Administration Professional Services Rating Sheet

I ol
Grant Recipient \J1TY 0F SWbE'J\JLt" Name of Respondent gﬁ’ﬂ QNT\\}DKE&: g
Evaluator's Name 'I,i- Vosi MIEM| Date of Rating ’J'IJ\I"Q @?f l@;_’:’z A

Rate the Respondent of the Request For Proposal (RFP) by awarding points up to the maximum listed for each factor. Information
necessary to assess the Respondent on these criteria may be gathered either from past experience with the Respondent and/or
by contacting past/current clients of the Respendent. Respondents proposing to offer specific services (environmental or buyout
only} will be scored only on those services.

Experience
Factors Max.Pts. Score
1.  Related Experience / Background with federally funded; CDBG projects 15 fé
2. Related Experience / Background with grant-funded comprehensive planning 15 .l e A!”f ]% d S

3. Related experience/background with specific services: M Z/I’L
a. Grant Administration and coordination with GLO 10 gt
b; Disaster Recovery and Mitigation Project Management 10 %Ola&//g A@’

@. References from current/past clients P 9(0 _ Q?‘ 5 TWWG’ ﬂ wamfv

Subtotal, Experience 55 j.. 2
Work Performance

Factors Max.Pts. Score

F\

1.  Submits requests to client/GLO in a timely manner 5 ggﬂ
2.  Responds to client/GLO reguests in a timely manner 5 i
@ Past client/GLO projects completed on schedule 5 _21"-_
. Work product is consistently of high quality with low level of errors 5 £
(8% Pastclient/GLO projects have low level of monitoring findings/concerns 5
% Manages projects within budgetary constraints 5 f
Subtotal, Performance 30 :E;}
Capacity to Perform
Factors Max.Pts. Score
1. Qualifications / Experience of Staff ﬁ
a. Grant Administrative 3 i} 3
b. Comprehensive Planning 3 '2
2.  Present and Projected Workloads 2 ;L
3. Demonstrated understanding of scope of the RCP Project 2 _2
Subtotal, Capacity to Perform 10 / d) o
Proposed Cost
Factors Max.Pts. Score
Prop_osed cost is in line with independent estimate and compared with all cost proposals 5 o
received l‘
A = Lowest Proposal $ 51@ ) W0 A+BX5= Respondent's Score 5 6_
B = Respondent's Proposal $__3//{J, {/1/1) d§ % % 'FN 6 U\)
TOTAL SCORE

@_cto_r_s ‘5‘2 T ’ v 1£Uv ’Tgb’p %\r\ Max.Pts. Score

O Experience ; 55 ; J
O  Work Performance Dﬂulh{)fw 30 __’27 o
O Capacity to Perform 10 70
O Proposed Cost 5 S
Total Score 100
4
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Rate the Respondent of the Request For Proposal (RFP) by awarding points up to the maximum listed for each factor. Information
necessary to assess the Respondent on these criteria may be gathered either from past experience with the Respondent and/or
by contacting past/current clients of the Respondent. Respondents proposing to offer specific services (environmental or buyout

ondy} will be scored only on those services.

Experience
Factors

Related Experience / Background with federally funded, CDBG projects
Related Experience / Background with grant-funded comprehensive planning
Related experience/background with specific services:

a. Grant Administration and coordination with GLO

b. Disaster Recovery and Mitigation Project Management
4. References from current/past clients
Subtotal, Experience U{l\ﬁ}
Work Performance : 1
T No Contackings bor rebacancts ~ iy of L.
Submils requests to client/GLO in a timely manner G $G-347. 3515

Responds to client/GLO requests in a timely manner

Past client/GLO projects completed on schedule

Work product is consistently of high quality with low level of errors

Past client/GLO projects have low level of monitoring findings/concerns
Manages projects within budgetary constraints
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Subtotal, Performance

Capacity to Perform
Factors

1. Qualifications / Experience of Staff
a. Grant Administrative
b. Comprehensive Planning
Present and Projected Workloads
Demonstrated understanding of scope of the RCP Project
Subtotal, Capacity to Perform
Proposed Cost

Factors

Proposed cost is in line with independent estimate and compared with all cost proposals
received

A = Lowest Proposal $ h E] {04 el A + B X 5 = Respondent’s Score
B = Respondent's Proposal $___ 'i,'ﬂr e,
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Rate the Respondent of the Request For Proposal (RFP) by awarding points up to the maximum listed for each factor. Information
necessary to assess the Respondent on these criteria may be gathered either from past experience with the Respondent and/or
by contacting past/current clients of the Respondent. Respondents proposing to offer specific services (environmental or buyout
only) will be scored only on those services.

Experience

Factors Max.Pts. Score
Related Experience / Background with federally funded, CDBG projects i5 ’6’
2.  Related Experience / Background with grant-funded comprehensive planning 15 f_!
3. Related experience/background with specific services:
a. Grant Administration and coordination with GLO 10 5 - Bqd NU!’ PVWidQ
b. Disaster Recovery and Mitigation Project Management 10 T Splﬂrﬁo P{U}M o
4.  References from current/past clients 5
Subtotal, Experience 55 f{ 3
Work Performance
Factors Max.Pts. Score
1. Submits requests to client/GLO in a timely manner 5 3
2. Responds to client/GLO requests in a timely manner 5 4 = G-"d Cﬂ//l-d ‘Q\[ !5‘ :
3. Past client/GLO projects completed on schedule 5 5" )
4.  Work product is consistently of high quality with low level of errors 5 ,2_ < U\JL\J{ mng/ f“
5.  Pastclient/GLO projects have low level of monitoring findings/concerns 5 ST ﬁi;m. H‘M’L WL
6. Manages projects within budgetary constraints 5 5 : i) qfﬂ\mmd’.w
Subtotal, Performance 30 02;}; ::\u\saji’shﬂu* ﬂ'ﬁﬁi
Capacity to Perform : : LAl a%&ﬁhl
Factors Max.Pts. Score L

1.  Qualifications / Experience of Staff
a. Grant Administrative
b. Comprehensive Planning
2. Present and Projected Workloads
3. Demonstrated understanding of scope of the RCP Project
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Subtotal, Capacity to Perform 10 (0
Proposed Cost

Factors Max.Pts. Score

Proppsed cost is in line with independent estimate and compared with all cost proposals 5

received S

A = Lowest Proposal $ A +B X 5 = Respondent’s Score 5

B = Respondent's Proposal $_ |00, no() . %2
TOTAL SCORE *ﬁg whbed & Gy fans Jram fadt un Mt l{[za/m

Faclors Max. Pts. "Score
O Experience 55 43
O  Work Performance 30 24
O Capacity to Perform 10 EE
O Proposed Cost 5 5
Total Score 00T e

78



