Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), fei:]uires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION _ -
Contractor Name: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-78973

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 8/18/05 to 11/15/05
Photogrammetric Mapping 88575

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter intc a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to complete Aerial Triangulations, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 90, (from TH 254 to Alden), District 7 / Project number
2280-124. ’ :

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $82,127.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping |

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently: .

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

ﬂﬁw bt JA~19- 05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

'Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection proccdures Address-comments on back, keep comments factual..

Agreement No. (@JQ ;)Mr.— 5 Type of work }D\\ Qtﬁvl—r/\//" mee‘tf“ C.. f /O h
District/Office [ ) _ Work Type Code ( 0. / M‘P :

S.P. DSP/\/V)L/ T.H. Y/ Location +r pian [ H D5 L, ;4 (/ﬁen

~ Contractor @ P\\/\ T \]

Subcentractor —

Subcontractor —

Contract Period: }?,/Q,()i{ . //_/S (,76 : éﬁ?ﬁ-(;}é

Work Start Date - Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: § h/ /)7 = Orig Cost: $£2/ ) *7 (M— + Amended Cost: $§_&

Aménded cost for: ~ Overrun ~ ~ Addifional Work Number of Amendments

Item Rating ‘ Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager * .
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

’ ' Above Below
Average Average Average | Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality N

2. Work Performance =~ - , e

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT - /

_ ' Standards/Requirements . Vo

4. Deliverables Complete and ‘

I ontime - : v
5. Project related cooperation
6. QA/QC plan conformance’ ' "

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points \:;) f
o (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager : Contr’éét Admi strator /
( ﬁmmﬁﬁrw car - GTEAk ;Zq:\ai eH My—/7L 2 /\/

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Dlrector, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), i'equires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-78973

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 8/18/05 to 11/15/05
Photogrammetric Mapping 88575

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to complete Aerial Triangulations, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk nghway 90, (from TH 254 to Alden), District 7 / Project number
2280-124.

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $82,127.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently:

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

ﬂ il Jrlraee JA~19- 05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).
Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

TBE Group A64111

Project Name (if applicable): ~Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 52/Oronoco (S.P. 5508-84) 86558 7/9/04— 10/28/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to perform Subsurface Utility Engineering services in support of the proposed TH
52/0Oronoco Design-Build Project (S.P. 5508-84). Said services produced deliverables which were included in the
Design-Build RFP as part of the Referenced Information Documents on existing utilities.

This contract was necessary to produce existing utility mapping information to a quality Level “A” standard (ref. ASCE
Standard CI/ASCE 38-02), per requirements of the current Design-Build policy on supplying existing utility information to
proposing organizations.

Mn/DOT does not currently utilize Subsurface Utility Engineering investigations and/or methods in-house that produce
mapping results to Quality Level “A” standards. Therefore, it was necessary to enter into a contract to perform this
unique and specialized service.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 369 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $190,080.59 State Funds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Not applicable.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(»@L&QMMMM /R-19-0 5

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 86558 Type of work Subsurfaée Utility Engineering |
District/Office 5 Work Type Code E j b}
S.P. _ 5508-84 T.H. 52 Location Oronoco
Contractor TBE Group
Sub contréctor '
Subcontractor
Contract Period: _____7/9/2004___; __ 8/15/05 ;__10/28/05
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: § 190,080.59 = Orig Cost: $190,080.59 + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 0

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average . Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ‘ X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget

KK IO |

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: ~ Total Points 3 4’
. (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: : %fjm%ﬁ(?
e A /(-—’LD/‘ |
( T T Kals / ) Z.C/7
Print Name P tName

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:
Above Average:
. - Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
o Deliverables exceed standards.
[ Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
‘. Deliverables meet standards.
o Project is on time and budget.
. Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
o Project is behind schedule or over budget.
] Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce
Poor:
e Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests. |
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. }
° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or |
expectations. ' 3
° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT. |
Comments:

The ("@V\Jrroxu\-m”pef%me,oq e vy g dime \‘X

AN TNV Pl O | was e s et stue, 4o Mn/i\QI’J‘ n-ees -
Alao, Heoo Contaddor caniplede of e Scope @_g;
mnvr{ \e wd—fmm b\,\(Qo\QjC amcﬁ "L“/,o r-Q,ZJ ug\m»ﬂq €0
Wene ey C’\SQCQ M :P\’“G\@Cj\ MGM/LOKOIW
V\szmm»@r\;\}&? q@x ( @C&/L/\M»@\/)V\TO—\C %Q, QOSF]\

N caene <. L

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.§98



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c),

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA AT72266

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
METRO EVACUATION PLAN 81655W152 2/4/05 — 11/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract:
BACKGROUND

A current project is exploring contraflow strategies for reducing evacuation time. A past project helped development of
basic algorithms for evacuation planning. This project will refine these algorithms to make them more scaleable.

OBJECTIVE ‘5
Develop easy-to-use and scaleable software system to support determination of evacuation planning and develop ‘
software to support that.

SCOPE

The basic scope is to understand the requirements of metropolitan-wide evacuation plan and develop the software to
support that.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: | Source of Funding:

N/A $53,011.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY & FEDERAL
HOMEILAND SECURITY FUNDS
If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

| (/@LM/WMW /2 /9 -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

arch
Agreement No. 81655, WO 152 Type of work Evace}gt%;g Modeling

District/Office Homeland Security Work Type Code EE
S.P. N/A T.H. N/A Location

Contractor UofM

Subcontractor
Subc¢ontractor
Contract Period: 2/4/05 ; 11/30/05 ; 11/30/05
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 53.011 =OrigCost: $ 53,011 + Amended Cost: $__ 0

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 0

Item Rating Rating
1 — 6 by Project Manager
7 -9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X
7. Contract adm1mstrat10n e R e e
: “."Cooperatlon : il , X g : 3 2
8. Invoices and progress reports R
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget N e
- management L X ‘
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 9\9

(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator: ~

W05~ W NG, ooyt

( McUssa ichinntsS’)

Print Name

Project Manager:

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

] Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

L Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

® Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

o Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

A\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c),

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
MARKETING MIDWEST, INC. AT75734

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUYING | 87498 6/2/05 — 9/5/05

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract:

The purpose of this contract is media buying and placement services for the Summer 2005 and the Winter 2005 Work
Zone Safety campaigns. Each year the State creates two statewide work zone safety public awareness and education
campaigns. One campaign begins in the spring and continues through the summer focusing on highway maintenance
and construction activities. The other campaign begins in the winter and focuses on snow and ice removal operations.
The campaigns are designed to educate travelers about dangers in work zones and provide them with information they
can use to protect themselves and workers against injury and death in work zone accidents.

