PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

26.

Approve the ranking, authorize negotiations and award PS-0676-
06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design
to Ghyabi & Associates, Inc., Deland. ($600,000.00)

PS-0676-06/DRR will provide the services of a professional engineering
consultant to engineer and design a new roadway to provide transportation
network relief when the future S.R. 436 / U.S. 17-92 interchange is
complete and to provide economic redevelopment opportunities. This
project was publicly advertised and the County received nine submittals
(listed alphabetically):

Avcon, Inc, Orlando;

CPH Engineers, Inc, Sanford,;

Earth Tech Consulting, Inc., Orlando;

Eisman & Russo, Inc., Orlando;

GAI Consultants, Inc., Orlando;

Ghyabi & Associates, Inc., Deland;

HDR Engineering, Inc., Orlando;

Lochrane Engineering, Inc., Orlando;

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Orlando.

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Brett Blackadar, P.E.,
Principal Engineer; Kevin Fall, US 17/92 CRA Coordinator; Antoine Khoury,
P.E., Principal Engineer and Jerry McCollum, P.E., County Engineer,
evaluated the submittals and short-listed three firms based on the following
criteria:

Approach to and Understanding of the Project;
Qualifications of the Firms and Proposed Personnel;
Similar Project Experience;

Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas;

Locations of the Firm.

The Evaluation Committee interviewed the following short-listed firms (listed
alphabetically):

= Earth Tech Consulting, Inc., Orlando;
= Ghyabi & Associates, Inc, Deland;
= Lochrane Engineering, Inc., Orlando.



The short-listed firms were evaluated based on the following criteria:

= Project Approach;
* Innovative Ideas;
= Qualifications of the Team.

The Evaluation Committee recommends that the Board approve the ranking
below and authorize staff to negotiate with the top ranked firm in
accordance with F.S. 287.055, the Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act
(CCNA):

1) Ghyabi & Associates, Inc., Deland;
2) Earth Tech Consulting Inc., Orlando;
3) Lochrane Engineering, Inc., Orlando.

Authorization for performance of services by the Consultant under this
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. The term of the contract for
this project shall run for five (5) years and at the sole option of the County
may be renewed for two (2) successive periods of one (1) year each. The
estimated contract value is $600,000.00.

Public Works / Engineering Division and Fiscal Services / Purchasing and
Contracts Division recommend that the Board approve the ranking,
authorize staff to negotiate and authorize the Chairman to execute a Master
Agreement as prepared by the County Attorney’s Office.
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SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT

AGENDA MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: New Oxford Road Project
DﬁPARTMENT: Public YWorks DIVISION: Engineering

AUTHORIZED BY: ONTACTXJerry McCollum, P.E. EXT. 5651
W. Gary Johngo ., Director \

\J
Agenda Date 01/24/06 Regular Consent[ ] Work Session[ ] Briefing 1
Public Hearing — 1:30 [] Public Hearing — 7:00 [ ]

MOTIONIRECOMMENDAT!ON:

Authorization to move forward with a Preliminary Engineering Study for the realignment
of Oxford Road utilizing 2001 Sales Tax Revenue.

District 4 — Commissioner Henley (Jerry McCollum, P.E., County Engineer)

BAGCKGROUND:

Af the December 20, 2005 Board mesting, direction was given to staff to present to the
Board the results of -the preliminary analysis that has been conducted to develop
various alternatives to realign Oxford Road in the Fern Park Area. Also, a funding
source was to be identifi&d if the Board chooses to go forward with this project.

A proposed alignment for New Oxford Road was originally presented in the Fern Park
Redevélopment Framework Report prepared by Glatting Jackson in 2004. Staff in the
Engineering Division has revised that alighment to reflect current design standards and
' “to .minimize right-of-way impacts and added three new alternatives to the original
alternative. Each alternative ties into a realigned South Street at US Highway 17/92.
All of these alternatives are attached. [t should be stressed that staff's analysis is very
preliminary and needs to be developed further before finalizing a recommendation.

Reviewed by &
Co Atty:
DFS:

Other:
DCM:
CM: __4 >

File No. RPWE01




ly discussed alternatives were developed, a Lowe's store is
heast corner of the intersection of US Highway 17/92 and

Fernwood Boulevard at the former K-mart Plaza site. The current owner is in the
process of applying for permission from the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) to install a signal at the entrance to their site at US Highway 17/92 and Prairie

{ake Drive. In conjunction with the proposed signal, Civil/Site Engineering, Inc.,

representing the owners developed a new alignment concept for Oxford Road which
ignal is constructed

ties into Prairie Lake Drive at US Highway 17/92. if this proposed si
for the Lowe's site, the original Glatting Jackson alignment, as well as the three
alternatives developed by County staff, would most likely be obsolete This is based on
the fact that FDOT, in our opinion, would not permit another signal (US Highway 17/92
and South Street) in close proximity to the proposed signal at Prairie Lake Drive for the

Lowe’s site.

Further, after the previéus
now proposed at the sout

. Using May 2005 construction costs, a comparative analysis has been completed to
determine preliminary estimates for each of these alternatives as follows:

Alternative Design Right-of-Way Construction CEl Total
Oﬁginal Alignment $330,000 . $9,453,750 ' $2,200,000 $330,000 | $12,31 3,750
Alternative 1 $300,000 $8,897,500 $2,000,000 $300,000 | $12,053,750
Alternative 2 $262,500 $6,266,250 $1,750,000 $262,500 | $8,541,250
Altemative 3 $240,000 $5,710,000 $1,600,000 $240,000 | $7,790,000
Lowe’s Alignment $187,500 $4,413,450 $1,250,000 $187,500 | $6,038,450

Based on the above preliminary assessment, it appears that the Lowe's Alignment
would be the most cost effective route for Oxford Road. This is predicated on the
FDOT approving a signal at Prairie Lake Drive. If the signal is not approved at Prairie
Lake Drive, Altemative 2 for the New Oxford Road Realignment would probably serve
the area better than Alternatives 1 -and 3. However, further study of all alternatives,
which would include detailed traffic analysis, stormwater reviews, development of
typical sections, updated cost estimates and refinements of the alternative alignments
should be investigated in a Preliminary Engineering Report prior to adopting a final
alignment and typical section.

It is estimated tﬁa}t}the Preliminary and Final Engineering could be completed by July
2008. Right-of-way acquisition typically requires at least 18 months and construction
for a project of this nature would also be 18 months; thereby making the project

completion date the summer of 2011,
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The 2001 Sales Tax is proposed as the funding source. The Preliminary Engineering
Report activities are closely related to the State Road 436/US Highway 17/92
Interchange project for which FDOT is lead. Based on that relationship, the schedule
described above presumes that the County would proceed with' selecting and retaining
a consultant to begin work by October 2006. At the time the recommended typical
section and alignment (based on the Preliminary Engineering Report) are adopted at a
Public Hearing by the Board of County Commissioners, the 2001 Sales Tax List should
be concurrently amended to reflect implementation of the New Oxford Road as a

stand-alone project.

Attachments:  Alignments
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PROJECT
TYPE-OF-PLANS
FOR-CLIENT-NAME
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Alternative 1
Proposed Alignment
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Alternative 2
Proposed Alignment




Alternative 3
| Proposed Alignment

Nadepnr )
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Original CRA
Proposed Alignment
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL
PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS
AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY

PS NUMBER: PS-0676-06/DRR THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS
' - o : DOCUMENTS FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS RECEIVED
PSTITLE New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS
Design SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS LATE.
DATE: April 5, 2006 TIME: 2:00 P.M.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4- RESPONSE -5-
Avcon, Inc CPH Engineers, Inc Earth Tech Consulting, Inc Eisman & Russo, Inc

5555 E. Michigan St
Orlando, FL 32822

Rick Baldocchi, VP

407-599-1122 — Phone
407-599-1133 — Fax

500 West Fulton St
Sanford, FL 32771

Linda M. Gardner

407-322-6841 — Phone
407-330-0639 — Fax

30 S. Keller Rd; Ste 500
Orlando, FL 32810

Paul S. Newman, V.P.

407-660-1719 — Phone
407-660-0250 — Fax

3700 34" St, Ste 140
Orlando, FL 32805

Antonio J. Mahfoud, P.E.,Pres

407-843-8788 — Phone
407-843-8718 — Fax

GAI Consuiltants, Inc
618 E. South St
Orlando, FL 32801

J.M."Rusty” Sievers, P.E., Sr
V.P.

407-423-8398 — Phone
407-843-1070 — Fax

RESPONSE -6-

RESPONSE -7-

RESPONSE -8-

RESPONSE -9-

Ghyabi & Associates, inc.

214 E, New York Ave
Deland, FL. 32724

Maryam H. Ghyabi, Pres

386-469-0006 - Phone
386-469-0017 - Fax

HDR Engineering, Inc.
315 E. Robinson St, Ste
400

Orlando, FL. 32801

Steven A. Keyes, P.E., VP

407-420-4200 — Phone
407-420-4242 - Fax

Lochrane Engineering, Inc
201 S. Bumby Ave
Orlando, FL 32803

Thomas G. Lochrane, P.E.,
Pres

407-896-3317 — Phone
407-896-9167 - Fax

MACTEC Engineering and
Consulting

4150 N. John Young Pkwy
Orlando, FL 32804

Todd D. Schmitt, P.E., VP

407-522-7570 ~ Phone
407-522-7576 - Fax

Tabulated by D. Reed — Posted 4/6/2006 (9:30 AM.)

