CITY OF GARDEN CITY, IDAHO

PUBLIC RELEASE OF EVALUATION TEAM'’S
RANKED LIST, SCORING, AND NOTICE OF
RECOMMENDED FIRST-RANKED RESPONDENT

Request for Qualifications No.: RFQFY2026-0001

Project: Boise River Flood Map Revision / LOMR Application
Professional Engineering Services

Issuing Public Agency: City of Garden City, Idaho

Evaluation Team Meeting Date: October 19, 2026

City Council Consideration Date: October 26, 2026

Public Release Date and Time: October 19, 2026, following
completion of the Evaluation Team'’s ranking and transmittal of
this record to the City

Records Custodian: Lisa M. Leiby, Treasurer/Clerk

Article 1 — Purpose, Authority, and Status of Release

I. Purpose. This document publicly releases the Evaluation Team’s
ranked list of responsive respondents and the scoring used to
develop that ranking for RFQ No. RFQFY2026-0001.

Il. Qualifications-Based Evaluation. The Evaluation Team
evaluated responsive Statements of Qualifications based
solely upon demonstrated competence and professional
qualifications under the evaluation criteria and scoring
methodology published in the RFQ.

lll. Pricing Excluded. Pricing, fees, billing rates, compensation,
anticipated contract cost, and other price-related
considerations were not considered in evaluating, scoring,
or ranking Statements of Qualifications.
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IV. Advisory Character of Ranking. The Evaluation Team is a
recommending body. Its ranking is an advisory
qualifications-based recommendation to the Garden City
Council and is not the City Council’s final selection or
approval of a respondent.

V. Council Authority. The Garden City Council is the final
municipal decision maker concerning whether to approve
the recommended first-ranked respondent, authorize
negotiations, direct further proceedings, or take other action
within its authority. Council consideration is scheduled for
October 26, 2026.

VI. No Contract Award. Neither this public release nor the
Evaluation Team'’s ranking constitutes a contract award,
authorization to negotiate, authorization to perform
services, obligation of City funds, or authorization for any
respondent to act on behalf of the City.

Article 2 — Notice of Recommended First-Ranked Respondent

1. Notice. Notice is hereby given that, on October 19, 2026,
the Evaluation Team recommended the following
responsive respondent as the first-ranked respondent for
RFQ No. RFQFY2026-0001, based on the respondent’s
demonstrated competence and professional qualifications
under the published RFQ criteria:

Item Determination
Recommended First-Ranked Respondent Morrison Maierle
Final Aggregate Score 293

Recommended Rank 1
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ll. Pending Council Action. The recommendation will be
presented to the Garden City Council for consideration on
October 26, 2026. The Council may approve the
recommendation, decline the recommendation, return the
matter for further proceedings, or take other action authorized
by law and the City’s procurement procedures.

lll. No Authorization to Commence Work. No respondent may
commence services, incur reimbursable costs, represent that
it has been retained by the City, or otherwise act on the
City’s behalf unless and until the City has completed all
required approvals and the parties have executed a written
agreement authorized by the City.

Article 3 — Published Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Method

I. Scoring Instruction. Evaluators scored each responsive
respondent on demonstrated competence and professional
qualifications. The scoring criteria and maximum point values
below were applied uniformly to all responsive Statements
of Qualifications.

Il. Evaluation Criteria.

. e Maximum
Evaluation Criterion )

Points

Project understanding and technical approach 15
FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15
Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant 10

coordination experience
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Ability to protect Garden City interests and address

Garden City-specific impacts

QA/QC and document-control procedures

Past performance and references

Conflict-free independence and responsiveness

Total Available Points

10

5
10
5
100

lll. Final Score Calculation. Final aggregate scores were calculated
under the scoring and aggregation method published in the RFQ.

IV. Scoring Record. The individual scoring sheets, any

documented revisions, and the final score tabulation are
maintained in the City’s procurement record and are included
in or available with this public release, subject to applicable

records-disclosure requirements.

Article 4 — Final Advisory Ranked List and Scoring

I. Ranked List. After evaluating the responsive Statements of
Qualifications, deliberating under the published criteria,
completing any documented score revisions, and verifying
the final tabulation, the Evaluation Team established the

following advisory ranked list:

Recommended Rank

Responsive Respondent

Final Aggregate Score

1 | Morrison Maierle 293
2 | RIVAB 246
3 | SWCA 252
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Il. Respondent-Specific Scoring Detail. The scores and ranking
sheets used to develop the ranked list are attached as Exhibit
A.

lll. Tie Determination. NO TIE OCCURRED.