The goal of this project is to eliminate serious injuries and fatalities in work zones by changing driver attitudes and
behavior as they approach a roadway work zone. To increase the overall visibility of key winter and summer work zone
safety messages through an effective and cost efficient use of media outlets.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: | Source of Funding:

N/A $112,343.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

ol INelnae /217705

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Comm1ssmner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in future
consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Type of Work Communications
Work Type Code CM

Location Statewide

Contract No. 87498

District/Office Metro

SP Number N/A  TH Number N/A
Contractor Marketing Midwest

Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: June 2, 2005 Sept ©, 200% December 30, 2005
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $112,343.00 = Orig Cost: $120,250.00 + Amended Cost: $
Amended cost for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 4 points
2. Work Performance 4 points
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 points
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4 points
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4 points
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 points

Total Points 3 i

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Contract Administrator:

MLz nguwno 1212165

Melissa McGinnis Date

Project Manager:
Lo Q.
Kevin Walker

[”U & o
Date .
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,

MS 680




Jefinitions:

Average

Below Average:

- Above Average:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
or direction from Mn/DOT.

--Contractor performsbeyond expectations. -

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

L Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
® Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
L Project is behind schedule or over budget.
L] Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. ‘
] Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
o Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Comments:

CONTRACT CAME IN UNDER TOTAL CONTRACT VALUE BECAUSE ONE DISTRICT CHOSE
NOT TO PARTICIPATE UNDER THIS CONTRACT.

A\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: ' CFMS Contract Number:
Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson and Associates, Inc. A09328

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Final Design Services for State Project 79762 July 10, 2000 to July 10, 2005
2713-75, Trunk Highway 12

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract is for Final Design Services for Trunk Highway 12 (TH12) in Long Lake from Hennepin
county Road 6 in the City of Orono to Wayzata Boulevard in the City of Wayzata. The design included the replacement
and/or construction of six bridges, and reconstruction work on Old TH12 along with grading, surfacing, signals, lighting
traffic management systems, utility relocation, noise walls retaining walls, Aesthetic Design Guide, drainage systems
and ponding areas. This contract also included design interpretation and consultation to Mn/DOT Construction Crew
during the construction phase of this project.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
22,875.00 Contract:$1,704,786.48 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

g&»&é\/mb /I2-05-0685

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

CFMS Contract Number:

URS Corporation A45919
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
1-494 CORSIM model 82141W03 2/03 - 6/05

available in the time frame needed.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Model traffic flow and analyze the proposed design for I-494 from south of TH 62 in Eden Prairie to TH 5 in
Bloomington to meet the requirement of the Interstate Access Report. No personnel with expertise was

. Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $126,185.92

Source of Funding:
Trunk highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/F-05-05

Date

GC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson and Associates, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A09328

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
Final Design Services for State Project 79762
2713-75, Trunk Highway 12

Project Duration (Dates):
July 10, 2000 to July 10, 2005

during the construction phase of this project.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract is for Final Design Services for Trunk Highway 12 (TH12) in Long Lake from Hennepin
county Road 6 in the City of Orono to Wayzata Boulevard in the City of Wayzata. The design included the replacement
and/or construction of six bridges, and reconstruction work on Old TH12 along with grading, surfacing, signals, lighting
traffic management systems, utility relocation, noise walls retaining walls, Aesthetic Design Guide, drainage systems
and ponding areas. This contract also included design interpretation and consultation to Mn/DOT Construction Crew

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
22,875.00 Contract:$1,704,786.48

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(/ &Mi \/ Ysrdra e

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/R2-05-05
Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No.79762  Type of work: Final Design Services for State Project 2713-75
District/Office Metro Work Type Code DD
S.P.2713-75 T.H.12 Location TH 12 from Hennepin County Road No. to Wayzata Blvd.

Contractor Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson and Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor HDR Engineering, Inc. oo
Subcontractor Heartwood Forestry /[};’

Subcontractor Sewer Video Services e ; o)

~ = TANT SERY. ]
Contract Period: July 10 2000 ; June 30.2005 July 10, 2005 & 2 CoNsUL oF
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date g/ Z

Total Contract Cost: $ 1,704,786.48 = Orig Cost: $1,388.408.84+ Amended Cost: $33

o
e

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 2

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 7(
2. Work Performance X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time X
5. Project related cooperation

X

XX

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration X
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports X
9. Cost estimation/budget X
management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3 '

(Maximum points 36)

onfract Adj(vf;?;]stra T
(/ , 1 [IAM

W,,nmfer\F cy)
Print Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

] Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

[ Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

] Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

o Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

L Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.
° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

—TKDA (m+inues ‘1"'0 )0 jooj
S

) en MnDOT preo)ec
= —J

:\user\consult\fomzs\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

CFMS Contract Number:

URS Corporation A45919
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
1-494 CORSIM model 82141W03 2/03 — 6/05

available in the time frame needed.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Model traffic flow and analyze the proposed design for I-494 from south of TH 62 in Eden Prairie to TH 5 in
Bloomington to meet the requirement of the Interstate Access Report. No personnel with expertise was

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $126,185.92

Source of Funding:
Trunk highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

/) 4 ‘
Corad 1Velracc

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/T 05-05

Date

CCH Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in

future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

82141W03
Work Type Code TS
Location Bloomington/Richfield

Agreement No. Type of work Freeway Modeling
District/Office Metro
S.P. 2785-261 T.H. 494

Contractor  URS Corporation, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 2-27-2003 ; 6-24-2005 ; 6-30-2005
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $126,185.92 = Original Cost: $89.790.67 + Amended Cost: $36,395.25
Amended cost for: _ Overrun  _X_ Additional Work Number of Amendments 3

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager :
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

R X X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration ,
cooperation X

8. Invoices and progress reports X

9. Cost estimation/budget %
management

Total Points 25

(Maximum points 36)

Project I\jager: Agredment Aﬂinjﬁr:
L - Gl s S /M/\A /Y}

(Kevin Sommers) / /(Linn Moline)

Print Name Print Name

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services, MS 680




Definitions:
Above Average:

° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

o Deliverables exceed standards.

] Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
L4 Contractor responsive to requests.
L4 Contractor suggests improvements.

Average

o Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

o Deliverables meet standards.

] Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations. :

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

There was a complete change in staff over the course of this project. Model calibration took
much longer than anticipated. The project did have a cost overrun of $12,602.05 which was
absorbed by the Consultant. There were many issues with the invoices, including lateness, and
there was much difficulty in getting them corrected. A special meeting had to be called between
MnDOT and the Consultant in order to get these issues fixed.

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c),

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
MARKETING MIDWEST, INC. A75734

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUYING | 87498 6/2/05 — 9/5/05

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract:

The purpose of this contract is media buying and placement services for the Summer 2005 and the Winter 2005 Work
Zone Safety campaigns. Each year the State creates two statewide work zone safety public awareness and education
campaigns. One campaign begins in the spring and continues through the summer focusing on highway maintenance
and construction activities. The other campaign begins in the winter and focuses on snow and ice removal operations.
The campaigns are designed to educate travelers about dangers in work zones and provide them with information they
can use to protect themselves and workers against injury and death in work zone accidents.