Evaluation Committee Meeting: April 18, 2006, 9:30' AM. Lake Jesu

~ Short-list:

Earth Tech Consulting, Inc.  2:00 pm Criteria: Project Approach ‘ 60%
Ghyabi & Associates, Inc 2:40 pm Innovative Ideas 20%
Lochrane Engineering, Inc.  3:20 pm Qualifications of the Team 20%

Presentations Date:
Recommendation:
BCC Date:

May 10, 2006, 2:00 PM. Lake Jesup Conference Room
Ghyabi & Associates, Inc.
June 13, 2006

, 920 W. Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL

p Conference Room, 520 W. Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL




PRESENTATION RANKING
PS-0676-06/DRR- New Oxford Rd Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

B. Blackadar . K. Fall A. Khoury -J. McCollum TOTAL POINTS RANKING

EARTH TECH CONSULTING INC 1 3 1 3 8 2
GHYABI & ASSOCIATES INC 2 2 2 1 7 1
LOCHRANE ENGINEERING INC 3 1 K 2 9 3

The Evaluation Committee recommends award to ~ Ghyabi & Associates, Inc.

LT *
“Brett Blacka’d’ar Kevin Fall

& ) erry McColium




PRESENTATIONS

PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: EARTH TECH CONSULTING, INC

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _th Laiing.

T peant b

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 - B9 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: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GHYABI & ASSOCIATES, INC
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER'w/—%;'%\’;fﬁwx\‘mu‘-/‘-;/'\

M-._-Nv.<

\

e e et et s,

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the followmg general gwdelmes{

90 - 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 — 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: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: LOCHRANE.ENGINEERING, INC. ,
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _&#ax T 4 FiH sty A

[ETe

& o i
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: Project ){\\pproach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: EARTH TECH CONSULTING, INC
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: K€V} FA (-

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: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS wh e
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GHYABI & ASSOCIATES, INC
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: L Faet.

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 strengthé, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS

PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: LOCHRANE. ENGINEERING INC.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ,

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' Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: EARTH TECH CONSULTING, INC
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _ [3~.77 [S|acknrts.

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: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS

PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GHYABI & ASSOCIATES, INC ,
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __[S\2 7. [S/ar fradlar

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 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: Project Approach (60%)
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PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: LOCHRANE ENG!NEERING INC.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /\ ,(’/ /j’ AT,

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: Project Approach (60%)
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i n f‘*as..;,’:{ 7 pn .é'g/ﬂ/ -
M/?MZZF W//Z g=a Score YS 1’7

(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Team (20%)
T = ; ;
/)/Vl 4/,{ ﬁ‘//&‘zﬂur VA e 6’/% Lo ,,é '5'//7?/@.;‘1\, z//zs,/,’/(‘ “/k/ //ﬁf (‘4.4
() &l l()’ V! v/{" //// 2 alee. f"r"wi"‘/ ;;' z /" \}—-/’VZ'L'-"«/ /*)"" J}Lw' ,4///)/“”/??’
— - P o = 7

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points)

RANKING

L'



PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: EARTH TECH CONSULTING, INC,

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: D e Toll v
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: Project Approach (60%) Very s ST
- \ Py 7y A k CTowent E s
)L"""‘C- %*[;?"‘""" !"'Nﬂ" }'"%!’fﬂu“ \3 D= %‘-:\“! A !y",lﬁ\ ""‘,51/ IT‘)V’@ o
ET1_ At sy e 7 : <
Loy lare A A8 e &\ ;\i‘ilw g‘,’ 0 e L«J d
cloSs ézﬁﬁf [ {::) W end o Pz )
Lelle ledwp  Dojn = vnggbrg —tes
Co ¥ tom okl iTiwe 3 7
Cﬁww\w.‘}/f \"“"'"“i"“"- b g T L—»’*'Lii(—“, 3
Score 30
: . (0-100)
Criteria: Innovative Ideas (20%) \ :
AR R e A D e e Coodd e f’{ et }
Y Geaiad
Score 7.5
(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Team (20%)
L D Hﬂ\] 1 f; (’ T"‘avw L \{:DVL\\ e '§ ? 57;%;?* ;‘7..@.,,_ T ™ f

[9*’-«»\"- C A jpro? sA) }
\/(ﬂ»y (J’"(‘y LA [‘g \(vv'm

V;‘[»« '} i bméi
J

7

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 79

RANKING LD

O



PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GHYABI & ASSOCIATES, INC
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: S Ve S {{ Lre

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: Project Approach (60%) Eroell e
T:"’“ Dt Nw?“' AL . Fin géw-m({_—‘_: ;. .,Ail .. ‘.‘,j

£

tg l‘p A l M ‘;i S _ﬂg 4 g.,-:s-‘i hwq&q e 2, gy «;j‘;{ R,n»,f., ,:':"*‘(b : -
A e 1‘ 7 "":’ S 2 i) T4 - "'I‘l st & AR T | }:"
Aboms opo 16 7 51,0
AN SO S :
boadl oAy S Ll bl
U - "iu T~ : . :.‘iz P R :,;'Eé,_ﬂg FAS [ -
5 st o A
N N L Score g’«a
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative Ideas (20%) ,3
S (O N T2 S A
log ” Hp-a by  So ve ¢ H3L .

)
W7 ,-4-:@? P § (::)
(

5 : { ~ Lo
'fg-.. 3 3 .t!:”' e Yoo & O 3w brw e { et P i by, ST N W,
Lo b 2ot o R /

‘Score g/z” iﬁ%

(0-100)
~ / Jo= A ( -i)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Team (20%) . -~ y ,
Wty gevs g ¥ (e i lls fusine P ] )
’\)‘_.» ey Tl Cowts aih g Sp ety Eleaa, ) [é.; —{‘
3. +” PR ;ri’:‘g T g e a o ’ '
{a z\’ o~ £ o Ren e st **‘j

2 L s
g: J} [V

U y\/\”fd ” 0 Score {2 5

(f’;/ Poceead - )
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) { § . oo <L ] ?33

RANKING



PRESENTATIONS
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: LOCHRANE ENGINEERING, INC.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ___ ) ¥z £ A v

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: Project Approach (60%) Ve, o5 i

i)

T4y ¢ demeek a2

N

Bleaa, “f | oo é"’; ;'!,E- =% 1
N [
‘7” % §;~ il Q-&,._ ANl W L«?’\ i e ! LB ) i i Tt T i Y,,"} zjf% 0
(st e/ Trom e b e #’fﬂw“*fwﬂ«@: W ¢
7 S /7 )
Score g
2 (0-100)
e . vV g:?, ¢
Criteria: Innovative Ideas (20%) Jtv»] geo ™’ ‘
(\f\»'c'(- € Calmem g __Yea Al Vo wd 2
Em‘?\’”‘” S e "%”"‘ sy 3
SA"W}.} Ty wnEr W T & 1‘ -y &
90’0;\9\ e “5‘1 A“{V* s‘;.-.;_}..,-..—‘_a\ 1\'.‘3_’{,@ .p/ m‘:’ic‘\s‘ C‘—"‘*‘"'m“ .
Y
Cu e d T2 ;LJ r e i g,_;. PN . % iy evvn T :,‘:(" Fi Wp.__: beerd 3 ¢
E4
V e O\ . / _Z%
]y Score 0 & 164
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Team (20%) oo ot 5 ot
u*f?\wc, 6"/{3 P L S ;*
v ™ r R ;b
‘g?ﬂs‘ty'—d‘«\. Low Fijve ‘
A S S L4
Dot Ly, T, .
O s el SN 1§ Mo o A Score % 7.
7 (0-100)

P o
'-{‘,_,g 1{_,,.- Ster '% R

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) X%}?

RANKING | | —(\74



EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-0676-06/DRR- New Oxford Rd Preliminary Engineering and Final Deslgn

' B. Blackadar K. Fall A.Khoury J. McCollum TOTAL POINTS RANKING
AVCON, INC 7 5 2 5 19 4
CPH ENGINEERS, INC 9 g 9 7 34 9
EARTH TECH CONSULTING INC 1 7 3 2 13 1
EISMAN & RUSSO INC 8 3 4 4 19 4
GAI CONSULTANTS INC 6 6 6 9 27 8
GHYABI & ASSOCIATES INC 3 2 8 1 14 2
 HDR ENGINEERING INC 2 8 1 8 19 4
LOCHRANE ENGINEERING INC 4 1 7 3 15, 3
MACTEC ENGINEERING & CONSULTING 5 4 ] 6 20 7

The Evaluation Committee agrees to short-list the top three ranked firms: Earth Tech Consulting

Ghyabi & Associates Inc
Lochrane Engineering Inc

- _/Brett Blackadar

ntoine Khoury . Jdrry McCollum




- Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engmeerm g and Final DeSIgn

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _Avcon, Inc

TaN
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: H— Hons ‘/l
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following generat guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savmgs
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: Approéch to Project/Under, tan::?/of the PrOJect (40%
Ve ny (oee NOONLL, L.
0

Scoréﬁ 25 Z

. (0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
N I
V0 A (/V%A‘/)é .
: : : : | Score gﬁ_ | 7. é
(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

Score _¥Z. [é (/\‘

" (0-100)

- Criteria: Innbya_tive and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)

Wt (50 < ool C
LY

Sc?re__z,i ” 25

(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties WI” receive 5pts for location. Firms located wnthln the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.
Score_[O()
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (o -100 Points) o 8 5 € 5

RANKING




Evaluation .
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CPH Engineers, Inc

A (/M
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: N oy

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)

INC O U] 100 spg&%/ o

Score 70 | :2,57
(0-100)

Criieria:_Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Scoreéé (é |

(0-100)°

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

INEKBEY

Score _Za_ \ l/‘

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

e

Scpréa% l [.. 2_5

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,

‘Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score [0 5

| - S (0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) 3 . : . Zg

RANKING



Evaluation )
PS-0676-06/DRR New Oxford Road Preliminary Engmeenng and Final Design

SUBMITTAL'COMPANY NAME: Earth Tech Consulting, Inc

i a
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /{\ l\LlUM/(//
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.

Criterja: Ap CL ﬁfh to Pro;ectIUnd anding of the Project (40%) - )
M m LA ‘

/M%M uyww T L BB 0. @(/an\M

Score'ﬂ 3 Lf ,L

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Score _zé_ f 7\ Z

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experi_ence-(zo"/.)

