of said statutes, ordi-

nances, rules, or regulatioms shall constitute a material breach of this

Agreement, and shall entitle the COUNTY to terminate this Agreement

immediately upon delivery of written notice of termination to the

CONSULTANT.
SECTION 29. NOTICES. Whenever either party desires to give

notice unto the other, it must be given by written notice, sent by

registered or certified United States mall, with return recelipt request-

ed, addressed to the party for whom it is intended at the place last

specified and the place for giving of notice sghall remain such until it

shall have been changed by written notice in compliance with the
provisions of this Section. For the present, the parties desigmate the

following as the respective places for giving of notice, to-wit:

For COUNTY:

Environmental Services Department
500 W. Lake Mary Blvd.

Sanford, Florida 32773

For CONSULTANT:

SECTION 30. RIGHTS AT LAW RETAINED. The rights and remedies of

. the COUNTY, provided for under this Agreement, are in addition and

supplemental to any other rights and remedies provided by law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have made and executed this

Agreement on the date below written for execution by the COUNTY .
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ATTEST:

By:
, Secretary

(CORPORATE SEAIL) Date:
ATTEST:

. By:
MARYANNE MORSE .
Clerk to the Board of

_Date:

County Commissioners of
Seminole County, Florida.

For use and reliance
of Seminole County only.

Approved as to form and
legal sufficiency.

County Attorney

AC/I1pk
5/10/05
P5-5150

3 Attachments:
Exhibit “A” - Scope of Services
Exhibit “B” - Sample Work Oxrder
Exhibit “C” - Rate Schedule

20

, President

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

CARLTON HENLEY, Chairman

As authorized for execution by
the Board of County Commissioners
at their , 20
reqular meeting.
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IT A
SECTION 7

SCOPE OF SERVICES, DRAFT AGREEMENT
PS-5190-05/DRR

Master Agreement for Program Management Services

Seminole County is seeking a Consultant to provide program management services to assist with the
County's capital improvement program (CIP). The Consultant will be required to open an office co-
located or immediately adjacent to the County Department's offices at 500 West Lake Mary Blvd,,
Sanford, Florida 32773. These services include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Establish a program management team to coordinate, manage and administer
the delivery of design and construction activities related to the County's CIP.

e Validate CIP project scopes and cost data with optimization tools.

e Perform constructability and value engineering Teview services. .

« Provide construction engineering inspection (CEI) services and resident
representative (RPR) services with comprehensive professional documentation.

e Develop and maintain detailed program master schedules.

e Provide cost estimating and cash flow analysis reports; chart expenditures against progress.

e Manage project bid packages and phasing options. ' ' '

e Conduct pre-bid, pre-construction and regularly scheduled job progress
conferences; provide change order, shop drawing, and claims administration; monitor project
permit compliance; administer sales tax recovery efforts; coordinate geo-technical testing;
assist in establishing substantial final completion; provide technical support during all phases
of litigation, if necessary.

e Assist County in reviewing proposals.

o Create and maintain document control and file management systems.

© Develop and implement information management, GIS, and team integration tools in close
coordination with the County’s Information Technologies Department and following County
IT standards. : : '

e« Communicate with the public as requested by the County.

o Coordinate with other County Departments, state agencies, and other entities
that may drive and/ or affect the County's CIP schedule and budget.

e Mainitain both detailed and summary overview program management status reports on a

proj ect

continuous basis. '
e Research opportunities for streamlining consultant and contractor invoicing processes while

maintaining required County procedures; if feasible, implement a system to improve
efficiency while maintaining audit trail.
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e Provide assistance with engineering, budgeting, cost estimating, planning, permitting, and
bidding services as required.

« Coordinate ongoing master plan, design, and permitting projects with other consuitants, as

directed by the County, to provide consistency with the overall programmed CIP approach.

