RIGHT OF WAY CONSULTANT REVIEW FORM

NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
RIGHT OF WAY CONSULTANT EVALUATION FORM

[bookmark: _GoBack]
The purpose for this evaluation is to assist consultants by providing feedback so they can improve their performance, better serve the Department, and have more opportunities in the future.  Consultant performance categories are as follows:  

1. Ability to Meet Schedule
2. Amount of assistance and coordination required
3. Responsiveness
4. Accuracy of work product or deliverable.


	Evaluation Date:
	     
	|_| Interim Evaluation
	|_| Final Evaluation



	TIP:
	     
	WBS:
	     
	County:
	     

	Consultant RW Firm:
	     
	|_|   Design Build Project

	Services Covered:
	|_|  Acquisition    |_|  Appraisal    |_|   Relocation




	NCDOT Right of Way Project Manager

	     
	Date
	          

	NCDOT RW Unit Management
BY: Assistant State Negotiator, State Negotiator, RW Unit Assistant 
Manager, or RW Unit Manager
	     
	Date
	          

	(Firm) Consultant Project Manager

	     
	Date
	          



Return completed reviews to Manager of Right of Way Unit.




















	Category
	Rating

	1. Ability to Meet Schedule
	|_| 1. Unacceptable
|_| 2. Very Poor
|_| 3. Poor

	|_| 4. Needs Improvement
|_| 5. Marginal 
|_| 6. Acceptable

	|_| 7. Expected
|_| 8. Very Good
|_| 9. Outstanding
|_| 10. Perfect

	Negotiating Score   
	     
	Appraisal Score   
	     
	Relocation Score
	     
	Avg Total Score
	     

	Category Considerations:

	Were Initial Contacts made and appraisal requests delivered made according to schedule?
Were Appraisals delivered to NCDOT according to schedule?
Were Offers made 5-20 working days of receipt of approved appraisal?
Were follow-up contacts made 10-30 days of the offer (if claim not settled)?
Were Settlement Final Reports submitted 5-20 working days of securing all necessary documents?
Were all Final Reports submitted according to the project schedule?
Were relocation benefits offered in accordance with DOT policy?
Were relocation notices (90 day, 30 day, notice of construction) delivered according to project schedule and promptly after offer and date of acquisition?
Were instruments recorded promptly and acquisition and relocation payments delivered promptly?
Were closing documents submitted to NCDOT promptly after recording?


	Comments:
	

	     



	


	Category
	Rating

	2. Amount of assistance and coordination required
	|_| 1. Unacceptable
|_| 2. Very Poor
|_| 3. Poor

	|_| 4. Needs Improvement
|_| 5. Marginal 
|_| 6. Acceptable

	|_| 7. Expected
|_| 8. Very Good
|_| 9. Outstanding
|_| 10. Perfect

	Negotiating Score   
	     
	Appraisal Score   
	     
	Relocation Score
	     
	Avg Total Score
	     

	Category Considerations:

	
Design Build Projects were coordinated with Division RW Office prior to property owner contacts?
Consultant exhibited knowledge of NCDOT Acquisition policies and procedures?
Consultant exhibited knowledge of USPAP and NCDOT appraisal standards?
Consultant exhibited knowledge of NCDOT Relocation policies and procedures?
Were adequate Relocation Advisory Services rendered to the displacees?
Consultant contacted NCDOT at appropriate times to discuss complex or unusual issues on the project?
Plan Changes and 10-F forms submitted complete and according to DOT policy?




	Comments:
	

	     





	
	Category
	Rating

	3. Responsiveness 
	|_| 1. Unacceptable
|_| 2. Very Poor
|_| 3. Poor

	|_| 4. Needs Improvement
|_| 5. Marginal 
|_| 6. Acceptable

	|_| 7. Expected
|_| 8. Very Good
|_| 9. Outstanding
|_| 10. Perfect

	Negotiating Score   
	     
	Appraisal Score   
	     
	Relocation Score
	     
	Avg Total Score
	     

	Category Considerations:

	
Were requests for document corrections answered promptly by the consultant?
Did the consultant respond promptly to requests from the Department for information regarding specific parcels or issues?
Did the consultant respond promptly to requests from property owners or displaces?
Did the consultant provide complete and up to date monthly status reports by the first of the month and on dates of the monthly status meeting?
Did the consultant project manager attend the monthly status meeting and come prepared to discuss the project status?
Were entry agreements followed up on, resulting in acquisition or condemnation within 12 months of execution?


	Comments:
	

	     





	
	Category
	Rating

	4. Accuracy of work product or deliverable 
	|_| 1. Unacceptable
|_| 2. Very Poor
|_| 3. Poor

	|_| 4. Needs Improvement
|_| 5. Marginal 
|_| 6. Acceptable

	|_| 7. Expected
|_| 8. Very Good
|_| 9. Outstanding
|_| 10. Perfect

	Negotiating Score   
	     
	Appraisal Score   
	     
	Relocation Score
	     
	Avg Total Score
	     

	Category Considerations:

	Were appraisal requests accurate and complete?
Were appraisals completed according to USPAP and DOT standards?
Were Offers letters accurate and complete?
Were claim diaries complete, and did they fully document the interactions with the owner or displacee?
Were conveyance instruments accurately prepared and executed properly?
Were relocation benefits calculated accurately? 
Were the relocation evaluations completed according to NCDOT and FHWA policies/guidelines?
Was a sufficient number of negotiating contacts made prior to requesting condemnation?
Were all Final Reports prepared accurately and contain all necessary documentation?
Did the firm file accurate and verifiable invoices? 


	Comments:
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