Scoreﬁé_ \7 z/

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

VLTS S[‘b.gfj%f'c._

Score 7 \ ' 25

(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceala,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.
Score O 5

(0- 100)

3506

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Eval uation
PS-0676-06/DRR - New Oxford Road Preliminary Engmeermg and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Eisman & Russo, Inc

. - a Y |
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: PJ/I{IWV Vi
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on thL followmg 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
6069 . 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: Approach to Project/Undergtanding of th? Prolect 40%)
S b biawe  tus

Score _i ;5 é

4 (0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Flrm (20%)

‘THL TCAM TS Wws 1L ROoUws

Sco}eﬁ»l ’7 - D

(0-100)
_Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%) .
| A{-/o / /fgy gg/:q/gmﬂ - ~
(I GIe S ‘
' > ' Score @_ lé -0
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

s PR ., 2=/
o T b lailad

| ore7
> (015 '26

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Flrms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive Spts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.
- Score_{(OC) 6

| | o 3 (0-100)
TOTAL'SCORE (100 Points) ; 74,8 6

RANKING




: . Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GAIl Consultants, Inc.
: s

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Q/ (Couw-tq |

iNSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion f}om 1 to 100 based on thé 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 - 68 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: Approach to Project/Undérstanding of the Project (40%)

UsUf _STUET  A6T Too _LNDOVATIVE

Score 52 5‘1- 8

(0-100) .

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposeéd Personnel and the Firm (20%)

VoY (00D

Score_&s__ 17 0

(0-100) -,

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

-

SgoreZi ") D)

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ildeas (15%)

MU Toe 'OJMB

Score 75 “ . 15
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm {5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,

Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pis. ' :

’ "~ Score
(0-100)

. ' 4
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) i 25 E,Ob

'RANKING



' Evaluatlon
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engmeenng and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Ghyabi & Assoclates, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ﬁ\/ (LA VI

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the followmg 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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
it aze  do Lol Qo;t;
M m,& W[\lll/l/‘/

Score /. 5. ;Lq Q~

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%) ' }

V3

Loed

Score-_Zé_' l‘) 0
(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%) ’

Y i

7

Score /.5 (S O

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

M5 'ﬁeavﬂ/,-e

Score 7 “ ZS
(0-100) -

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Flrms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.
Score_/#19) 5
(0-100) v

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) | | | Z 5. L/ ﬁ

RANKING




Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: HDR Enqmeermq, Inc
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: lMLMu L]

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

80 -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 ybur assessment.

Cnterla Ap T zc 3_’Pr ject/Und rstandmg of the Pro;ect (40%)

Ne/c buu G QCQMWC ua%@w}?a

ScoreZﬁ 25 Z

(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and-the Firm (20%)

A Y

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

\/Wlfvmgd
YR

Slcore ﬂ_ l 7' 8

(0-100)

Scoreﬁ_ l7¢ 3

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

/wr»qpma‘ﬁm'

Score(d_?g(‘)_) H' ZS

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Flrms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for Ioca'uon Firms located w:thln the state of

Florlda will receive 2 pts.
Score ZQE ) 5

| (0- 100)
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) - | : Z O

"RANKING




' Evaluation ' . .
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Lochrane Engineering, Inc

Ve A
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: t\z((/VIOWV‘/I -

A%

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)

A {7/ ,
DoZailed redosal [ leay Lpred.

d

Score f5& _ BL/ 9

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of,th; Proposed Personne! and the Firm {20%)
\/ tl on i;

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

o d{&u/ '.LD/ Ne oz =

Score £4 16 8

(0-100)

Score Zé'. ‘ 5 ' 2
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%) -

RS e e

Score 25 ) l , ZS
: . : (0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida wilt receive 2 pts.

‘Score_[00
(0-100)

29.45

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) - ' ' Yo Xalds

~ RANKING '



' ' , Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting -

: . f/l,l ~ - A
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: l&( \C l"\U AV

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 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: Approéch to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
) . :

Ddalid cppraadl

Score_f_cf_ ?9 }

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Score _F6 - ) 7 L

(0-100)

* Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

Men ()334,0&3

Score Zo 'é v O
(0-100)- .

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

MT  Too  cfon r)1_/

Score_75 | [. 25
| (0-100) -
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score_[p® 5

(0-100)

3465

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _Avcon, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 5/77% 6Z’f/ ///

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Prot 7t (40%%) . { /
ﬁ/l/“f g Z; b frins r,g(/y{,,.«;j' “h . / Vi U3 ussia- on Wt
Byl Lfrt % f;/uﬁ’w;/ /7_(7[!-, SLrres ol o /"é:d«zx 5:»«:/»

%/l/m/ Gzt F o
/ /
Score _“ 7 % 3 >

(0-100)

Criteria: Quahflcatlor7of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm OA) /
//P‘,O [{wy— { ﬂw’/h WV ,g,m&’ Lo b

S”“/ Tleaw ot oy v /’"‘7%»41’ éfﬁ%’w rvfz,// V7
/ o, Tgzltie

§}nnm’ ,r.m i’/"!" et M#/ & AL y‘f/ :"}’v‘é (MJJ 75 f

/A S " v =2
’ Score gﬁ 7

(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%) /
H?‘M ’/{*ﬂ( IL!/LV 5 'ﬁw/ﬁn/ / [) VF 7LW/u 43}4/{5//75; /"1?‘41’/(/

%Ff s LimEd B i sl Zidhs g (7
Score 85

(0-100)
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%) . A
/0 P e k ns/, 5};"” /{n N L kh JW\_&U/L! s . / r‘;«?/a‘/@w £ Mﬂ/// ['B_

y .
Drtve _meelisas
7 ‘ S

Score gO
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts .
0&ﬁ 7 /: ' ) 5
Score_ /{0
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) gj

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CPH Engineers, Inc

"7
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: K/U/' [ % fﬁy?é/

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
¥a

. ’I 2 - N -
[ 7%:-{ ﬁif/ﬂﬂ%ﬂ( Z /ﬂ?“a’i&&w’; Y 5;/2‘"—”(” Nt

Score Q ></

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

/ / ys 4 /
[ gt lem S, 7 Qm;&zf Do ptolorvt W/ Gl ﬁ')ﬁ?ﬁ 2
al T b/g;w ) 4 4
Score g() / (

(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
T eam wohid o gur  (etirs /ﬁtf/%gﬁ’f /
Score ZQ
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)
Score '(O
(0-100)

(Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida wil} receive 2 pts.
/ 7 . /
4« 4 C&? 4(:, i ) < gﬂ;\%"'ﬁ‘{ 7

Score 00 Y
(0-100)

i
7

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Earth Tech Consulting, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: el /Kéﬂéfﬁ

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.

ria: Approach to je?l Understanding of the PrOJect (40%)
;g / 7£0 /gff&: !/zgj‘ 2;4#/ olaEcuss ooy 7[ L//wm’ [M’U/éi_

vd prtrnens’ g 2o (]
7/7 -bzy‘fv:’:',i/i'r,z,:! Ny / - ( Oty ,{;/ TS ]L/%T&iyfiﬁ,z.--;/" /?'/ P EE / 1,,_,}/ //‘i"}’ﬂﬂc'w-.w-.-
N =

a s f: e FiA
Score YS 3§(

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

P Ja 4{1/,\; g o w/ it /,M,(/‘W o L poiiar roL.
F flﬁ;’ ’5 (A"&N Wﬁ.»ﬁf#’ /"ré%iffﬂ A '39': ;? /3 %” rﬁm ,{,,

Score _?_S_ [ /

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

/ /”’\4 hﬂ«w = {’”?erf' 77""”’ ﬁjﬂyf‘ @fhﬁwe’ﬁ”f@" /y ’—{A;*":‘ﬁi‘p £y ?(L\.;éﬁn
W;mw&«wa [t /‘ufﬂ i e [&fw ]
Score _§5 |
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovatlve Cos aving ldeas (15%)
/;EM a, 4’,.141 /Sm Qzﬂmo /4% _)&m/A/ ‘:)7“/‘8 ééfﬂm?é
e [ /é/é Lt [Nl e o &if%"z/h/ V Z.7%

SW)M"?‘ ¢ //émnéf w:
{Zns A /Qg@z f/ /l‘/dﬁ-f fz At - &ffrfm /}“ 2 ¢~// f\/'/ L//”ﬂ

Score 70 e
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florl?/ a will recelve 2 pts.
a/aT/ IEN Vém//l/

Score_/U) ¢
(0-100)

55
4

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Eisman & Russo, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /Q»gj— /(i\j/‘éléﬁé‘/fr

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

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.

Cri Approgach to,Projegt/Understanding of the Pro;ect (40%)
é’”/ [}Zﬂafyﬁlﬂly/ /:V\-y f/é-ﬂ —7L_g7£ /éZ/P’LAJC'y{r 5&‘35/@3’) é‘ﬁf’/ g}
V.

S :(!«,,fgm S ﬂ 2 Sy 5 / f')/ "’%A-ﬂu -#/ ,&rﬁm ?‘l’{gf/’if(m“
&WK/FM(!/"ML/ m)f-:», //(/vms/ e, -
7
Score 250
(0-100)

fteria: Quali ma%o the Proposed Per; onnel and the Firi (20%
/'7 on /fb‘ (-{, é‘* &"'é*'l/\ﬁ’ ﬂfm;n*'*f{

ﬂﬁ/(&;/
B, /{mm LV&N— ; /,//A,xfh” g ﬂéifxm e %Hmﬁ‘g

M/z M‘y/ &fuﬁ //‘c%r /é//’ /LJ/?“- JZ'Ls -z L/a‘/".ff,/ /,,r,{ﬁmf«wf .