The Consultant may also be requested to provide or coordinate alternative forms of project delivery
including task order contracting of design services and construction contracting, turn key
construction delivery, construction management at risk or design build services to expedite CIP
schedule as necessary. These services will require close coordination with the County's Fiscal

© Services Department and will follow the County's Purchasing Division standards.
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Board of County Commissioners WO RK ORDER

SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA Work Order Number:

Master Agreement No.: Dated:

Contract Title:
Project Title:

Consultant:
Address:

N
ATTACHMENTS TO THIS WORK ORDER: METHOD OF COMPENSATION:
[ ] drawings/plans/specifications [ ] fixed fee basis

: [ ] time basis-not-to-exceed

[ ] scope of services
[ ] special conditions [ ] time basis-limitation of funds

%

TIME FOR COMPLETION:

Work Order Amount:
IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties hereto have made and executed this Work Order on this day of

, 20 , for the Euraoses stated herein. Qoo srneconry

ATTEST :
By:
, Secretary ,President
{CORPORATE SEAL) ' Date:
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA
WITNESSES: .
By: ' :
(Serinote County Contracts Analyst, print name) Peter W. Maley, Contracts Supervisor
Date:

As authorized by Section 330.3, Seminole
County Administrative Code.

(Serrinole County Contracts Analyst, print name)

Work Order — Coniracts, Rev2 11/10/03 Page 1 of 2




WORK ORDER
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

s authorization for the CONSULTANT to
out in the Scope of Services attached as
s Work Order and as further delineated in

a) Execution of this Work Order by the COUNTY shall serve a
~ provide, for the stated project, professional services as set
Exhibit “A” to the Master Agreement cited on the face of thi

the attachments listed on this Work Order.

ate of its execution by the County and expires upon

b) Term: This work order shall take effect on the d
ccordance with the

finat delivery, inspection, acceptance and payment unless terminated earlier in a
Termination provisions herein,

uant to this Work Order, its Attachments, and the

¢) The CONSULTANT shall provide said services purs
) which is incorporated herein by reference as if it

cited Master Agreement (as amended, if applicable
had been set out in its entirety.

d) Whenever the Work Order conflicts with the cited Master Agreement, the Master Agreement shall
prevatl. .

e) METHOD OF COMPENSATION - If the compensation is based on a:

M FIXED FEE BASIS, then the Work Order Amount becomes the Fixed Fee Amount and the
CONSULTANT shall perform all work required by this Work Order for the Fixed Fee Amount.
The Fixed Fee is an all-inclusive Firm Fixed Price binding the CONSULTANT to complete the
work for the Fixed Fee Amount regardiess of the costs of performance. In no event shall
the CONSULTANT be paid more than the Fixed Fee Amount.

(in TIME BASIS WITH A NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT, then the Work Order Amount becomes the
Not-to-Exceed Amount and the CONSULTANT shall perform all the work required by this
Work Order for a sum not exceeding the Not-to-Exceed Amount. In no event is the
CONSULTANT authorized to incur expenses exceeding the not-to-exceed amount without
the express written consent of the COUNTY. Such consent will normally be in the form of
an amendment to this Work Order. The CONSULTANT's compensation shall be based on
the actual work required by this Work Order and the Labor Hour Rates est_ablished'in the

Master Agreement.

{iii) TIME BASIS WITH A LIMITATION OF FUNDS AMOUNT, then the Work Order Amount
becomes the Limitation of Funds amount and the CONSULTANT is not authorized to exceed
the Limitation of Funds amount without prior written approval of the COUNTY. Such .
approval, if given by the COUNTY, shall indicate a new Limitation of Funds amount. The
CONSULTANT shall advise the COUNTY whenever the CONSULTANT has incurred expenses
on this Work Order that equals or exceeds eighty percent (80%) of the Limitation of Funds
amount. The CONSULTANT’s compensation shall be based on the actual work required by
this Work Order and the Labor Hour Rates established in the Master Agreement.

f) Payment to the CONSULTANT shall be made by the COUNTY in strict accordance with the payment
‘terms of the referenced Master Agreement. : .
g) Itis expressly understood by the CONSULTANT that this Work Order, until executed by the COUNTY,
does not authorize the performance of any services by the CONSULTANT and that the COUNTY, prior to
rty other than the CONSULTANT to

its execution of the Work Order, reserves the right to authorize a pa
perform the services called for under this Work Order; if it is determined that to do sois in the best

" interest of the COUNTY.

h) The CONSULTANT shall sign the Work Order first and the COUNTY second. This Work Order becomes
effective and binding upon execution by the COUNTY and not untit then. ‘A copy of this Work Order will

he forwarded to the CONSULTANT upon execution by the COUNTY.

Work Order - Contracts, Rev 2 13/10/03 Page 2 of 2




Exhibit “C”
Rate Schedule
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