IV. Nonresponsive or Withdrawn Submissions. ALL
SUBMISSIONS LISTED ABOVE WERE DETERMINED
RESPONSIVE.

V. Certification of Ranking and Public Release. The undersigned
certify that this document accurately states the Evaluation
Team's advisory ranked list and final score tabulation for RFQ
No. RFQFY2026-0001 and is authorized for public release as
stated above.

Kent Brown, Evaluation Team Chair
Date: October 19, 2026

Jenah Thornborrow, Development Services Director
Date: October 19, 2026

Lisa M. Leiby, City Clerk
Date: October 19, 2026
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EXHIBIT A

Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: RFQFY2026-0001
Respondent _ S GA
Evaluator: 5‘\&(&0/1 B&f‘ Ler
Date: {O!LQ!ZQ
I.  Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated

competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

Maximum

Criterion : Score
Points

Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points il

FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points 9

Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points Y

Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points A

Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination 10 Points 8

experience
Aplllty to pro’gect Garden City interests and address Garden 10 Points é
City-specific impacts

QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points Y

Past performance and references 10 Points (0

Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points =

Total 100 Points—————
&3

[I. Evaluator Comments.

Strengths: ey ﬂhjm‘f né—‘{(am/’ W("MC@ :
Weaknesses: Mot mud Tdahe o Hojee. River expenone’
Clarifications Needed: 4

Recommended for Interview: [YES/NQ]

Recommended Ranking: [_3 |fé2//£g éé/
Evaluator Signpature:

Date: /0, [9/?26 = 5 <

/




Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: RFQFY2026-0001
Respondent: _\ew 1904 majﬁrb
Evaluator: Sf-g,l(ﬁd}n 321" ‘::8 r—
Date: m// /26
I.  Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated

competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

Maximum

Criterion . Score
Points

Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points &

FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points L4

Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points 1!—{

Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points 3

Publlc_-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination 10 Points \0

experience

Apmty to p_rot_ect Garden City interests and address Garden 10 Points \0

City-specific impacts

QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points 5

Past performance and references 10 Points L

Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points

Total 100 Points q@

[I.  Evaluator Comments. ’
P s 2 Jinadis @af?i;rf«& _

Strengths: Bes? Bas=e TAwer £ (& Ney exeyienss
Weaknesses: d
Clarifications Needed:
Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO]
Recommended Ranking: [__} | Wg gz :
Evaluator Signatuje: _,

Date: (cl')ﬁ [ 9,/ 26 d




Weaknesses

Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: RFQFY2026-0001

Respondent: __ & (u Hab
Evaluator, __“2 | v e

Date: \0 !le)i_ZJCﬂ

Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated
competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

Maximum

Criterion ) Score
Points

Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points 13

FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points 13

Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points 13

Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points 14

Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination 10 Points 8

experience
Aplllty to p_rot.ect Garden City interests and address Garden 10 Points @
City-specific impacts

QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points 3
Past performance and references 10 Points 1O
Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5Points &
Total 100 Points

27
s Be > QLM

Evaluator Comments.

Strengths: é’i’CUA
Clarifications.Needed: §

Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO]
Recommended Ranking/[) /&
Evaluator Signature: My”__
Date: (0 y !9/




Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: RFQFY2026-0001

Respondent: /Z7a cetson- Hareple

Evaluator: G {)N it\ e d—

Date: /o- 19 Z o

Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated
competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of

Statements of Qualifications.

Criterion

Project understanding and technical approach

FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience
Qualifications and availability of key personnel
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination
experience

Ability to protect Garden City interests and address Garden
City-specific impacts

QA/QC and document-control procedures

Past performance and references

Conflict-free independence and responsiveness

Total

Evaluator Comments.

Strengths: FEMA-LOMR and floodplain mapping experience

Maximum
Points

15 Points
15 Points
15 Points
15 Points

10 Points

10 Points

5 Points
10 Points
5 Points
100 Points

Score
15
14

14
15

9

Weaknesses: None

Clarifications Needed: No

Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO] N/A

Recommended Rankingg
Evaluator Signature: %D\‘N .‘__;_ - Kf

Date: _ 10.19.2026




Date:

Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: REQFY2026-0001

Respondent:

Evaluator:

[STVHAB

lolow Sclw id—

Date: /O0-17-2

Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated
competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

Criterion

Project understanding and technical approach

FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience
Qualifications and availability of key personnel
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination

experience

Ability to protect Garden City interests and address Garden

City-specific impacts
QA/QC and document-control procedures
Past performance and references

Conflict-free independence and responsiveness

Total

Evaluator Comments.