The goal of this project is to eliminate serious injuries and fatalities in work zones by changing driver attitudes and
behavior as they approach a roadway work zone. To increase the overall visibility of key winter and summer work zone
safety messages through an effective and cost efficient use of media outlets.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract Source of Funding:
N/A $112,343.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

W a0
Carol Molnau, Lt Governor/Commlssmner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).
Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

TBE Group A64111

Project Name (if applicable): ~Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 52/Oronoco (S.P. 5508-84) 86558 7/9/04— 10/28/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to perform Subsurface Utility Engineering services in support of the proposed TH
52/Oronoco Design-Build Project (S.P. 5508-84). Said services produced deliverables which were included in the
Design-Build RFP as part of the Referenced Information Documents on existing utilities. ,

This contract was necessary to produce existing utility mapping information to a quality Level “A” standard (ref. ASCE
Standard CI/ASCE 38-02), per requirements of the current DeS|gn -Build policy on supplying existing utility information to
proposing organizations.

Mn/DOT does not currently utilize Subsurface Utility Engineering investigations and/or methods in-house that produce
mapping results to Quality Level “A” standards. Therefore, it was necessary to enter into a contract to perform this
unigue and specialized service.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 369 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $190,080.59 State Funds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Not applicable.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

@MW%% /Q-/%«o 5

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File ;



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c),

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A72266

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
METRO EVACUATION PLAN 81655W152 2/4/05 — 11/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract:

BACKGROUND
A current project is exploring contraflow strategies for reducing evacuation time. A past project helped development of
basic algorithms for evacuation planning. This project will refine these algorithms to make them more scaleable.

OBJECTIVE

Develop easy-to-use and scaleable software system to support determination of evacuation planning and develop
software to support that.

SCOPE
The basic scope is to understand the requirements of metropolitan-wide evacuation plan and develop the software to
support that.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: | Source of Funding:

N/A $53,011.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY & FEDERAL
HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDS

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

| WWW /2 /905

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

‘' Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Culbert’s Missabe Appraisal Service, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A43714
Project Name (if applicable): Property Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):.
Appraisals, District 1-Duluth, MN. 83372 Work Order 05 Jan 02, 2003 thru Sep 18, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

District 1 is need of Contractor to perform 32 parcel appraisals for State Project No. 3108-56 (904)
(6,7,10,45,46,47,48,49,50,55,56,57,58,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68,69,70,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,& 80)) and State
Project Number 3108-56 (903) parcels 80 & 84), a distance of 6.5 miles, in Itasca County. Contractor will make
recommendations based upon appraisal reviews with consistent estimate of market value for the property to be
purchased. Contractor’s recommendation will be made in accordance with State’s Office of land Management

specifications.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $60,500.00 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: To provide an appraisals of land value, with
eminent domain proceedings with expert witness testimony at Commissioner’s hearing, and or court trial.

Contractor completed this project on-time and the quality of the land appraisals were excellent.

]

/ 45 1 \ //‘ )
{ (/)(L( p'{(/ //v / (‘ L(////(l/[, s
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

)2-7—0S

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 83372 WO 5 Type of work: Appraisal
District/Office: D-1 Work Type Code: AP
S.P. 3108-56 T.H.: 38 Location:
Contractor: Culberts Missabe Appraisal
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period:  10/02 11/05 | 19/05
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $61,000.00 = Orig Cost: $60,500.00 + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ ~~ Additional Work ~ Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract adrmmstratlon
__cooperation . o]
8. Inv01ces and progress reports

9. Cost estlmatxon/budget o
management L

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 36

\x (Maxxmum peints 36)
}o;ect lYIanager

JQ%A // | (et

C\)ntr ct Ad 'n' trator:

Hous € " (Cathie Ashlin)
“\_ Print Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




~ Definitions: ,
- Above Average: :
[ Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
. Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average-
[ ] Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
o Deliverables meet standards.
° Project is on time and budget.
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: :
' ° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
e . Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
. ‘Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations.
° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

CommentS: Remaining appraisal work will not be needed, parcels are being settled.

‘\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Thomas-Lauren Company

CFMS Contract Number: A43714

Project Name (if applicable): Property
Appraisals, District 4-Detroit Lakes, MN.

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
83430 Work Order 1

Project Duration (Dates):
Jan 21, 2003 thru Dec 05, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

District 4 is need of Contractor to perform 18 parcel appraisals (67, 69, 70, 71, 74, 76, 78, 81, 82, 83, 86, 87, 89, 92, 95,
201, 204, and 207) along State Project Number 2102-50, located on 3" Avenue from Broadway to Nokomis, Alexandria,
a distance of 1.5 miles, in Alexandria, Minnesota. Contractor will make recommendations based upon appraisal reviews
with consistent estimate of market value for the property to be purchased. Contractor’s recommendation will be made in
accordance with State’s Office of land Management specifications.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $71,500.00

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

N/A

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: To provide an appraisals of land value, with
eminent domain proceedings with expert witness testimony at Commissioner’s hearing, and or court trial.

Contractor completed this project on-time and well under budget. The quality of the land appraisals were excellent.

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

\ {)t( // ‘/ / A (’/V"?/"’{Z'['L/

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in

future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 83430 WO 1 Type of work: Appraisal
District/Office: D-4 Work Type Code: AP
S.P. 2102-50 TH.: 29 Location:
Contractor: Thomas Lauren Co.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: 1/03 11/05 112/05
Work Start Date Work Completion Date . Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $71,500.00 = Orig Cost: $71,500.00 + Amended Cost: $

- Amended cost for: ~ Overrun. ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
: Above Below

Average Average Average Poor

4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration - S EE
’ﬂ‘fcooperauon L R

9 Cost estlmatlon/budget
__management ‘

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 36
(Maximum points 36)
\

_-Project Manager: ,

( Skip Pitzen) ‘ (Cathle Ashlin)
p
int Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




~ Definitions:
Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT. '

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

° Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

o Project is on time and budget.

L Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: '

o Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

L Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

L Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: '

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

e  Contractor is unresponsive to requests. v

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

A\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Thomas-Lauren Company CFMS Contract Number: A43714
Project Name (if applicable): Property Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Appraisals, District 4-Detroit Lakes, MN. 83430 Work Order 1 Jan 21, 2003 thru Dec 05, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

District 4 is need of Contractor to perform 18 parcel appraisals (67, 69, 70, 71, 74, 76, 78, 81, 82, 83, 86, 87, 89, 92, 95,
201, 204, and 207) along State Project Number 2102-50, located on 3" Avenue from Broadway to Nokomis, Alexandria,
a distance of 1.5 miles, in Alexandria, Minnesota. Contractor will make recommendations based upon appraisal reviews
with consistent estimate of market value for the property to be purchased. Contractor’s recommendation will be made in
accordance with State’s Office of land Management specifications.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $71,500.00 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: To provide an appraisals of land value, with
eminent domain proceedings with expert witness testimony at Commissioner’s hearing, and or court trial.

Contractor completed this project on-time and well under budget. The quality of the land appraisals were excellent.

f/z‘u& 7@@4&%& /A= T7-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractqr Name: Culbert’'s Missabe Appraisal Service, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number: A43714

Project Name (if applicable): Property Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
Appraisals, District 1-Duluth, MN. 83372 Work Order 05

Project Duration (Dates):-
Jan 02, 2003 thru Sep 18, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

District 1 is need of Contractor to perform 32 parcel appraisals for State Project No. 3108-56 (904)
(6,7,10,45,46,47,48,49,50,55,56,57,58,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68,69,70,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,& 80)) and State
Project Number 3108-56 (903) parcels 80 & 84), a distance of 6.5 miles, in Itasca County. Contractor will make
recommendations based upon appraisal reviews with consistent estimate of market value for the property to be
purchased. Contractor’'s recommendation will be made in accordance with State’s Office of land Management

specifications.
Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $60,500.00 Trunk Highway

N/A

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: To provide an appraisals of land value, with
eminent domain proceedings with expert witness testimony at Commissioner’s hearing, and or court trial.