Score @_ / é

' (0-100)
Criteria: imilar,Project Experience (20%)
/A/ jfn ’A/,‘f ny /&%M wa‘é 144/_ /‘v;.ll//l ém £3 5‘7C1/07£
i 6/34«'/&%/ M&«/fr/ it r’éﬁ‘}f% ‘O@J&Jé\'?‘ 41: g & /(
7 7 7
Score ¥
(0-100)

Critjiria Innovative and Cost Savin ldeas (15? /
S fuss l/mﬁa-ﬂe:é i St lf p&’r'«"/ /4 77 %f"”"" '
74&/ C:/Jf"»rm - g;wﬁvo/ {f

/f/:‘/rlf-é-/w 4l L (/,»/7,,./(/-/;;,
g 2% v d/z‘/fcu,c«,Tl’ MS /7,. L /}mg,.%

Score ZO [ }
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts. 77 /o
u/fﬁ'(n 7o ‘4 ﬂ//%v"/l

Score /77 £
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

S

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GAl Consultants, Inc.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kf‘é# Kéz/éw«/fr

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.

70-78 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: Approa(‘:;hfrOJectlUndersta% f the Project (40%) l/«”/‘}x .
1 O, 2847 LY s ﬁ S pisszvn //;’ // L adad) /2%,,/
%ﬁﬁaﬂm 14"/41)5{//{"/“ CPJV!-/ /L//V Laseprge ./r‘/ /v‘/) o f:‘]{(‘f’ /)/*’/

ﬂ%k/d”t Lt it {/’.'53“""//:/% [r” »—””” W'\ § (7/Mf’ /{’Cj/“ " e ST S 3

Score ?5

(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Flrm (\OZ[ % (
i Lad Lol s

B s ﬂﬁ”‘*«‘fa”i ol 21N S %ﬁvfu
/ﬂ’,’ﬂ/}%ﬁfw/ 722~ Cil: /L, e /r/t/;:mﬂﬂ/w 3

/ .
Score §S 7
(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
7‘&.// /\»M/f ﬂ/m/twu, J’&flf:a:m Mav:twa/ 4/17— /M,—Z(:/ /F
%/Mm“ /(
_ Score Z

(0-100) -

7( s ,é’/n ) ,//:‘QIeNr

Z’;,&M*ﬁ 7 (/l/”’ﬁ'c“’/ ar’l/L‘T’- /é‘?/ ﬂ/ﬁ;wf/ Wn/,%ﬂ; /}

Criteria: govatlvegﬁ ost Saving Ideas (15%),~ /‘« ' /7 . / S
[igom 72> {f—?‘(’ 5—:62/

/7'?)(/ Ie

Score - ?0
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts. L / , ] ,
veted i Dilents

Score /Yy 5
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) g%

'RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Englneerlng and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Ghyabi & Associates, Inc
/
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /gfi Z Y \éf,{‘éﬁé/—
y : =

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 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.

ria: jroa h to Pro;ectl derstandmg of the Project (40"/«) Al / 7 4
7’// Relpsins” /5-/5'2’(‘5/?%/*- il L5055 00 Ol //7/” leor var /%

szaz, / i?’\/'%,/) ;ZZ Cya/,// PZEFE rad @—é"&(,yr &&S‘V,z«,xma (/5“7 /JW/

“"“';w‘u., > 8 BN

ﬂm&ﬂ/‘“ 'f' /‘/'/ x.//r [ A /” sptee Lyt "(M’«w’/ o G
Z/(j[éu iffﬁ’i Gi);bm,;f/ J// 4/2///5' DS ,u,_, (// // o 14 /‘g««ﬁ %/(@éfg;e { S —S ﬁ[
(0-100)

C;%ria: Qualifications of th/7Proposed ?ersonnel and the Firm (2 %)

£ /Z)\M//, MW/R;M/@’// Las A A —4&’/ 2% ./r,(" ol
/4?/,, L /77{; ;?745{ ///:p Lok «%’Q—%f ﬂ‘/r ,;»n,/ = Z,,,,

Score g_s /7

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
G’”zp’%’ 7 ﬁﬂr e Zzie P T oo %/éwf»» en? J“M

h‘ (/ /"““i Ko’#w\?iz,
- Score 75)
(0-100)

-

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%) - ' yd
IZ&%%;&’; { // ,/(,réwl j ) Nt 5‘ LT 5/,»} Jy,,,;,ff S}éz——
F?bﬂr A/f"\ ”’/Mfwaj S/WAx/? - léf”’fﬂ’fﬂ LT Me/;m %Jﬁ £
/ fide Vi Vi s a /{V"iﬂ "/")ﬁ 24 / 5@(‘;?//4"{ §f\/&’{; 24 4‘&&%" a :
/f%/i,( ?a{&!?l/ ﬁﬂﬂ/ Wﬂi@flﬁ ' Scofe f /)*’75
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida wilkreceiye 2 pts. 4 /
er it p Llmn A

Score /00 £
(0-100)

57
=

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR - New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: HDR Engineering, Inc
T
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ﬁﬁ?z IK//Ié/A’

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.

C/terla Approach to 7101 tIUndeJ:stan g of the PrOJect (40%)
744%/ Artrathy 7 ”fmt /“ Msw/ s .J/ g Nemm'f %’f«wﬁwﬂ
Z‘Zw/‘?}kﬁ7& ///1 ,9/;(,1,,?7,, ‘Z’/{}fﬂ/ n//ﬂ,mmfm/ /7(170@55//* 4 LLWK /"70'!;73’/

//7///// LJrn -/Sa""*? &T_ /ﬁ//e (/l/c,,, 1/'»'[_.( (7/« («4%//‘* ,,éﬁ'fsg%g_c,_

&Mwy / /%m lef iﬂ’{"”““mw Score 25 3%['

(0400)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Boie Pl it i cpuind i poeib—7on TP Chints = Jok
@mk’zm /{M &?;Z/u %{W/ manw Mﬁ«'«z’f’ fgw/hﬁ/ﬂf:ﬂ/w 31
A L it

ﬁ/}‘z/ %&r‘{v‘n ‘746/ abz_frﬁu\#; ﬁ%‘{'}gg 75 } tf'_i%//
/{ 0”1

%éu/ ﬂbw:,;/ &r; jm&’/ Wﬂs é('ﬂa bnce. Scorezo ?(%) /y

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

0&1«1 £ #"‘/ gf Ak L r‘%’? xﬁvﬁé 289 ALy "}ésﬁﬂ 2

wnxﬂ}/c’f?“f Dnr/&bébw A ﬂé’//}fﬂlbf# %/ L2 %ﬂ’*
7 Score J N 7

(0-T00)

Crlterla Kovah;ﬁnd Cos:%avmg Ideas (15%)
/ fenes, < {5 V2 Zat 278 _ /}

Score X@

(0-100)

Crlterla Location of the Firm (5%) [Flrms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for locatlon Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts. L,/
ﬂ72// f\ /f/;’ a1 ﬁ

Score /JU s
(0-100)

2

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation ‘
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: L.ochrane Engineering, Inc .
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kf‘e# ﬁd//’.ﬁiéw

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

90 - 100 QOutstanding, 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.

C" ria: Approa/y rOJectIUnderstandmg of the Project (40%) ; S/
[ /}//w Aot uM« L pvipr Loy £ f /74/}" ~ vk, < -7% M,

SEG TR St d Agilers, Lo o ,«f/,/// &3 mf/ VM 4«7%'/ '

r= i
/,;’Léﬁmﬁ.g,»f //bfm,gfy’,uy}':, l//'/v\/_, Yot //Hu\ri,-u/ -y‘-' Lirn Aoy /1!,4,«»&!} /:w%}

% /w’ Z/ffml»m, 5 &fww«ra T (Cmesd L i anm?‘s 70 ) ‘3(
Vit S
(/4»7 @zw//aéd( Y lne TL 52% , core(o_mo)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Pzzosed/?ersonnel and the Firm, (20%) M;}_/
72 s /& u,&f‘u g DT ;/ZJ,-/ ’EE‘:"\ /f"‘W‘V \26‘"-"‘*1‘ L oK Zyﬁi" 5“ éf

/%iéd /”/.’5’ f‘{ efﬂ' ,a_z"mz:a—w». //ﬂ;}/)’ s ﬂl ’v’i//'tw:/ Z71 /ﬁ/mzf/ % 0&;4 / (

an f= 7.
Score ?0
(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
’ ra
. 4 - (il '}?wi?é’i’;ﬁr*#y %IM/FI mlﬁ'i ..L% //ff;;" v}’z”'fffv
{, 3 g %zﬁw f/}’% é’ﬁvléﬂa/ £ *{;a” ﬁ*»(v'—if/ 225 ﬁ :;v'% - 5
_ d o Score /5
(0-100)

| ertena ll;r o eand Cost Saving Ideas (15%) , _
éi 5? 6”%’71- —Z%/V %ﬁ; //Vr

m/a 4

/'[fm/k\ﬁﬂ//rmg, =1/ f;/f &5 T e 1[?’ e Culriny o (otrdd . ftrvine ey asd, / s S
%S’%(ﬂ'wﬁ W/(::” 44‘4%‘-‘“-,; W) /;n:fyp aﬁm“‘fﬂm‘fhf ///"29*’54 7iM 5//}7)»«/'(

7//A %W/ 7@;, iz ,é& b /&?’W‘r Score @L
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Score_/]/} 5

Florida will receive 2 pts. . oS
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) ¥S.S

/ ei
RANKING [

i . e
Jﬂ/‘ mi€s n /f,.’:f*'f HAon




Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and.Consulting
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: gfd Z lfééc‘é&éf

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.

ject/Understanding of the Project (4//

Criteria: Apyach to Pro Y
é;ndyy /z?ﬂ/J oty @t’ds‘f GSELIn . 1 ( Gt ¢ Q/“'//» 15" 3 C,Z
Aocrassiert, (oo pouble ///ll/&’d'ﬁ\’/y-'*h! T ictessrs,, (et 7‘/ e’

SC‘Z’/Z« Aﬁé;-,y;w;ﬁ - (/ %'A,-” /Jf/;f; ,,/ "Z(Z;f’nvzrff / ,J;/s”,s;{gf /,ify‘im mww
Score {5
(0-100)

Criteria; Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%) /
m _-LHW/ Arly  (Prtrfts /”‘ BB y 75;"’-"&"‘*}4» g2 t’/
o, FITT , frV Jers po lmzé% Arvgell “fo Sz . CF ez
%f?yi{f {fljmmﬂ:;/ f%ﬂéam.m,/ </Hsrs ﬁ— Awg,v( /Mw fé/,
Score 70 /f

(0-100)
Criteria: Simjlar Projet;tfxperience (20%) /

e it Loy LerRsls oz ;/) Zdi’lw«/ '7&?’ ‘.%"’771\ o / é&*ﬂé

f/(&\; 4ﬂm, f.% ﬁxmz/wr ﬁ)fmf,-,’f“ ma'wﬂw:«'
n " Cetad  Fpidn.  * ]
Score 0O / 6
(0-100)

iteria: I%)vatlve and Cost Savjng Ideas (15%) _%
/ & wwl%/ St /}

w/ Sl ,w"/-w/ L (A e 1N AL
7

/?7/!44 Mmm

Score %
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,

Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts. ¢
Lo 7L

L :./// ’/" .ﬁ**zf‘g kS

Score /U
(0-100)

%5
5

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _Avcon, Inc ,

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
F s34m5 crnbued o MLFMM L? qﬂ’zf&w)@ Lovird ﬁ' ovm (2 W, .

