Consent 8/28/2007 ltem #10

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Professional Services: PS-1903-07/BLH - Master Agreement for Continuing
Professional Services for Landscape Architecture and Irrigation Design Services

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts
AUTHORIZED BY: Frank Raymond CONTACT: Lisa Riner EXT: 7113
MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the ranking list and authorize staff to negotiate rates for PS-1903-07/BLH - Master
Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape Architecture and Irrigation Design
Services with Miller Legg of Winter Park, Florida and David Wickham & Associates, Inc. of
Lake Mary, Florida.

County-wide Ray Hooper

BACKGROUND:

PS-1903-07/BLH will provide for Landscape Architecture and Irrigation Design Services for
miscellaneous public projects to be identified throughout the year. Typical projects that require
these services include, but are not limited to, roadway corridors, landscape and "hardscape"
features, signage, walls, planters, decorative paving, lighting, etc., and building site work.

The project was publicly advertised and the County received seven (7) submittals (listed
alphabetically):

CPH Engineers, Inc.

David Wickham & Associates, Inc.

Glatting Jackson Kercher Angin, Inc.
Landscape Designs, LLC

Miller Legg

Native Florida Consulting, Inc.

Stantec Planning & Landscape Architecture PC

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Jerry McCollum, County Engineer, Public
Works, Antoine Khoury, Assistant County Engineer, Public Works, Mark Lichtenheld, Public
Works, and Bryan Nipe, Program Manager, Leisure Services, evaluated the
submittals. Consideration was given to approach/understanding of the project, qualifications of
proposed personnel and the firm, similar project experience, and location of the firm. The
Committee agreed to interview the following four (4) firms (listed alphabetically):

David Wickham & Associates, Inc.
Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.
Miller Legg

Native Florida Consulting, Inc.



The Committee Interviewed the four (4) short-listed firms giving consideration to their ability to
design for xeric or extremely dry habitat conditions, construction documents preparation and
constructability reviews, irrigation design and staff resources, understanding of FDOT
standards for roadway design, and innovative and cost-saving ideas. The backup
documentation includes the Tabulation Sheet, the Evaluation Consensus Sheet, and the
Presentation Consensus and Score Sheets.

The Committee recommends that the Board approve the ranking list below and authorize staff
to negotiate rates with the top-ranked firms, Miller Legg of Winter Park, Florida and David
Wickham & Associates, Inc. of Lake Mary, Florida, in accordance with F.S. 287.055, the
Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA).

1. Miller Legg

2. David Wickham & Associates

3. Native Florida Consulting,
Inc. 4. Glatting Jackson

Kercher Anglin, Inc.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Board approve the ranking list and authorize staff to negotiate rates
for PS-1903-07/BLH - Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services with Miller Legg of Winter Park, Florida and David
Wickham & Associates, Inc. of Lake Mary, Florida.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. PS-1903-07_LKR Agenda Backup

Additionally Reviewed By:

2 County Attorney Review ( Ann Colby )
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE GOUNTY, FL

PS TABULATION SHEET ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINCLE COUNTY ARE SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS

AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY

PS NUMBER: PS-1903-07/BLH THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS
PSS TITLE Master Agreemen{- for Conﬁﬂuing Professional Services DOCUMENTS FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS RECEIVED
: s . TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER P$ DOCUMENTS
i;:;tgacr;scape Architecture and lrrigation Design SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION, If ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECGTED AS LATE,

DATE: April 11, 2007 TIME: 2:00 P.M. '
RESPONSE -1~ RESPONSE .2- RESPONSE «3- RESPONSE -4-

CPH Engineers, inc, David Wickham & Assocciates, inc. Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, inc. Landscape Designs, LLC