Contractor completed this project on-time and the quality of the land appraisals were excellent.

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/2-7 =0T

Date

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: MD Atlantic Technologies Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-79400

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 88591 Project Duration (Dates): 8/18/05 to 11/15/05
Photogrammetric Mapping

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway I-35W, (from 1-694 to North Jct. of I-35E), Metro
District / Project number 0280-53. ,

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. | Total Contract Amount: $72,516.00 Source of Funding: L/M, Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently:

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

an&wm 19-5-095

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

~Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680-along with the final invoice;. — ——

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: ‘ CFMS Contract Number:
Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, Inc. A38539

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
SP 5203-85 TH 14 North Mankato EA 78459W02 8/16/02-10/15/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Mn/DOT was required by MN State Law to prepare an Environmental Assessment for the 4-Lane expansion of TH 14
on the west edge of North Mankato. Lacking the personnel to prepare the document and the expertise to conduct much
of the environmental analyses, the contract was necessary. '

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
2,228.25 ' Contract: $177,344.95 District Consultant Budget

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

UWOM(/ /’o’2~&5~05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

Arrowhead Regional Development Commission

CFMS Contract Number:
A43921

Project Name (if applicable):
District One Long Range Plan

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

78507 WO 15

Project Duration (Dates):
12/31/02 — 9/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Develop a long range transportation plan (2006— 2030) for the eight county region of Northeastern
Minnesota on conduct planning team and steering team meeting, public inputsession, compile project lists,
funding sources and prepare a final Investment Plan.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $65,290.00

Source of Funding:
State

this type of work.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

The Arrowhead Regional Development Commission is the only contractor that holds a Master Contract for

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

W%

Carol Molnau Lt. Governor/Commissioner

JI2-05-05
Date

ce: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over

$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik and Associates, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A48765
Project Name (if applicable): Municipal Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Separate Storm Sewer Permit 83353 June 4, 2003 - June 30, 2005
Application

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of the contract was to provide services necessary to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Phase Il and prepare a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit Application as
required by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

The work was contracted because personnel with the necessary expertise were not available to provide this
one-time service when needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 10171 Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
$1,498,919.78 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Attach a copy of the performance evaluation prepared for this contract.

WM /20505

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Aero Metric (d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-80670

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 9/16/05 to 11/22/05
Photogrammetric Mapping 88745

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to complete Aerial Triangulations, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 1-94, (from Rogers to Monticello ), District 3 / Project
number 8680F. :

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $72,990.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently:

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

2 |

& X ) - o~ ’
vy /))2‘(/&(1 CC Jo - OO il

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. Q? L—f S Type of work D}/\:D\#O&//—QML’-\./;VL‘//n M((//Q/L,
District/Office > —_ 3 Work Type Code M_L_

S.P. 8@8’[E TH T _ CIL/ Location __ Y= ni Po‘fﬁr(‘k \/(/p(% Eué( f
Contractor _ M ¢, /\lﬁl\/\u /\n& | ‘l. J Mo uh Cells

Subcontractor —

Subcontractor —

Contract Period: q.../é _.05 [[ =22 »05 é’ S0 -0 é

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 22 370 = Orig Cost: $ °(, Q: i?Q;& Amended Cost: $ Q

Amended cost for; ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager 4
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average | Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality
2. Work Performance -

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

N

ANAVANANANAN

Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Pointsgé/‘

(Maximum points 36)

Project Man ﬂ &nt%d@or /
B‘w\ [

T e AT Meneant

Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over

$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Aero Metric (d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-80670

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 9/16/05 to 11/22/05
Photogrammetric Mapping 88745

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to complete Aerial Triangulations, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway I-94, (from Rogers to Monticello ), District 3 / Project
number 8680F. -

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $72,990.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently:

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

7} ) y
(WWW"/( /4 - 5703
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: MD Atlantic Technologies Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-79400

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 88591 Project Duration (Dates): 8/18/05 to 11/15/05
Photogrammetric Mapping

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway I-35W, (from I-694 to North Jct. of I-35E), Metro
District / Project number 0280-53.

“Advances a transportation purpose”, we have employees for this purpose but they are already too busy with work.
In house we run two shifts for Photogrammetric Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. | Total Contract Amount: $72,516.00 Source of Funding: L/M, Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or more
efficiently:

Performing this work ourselves would be for more expense. Capital costs for necessary equipment and ongoing
costs for personnel for this type of work are prohibitive for the State.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

No.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

) gt o B s |
(-/Q "\L/L(_,e'!jy:),bé/ﬂ»at(\_‘, |9-5-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 8 8 5% / Type of work P]f? 07"0(//,] (o e +f7 ué’ /) /7 ﬁ“

District/Office M(’AV 5 (" Work Type Code /() 5]
S.P. /)DQ[ )57 TH T_-35W Location Froua [- £9Y A, AL \cft(ov)/ffjé

Contractor M D AMQM Lo Tl \

Subcontractor ——

Subcontractor —

ContractPe'riod:ﬁ-—-/(q“Oj ; //~}5/05 : é,—ZO/Oé

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: § = Orig Cost: $7(2, 5/ ~+ Amended Cost: $ §Zg

Amended cost for: ~ Overrunr ~- Additional Work Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average | Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

v/
| v
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT /
v

‘Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance V4

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points », é l/

{Maximum points 36)

PrOJectM ger Con j% / /

W/“’Prm%me WU , | Mcﬁ%ﬁﬁw MeHRAN

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A38539

Project Name (if applicable):
SP 5203-85 TH 14 North Mankato EA

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

78459W02

Project Duration (Dates):
8/16/02-10/15/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Mn/DOT was required by MN State Law to prepare an Environmental Assessment for the 4-Lane expansion of TH 14
on the west edge of North Mankato. Lacking the personnel to prepare the document and the expertise to conduct much
of the environmental analyses, the contract was necessary.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
2,228.25

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $177,344.95

Source of Funding:
District Consultant Budget

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(/,;[ ) “L&7 7;2 V4 1009,

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in -
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. __ 78459W02 Type of work _Environmental Assessment
District/Office 7 Work Type Code _ PD
S.P.5203-85 T.H.14 Location __ Nicollet CSAH 6 to LorRay Drive in North Mankato

Contractor Bonesstroo, Rosene, Ankerlik & Assoc., Inc.

