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Respondents Reputation and Quality of Service - 15 pts
Background of Respondent -3 pts 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.7 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

žReputation of Respondent and Respondent's services - 3 pts 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 2.0

žReferences, including PHA project examples -3 pts 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.3 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 2.3

žQuality of Respondent's services -2 pts 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Availability and Dedication of Resources to PHA projects - 2 pts 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Respondent's Past Relationship with PHA - 2 pts 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.7 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.3

Total Average - Respondents Reputation and Quality of Service 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 8.7 15.0 13.0 15.0 14.3 8.0 15.0 15.0 12.7

 Personnel, Qualification and Experience - 40 pts

Background, Reputation, Qualification - 10 pts 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 8.0 5.0 7.7 8.0 7.0 8.0 7.7 5.0 9.0 8.0 7.3

Availability and Dedication of Qualified Personnel - 5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 3.7 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.7

Certifications, Registrations, and Licenses -5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

žPersonnel's Past Relationship with PHA -5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.3 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.7 0.0 5.0 5.0 3.3

Personnel Capabilities and Resilience - 10 pts 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 10.0 7.0 10.0 9.0 5.0 8.0 10.0 7.7

Personnel's Past Professional Reputation - 5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.7 2.0 5.0 5.0 4.0

Total Average - Personnel, Qualification and Experience 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 31.0 20.0 22.0 24.3 38.0 31.0 38.0 35.7 22.0 36.0 38.0 32.0

Performance Plan and Other Benefits - 40 pts
Methodology Proposed - 10 pts 8.0 10.0 10.0 9.3 4.0 4.0 2.0 3.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 9.0 7.0 7.0

Plan for Communication - 5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.3 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.7 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.3

Unique or Specialized Methods - 10 pts 10.0 10.0 8.0 9.3 5.0 3.0 2.0 3.3 8.0 6.0 5.0 6.3 5.0 8.0 5.0 6.0

Unique or Specialized Processes - 10 pts 10.0 10.0 8.0 9.3 5.0 3.0 2.0 3.3 8.0 6.0 5.0 6.3 5.0 8.0 5.0 6.0

Examples of Performance Issues  - 5 pts 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.3 5.0 3.0 2.0 3.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Total Average - Performance Plan and Other Benefits 38.0 40.0 36.0 38.0 15.0 12.0 8.0 11.7 30.0 25.0 22.0 25.7 24.0 34.0 27.0 28.3

Overall Compliance with PHA Policies - 5 pts

Understanding of the RFQ - 2 pts 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Clarity and Brevity of Response - 2 pts 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Thoroughness of Response - 1 pt 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.7

Total Average - Overall Compliance with PHA Policies 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.7
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