500 West Fulton Street 722 Powderhorn Clrcle 120 N, Orange Ave. 4465 Gabrielia Lane

Sanford, FL 32771

Nikhil Jindal
(407} 322-6841 — Phone
{4077 330-0838 — Fax

Lake Mary, FL 32746-5113

David Wickham
(407) 328-1586 — Phone
{407) 328-1586 — Fax

Orlando, FL 32801

Gary Warner
{407} 843-6552 — Phone
(407} 839-1789 — Fax

Winter Park, FL 32792

Garl J. Kelly, Jr.
(407} 484-34114 ~ Phone
{407) 671-1604 — Fax

RESPONSE -5- RESPONSE -6- RESPONSE -7-
Miller Legg Native Florida Consulfing, Inc. Stantec Planning & Landscape
631 8. Orange Avenue #200 L.andscape Architecture Architecture PC
Winter Park, FL 32789 311 8. Glenwood Ave. 4305 Neptune Road

Robert Fraser
{407) 629-8880 — Phone
{407) 629-7883 — Fax

Orlando, FL 32803

Karina Veaudry
{407) 885-8446 — Phone
{407) 895-8774 — Fax

St. Cloud, FL 34769

Michae! Urchuk
(407) 8823214 - Phone
{407) 892-4648 — Fax

Tabulated by Lisa Riner, Senior Procurement Analyst (Posted by Lisa Riner April 12, 2007 at 9:15 a.m. Eastetn)

Evaluation Committes Meeting: May 10, 2007 at 10:00 a.m. - Reflections Bldg., Lake Jessup Conference Room, 520 W Lake Mary Bivd, Sanford, ¥FL 32773
{Posted by Lisa Riner April 12, 2007 af 9:15 a.m. Eastern)

Committee agreed to short-list the following four (4) firms:
(Posted by Lisa Riner May 11, 2007at 9:00 a.m. Eastern)

Miller Legg

David Wickham & Associates
Giatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, inc.

Native Florida Consutting, Inc.

Phone Presentations/interviews: August 3, 2007 at 9:45 a.m. **PLEASE NOTE NEW DATE AND REVISED TIMES*™
Jerry McCollunv's Office (County Engineer), 520 W, Lake Mary Blvd,, Sanford, FL 32773

{Posted by Lisa Riner May 11, 2007 at 9:00 a.m.

Eastern, Revised by Lisa Riner June 14, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. Eastern)

Eastern, Revised by Lisa Riner May 15, 2007 at 8:45 a.m. Eastern, Revised by Lisa Riner June 13, 2007 at 1 235 pam.

8:45-10:10 a.m.
10:15-10:40 a.m.
40:45-11:10 a.m,
11:15-11:40 a.m.

David Wickham & Associates
Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.
Mifler Legg

Native Florida Consuiting, inc.



Page 2 of 2

Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date - Request Approval to Negotiate (Ranked): August 28, 2007
(Posted by Lisa Riner August 3, 2007 af 1:20 p.m. Eastem)

1. Miller Legg

2. David Wickham & Associates

3. Native Florida Consulting, Inc.

4. Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.

Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date — Award: TBD



EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-1903-07/BLH- Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape Architecture and Irrigation Design Services

A, Khoary B.Nipe M. Lichtenheld J. McCollum TOTAL POINTS RANKING

CPH Engineers, Inc. 3] 3 5 8 20 5
David Wickham & Associates, Inc. 2 5 3 3 13 3
Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, inc. 1 4 6 1 12 2
Landscape Designs, LLC G 7 1 7 21 6
Miiler Legg 3 1 4 2 10 1
Native Florida Consulting, Inc. 5 2 2 § 14 4
Stantec Planning and Landscape 4 6 7 4 21 8
The Evaluation Committee agrees to short-list the following firms: Milter Legg

Giatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, inc.
David Wickham & Assoclates
Native Florida Consulting, inc,

efry McColium




LTZA
Presentation

P8-1903-07/BLH-~-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: David Wickham & Associates
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

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

80 - 100 Quistanding, out-cf-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Gavings
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 strengihs, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Project Approach (80%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 90,60
RANKING 1



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and lrrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Ine,
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

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 acceptabie

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

~—Criteria: Project Approach (80%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 4.4
RANKING g



_Presentation
P$-1903-07/BLH--Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Archifecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Milter L.egy
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

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

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

70 ~T79 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 (80%)

Criteria: Ability to desngn for xeric conditions (30%
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 87,40
RANKING | 4



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and lrrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Native Florida Consulting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Antoine Khoury

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

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Bavings
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 (80%})
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 9.0
RANKING g



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH~Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: David Wickham & Associates
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Lichtenheld

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

20 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Exceflent, Very Good, Solid in ail respects.

