Consent 1/8/2008 ltem #6

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: PS-2564-07/JVP Continuing Contract for Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety
Improvements.

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts
AUTHORIZED BY: Frank Raymond CONTACT: Jacqui Perry EXT:
MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for PS-2564-07/JVP - Continuing
Contract for Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety Improvements with Kittelson & Associates, Inc
of Orlando, FL (Not To Exceed $500,000.00 over the term of five years).

County-wide Ray Hooper

BACKGROUND:

PS-2564-07/JVP will provide various traffic studies on County roadway projects including
before and after studies, benefit/cost studies and other needed traffic operations/transportation
planning related services. This project was publicly advertised and the County
received fourteen (14) submittals (listed below alphabetically):

e Calvin, Giordano & Assoc., Inc
e Dyer, Riddle, Mills & Precourt, Inc
o Faller, Davis & Associates, Inc
o Florida Transportation Engineering Inc
e F.R. Aleman & Associates
e Ghyabi & Associates, Inc
e GMB Engineering & Planners
e Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc
o Kisinger Campo & Associates
o Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
e Metric Engineering, Inc
e PB Americas, Inc
o Tindle-Oliver & Associates
e Traffic Planning & Design, Inc.
The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Brett Blackadar, Principal Engineer; Shad

Smith, Principal Engineer; Charlie Wetzel, Assistant Traffic Engineer; Jerry McCollum, County
Engineer, evaluated the submittals and agreed to shortlist three (3) firms. The Evaluation



committee interviewed these firms giving consideration to the following criteria:

e Approach to Project/Understanding of the Project
o Similar Project Experience

e Project Team Qualifications

e Location of Firm

The attached backup documentation includes the Bid Tabulation Sheet, Presentation
Summary & Scoring Sheets, Evaluation Summary Sheet and the project scope. The
Evaluation Committee recommends that the Board approve the ranking below and authorize
staff to negotiate rates with the top ranked firm in accordance with F.S. 287.055, the
Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA)

1. Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
2. GMB Engineering & Planners
3. Dyer, Riddle, Mills & Precourt, Inc

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Board approve the ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for
PS-2564-07/JVP Continuing Contract for Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety Improvements
with Kittelson & Associates, Inc of Orlando, FL (Not To Exceed $500,000.00 over the term of
five years).

ATTACHMENTS:

1. PS-2564-07/JVP-Backup-Bid Tabulation and Scope
2. PS-2564-07/JVP-Backup- Scoring Sheets

Additionally Reviewed By:

2 County Attorney Review ( Ann Colby )




Page 1 of 1
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-2564-07/JVP THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS DOCUMENTS
i ; . FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF
PSTITLE Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety Improvement THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE
Consulting Contract TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS LATE.
DATE: October 10, 2007 TIME: 2:00 P.M.

RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4- RESPONSE -5-
Calvin, Giordano & Dyer, Riddle, Mills & Precourt, Faller, Davis & Associates, Florida Transportation F.R. Aleman & Associates
Associates, Inc. Inc. Inc. Engineering, Inc. 10305 NW 41% St. Suite 200
390 N. Orange Ave. 941 Lake Baldwin Lane 850 Concouse Pkwy S. 8250 Pascal Drive Miami, FL 33178
STE 2600 Orlando, FL 32814 STE110 Punta Gorda, Florida 33950
Orlando, FL 32801 Maitland, FL 32751
John Downes, P.E. Mark D. Prochak, P.E. Edward S. Jarem, P.E. Wallace D. Hall Frank R. Aleman, P.E.

(407) 423-0523 — Phone (407) 896-0594— Phone (407) 644-2116 — Phone (941) 639-2818 — Phone (407) 894-5651 — Phone
(407) 926-7761 — Fax (407) 896-4836 — Fax ejarem@fallerdavis.com (941) 639-4851 — Fax (407) 894-5255— Fax

RESPONSE -6- RESPONSE -7- RESPONSE -8- RESPONSE -9- RESPONSE -10-
Ghyabi & Associates, Inc. GMB Engineering & Planners Kimley-Horn & Assoc. Inc Kisinger Campo & Assoc. Kittelson & Assoc. Inc.