Subcontractor SBP & Associates

Subcontractor

Contract Period:  Aug. 16, 2002 ; ; October 15, 2005
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $_185,103.35 = Orig Cost: § 151,351.15 + Amended Cost: $_33.752.20

Amended cost for: ~ Overran  ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments __ 3__

Item Rating - Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 2.75
2. Work Performance ' 3.5
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT : 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation 3
6. QA/QC plan conformance 2.5

Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Points 29
' / ‘ (Maximum points 36)
4 ,
roject Manager: /,;' Agreement Administrator:
6«{,le [/ - b [Mﬁ i ( el P /{&ff/ﬁa\\__
( Peter Harff ) [// . ( Craig M- Felber )
‘ Print Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Office of Consultant Services, MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

o Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards. ;
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
] Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ‘ .
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards. -
o Project is on time and budget.
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
] Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: ‘ '
' ° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations. '
° ‘Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Comments:

Bonestroo did an excellent job in terms of keeping the project moving, providing what we

‘needed, when we needed it, and providing information in a Mn/DOT friendly formats.
The first draft of the EA would have preferably been better — easier to understand, more well
organized — but corrections were made.

The wetland work was originally not complete, then somewhat slow in coming and not well

organized. The lower scores in the rating reflect these two items, with the wetland issue being

the more serious of the two.

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000
Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: ' CFMS Contract Number:
Arrowhead Regional Development Commission A43921

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
District One Long Range Plan 78507 WO 15 12/31/02 — 9/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Develop a long range transportation plan (2006— 2030) for the eight county region of Northeastern
Minnesota on conduct planning team and steering team meeting, public inputsession, compile project lists,
funding sources and prepare a final Investment Plan.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $65,290.00 State

The Arrowhead Regional Development Commission is the only contractor that holds a Master Contract for
this type of work.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[ sl T 7100 /2-05-0 5
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 78507-15 Type of Work __Planning & Technical Assistance

District/Office D-1 (Duluth) Work Type Code

S.P. 8821-93 T.H. 999 Location _Northeast Minnesot_aﬁi R {:5
L™ S
Contractor __Arrowhead Regional Development Commission (ARDC) i
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: _ January 1, 2003 ; _September 30, 2005 ; December 3 fx/q M
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date  *
Total Contract Cost: $.65,290.00 = Orig Cost: $_65,290.00 + Amended Cost: $
Amended cost for: O Overrun O Additional Work  Number of Amendments 1
(for additional time)
Ttem Rating Rating
1-6 by Project Manager
7-9 by Agreement Administrator Above Below
Average | Average | Average Poor

4 Points 3 Points | 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance ' X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and on time X

5. Project related cooperation X

6. QA/QC plan conformance -

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points
‘ (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: ' Contract Administrator:
(Dennis R. Johlson ) (Roberta P. Dwyer)
Print Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions
Above Averag

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

(S

Average:

C.

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones

Below Average:

Poor:

Comment:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations. '

Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

The ARDC provided quality staff services to Mn/DOT District 1 for development of the

Northeast Minnesota Long Range Transportation Plan for Fiscal Years 2008-2030. Staff services

included facilitating and participating in regional and public meetings, providing regional

background information, data and modal inventories, GIS mapping, technical assistance in

development of the plan and preparation and publication of the draft and final plan and Executive

Summary. The plan is also available on Mn/DOT’s website www.oim.dot.state.mn.us/ District

Long Range Transportation ‘Plans. Mn/DOT delays in providing statewide district plan guidance

resulted in a need for additional time and a contract amendment.




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Johnson Laffen Galloway Architects

CFMS Contract Number:
A45404

Project Name (if applicable):
Joint Operations Facility: Thief River Falls

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
84619

Project Duration (Dates):
July 2003 thru Dec 31, 2005

Vehicle Services and Pennington County.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
The contract was to provide Architectural and Engineering Services for the design and construction documents for the
Joint Operations Facility in Thief River Falls. The building will be used by MNDOT, MNDNR, State Patrol, Driver and

The consultant was selected by the State Designer Selection Board. Due to the Size of the project and the timing to get
the documents completed MNDOT and MNDNR did not have personnel available to do the project in house.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract; $377,900

Source of Funding:
Truck Highway & General Bonds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

CystPastnacc

/2Lpp5-085
Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. M é) H Type of work A ReHTECTURAL
District/Office MAINTENANCE Work Type Code  AC_

S.P. TZ[7+8E) T.H. Location _‘;HEF ENER F/*Q,S
Contractor JOHNSON LAFPEN GALLOMAY ARCHITECTS
Subcontractor HEYER. ENGR,

Subcontractor HAACE- BNeR.
Contract Period: \JU[—T l7| dm%, SQPT ‘S,'ZOOS ; Dec. %l, %S

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $ 4(‘{0|4m = Orig Cost: $ 4 85 000 + Amended Cost: $ ?)‘ 4’00

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun r,{, Additional Wor Number of Amendments Z..

Item Rating , Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality %,
2. Work Performance P
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT %,
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation A X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X

g

Total Points Q—-(&

(Maximum points 36)

Print Nakne

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services S¢ction=MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:

Average
L I
°
°
°

Below Average:

[ J
o
[
o
Poor:
[
o
®
[ J
[ J
Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests.improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations.

Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

ConetrUcTIoN Documents wees NoT ConlonSATED

ZeuoeeN

AR TE TURAL , MBCHANICAL AND

%@1 N& IN MoE SueaemMesT
TEHAN ON N RUGTION.

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Johnson Laffen Galloway Architects A45404

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Joint Operations Facility: Thief River Falls 84619 July 2003 thru Dec 31, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The contract was to provide Architectural and Engineering Services for the design and construction documents for the
Joint Operations Facility in Thief River Falls. The building will be used by MNDOT, MNDNR, State Patrol, Driver and
Vehicle Services and Pennington County. ,

The consultant was selected by the State Designer Selection Board. Due to the Size of the project and the timing to get
the documents completed MNDOT and MNDNR did not have personnel available to do the project in house.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
: Contract: $377,900 Truck Highway & General Bonds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(/QMM’L& i /205-08

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

ce: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik and Associates, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A48765
Project Name (if applicable): Municipal Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Separate Storm Sewer Permit 83353 June 4, 2003 - June 30, 2005
Application

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of the contract was to provide services necessary to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Phase Il and prepare a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit Application as
required by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

The work was contracted because personnel with the necessary expertise were not available to provide this
one-time service when needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 10171 Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
$1,498,919.78 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Attach a copy of the performance evaluation prepared for this contract.

/] .
Claal )))stna /2 -05-

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

¥l

Y

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.
Agreement No.: 83353 Type of work: MS4 Permit Application
District/Office: Metro Work Type Code:

SP.: N/A_ T.H.: N/A_ Location: Metro District-wide

Contractor: Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik and Associates, Inc.

RECEIVED paet’
Subcontractor: AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. — OFFICE OF &=
22 CONSULTANT SeRv, N
Subcontractor > \’\,%
Contract Period: June 4, 2003; June 30, 2005; June 30, 2005 NS o

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $1.498.919.78 = Orig Cost: $1.498.919.78 + Amended Cost: N/A

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun  ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments: 0

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 3
2. Work Performance 3
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3
7. Contract administration
cooperation 7<
8. Invoices and progress reports e
9. Cost estimation/budget )
management : <
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 29

(Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Agreement Administrator:
. <4 4
(Cory Johnson) (Mark Hégen)
Print Name Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:
.~ Above Average:
) Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

L Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

° Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

] Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

o Deliverables meet standards.

o Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

° Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

o Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

The project manager responsibilities were reassigned to me in May 2005. During that time, the
contractor delivered all of the products and services requested by me correctly and efficiently.
Also during that time the contractor was asked to close the contract prior to the planned closing
date. Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik, & Associates along with their subcontractor AMEC,
responded very professionally and without delay to finalized several outstanding deliverables
within the end of fiscal year constraints. I believe that some improvements can be made in future
projects along the lines of timely invoicing. But overall I was pleased with the performance

demonstrated by both organizations during my time as project manager.