Strengths: _Project Understanding and Technical Approach

Maximum
Points

15 Points
15 Points
15 Points
15 Points

10 Points

10 Points

5 Points
10 Points
5 Points
100 Points

Weaknesses:

2-D hydraulic Modeling Experience

Clarifications Needed: __No
Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO] N/A

Recommended Ranking: [ 2 ]
Evaluator Signature:
10.19.2026

e N\ L

Score
14

13
12
15

10

10

5
10

5
94



Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: RFQFY2026-0001

Respondent: QS o éﬂ’
Evaluator: é[;/u Y T r,(f—
Date: [0~ 1T-2 o

Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated
competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of

Statements of Qualifications.

Criterion Ma_X|mum
Points

Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points
FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points
Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points
Publlq—agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination 10 Points
experience
Ability to protect Garden City interests and address Garden .

) . 10 Points
City-specific impacts
QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points
Past performance and references 10 Points
Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points
Total 100 Points

Evaluator Comments.

Strengths: _Qualifications and availability of key personnel

Score

13
13

12
15

10

Weaknesses: _ Two dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience

Clarifications Needed: No

Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO] N/A

Recommended Ranking: [ 3 ] %b\ E =
Evaluator Signature: D\:\ PAP

Date: _ 10.19.2026




Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: REQFY2026-0001 :
Respondent: M oryys0pn Marevrle
Evaluator: _L.| o yd K Beouin PE
Date: 10_/!?{%0 AA

. Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated

competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

o Maximum
Criterion Points Score
Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points 15
FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points =
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points 15
Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points | 5
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination .
experience _ 10 Points 1J
Al_::lllty to protect Garden City interests and address Garden 10 Points | O
City-specific impacts
QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points A
Past performance and references 10 Points j O
Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points 5
Total 100 Points — N
100
iI. Evaluator Comments.
Strengths: &MWM@LWLMM 0ty and HOR
Weaknesses: \[p n <
Clarifications Needed: —_

Recommended for Interview: [YES/NO]

Recommended Ranking:
Evaluator Signatyre: _@J K 13vp LA

Date: yO/(L/2074, V




Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: REQFY2026-0001

Respondent: _ S W/ /. A

Evaluator: Ll{JwZ k. Bvsusrn PE

Date: }ﬁ//%//7 D2¢

Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated

competence and qualifications. Pricin
Statements of Qualifications.

g shall not be considered in the evaluation of

Maximum

Criterion Points Score
Project understanding and technical approach 15 Points 1O
FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points } O
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points | 2.
Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points A
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination 10 Points %
experience

Ability to protect Garden City interests and address Garden .

City-specific impacts 10 Points “5:'
QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points 5
Past performance and references 10 Points | O
Conflict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points

Total
Evaluator Comments.
Strengths: S

Weaknesses: |
Clarifications Needed:

100 Points 77

ciente. 31 hyde ulic mfjolﬁ Ef{ AE F QQE,LDM/%Q Pm&‘?—ﬁs-
v . ved .

Recommended for Interview: {{ES/NO]

Recommended Ranking;
Evaluator Signature:
Date: /2 / 2

n




Attachment C — Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Form

RFQ No.: REQFY2026-0001
Respondent: 1 v M. b
Evalator: L lpud K. Bvpurn PE
Date: _) ) /] ??/AZO 26
l. Scoring Instruction. Evaluators shall score each respondent based on demonstrated

competence and qualifications. Pricing shall not be considered in the evaluation of
Statements of Qualifications.

Maximum

Criterion Points Score
Project understanding and technical approach 156 Points 10
FEMA LOMR and floodplain mapping experience 15 Points 10
Two-dimensional hydraulic modeling review experience 15 Points B3
Qualifications and availability of key personnel 15 Points |76,
Public-agency, FEMA, and multi-consultant coordination . —~
experience | 10 Points A
A!Jlllty to protect Garden City interests and address Garden 10 Points 5
City-specific impacts
QA/QC and document-control procedures 5 Points £~
Past performance and references 10 Points 2
Confiict-free independence and responsiveness 5 Points 5/
Total 100 Points __ <
LS
il. Evaluator Comments.
Strengths: 6924 2X pe Y enie ',h HEC.RAS 2D h, Jn" ‘ 04{;4". 7\1;17,
Weaknesses: ‘ : ot ' Se B wer,

Clarifications Needed: o
Recommended for Interview: {(YES/NO]
Recommended Ranking:

Evaluator Signature: ( Q}fﬂ‘hm pd
Date: m’/JQ' 20 2¢
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