I‘L/ TLﬂmﬁMﬂ
= 10 s doomiC prnlu s AU /W)MUWV\'

h ?‘-’U(”)!sz-v ' -
/ Score 7@
- (o 100)
Cri,tﬁrl 3 Quahflcatlons of the P|;oposed Pprsonnel and the Firm (20%)
, Ay
/

PN b, ’/M MW - i
- Aj ﬂm/&f" ywm J o /omf w mww«/ﬁ’mol%{
- L o

Score éﬂ

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experienk:e (20%)

1 A AT A P Lessuniro, dd 7

Lot o ds m/*/mwé e
4 - Score o8/

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

Mo T A

(o 100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score j0Y
(0-100)

250

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points)

RANKING




Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CPH Engingers, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:

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 a;sessment.

Cnte; Approach to Pro;ectlUnders;a dm of the Project (40%)

ﬂ/b‘aﬂ'-r/&/ﬁ /el %@m /%//mé’
Vv M[[AJ V2 4;4\ A

"y _
//bu ﬂu/t/au/M/f ﬂMN /é@w

Score QO
(0-100)

_ Criteria: Qualifications of th Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%) ‘
- W»ﬂ/ b pubie W ;)(; LSNP h,\&/ /i/wl(

4
F Uhl s -L//amf* '

Score J@
(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

74 / IEVAY, / P /
/’vwm L bty oy Ltd 0405

Score L/

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

7, //w/é /4 /ﬁ«// DAITE]] i otpu) Comcer 7S
Score 2_

(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located W|th|n the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score/80

(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) 33C @, @

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR - New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Earth Tech Consulting, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ,///(__-—

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

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Pro;ect (40%)
Fneiund PRGN Lovoiprlniins [HAnsTon —Hhwe /T 3 emdg MK
L IO conMpmnini frsmo S35 » 8/ S T1ohn 44?3-6/1’0/’Z

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
i Ko MW, PRI f 500

(4 ﬂOWI
- écoﬂamlf—% ﬂ“th/&M ﬁ»udl'“«/f'

Score M

(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
441 7 Coid 4,
/ e/

Score 7 Y
(0-100)

Criterj aztﬂnovaz\f—‘and Cost Saving ldeas (15%) \ .
é‘ Wz {’/144'01”4)\/!3 ”/64&7%

4+ Oxberd (W) ‘fn- N

Score w
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,

Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score /7Y

- | (0-100) o
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) 3_45 ¥

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Des;gn

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Eisman & Russo, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: l\< @U

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.

Cijiteria: roach to Prolect/Understa ing.of t oject (40%)
F?ﬁ) v};’#W-y ;gé'fffa: «v% évf(;t/«éé? ﬂi‘:/zv-?/‘ sc(co/

foed (SSaty

T Zeun? é,rvm Ao /7F2 )
— — he)n »\/W\ LA pl Sechen ST € pg ponek e b

-

r’ﬁ_rla ualifications of,the Proposed Perso mz[ and t eFlrm (20%)
ab ﬁ./ .avfwév' Conenminsy | SRt | A

v

Score _7__9__

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Prc:ject Experlence (20'71
Not abot of “lowl" of spailas Lptlione  — (£ -

Score 67

(0-100)

Critegia: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%) , —
o fNoae il 7 YR f drorl ~ AT coofdpnmfor
= Mo Mgw TEHS ] A2 B fin stens A j/?f&;«MW

(o 100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, »
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of L
1@?

Florida will receive 2 pts.
Score/0D _ jﬁ fi“?

(0- 100) 1929 5,.!:«

f
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) 3@5’ 5

RANKING - | o (\O




Evaluation
. PS-0676-06/DRR - New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GAl Consu}(ﬁnts, Inc.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __ -~

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the folldwing 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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
ln W‘rwz‘; "3 ‘“’/W‘nq' ﬂulolu/ 1 n/o 'ﬂ/mwto/

- Mn \Jod"\a d/kwf/(b
{@‘Wu,‘q »ilwm.’n/lu J\Mwwl"lhh (

Score L0
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Persomzel and the Firm (20%)

4+ M(:;m.;ﬁ.w hzg/Lm.,’, ?_\M.!,’LA [ty

Score é_s(

(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
/bu/éuu\/ t..,.m.['\/ M M"":Qwﬁé*—m 5
Score
(0-100)
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)
“No MW ) AKS
Score S5
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminaole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score Zﬂ 0

/
(0-100) /5‘\/)
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) - 340 @

'RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: ‘Ghyabi & Associates, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: %2»

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the PrOJept (40%,

+ 2OT.  FTAwWnN — o P/'wwb 1M .
- ‘]Wb'rlu E“"r‘b
7(?]:52 %qﬂ&ﬁd 4;2 PN»"L LL ?
Score 70
(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Person eI and the Firm (20%) .
ﬁ/lo /Mﬂ/www«//’ S

‘F_%METV '.ta;vwmws utAl ‘1 M/Ml/ ﬂv

Score /0O
(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%,
+ Loz  CLONEML (/]
Score 70
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)

+ Wil d 4//(1:««1«, Cepnsyni e

Score /0 .
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Scoré /00 /

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) 550 &

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: HDR Engineering, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: K ﬁ/u

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: Approach to Pro;ect/Undeg/landmg of the PrOJect (40%)
- ﬂ")l"\r@ﬁ p

+  Corane

.

Score ﬁ
(0-100)
Crlter Quahflcatlons of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Elimrts. I b Uhulits

- Qwhaww/‘) 401.-\,[; I ZaW)

Score _é_{__

(0-100) -

Criterja: Similar Project Experience (20%) )
414 + MkAWM o/muéé MW —Cprgme & 54«/7‘

y
{

Score _ @
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

o JVEW TGS

Score QQ

(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.
¥ ]

Score;
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) : : _Z(ﬁ/ \D\

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Lochrane Engineering, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \L %(/L

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: Approach to Pro;ectlUnderstandlng of the PrOJect (40%)
N Vth’l 2] /(/41/»1/(0/, . /ﬂ/x«/vw.. i%.am\
t lotnd kg dedsl’ p/,/@//’fp/www €A Bertnls.

Score 10
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
4 Yrewe g ' Lonoiss [sennsrrcs . /B8 Bt

Score_ J§_

(0-100)

Criteria: Slmllarﬁﬂec’?xpenence (20%)
v ]

Score /0

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Séving Ideas (15%)

WETLpDS 2570/ o0, Wofge”

Score 1_0;
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

-l

Score /U/ _

(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) ' Eéﬂ

RANKING

>
s~



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \A (\j?/u

INSTRUCT.IONS Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savmgs
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: Approadh to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
& My UTILITT2S , PRIV
~ funoeS public pdsoop R

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

o .
— Fopgn — lovd Use [Ctrranes, -

(0-100)
Criteria;, Similar, PrOJect Experlence (20%)
b AR b fot— ot fe—
Score 995
‘ (0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)

W'o A ZVf//ﬁg

Score _é_o_
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
"~ Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score /0C
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING

)



Evaluation ,
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _Avcon, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \v) . M e &) Vv

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%) » .
Cou«—ff/~°L =1 Ny = o+t proye o ="
Jv V"\Q/I A e & A ‘( ' Jo
C)‘c o A (, +)

4 .t.o,&\'(/v‘ w«tL

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

Vo v s a0 \‘{—*v‘i‘{
VA

Score 3 0

(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience {20%) '
Heue dLu——\e M~ su A\ A
© o vl Covc ——-(\I—, rﬂ A\ %
Score _YO
(0-100)
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (1 5%) '
N oente—ec A oo 7 \\'

A e~ _"‘{7'(7"“-5f/ O"‘) "l‘fa‘w\

Goo 4

Score ls
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score {3 O

(0-100) -
74 .4 §

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points)

S

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CPH Engineers, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \\) e Col ‘ AN
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 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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%) (

-

Co v mard o \T anpleky  ~C )z,vurv

Y\ o w‘\-{/-

'Score /7 5
(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (2(_)%) »

\/‘r‘\--ﬂ e\c)t.)A CJ\C.}‘&\
[ J

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
<cou A = qu-r'w‘ Cn ——-\_\\_, p— < Q<\J
: ‘ ] {7

D‘r‘f\\,

Score _{ ©
(0-100)
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%) _
‘ Covff\z_ok Gy ) w-\\\&gx(’ —
e P - & It J !
Score 7S
(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of

Florida will receive 2 pts. -

Score [0 O
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE - (100 Points) 7%-25

RANKING ' /

n. 295

5.0



Evaluation ,
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Earth Tech Consulting, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ) - W Ca\\ e

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.