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: STS Consultants, Ltd. CFMS Contract Number: A47986
Project Name (if applicable): Statewide Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 81340 Work Order 14 May 06, 2003 thru Sept 30, 2005
maintenance

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This Work Order Contract provides State, with the assistance in dealing with Statewide problems associated with
contaminated soil; contaminated ground water; petroleum storage tanks or solid waste materials affecting State’s
maintenance operations as determined by state’s Project Manager. In these situations, State’s rapid response in
dealing with the contamination problem is necessary to avoid interruption in the maintenance operations, and avoid
potential negative impacts to the public or the environment.

It was necessary to enter into this Work Order because time is of the essence to prevent damaged to the public or the
environment due to contaminated ground water; petroleum storage tanks or solid waste leaks. The backlog and staff
shortages over at the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), requires immediate action. Contractor is filling in for
the MPCA must be on site within 36 hours of being notified. Contractor will perform monitoring, sampling, and
documentation in accordance with the most current MPCA guidelines available at the time the work is completed, or as
directed by State’s Project Manager

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $157,990.57 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

The intent of this Contract was to identify possible sources of Contaminated ground water; petroleum storage
tanks or solid waste leaks that could impact State Maintenance Sites. The results was sent to the Project
Manager for inclusion of the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment type research for up to five (5) potential
known contaminated properties.

Contractor completed this project on-time and well under budget. The quality of the reports was excellent.

: b 38 Z ' -
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Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION {% %}b
sideration 1n

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consi
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 1340 ().0. “—( Type of work 5%1‘&«&)\'0& Conkuninaded Materials
District/Office S’\‘Ovjrw)\‘aak Work Type Code EI RAssistnce for Mainfnauce
SP._ NP TH _NA Location 5(’&4—@«&\0(2_;

Contractor 5T$ C@\fvsu,( ‘(*va‘vl-% L.T.D.

Subcontractor N/ A

Subcontractor N/ A
Contract Period: Mﬂ'% (0 8003 Oq /%O /O > 32\!’)1 30 &OOS

Work Start Date Work Completlon Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: ${57, 990.SE Orig Cost: $ /5?' aé? Amended Cost: $ @

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments

- Item Rating . Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager v
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality
2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time '

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract adrmmstratlon
~ cooperation - Sl
8. . Invoices and progress rcports,l

disidai

9. Cost estimation/budget.
~ management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3 é
aximum points 36)

Project Manager: Cont act £ 'F@ JZ
L/YLQW\-Q/» Qaf’}wj&-» 3

ook lo. ) (@A(,\m\s T COBTISON

g
(\J d\‘ Print Name

Prin

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over

$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Service Engineering Group. CFMS Contract Number: A49667
Project Name: Contaminated Materials Mn/DOT Agreement No. Project Duration (Dates):
Assistance During Construction 81339 Work Order 12 Jun 18, 2003 thru Sep 30, 2005

State plans construction along Trunk Highway 10 Bridge, near Fargo, North Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota.
Consultant will provide assistance to State in properly dealing with contaminated soil encountered during the
construction project.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
N/A $65,438.35 Trunk Highway

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or
more efficiently: The project was contracted out to Consultant because State did not have the staff available at the
time needed to perform the task needed during construction along the Trunk Highway 10 Bridge near Fargo, North
Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: Consultant performed very well on all of
the tasks required for Contaminated Materials Assistance during construction. Contract was amended twice.
Amendment 01 was for additional cost of $28,990.50. This cost was needed because a Petroleum Underground Tank
was discovered on the project site during investigation. Consultant needed more time to perform soil sampling and
reporting needed to properly document the Petroleum Underground Tank removal and reporting. Amendment 02 was
for additional time needed to write the final report. The Contract requirements were handled in a timely manner with
minimal guidance from State. Overall, Consultant completed the work in a professional manner and very proficiently.

[Z(z Yy L/”'):Q/zuél/rm%/ J/-28-0 5

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 8\ 339 w.o.l2 Type of work C@Y\W r\ﬁvtl?a[ /(/1—@461'7’&/(5 /4 SS)S}aMou

District/Office L‘)L Work Type Code = ==
sh._1412~03  TH._[O Location _ Meorhead

Contractor _Deryice Eﬁ@)’hg@”t'nj{ Gfr‘cufi

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: &)UVV\Q 2, 7.003. Au(? 5')2—005 SQV)‘" 80 Qoc0G

Work Start Daté Work Completion Date Explraﬁon Date
Total Contract Cost: $ 3.5 Orig Cost: $38 58,00+ Amended Cost: $ ZE?IQ,CZ 0.50

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~\Additional Work Number of Amendments 2——

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator :
Above Below
Average . Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X ‘
2. Work Performance e
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements X
4. Deliverables Complete and ,
on time P
5. Project related cooperation )
6. QA/QC plan conformance e
7. Contract adrmmstraﬁon
cooperatlon PRNRCORRU 7\ .
8. Invoices. and progress reports N
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget ’ .
‘management x -

Total Points_ 2

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

in/z?ﬁ(

Project Manager:

( /\/&gﬂ(,n Nam};aadl(qj ) (%&ﬁigﬁ;zeo%ﬁw

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:
‘ Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

Average
°

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.
Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key rmlestones

Below Average:

Poor:

Comments:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. |

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations.

Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

‘\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Service Engineering Group. CFMS Contract Number: A49667
Project Name: Contaminated Materials Mn/DOT Agreement No. Project Duration (Dates):
Assistance During Construction - 81339 Work Order 12 Jun 18, 2003 thru Sep 30, 2005

State plans construction along Trunk Highway 10 Bridge, near Fargo, North Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota.
Consultant will provide assistance to State in properly dealing with contaminated soil encountered during the
construction project.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
N/A $65,438.35 Trunk Highway

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products better or
more efficiently: The project was contracted out to Consultant because State did not have the staff available at the
time needed to perform the task needed during construction along the Trunk Highway 10 Bridge near Fargo, North
Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: Consultant performed very well on all of
the tasks required for Contaminated Materials Assistance during construction. Contract was amended twice.
Amendment 01 was for additional cost of $28,990.50. This cost was needed because a Petroleum Underground Tank
was discovered on the project site during investigation. Consultant needed more time to perform soil sampling and
reporting needed to properly document the Petroleum Underground Tank removal and reporting. Amendment 02 was
for additional time needed to write the final report. The Contract requirements were handled in a timely manner with
minimal guidance from State. Overall, Consultant completed the work in a professional manner and very proficiently.