70-7¢ 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 {80%
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points)

RANKING



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and lrrigation Design Services

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc. ‘f P{“’J

([ Plornes
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Lichtenheld

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 W"_‘L

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable L nter é@,/zﬁzn;‘ mefé,/%lf &.

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment,

Criteria: Project Approach (80%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 86.00

RANKING 4



Presentation
PS-—“!QO.‘:‘-O?/BLH--Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Archifecture and lrrigation Design Services

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Miller Legg -J’c',

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Lichtenheld, m 5 [M
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 o 100 based on the foliowing general guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cosi/Time Savings

80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in ali 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 (80%

Criteria: Ability to design for xer;c ¢ /gistions (30%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 95
RANKING 3



Presentation
P5-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Native Florida Consuiting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Lichtenheld

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each ctiterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidslines:

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

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Balow 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help io be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Project Approach (80%)

Criteria: Abiiity fo demgn for xeric conditions (30%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 87 00

RANKING 5



Presentation
P8-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: David Wickham & Associates
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McCollum

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

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

70-78 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help fo be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Project Approach (80%)

Criteria: Ability (o design for xeric conditions (30%)
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Criteria: Understanding of FDOT standards for roadway design {10%)
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Criteria: Innovative and cost-saving ideas (20%)
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) ‘ 7.6

RANKING

5 3.4

8.2



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McCollum

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

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cosi/Time Savings

80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in ait respects. 1

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is RN '

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications ‘ e ‘
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable o e T

S ;

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencles to support your assessment. i+ )
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TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) 7 2=

RANKING ﬁt



Presentation
PS-1903-07/BLH~Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME; WMiller Legyg
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McoCollum

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

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

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceplable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable bui needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

. ) . \'J'("“f 3{10“’& Cﬂvue—f‘c—_)""'
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- Presentation «
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and lrrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Native Florida Consulting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McColium

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 fo 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 ali respects,

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 ~ 69 Margingl, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceplable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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Presentation 0L
PS-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape A

Architecture and Irrigation Design Services 1% S {ec. Lj
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: David Wickham & Associates S&i‘u g ot g
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Bryan Nipe Aoin stote %
%"“‘ {\W b\){ i Se
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following generat guidelines: ¢, ] 1 fire
80 - 100 Quistanding, oui-of-the-box, Innovative, CostiTime Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respecis.
70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60 —- 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
S t-
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Presentation
P$-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape

Architecture and lrrigation Design Services ur? "
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: G!attmg Jackson Kercher Anglin Inc, = 33\\ Mm@ \b
QUALIEICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Bryan Nipe Vg o "“**"‘V‘fz}y ?
“?wi"'“» ot INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general gmdehnes
890 ~100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings :ﬁu) @guw “??[Qf
Oper 80 - 89 Excelflent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
gpott~ 7079 Good, No major waaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is LL?, e
\ (Q{m 60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications p{ncﬂp’f’éﬁ
= Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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Presentation
P5-1903-07/BLH-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: WMiller Legg
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Bryan Nipe

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

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

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

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 (80%)

Criteria: Ability fo design for xeric conditions (30%)
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Presentation '
P5-1903-07/BLH~-Master Agreement for Continuing Design Services for Landscape
Architecture and Irrigation Design Services

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Native Florida Consulting, inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Bryan Nipe

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterlon from 1 to 100 based on the foliowing general guidelings:

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

76~-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 (80%)

Criteria: Ability to design for xeric conditions (30%)
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