70-78 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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%) -
Cbu("—w& c.,\{ Ao e TN Vo~~~ = Af*‘*‘ ‘
j/l\/. Croo A o — . g.‘{) - — ‘lcr ‘—-<,\'—; x‘I)j\«c
2.9
Score 8 2 35
(0-100)

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
/e~ L S 10) A

| 0
Score ¥° \6

<
(0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
V7pl ?00"{. ""‘&‘t——* ) CV\’-\{
l\'—\r L < <t .
- o
. N ¢ -
Score 537 -\
' (0-100).
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%) .
. V\’\’(~-“-n—-~-—"fk V:.L—\V ‘T “ji‘r”“‘-‘f’-r O~ \0\'0 G\."“(
PP S S QP
{ . :
29
AW\
Score_ /S - -
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive Spts for location. Firms located within the state of 0
Florida Wl” receive 2 pts. § -
Score_)O J
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (100 Points) | ¥l.05

.

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Eisman & Russo, Inc

DA Cc,i(u_v\

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

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER!

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
\l"-\1< \Qq.&, \.._-‘& OA,C*c».\-e_AL & - ‘/‘\UJ\’.

IQ\%{V?) o Cevem~d e\ (‘.\f*"\-—“—**"l
Score ?U g
(0-100) 2.

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel ang the Firm (20%)

Guogt {44

Score 7 Z : '
, (0-100)
Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%) ,

(9«0"‘ (r+‘*)

Score _ 7% 1S .(-,_
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

et o A v NY - gy oy redTw :
J ! N S
. W
Score 7 S
| | (0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, ( 5 , O

Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score 100

(0-100)
3025

4

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: GAl Consultants, Inc.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: J YA <o) \V‘ Vi~

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
Gead (=)

Vtvy Some==t | A '

S?Ore 7 2/ 2 % .Cg
| ' (0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Pr(ciposed Personne! and the Firm (20%)
S

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

Gus A
Score_71  |S.0
(0-100)
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)
Ryt .y  coyx oo A
\-29
Score :
: | (0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm .(5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, o
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of § :

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score (DY
(0-100)

7S .05

a4

~ TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

'RANKING



Evaluation _
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Ghyabi & Associates, Inc
\J‘ V‘/\ [ Co \ ‘\ﬁ\/

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:

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 mzjor help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to suppert your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)

\/<~\/ : ﬂ(,u(vw.“\ © - \\ bt St Wl /.)J L 1
SL\“J&’)S <€ < c ((\44 \,\‘_A_,._rsc t.—\i\,f{ a T(""‘
1738 w7 3 / A
E xce[L—w(+
? Score 5é

(0-100) ‘§4f;<%~

Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
Vs coud
[ )

O
Score ?() K
| (0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%) -
,\/._,,\7 sevA o~ P“)*" e*ng"“’C-e/

4

Score 8’ L !é !

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)

Vrey  Sied om vr bt cvey oA
l .\ — |\J -S -2 )} l
i |\ n°
Score 75

(0-100)

Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, . :

Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of S z6)

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score_ [0V SRR
(0-100)

$v:50
0

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: HDR Engineering, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ) Mmoo

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
Nery souh co v ek v 63Y S8 h ) v
{ j 1 k]
g e s Se~ 30

D

Score 74 50 ‘ 4
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)

\)4’”‘—\ Pl 3 Y]

Score _zd_ ((. O
(0-100) _

Criteria: Similar-Project Experience (20%)
i U L~ < D\-)’/\
;D

. ; |
Score ¥ Y (¢. O
(6-100),

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)

M,f("ﬂ’)\t:/\_ < v-\e_.,__,v(

Gau 2 (‘) J
A jo-¥°
Score /2
| | (0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, L
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of _3/ &

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score j0Y
(0-100)

72
R

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

'RANKING



Evaluation A
PS-0676-06/DRR — New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Lochrane Engineering, Inc

o mecaloe

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

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:

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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
VJA\” 0&—8&*- \ d o — \A’\w7 7 <3 [I "/C'{ )

Score YL

(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
\Jray S o< ’(« :
: 7
Score _¥© _
(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)
'O()o/(; Fe PN \{,.’)\" C‘" | Ui

Score Zﬁ

(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving ldeas (15%)
&/\\F~‘f‘ W*{) =) e L) OKOJCQ““’\L*\

Q—JJ \'"V( 2

Score _7_5_/_
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of
Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score 10¢
(0-100)

§0.S

3

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

RANKING

20D

W

§O



Evaluation
PS-0676-06/DRR ~ New Oxford Road Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: X X'\ VV\ e G% (\ r
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: Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project (40%)
Ccz\w/*:,ak_ o\\. i S LR} S s v N —
|

=< \.”'\/l!f-VK

Score /8 2. x
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the Proposed Personnel and the Firm (20%)
\/ ] SHD ‘k
rJ

Score E d e -©

(0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (20%)

&U\ir/( /"f‘{‘\

Score 29 \§é

(0-100
/
Criteria: Innovative and Cost Saving Ideas (15%)
DAL iyl G oo
. t
O
o7
Score 14—
(0-100)
Criteria: Location of the Firm (5%) [Firms located within Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, o
Seminole, and Volusia Counties will receive 5pts for location. Firms located within the state of { )

Florida will receive 2 pts.

Score_jv¥
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (100 Points)

R

RANKING



ENGINEERING SERVICES AGREEMENT (PS-0676-06/DRR)
NEW OXFORD ROAD PROJECT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day of

, 20 , by and between GHYABI & ASSOCIATES, INC.,

duly authorized to conduct business in the State of Florida, whose
address is 214 E. New York Avenue, Deland, Florida 32724, hereinafter
called thé "ENGINEER" 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".

WITNESSET H:

WHEREAS, the COUNTY desires to retain the services of a competent
and qualified engineer to provide preliminary engineering and final
design of the New Oxford Road Project in Seminole County; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has requested and received expressions of
interest for the retention of services of engineers; and

WHEREAS, the ENGINEER is competent and qualified to furnish
engineering 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. COﬁNTY and the ENGINEER agree as
follows:

SECTION 1. SERVICES. The COUNTY does hereby retain the ENGINEER
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 specifically enumerated,
described and depicted in the Work Orders authorizing performance of the
specific project, task or study. This Agreement standing alone does not

authorize the performance of any work or require the COUNTY to place any

orders for work.



SECTION 2. TERM. This Agreement shall take effect on the date of
its execution by the COUNTY and shall run for a period of five (5) years
from the effective date of this Agreement and, at the sole option of
COUNTY, may be renewed for two (2) successive periods not to exceed one
(1) year each. Expiration of the term of this Agreement shall have no
effeét 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 completion of the work authorized by the Work
Oxder.

SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION FOR SERVICES. Authorization - for per-
formance of professional services by the ENGINEER under this Agreement
shall be in the form of written Work Orders issued and executed by the
COUNTY and signed by the ENGINEER. A sample Work Order is attached
bhereto 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
projects, nor that, the ENGINEER will perform any project for the COUNTY
during the life of this Agreement. The COUNTY reserves the right to
contract with other parties for the services contemplated by this Agree-
ment when it is determined by the COUNTY to be in the best interest of
the COUNTY to do so.

SECTION 4. TIME FOR COMPLETION. The services to be rendered by
the ENGINFER shall be commenced, as specified in such Work Orders as may
be issued hereunder, and shall be completed within the time specified
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
ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER shall be
compensated in accordance with the rate schedule attached as Exhibit
wC. 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.

SECTION 6. REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES. If a Work Order is issued on a
"Time Basis Method," then reimbursable expenses are in addition to the
hourly rates. Reimbursable expenses are subject to the applicable "Not-
to-Exceed" or "Limitation of Funds" amount set forth in the Work Order.

Reimbursable expenses may include actual expenditures made by the
. ENGINEER, his employees or his professional associates in the interest
of the Project for the expenses listed in the following paragraphs:

(a) Expenses of transportation, when traveling in connection 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 Projéct.

(b) Expense of reproductions, postage and handling of drawings
and specifications.

(c) If authorized in writing in advance by the COUNTY, the cost
of other expenditures made by the ENGINEER 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

Basis”. The ENGINEER shall perform all work required by the Work Order



but, in no event, shall the ENGINEER 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 Basis Method" and contain a Not-to Exceed
amount . If a Not-to-Exceed amount is provided, the ENGINEER shall
perform all work required by the Work Order; but, in no event, shall the
ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER is not authorized to exceed that amount
without the prior written approval of the COUNTY. Said approval, if
given by the COUNTY, shall indicate a new Limitation of Funds amount.
The ENGINEER shall advise the COUNTY whenever the ENGINEER has incurred
expenses on any Work Order that equals or.exceeds eighty percent (80%)
of the Limitation of Funds amount.

(d) For Work Orders issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis", the ENGINEER
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 equal to a
percentage of the total services actually completed. The COUNTY shall
pay the ENGINEER ninety percent (90%) of the approved amount on Work

Orders issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis".

(e) For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a Not-
to-Exceed amount, the ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER

ninety percent (90%) of the approved amount on Work Orders issued on a



"Time Basis Method" with a Not-to-Exceed amount.

(f) 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 its sole and absolute discretion, release the retainage
or any portion thereof.

(g) For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a
Limitation of Funds amount, the ENGINEER may invoice the amount due for
services actually performed and completed. The COUNTY shall pay the
ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER when
requested as work progresses for services furnished, but not more than
once monthly. Each Work Order shall be invoiced separately. ENGINEER
shall render to COUNTY, at the close of each calendar month, an itemized
invoice properly dated, describing any services rendered, the cost of
the services, the name and address of the ENGINEER, Work Order Number,
Contract Number and all other information required by this Agreement.

The original invoice and one (1) copy shall be sent to:

Director of County Finance

Seminole County Board of County Commissioners

Post Office Box 8080
Sanford, Florida 32772

Two (2) duplicate copies of the invoice shall be sent to:
Seminole County Engineering Division

520 W. Lake Mary Blvd., Suite 200
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

ENGINEER.