UM\‘]’WMM //—02/5’—05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File




Report on Professional/T echnical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: STS Consultants, Ltd. CFMS Contract Number: A47986
Project Name (if applicable): Statewide Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 81340 Work Order 14 May 06, 2003 thru Sept 30, 2005
maintenance

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This Work Order Contract provides State, with the assistance in dealing with Statewide problems associated with
contaminated soil; contaminated ground water; petroleum storage tanks or solid waste materials affecting State’s
maintenance operations as determined by state’s Project Manager. In these situations, State’s rapid response in
dealing with the contamination problem is necessary to avoid interruption in the maintenance operations, and avoid
potential negative impacts to the public or the environment.

It was necessary to enter into this Work Order because time is of the essence to prevent damaged to the public or the
environment due to contaminated ground water; petroleum storage tanks or solid waste leaks. The backlog and staff
shortages over at the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), requires immediate action. Contractor is filling in for
the MPCA must be on site within 36 hours of being notified. Contractor will perform monitoring, sampling, and
documentation in accordance with the most current MPCA guidelines available at the time the work is completed, or as
directed by State’s Project Manager

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $157,990.57 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

The intent of this Contract was to identify possible sources of Contaminated ground water; petroleum storage
tanks or solid waste leaks that could impact State Maintenance Sites. The results was sent to the Project
Manager for inclusion of the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment type research for up to five (5) potential
known contaminated properties.

Contractor completed this project on-time and well under budget. The quality of the reports was excellent.

, s .
@[M 1 )Yslrac J-28-05
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of
a contract.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

SRF Consulting Group Inc. , A50002

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Development and Testing of a Portable 82139, WO 5 June 2, 2003 — September 30, 2005
Non-Intrusive Traffic Detection System

(PNITDS) TPF-5(073)

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Mn/DQOT is serving as lead state for this pooled fund project to further the development and testing a portable non-
intrusive traffic detection system by providing data collection practitioners with a cost-effective design of a PNITDS
system and an independent assessment of a variety of detection technologies.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract:$222,988.00 Pooled Fund

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

-~
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| Carol Mo(nau Lt. Governor/Commlssmner Date
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CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written
comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No._82139 Type of work _Research

District/Office Investment Management

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Inc.

Contract Period: June 2, 2003 ; September 30, 2005
Start Date Expiration Date
Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:
$177,988.00 + $ 45,000.00 = $222,988.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality U
2. Work Performance L
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ; :
Standards/Requirements 3
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time L{
5. Project related cooperation Lt
6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A
(N/A)
7. Contract administration
cooperation %
8. Invoices and progress ; 3
reports
9. Cost estimation/budget 3
management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points Z 2
(Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

/{rry K eﬁméc%

4




Definitions:
Above Average:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Average

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Poor: ~
Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fauit of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

Consol dant SolLilk) o pw@cﬂl‘ i’ms on
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of

a contract.

Agency: _
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
SRF Consulting Group, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A48002

Project Name (if applicable):
INV 645: Implementation of Research
Findings (2003-2005)

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

83994

Project Duration (Dates):

5/1/2003 — 9/30/2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this study is to communicate current technologies, as they are implemented throughout Minnesota and
the rest of the country, to local county and city agencies. The study is administered through an advisory committee
which has selected a wide variety of topics, all having applications for city and county use.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $199,968.00

Source of Funding:
LRRB

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(//[/ 4 Aé\/ 'Nitnac

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner
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Date

cc: File



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written
comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No.83994
District/Office _Investment Management

Type of work Research

Contractor _SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Contract Period: _5/1/2003 ;

9/30/2005

Start Date Expiration Date
Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:
$199,968.00 + $_N/A = $199,968.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below -
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X

on time
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance NA
(N/A)
7. Contract administration X

cooperation ’
8. Invoices and progress
reports
9. Cost estimation/budget X

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points _gj

(Maximum points 38 32

Project Manager:

WAL

Clark Moe

Contract Administrator:

SNk

ClarkMoe




Definitions:
Above Average:

Average

Below Average:

Poor:

Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

CFEMS Contract Number:

HNTB Corporation, Inc. A59834
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 2121 D/B Documents 83591 Work Order 8 3/04 — 7/05

project.

to teach us how to do similar future projects.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract was for the purpose of developing the necessary documents to facilitate a design/build contruction

Mn/DOT is learning the design/build process. We hired a consultant to show us how the documents would be
developed to facilitate such a process. Part of the learning involved in this contract was a knowledge transfer tasks

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
120575 Contract: $1,136,638.99

Source of Funding:
Trunk highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Lot rasenac

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/0-3/-08

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 83591W08 Type of work __Design/Build Documents
District/Office _ Metro Work Type Code DB

S.P. 1017-12  TH._ 212 Location

Contractor _ HNTB Corporation, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 3/26/04 | l‘iq [65 ; 7/31/05
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $1,360,848.12 = Original Cost: $1.360.848.12 + Amended Cost: § 0
Amended cost for: 0 Overrun X Additional Work ~ Number of Amendments 1

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 3.0
2. Work Performance 3.25
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3.0
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4.0
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4.0
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3.5
QA/QCp 132

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points % /5
(Maximum points 36)

Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services, MS 680




- Definitions:
Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

. Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
. Contractor needs little or no direction.
o Contractor responsive to requests.
[ Contractor suggests improvements.

Average

° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

® Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

. Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

. Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: A55660
Gemini Research

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Statewide Farmstead Study 82693 WO 13 10/17/03 — 6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

MnDOT projects potentially impact hundreds of farmsteads every year and both contractors and staff
must work through individual National Register evaluations on a case-by case basis. The farmstead
study will provide all cultural resource professionals in the state with a consistent set of criteria for
National Register eligibility. This will streamline the Section 106 on a prolific property types in
Minnesota.

The work needs to be completed by a person who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional
Standards for Historian and one who is familiar with the Section 106 process required under all
federal undertakings. Our office does not have the staff to complete a project of this scale.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 2946 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $220,678.73 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WM&U /0-3)-085

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.
Agreement No. 82693__W. O. 13__ Type of work __Phase I and II Cultural Resource
Investigation/ Statewide Farmstead Study____

District/Office __Cultural Resource  Work Type Code __Q“R_

S.P.none___ T.H.__N/A___ Location ___State Wide Farmstead Study

Contractor _Gemini Research

Subcontractor

Subcontractor _

Contract Period: _Nov 3,2003___; _ - _June 1,2005___; _Décember 31,2005___
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $220, 687.00__ = Orig Cost: $220, 687.00_ + Amended Cost: $0.00__

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendrnents _0_

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

15. Project related cooperation

el R sl T s

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation >(

8. Invoices and progress reports )4

9. Cost estimation/budget -
management X

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3
" (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager:

( Jackie Sluss )

Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:
Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.
® Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
° Contractor suggests improvements.

Average

° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

] Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: _

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

o Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

] Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

° Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

The contractor is extremely reliable and performs at a consistently high level of expertise.

