Colorado Sand Drive, Drainage and Utility Improvement Project
Ranking & Recommendation

SOQ  Evaluation Criteria Score Sheet
E’] ?’Fiﬁggﬁ*\[}iLLE Criteria  #1 Final Criteria #2 Final Criteria #3 Final Criteria #4 Final
TEXAS (PM -20 Pts PP -10 Pts) Item 1 15 Pts Item 2 15 Pts Item 3 15 Pts Item 4
Rank | Score Sheet . Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator | Evaluator
NO. NO. Flrm Name #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #1 #2 #3 #a #5
1 1 K Friese & Assoc., Inc. 27 25 22.5 30 30 134.5 15 12 11.25( 11.25| 11.25] 60.75 13 12 11.25 15 11.25] 62.5 13 12 11.25 15 15 66.25
2 14 Halff Associates, Inc. 28 25 27.5 7.5 20 108 15 12 11.25( 4.5 15 57.75 15 12 11.25 | 11.25 15 64.5 14 12 11.25( 7.5 | 11.25 56
3 5 Kasberg, Patrick & Assoc., LP 29 24 22.5 | 225 15 113 14 12 11.25( 7.5 | 11.25 56 14 12 11.25(11.25| 7.5 56 13 12 11.25( 7.5 4.5 | 48.25
4 11 Alliance Transportation Group 28 24 17.5 15 15 99.5 13 12 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 51.25 13 14 11.25( 7.5 | 11.25 57 13 12 11.25( 4.5 | 11.25 52
5 4 Atkins 22 25 22.5 | 225 18 110 13 12 15 11.25| 7.5 | 58.75 12 15 15 11.25 15 68.25 9 12 11.25( 7.5 4.5 | 44.25
6 2 Dannenbaum 23 25 22.5 30 15 115.5 13 12 2.25 | 11.25 11.25| 49.75 9 12 7.5 | 11.25( 7.5 | 47.25 14 12 15 11.25 15 67.25
7 7 Walker Partners Engineers 24 24 15 27.5 20 110.5 13 12 11.25( 4.5 | 11.25 52 12 12 11.25( 7.5 | 11.25 54 13 12 7.5 4.5 4.5 41.5
8 8 AECOM 25 22 13 15 15 90 13 12 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 51.25 12 12 11.25( 11.25| 11.25} 57.75 14 12 11.25( 7.5 4.5 | 49.25
9 3 Freese and Nichols 24 22 22.5 | 22,5 | 22,5 | 1135 14 12 11.25] 11.25| 7.5 56 12 12 11.25 15 7.5 | 57.75 9 10 11.25( 4.5 4.5 | 39.25
10 9 Binkley & Barfield, Inc. 25 24 225 | 175 15 104 12 12 11.25( 7.5 7.5 | 50.25 13 14 11.25( 7.5 7.5 | 53.25 12 12 11.25( 7.5 4.5 | 47.25
11 10 URS 23 24 13 17.5 15 92.5 13 12 11.25( 4.5 7.5 | 48.25 14 12 7.5 4.5 7.5 45.5 13 12 11.25| 2.25 4.5 43
12 12 RW Armstrong 24 20 22.5 9 20 95.5 13 12 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 51.25 12 10 7.5 4.5 7.5 41.5 14 12 11.25( 4.5 | 11.25 53
13 6 Othon 18 20 15 15 15 83 10 12 11.25( 7.5 7.5 | 48.25 12 10 7.5 7.5 7.5 44.5 12 10 11.25(11.25| 7.5 52
14 13 Bridgefarmer & Associates, Inc. 20 22 15 11 13 81 13 12 7.5 7.5 7.5 47.5 12 12 7.5 7.5 7.5 46.5 13 12 7.5 4.5 4.5 41.5
”2 where quality meets life Criteria #5 Final Criteria #6 Final Total Score & Ranking By
A PFLUGERYEI I)'(II\ES 10 Pts Item 5 15 Pts Item 6 Firms
Rl\?;‘lk Scor:l:‘heet Firm Name Eval:lator Eval:zator Eval:gator Eva::;tor EvaI:Sator Eval:lator Eval:zator Eval:gator Eval:;tor Eval:Sator Recommendation of first 3 Firms to be submitted
1 1 K Friese & Assoc., Inc. 9 10 10 5 7.5 41.5 14 15 7.5 15 15 66.5 432
2 14 Halff Associates, Inc. 10 10 10 7.5 10 47.5 15 15 7.5 7.5 15 60 393.75
3 5 Kasberg, Patrick & Assoc., LP 10 10 10 5 5 40 13 12 11.25 | 2.25 | 11.25] 49.75 363
4 11 Alliance Transportation Group 10 10 7.5 5 7.5 40 15 14 7.5 | 11.25 15 62.75 362.5
5 4 Atkins 2 5 5 1.5 7.5 21 14 15 11.25| 7.5 | 11.25 59 361.25
6 2 Dannenbaum 5 0 3 5 18 13 12 1125 7.5 15 58.75 356.5
7 7 Walker Partners Engineers 7 10 7.5 3 3 30.5 14 14 11.25]11.25( 7.5 58 346.5
8 8 AECOM 8 8 10 7.5 7.5 41 15 12 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 53.25 342.5
9 3 Freese and Nichols 2 0 5 3 5 15 14 12 11.25( 7.5 | 11.25 56 337.5
10 9 Binkley & Barfield, Inc. 5 5 5 1.5 3 19.5 14 14 7.5 | 11.25( 11.25 58 332.25
11 10 URS 5 5 5 1.5 3 19.5 15 15 11.25 15 11.25] 67.5 316.25
12 12 RW Armstrong 5 5 5 3 3 21 13 12 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 51.25 313.5
13 6 Othon 3 5 7.5 7.5 5 28 12 10 7.5 7.5 | 11.25] 48.25 304
14 13 Bridgefarmer & Associates, Inc. 4 2 3 3 3 15 14 12 7.5 7.5 11.25] 52.25 283.75

Criteria
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Interview: TBD

Experience of Project Manage and Project Principal (Past 10 Years)
Experience and Availability of Proposed Staff
Prime Firm's Comparable Project Experience (Past 5 Years)
Subconsultant Firm's Comparable Project Experience (Past 5 Years)
Team's Experience with City of Pflugerville
Team's Structure and Project Approach