SECTION 8. GENERAL TERMS OF PAYMENT AND BILLING.

(a) Upon satisfactory completion of work required hereunder and,
upon acceptance of the work by the COUNTY, the ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER within thirty
(30) days of receipt of proper invoice.

| (b) The COUNTY may perform or have performed an audit of the
records of the ENGINEER after final payment to support final payment
hereunder. This audit would be performed at a time mutually agreeable
to the ENGINEER aﬁd the COUNTY subsequent to the close of the final
fiscal period in which the last work is performed. Total compensation
to the ENGINEER may be determined subsequent to an audit as provided for
in subsections (b) and (c¢) of this Section, and the total compensation
so determined shall be used to calculate final payment to the ENGINEER.
Conduct of this audit shall not delay final payment as provided by
subsection (a) of this Section.

(c) Tn 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 States, or any of their duly
authorized representatives, shall have access to any books, documents,
papers, and records, of the ENGINEER which are directly pértinent to
work performed under this Agreement for purposes of making audit,
examination, excerpts and transcriptions.

(a) The ENGINEER 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
terms of this Agreement and to make such materials available at the

ENGINEER'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 ENGINEER shall refund such overpayment to the COUNTY within thirty
(30) days of notice by the COUNTY.

SECTION 9. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ENGINEER.

(a) The ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER under this
Agreement. The ENGINEER shall, without additional compensation, correct
or revise any errors or deficiencies in his plans, analysis, data,
reports, designs, 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 required shall be construed to operate
as a wailver of any rights under this Agreement nor of any cause of
action arising out of the performance of this Agreement and the ENGINEER
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
ENGINEER's negligent or wrongful performance of any of the services
furnished under this Agreement.

SECTION 10. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS. A1l deliverable analysis,

reference data, survey data, plans and reports or any other form of



written instrument or document that may result from the ENGINEER's
services or have been created during the course of the ENGINEER's
performance under this Agreement shall become the property of the COUNTY
after final payment is made to the ENGINEER.

SECTION 11. TERMINATION.

(a) The COUNTY may, by written notice to the ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER to fulfill its Agreement obligations. Upon
receipt of such notice, the ENGINEER shall:

(1) immediately discontinue all services affected unless
the notice directs otherwise, and

(2) deliver to the COUNTY all datav 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 ENGINEER in performing this Agreement, whether
completed or in process.

(b) If the termination is for the convenience of the COUNTY, the
ENGINEER shall be paid compensation for services performed to the date
of termination. If this Agreement calls for the payment based on a
Fixed Fee amount, the ENGINEER shall be paid no more than a percentage
of the Fixed Fee amount equivalent to the percentage of the completion
of work, as determined solely and conclusively by the COUNTY, contem-
plated by this Agreement.

(c) If the termination is due to the failure of the ENGINEER to
fulfill its Agreement obligations, the COUNTY may take over the work and
prosecute the same to completion by other Agreements or otherwise. In
such case, the ENGINEER shall be liable to the COUNTY for all reasonable

additional costs occasioned to the COUNTY thereby. The ENGINEER shall



not be liable for such additional costs if the failure to perform the
Agreement arises without any fault or negligence of the ENGINEER;
provided, however, that the ENGINEER shall be responsible and liable for
the actions of its subcontractors, agents, employees and persons and
entities of a similar type or nature. Such causes may include acts of
God or of the public enemy, acts of the COUNTY in either its sovereign
or contractual capacity, fires, floods, 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 ENGINEER.

(d) If, after notice of termination for failure to fulfill its
Agreement obligations, it is determined that the ENGINEER had not so
failed, the termination shall be conclusively deemed to have been
effected for the convenience of the COUNTY. In 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 Agreement conflict with any Work Order issued pursuant to

it, the Agreement shall prevail.

SECTION 13. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYMENT. The ENGINEER 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, disability, 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: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer;
recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other
forms of compensation; and selection for training, including appren-
ticeship.

SECTION 14. NO CONTINGENT FEES. The ENGINEER warrants that it
has not employed or retained any company or person, other than a bona
fide employee working solely for the ENGINEER to solicit or secure this
Agreement and that it has not paid or agreed to pay any person, company,
corporation, individual or firm, other than a bona fide employee working
solely for the ENGINEER, any fee, commission, percentage, gift, or other
consideration contingent upon or resulting from award or making of this
Agreement. For the breach or violation 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, commission, percentage, gift, or
cénsideration.

SECTION 15. CONFLICT OF INTEREST.

(a) The ENGINEER agrees that it will not contract for or accept
employment for the performance of any work or service with any individ-
ual, business, corporation or government unit that would create a
conflict of interest in the performance of its obligations pursuant to
this Agreement with the COUNTY.

(b) The ENGINEER agrees that it will neither take any action nor
engage in any conduct that would cause any COUNTY employee to violate

the provisions of Chapter 112, Florida Statutes, relating to ethics in

government.

(c) In the event that ENGINEER causes or in any way promotes or
encourages a COUNTY officer, employee, or agent to violate Chapter 112,

Florida Statutes, the COUNTY shall have the right to terminate this

10



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 ENGINEER,
during the course of the work under this Agreement, requires the
services of any subcontractors or other professional' associates in
connection with services covered by this Agreement, the ENGINEER 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, ENGINEER shall remain
fully responsible for the services of subcontractors or other profes-
sional associates.

SECTION 18. INDEMNIFICATION OF COUNTY. The ENGINEER agrees to
hold harmless, replace, and indemnify 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
ENGINEER, whether caused by the ENGINEER or otherwise.

SECTION 19. INSURANCE.

(a) GENERAL. The ENGINEER shall at the ENGINEER's own cost,
procure the insurance required under this Section.

(1) The ENGINEER 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
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named additional insured under the Commercial General Liability policy.
The Certificate of Insurance shall provide that the COUNTY shall be
given not less than thirty (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 ENGINEER, the
ENGINEER shall provide the COUNTY with a renewal or replacement Certifi-
cate of Insurance not less than thirty (30) days before expiration or
replacement of the insurance for which a previous certificate has been
provided.

(2) The Certificate shall contain a statemeht 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 ENGINEER shall, at the option
of the COUNTY submit a sworn, notarized statement from an authorized
representative 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 requirements of the Agreement. The Certificate shall have
this Agreement number clearly marked on its face.

(3) In addition to providing the Certificate of Insurance,
if required by the COUNTY, the ENGINEER shall, within thirty (30) days
after receipt of the request, provide the COUNTY with a certifiedvcopy
of each of the policies of insurance providing the coverage required by
this Section.

(4) Neither approval by the COUNTY nor failure to disap-
prove the insurance furnished by a ENGINEER shall relieve the ENGINEER
of the ENGINEER's full responsibility for performance of any obligation
including ENGINEER indemnification of COUNTY under this Agreement.

(b) TNSURANCE COMPANY REQUIREMENTS. Insurance companies provid-

ing the insurance under this Agreement must meet the following require-
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ments:

(1) Companies issuing policies other than Workers' Compen-
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 Section 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) If, 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 Category, the ENGINEER shall,
as soon as the ENGINEER has knowledge of any such circumstance, immedi-
ately notify the COUNTY and immediately replace the insurance coverage
provided by the insurance company with a different insurance company
meeting the requirements of this Aéreement. Until such time as the
ENGINEER has replaced the unacceptable insurer with an insurer accept-
able to the COUNTY the ENGINEER shall be deemed to be in default of this

Agreement.

(c) SPECIFICATIONS. Without limiting any of the other obliga-

tions or liability of the ENGINEER, the ENGINEER shall, at the ENGI-
NEER's sole éxpense, procure, maintain and keep in force amounts and
types of insurance conforming to the minimum requirements set forth in
this subsection. Except as otherwise specified in the Agreement, the

insurance shall become effective prior to the commencement of work by

13



the FENGINEER and shall be maintained in force until the Agreement

completion date. The amounts and types of insurance shall conform to

the following minimum requirements.

(1) Workers' Compensation/Employer's Liability.

(A) The ENGINEER’s insurance shall cover the ENGINEER
for 1liability 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 ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER and its subcontractors are outlined in subsection
(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 any other applicable 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
under Part One of the standard Workers' Compensation Policy.

(C) The minimum amount of coverage under Part Two of

the standard Workers' Compensation Policy shall be:

S 500,000.00 (Each Accident)

$1,000,000.00 (Disease-Policy Limit)

$ 500,000.00 (Disease-Each Employee)
(2) Commercial General Liability.
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(A) The ENGINEER's insurance shall cover the ENGINEER
for those sources of liability which would be covered by the latest
edition of the standard Commercial General Liability Coverage Form (ISO
Form CG 00 01), as filed for use in the State of Florida by the Insur-
ance Services Office, without the attachment of restrictive endorsements
other than the elimination of Coverage C, Medical Payment and the
elimination of coverage for Fire Damage Legal Liability.

(B) The minimum limits to be maintained by the
ENGINEER (inclusive of any amounts provided by an Umbrella or Excess

policy) shall be as follows:
LIMITS

General Aggregate $SThree (3) Times the
Each Occurrence Limit

Personal & Advertising $1,000,000.00
Injury Limit

FEach Occurrence Limit $1,000,000.00

(3) Professional Liability Insurance. The ENGINEER shall

carry limits of mnot less than ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS

($1,000,000.00).

(d) COVERAGE. The insurance provided by ENGINEER 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 ENGINEER.

(e) OCCURRENCE BASIS. The Workers' Compensation Policy and the

Commercial General Liability required 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
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is required and which would have been covered had the coverage been on

an occurrence basis.

(£) OBLIGATIONS. Compliance with the foregoing - insurance

requirements shall not relieve the ENGINEER, its employees or agents of

liability from any obligation under a Section or any other portions of

this Agreement.

SECTION 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 22.15, “Prompt Payment
Procedures," Seminole County Administrative Code.