214 East New York Avenue | 3751 Maguire Boulevard, #111 3660 Maguire Blvd., Ste 200 | 2203 N. Lois Ave. 225 E Robinson St. Ste 450
Deland, FL 32724 Orlando, Florida 32803 Orlando, FL 32803 Tampa, FL 33607-7402 Orlando, FL 32801
Walter V. Koss, P.E. Fathy Abdalla, Ph.d,P.E. PTOE | Cade Braud
Vice President Dante A. Gabriel, P.E. Ron Hilderbrand, P.E. (813) 871-5331 — Phone (407) 540-0555 — Phone
(386) 469-0006 PH (407) 898-5424 — Phone (407) 898-1511 — Phone (813) 871-5135 — Fax (407) 540-0550 — Fax
(386) 469-0017 FX (407) 898-5425 — Fax (407) 894-4791 — Fax

RESPONSE -11- RESPONSE -12- RESPONSE -13- RESPONSE -14-
Metric Engineering, Inc. PB Americas, Inc Tindale-Oliver & Assoc. Traffic Planning and Design,
615 Crescent Executive Ct 100 E. Pine St. Ste 500 1595 S. Semoran Blvd. Inc.
STE 524 Orlando, FL 32801 Ste 1540 535 Versailles Drive, Suite 200
Lake Mary, FL 32746 Winter Park, FL 32792 Maitland, Florida 32751

Hesam Mirani Bob Wallace, Vice President

Shawna Kennedy (407) 587-7800 — Phone (407) 657-9210 — Phone (407) 628-9955 — Phone
(407) 644-1898 — Phone (407) 587-7960 — Fax (407) 657-9106 — Fax (407) 645-3015 — Fax
(407) 644-2376 — Fax Turgut Dervish, P.E.

Tabulated by J. Perry - Posted October 11, 2007 (1:00 PM EST)

Short-listing Evaluation Committee Meeting: November 8, 2007@ 2:30 p.m. Reflections Bldg., Lake Jessup Conference Room, 520 W Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL 32773
Short-listed Firms: GMB Engineering & Planners; Dyer, Riddle, Mills & Precourt, Inc.; Kittelson & Assoc. Inc.

Presentations: Telephone Interviews: December 4, 2007 -9:00 : 10:00 AM- Reflections Bldg. 520 W Lake Mary Blvd,, Sanford, FL 32773

Recommendation to negotiate and Rank on BCC 1/8/08 Agenda as follows:(1) Kittelson & Associates (2) GMB Engineering & Planners (3) Dyer, Riddle, Mills &
Precourt, Inc.



EXHIBIT “A”

SCOPE OF SERVICES
PS-2564-07/JVP

MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SCOPE OF SERVICES

The purpose of this scope is to hire one Engineering consulting firm to
perform the following, but not limited to:

1.

Before and after evaluation of roadway improvements to determine

changes in traffic volumes, delay, speed, and other measures of
effectiveness.

2.

3.

Benefit/Cost Studies to analyze potential minor roadway improvements.

Other Minor traffic studies.

. Assistance with traffic analysis as needed for grant applications.
. Miscellaneous MOT plans and signal modification plans.

. Miscellaneous FSUTMS Transportation Modeling.

. Signal timing analysis.

. Trip generation and/or roadway impact fee land use studies.

. Traffic Signal Design



PRESENTATION RANKINGS
P5-2564-07/JVP-Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety improvements

8. Blackadar J. McCollum S. Smith

GMB Engineering & Planners 2 2 1
DRMP 3 3 3
1 1 2

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

The Evaluation Committee recommends ranking and negotiations as follows:

C.Wetzel
2
3
1

TOTAL POINTE
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5

%fﬂ% e <
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Shad Smxth -
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EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-2564-07/JVP-Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety Improvements

B. Blackadar J. McCollum S. Smith  C.Wetzel TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Calvin, Giordano & Assoc,, inc 14 14 14 14 56 14
DRMP 5 3 2 5 15 2
Falier, Davis & Associates, Inc 2 11 3 6 22 5
Florida Transportation Engineering Inc. 12 13 9 11 45 12
¥.R. Aleman & Associates 9 2 13 8 32 9
Ghyabi & Associates, Inc 8 6 10 7 31 8
GMB Engineering & Planners 1 1 1 1 4 1
Kimiey-Horn & Associates, Inc 6 4 7 2 19 4
Kisinger Campo & Associates 11 9 11 10 41 11
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 3 5 5 3 16 3
Metric Engineering, Inc. 4 12 6 4 26 5]
PB Americas, Inc 13 8 12 13 46 13
Tindle-Oliver & Associates 7 7 4 9 27 7
Traffic Planning & Design, Inc. 10 10 8 11 39 10

The Evaluation Commitiee agrees to short-list the following firms:

Shad Smith (hdrles Wetzel




Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOQUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Kittelson & Associates, Inc
 QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: .S/ S J7TH

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

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

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

60 -89 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 (50%)
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Presentation Evaluation
P$-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _GMB
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: SHAD s T

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
8089 ° 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.
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Presentation Evaluation
P$-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _DRMP
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: . SAAD S/ f 77

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

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

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.
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _GMB

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \_) <y f\{ M e Co “ A

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 fo 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.
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07IJVP ~ CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _DRMP

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: e A Calle o
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 {50%)
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Presentation Evaiuation
PS-2564-07/JVP —~ CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Kitteison & Associates, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: . ,}w W ? e { F R VN
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— 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.
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEQUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Kittelson & Associates, Inc

/

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: @f‘c # {/:) /’; ke

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.
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Presentation Evaluation
PS.2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _GMEB

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 6{2% gﬁﬁi%fm Fir

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

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 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 (50%)
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEQOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _DRMP

/
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Bﬁﬁ Z}{;‘L ﬁ%ﬁé@? ﬁ&af:ﬁ?’w

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

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

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

680 — 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.
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP - CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _GMB

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: C’ hﬁ\f‘)tg WLM\

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

90 - 160 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
- 70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
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 (50%)
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Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _DRMP

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: C/hw‘ L ch‘jf"ZL\

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 (50%)
eﬂﬂf:“ann l-.zm \A}i GGA. PM ’

i 7 - - ‘
@‘:\ d"{—m“mﬁ'— Jt“..vn A A 'H“\qn\e . l@J 1 Pra ‘ . WW,}-J—
Beodt s L A11€ Midull Hponsh / _y

w\c(MI\") +[/\nr\7[1 oo a1 /&Y u;“%i‘«_& "'hmlw %
ﬁjawk ZXS{’V(I;@ PJ‘SE e efé«’;" Score ——£3 7o
R (0-100)

Criteria: Similar Project Experience (25%)
%KDT sl -*‘rmﬁ{é Qo eanicedt
W D¢ 1" S T '
?rwm:; Fvmanele el MJBu Canbeseds
. {\:x’n-.nm\ﬁ o lAreens erk - M—-ﬂ:’ ; ;I‘ e face /mﬁ-lw o sl f";lfr(fhé’ﬁ
C,\‘r) .mg;géu erd (\Ao\i-inn.«i - f»;’."e:n;f— Fﬂﬂiié junw /{Mﬂ)
4;5/ L_a.f/tt Um&v!q!” & renga Ca. , Bevek Co,

12
Score _{ ¥
(0-100)
Criteria: Qualifications of the proposed team (25%)
oo Feres - foit s feom unds A oo
1T yrs. exe e endaade s f Fhow
Tt ] G\F(Ofm.ﬂ'(" {rme :
{\c,u(/\t. ::wra.nlc-i/(.a :
\qt‘r‘a 5«/_ S’f‘-:fé & and C’“} Musce \ 72
ne ehhyr deon embor Hrare. Score 1§ _
(0-100)
TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points} 1|

RANKING _mmg



Presentation Evaluation
PS-2564-07/JVP — CONTINUING CONTRACT FOR MISCELLANEOUS CAPACITY
AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Kittelson & Associates, Inc

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Cherle etrel

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.
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EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-2564-07/JVP-Miscellaneous Capacity and Safety Improvements

B. Blackadar J. McCollum S. Smith  C.Wetzel TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Calvin, Giordano & Assoc,, inc 14 14 14 14 56 14
DRMP 5 3 2 5 15 2
Falier, Davis & Associates, Inc 2 11 3 6 22 5
Florida Transportation Engineering Inc. 12 13 9 11 45 12
¥.R. Aleman & Associates 9 2 13 8 32 9
Ghyabi & Associates, Inc 8 6 10 7 31 8
GMB Engineering & Planners 1 1 1 1 4 1
Kimiey-Horn & Associates, Inc 6 4 7 2 19 4
Kisinger Campo & Associates 11 9 11 10 41 11
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 3 5 5 3 16 3
Metric Engineering, Inc. 4 12 6 4 26 5]
PB Americas, Inc 13 8 12 13 46 13
Tindle-Oliver & Associates 7 7 4 9 27 7
Traffic Planning & Design, Inc. 10 10 8 11 39 10

The Evaluation Commitiee agrees to short-list the following firms:

Shad Smith (hdrles Wetzel
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