(b) ENGINEER 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 subsection (a) above of which the ENGINEER 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
of voluntary mediation shall be shared equally among the parties
participating in the mediation.

SECTION 21. REPRESENTATIVES OF THE COUNTY AND THE ENGINEER.

(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 ENGINEER, shall designate in writing and shall advise the
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ENGINEER in writing of one (1) or more of its employees to whom all
communications pertaining to the day-to-day conduct of this Agreement
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 ENGINEER shall, at all times during the normal work week,
designate or appoint one or more representatives of the ENGINEER who are
authorized to act in behalf of and bind the ENGINEER 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 written.

SECTION 23. MODIFICATIONS, AMENDMENTS OR ALTERATIONS. No modifi-
cation, amendment or alteration in the terms or conditions contained
herein shall be effective unless contained in a written document
executed with the same formality and of equal dignity herewith.

SECTION 24. INDE?ENDENT CONTRACTOR. It is agreed that nothing
herein contained ig intended or should be construed as in any manner
creating or establishing a relationship of co-partners between the

parties, or as constituting the ENGINEER (including its officers,
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employees, and agents) the agent, fepresentative, or employee of the
COUNTY for any purpose, Or in any manner, whatsoever. The ENGINEER is
to be and shall remain forever an independent contractor with respect to
all services performed under this Agreement.

SECTION 25. EMPLOYEE STATUS. Persons employed by the ENGINEER in
the performance of services and functions pursuant to this Agreement
shall have no claim to pension, workers' compensation, unemployment com-
pensation, civil service or 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 ENGINEER not specifically provided for herein shall be

honored by the COUNTY.
SECTION 27. PUBLIC RECORDS LAW. ENGINEER acknowledges COUNTY's

obligations under Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and
Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, to release public records to members of
the public upon request. ENGINEER acknowledges that COUNTY is required
to comply with Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and Chapter
119, Florida 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 ENGINEER shall abide by all
statutes, ordinances, rules, and regulations pertaining to, or regulat-
ing the provisions of, such services, including those now in effect and
hereafter adopted. Any violation of said statutes, ordinances, rules,
or regulations 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 ENGINEER.
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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 mail, with return receipt request-
ed, addressed to the party for whom it is intended at the place last
specified and the place for giving of notice shall remain such until it’
shall have been changed by written notice in compliance with the
provisions of this Section. For the present, the parties designate the
following as the respective places for giving of notice, to-wit:

For COUNTY:

Engineering Division

520 W. Lake Mary Blvd., Suite 200

Sanford, Florida 32773

For ENGINEER:

Ghaybi & Associates, Inc.

214 E. New York Avenue
Deland, Florida 32724

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.

ATTEST: GHAYBI & ASSOCIATES, INC.

By:
Secretary MARYAM H. GHYABI, President

(CORPORATE SEAL) Date:
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ATTEST:

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

By:
MARYANNE MORSE CARLTON HENLEY, Chairman
Clerk to the Board of
County Commissioners of - Date:

Seminole County,

For use and reliance
of Seminole County only.

Florida.

As authorized for execution by
the Board of County Commissioners
at their , 20

Approved as to form and regular meeting.
legal sufficiency.

County Attorney

AC/1pk
5/18/06
ps-0676

, 3 Attachments:

Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit

\\AII
\\B "
\\C "
\\Dll

Scope of Services

Sample Work Order

Rate Schedule

Truth in Negotiations Certificate
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EXHIBIT “A”

New Oxford Rd ,
Oxford Rd to US 17-92
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design

o'BJ ECTIVE:

The alignment for New Oxford Rd was originally proposed in the Fern Park
Redevelopment Framework study prepared by Glatting Jackson in April. 2004. The
-purpose of the roadway is to provide economic redevelopment opportunltles in this area
and to provide transportatlon network relief when the future intérchange at US 17-92 -
and SR 436 is completed: Authorization to move forward. with -the Preliminary
Englneenng study was granted at the 1/24/06 BCC Meeting. Coples of the BCC

memorandum and conceptual alternatives are attached

This project will be split into three phases: Phase l — Preliminary Englneenng, Phase 1l
Final Design and Phase il Post Design Services. The purpose of Phase | will be to
analyze various corridor alternatives for the proposed New Oxford Rd and to -

recommend - a preferred alternative,
_construction plans based on the recommendations in Phase I. The purpose of Phase llI

will be to provide post design services. The following list of services outlines the tasks
assomated with each phase

Phase |

1. Prepare a Prehmmary Engineering Technical Memorandum within 270 days from
Notice to Proceed that includes recommendations regarding *he most appropnate
and cost effective alignments for the proposed roadway.

. 2. Determine and analyze various corridor alternatives for the proposed roadway This
should include roadway design analysis, traffic operations analysrs stormwater

management analysis and other appropriate issues.
3. Prepare typfcal roadway sections for each alternative.
4. Analyze pedestrian access issues for the proposed alternatives.

5. Analyze impacts and connectivity to the Lynx bus system for the proposed
alternatives. _

6. Prepare an economic development analysis for each alternative.

7. Prepare a right-of-way cost analysis for the required property acquisition for each
alternative using a certified appraiser. '

8. For each alternative, prepare drawings based upon aerial photography using .
topographic information and similar data. Show pavement, signing and marking and

The purpose of Phase Il will be to.prepare . -



stormwater management. These drawings shall include sufficient detail to indicate if
a final engineering plan is feasible and meets County’s objectrves The drawings

shall be submitted as part of the Preliminary Report.
© 9. Conducta pre-application conference with theSJRWMD.

10. Provide detailed cost estimates for right-of-way aéQuisition and construction for each
proposed alternatrve showmg quantity breakdowns of all ltems

11. Present the. findings to the communrty at two pubhc meetrngs and present a
‘ summary of the study and the recommended alternative at a BCC Public Hearing.

Meet with various small groups as needed during the duration of the study

12.Perform the required tasks to amend the 2" Generation Sales Tax PrOJect Exh|brt in
order to move forward into the Final Desrgn phase. '

Phase 1

Prepare final constructlon plans and all needed dooumentatlon to assrst the county in
bidding the construction of the recommended improvements including all envrronmental

permitting that is requrred

Phase Il -

Provide post design services.
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Board of County Commissioners | WORK ORD E R

SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA Work Order Number:

Master Agreement No: Dated:
Contract Title:
Project Title:
Consultant:
Address:
ATTACHMENTS TO THIS WORK ORDER: ' METHOD OF COMPENSATION:
[ 1 drawings/plans/specifications [ ] fixed fee basis
[ 1 scope of services [ ] time basis-not-to-exceed
[ 1 special conditions [ ] time basis-limitation of funds

TIME FOR COMPLETION: -

Work Order Amount:
_

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have made and executed this Work Order on this day of
,20  forthe BUI‘BOSGS stated herein. %sscnowroascomﬁmo BY THE COUNTY)
ATTEST:
By: .
, Secretary ,President
(CORPORATE SEAL) Date:
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA
WITNESSES: _
By: _
(nginole County Contracts Analyst, print name) Peter W Maley, Contracts SuperVisor
Date:

As authorized by Section 330.3, Seminole .
County Administrative Code.

(Seminble County Contracts Analyst, print name)

‘Work Order — Contracts, Rev 2 11/10/03 Page 1 of 2




WORK ORDER
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

a) Execution of this Work Order by the COUNTY shall serve as authorization for the CONSULTANT to
provide, for the stated project, professional services as set out in the Scope of Services attached as
Exhibit “A” to the Master Agreement cited on the face of this Work Order and as further delineated in

the attachments listed on this Work Order.

Term: This work order shall take effect on the date of its execution by the County and expires upon

b) :
final delivery, inspection, acceptance and payment unless terminated earlier in accordance with the

Termination provisions herein.

c) The CONSULTANT shall provide said services pursuant to this Work Order, its Attachments, and the
cited Master Agreement (as amended, if applicable) which is mcorporated herein by reference as if it

had been set out in its entirety.

Whenever the Work Order conflicts with the cited Master Agreement, the Master Agreement shall
prevail.

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 regardless of the costs of performance In no event shall
the CONSULTANT be paid more than the Fixed Fee Amount.

(i) 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. Inno 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 establlshed in the

Master Agreement

(iii) TIME BASIS WITH A LIMIT ATION OF FUNDS AMOUNT, then the Work Order Amount
becomes the Limitation of Funds amount and the CONSULTANT is not authonzed 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 incurted expenses
on this Work Order that equals or exceeds elghty 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 Mastér 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

its execution of the Work Order, reserves the right to authorize a party other than the CONSULTANT to
perform the services called for under this Work Order; if it is determined that to do so is in the best

interest of the COUNTY.
h) The CONSULTANT shall srgn the Work Order first and the COUNTY second. This Work Order becomes
effective and binding upon execution by the COUNTY and not until then. A copy of this Work Order wrl]
be forwarded to the CONSULTANT upon execution by the COUNTY.
Work Qrder— Contracts, Rev 2 11/10/03 Page2 of 2
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Truth in Negotiations Certificate

This is to certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the wage
rates and other factual unit costs supporting the compensation (as defined
in section 287.055 of the Florida Statues (otherwise known as the
“Consultants” Competitive Negotiations Act” or CCNA) and required
under CCNA subsection 287.055 (5) (a)) submitted to Seminole County
Purchasing and Contracts Division, Contracts Section, either actually or

by specific identification in writing, in support of PS- -

accurate, complete, and current as of (Date)**.

This certification includes the wage rates and other factual unit costs

supporting any Work Orders or Amendments issued under the agreement

between the Consultant and the County.

Firm

Signature

Name

Title

Date of execution™®**

* Identify the proposal, request for price adjustment, or other submission
involved, giving the appropriate identifying number (e.g., PS No.).

** Insert the day, month, and year when wage rates were submitted or, if
applicable, an earlier date agreed upon between the parties that is as close as
practicable to the date of agreement on compensation. .

*%* Insert the day, month, and year of signing.

(End of certificate)
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