Auser\consult\forms\evaluation.898




VA

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:A59676
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable):Optimization of | Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):

Snow and Ice Operations No.:85962 3/22/04-6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Please see work plan and deliverables for the purpose of the contract.
It was necessary to hire a contractor for this work. Mn/DOT maintenance does not currently have the expertise or the
staff to do this type of work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1298.00 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Maintenance
Contract: $120,000.00 Consultant Allocation

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WW% /0-31-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

CccC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Agreement No. §5962 Type of work: Design of a Snow and Ice Optimization Program

District/Office _Central Office Work Type Code _MC

S.P. T.H. Location

Contractor _Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 3/22/04 6/28/05 6/30/2005.
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $_120,000.00 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: _

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 9\

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and . ’ X
on time

>

5. Project related cooperation

>

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation

9. Cost estimation/budget

X
8. Invoices and progress reports ' X
management X

Total Points &‘j___
(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Contract Administrator:

( MehssaMeeinnis )

Print Name

Project Manager:

Benjamin Zwart

( )

Print Name

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

. Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

o Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: '

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

o Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

expectations.

o Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:

Mpuﬂ&bﬁ_lm_m%_etﬁm_pmmg&_‘
ﬁmwmmmm_ﬁ_
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:A59676

Project Name (if applicable):Optimization of
Snow and Ice Operations

Mn/DOT Agreement
No.:85962

Project Duration (Dates):
3/22/04-6/30/05

staff to do this type of work.

Please see work plan and deliverables for the purpose of the contract.
It was necessary to hire a contractor for this work. Mn/DOT maintenance does not currently have the expertise or the

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1298.00

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $120,000.00

Source of Funding: Maintenance
Consultant Allocation

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WM

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/0-3)-05

Date

Ccc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: A55660
Gemini Research

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Statewide Farmstead Study 82693 WO 13 10/17/03 - 6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

MnDOT projects potentially impact hundreds of farmsteads every year and both contractors and staff
must work through individual National Register evaluations on a case-by case basis. The farmstead
study will provide all cultural resource professionals in the state with a consistent set of criteria for
National Register eligibility. This will streamline the Section 106 on a prolific property types in
Minnesota.

The work needs to be completed by a person who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional
Standards for Historian and one who is familiar with the Section 106 process required under all
federal undertakings. Our office does not have the staff to complete a project of this scale.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 2946 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $220,678.73 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: .

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WMM - /0-3)-08

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File -




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

CFMS Contract Number:

HNTB Corporation, Inc. A59834
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 2121 D/B Documents 83591 Work Order 8 3/04 — 7/05

project.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract was for the purpose of developing the necessary documents to facilitate a design/build contruction

Mn/DOT is learning the design/build process. We hired a consultant to show us how the documents would be
developed to facilitate such a process. Part of the learning involved in this contract was a knowledge transfer tasks
to teach us how to do similar future projects.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
12.5.05

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $1,136,638.99

Source of Funding:
Trunk highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/0=-3/-08§

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File '




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of

a contract.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
University of Minnesota

CFMS Contract Number:
A40333

Project Name (if applicable):
Cost/Benefit Study of Spring Load
Restrictions

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
81655, WO 47

Project Duration (Dates):
August 26, 2002 — April 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The main objective of this study is to determine the economic benefit/cost of spring load restrictions based on the
findings to determine the optimal restrictions (increase) or heavy load taxes to minimize the combined cost of
infrastructure and cost to the industry and commuters. In order to accomplish this ultimate complex objective a number
of intermediate objectives would have to be accomplished first:

e Review and synthesize the freeze-thaw effect on material properties and structural capacity to determine how
changes in material properties translate into increase/reduced life of pavement

Assign pavement-associated cost/benefits to levels of increased/reduced damage

Determine the demand patterns of large trucks throughout the year

Estimate the value of freight movement on the road network
Estimate costs of substitute vehicle, routes, modes, schedules
Assign industry associated costs/benefits to various levels of increased/reduced damage
Develop the optimal combination of taxes and restrictions and network improvements

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $300,195.00

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

N/A

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[/ Zé '/zci(, yﬁ@%ﬁaw

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

v B e
Date

cc: File



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written
comments in file along with this document.

Type of work __Research

Agreement No. 81655, WO 47
District/Office of Investment Management

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: August 26, 2002 __;
Start Date

April 30, 2005
Expiration Date

Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:

$300,195.00 + SN/A = $300,195.00
ltem Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality )(
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT

Standards/Requirements )<
4. Deliverables Complete and X

on time _
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A N/A N/A N/A
(N/A)
7. Contract administration

cooperation ><
8. Invoices and progress :
reports
9. Cost estimation/budget ~

- management X

Total Points fé/
(Maximum points 36 32)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Contract Administrator:

‘\ ]
Sue Lodahl

regions A= /in fa0le Han
/’\/"I / Iﬂ ,—72 /n./) ST

Project Manager:

Anita Benson




" Definitions:
Above Average:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Average

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Poor:

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of

a contract.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
University of Minnesota

CFMS Contract Number:
A-46430

Project Name (if applicable):
INV 774: Driver Assistive Systems for Rural
Applications: A Path to Deployment

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 16

Project Duration (Dates):

11/19/2001 — 10/31/2005

environmental and visibility conditions.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The first component of this project is to develop and implement an automated means to collect geospatial data and
process it as a means to create a geospatial database suitable for use in driver assistive systems. The second
component is to form partnerships with county engineers who are responsible for snow removal in difficult

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $141,860.00

Source of Funding:
LRRB

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

WW%

/0~3(-085

Date

cc: File



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written
comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No._81655, WO 16 Type of work _Research

District/Office _Investment Management

Contractor _University of Minnesota

Contract Period: _11/19/2001 10/31/2005
Start Date Expiration Date

Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:

$_141,860.00 + $_N/A = $141,860.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality L/
2. Work Performance i
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and ,

on time 3
5. Project related cooperation z,/
6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A
(N/A)
7. Contract administration L‘é

cooperation
8. Invoices and progress
reports 3
9. Cost estimation/budget ‘—é

management

7
Total Points ﬁ
(Maximum points 36 32)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

oy T o Sl Kyracs

Richard Kfonaas

itragt Administrator:




Definitions:
Above Average:

Average

Below Average:

Poor:

Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. .
Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

|
!
|
|




. Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Widseth, Smith, Nolting & Assoc., Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:A63544

Project Name (if applicable):

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
86640

Project Duration (Dates):
6-28-04 to 9-30-05

handled by the District at the time.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
The contract purpose was for detailed design. This contract was necessary to mitigate a large design load being

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $53,386.04

Source of Funding:
District 4 consultant set asides

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/010 -0 5

Date

Ce: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
STS Consultants, Ltd.

CFMS Contract Number:A69731

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
Random Borings 87189

Project Duration (Dates):
10/22/04 to 9/1/05

information is needed in a very short timeline.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

To provide the District with information obtained form soil borings (solid and Hollow-Stem), cores and cone penetration
testing (cpt).  This work may be requested to be performed at various sites throughout District-7 and usually where

Billable Hours (if applicable): 675 _Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $53,890.71

Source of Funding:
D7 Consultant Budget

NA

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

JO-10-0 X

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of

a contract.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
University of Mnnesota

CFMS Contract Number:
A22748

Project Name (if applicable):
Earth Pressure Behind Retaining Walls

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
81655, WO 19

Project Duration (Dates):
September 10, 2001 — March 31, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

(1) to determine strength parameters of a typical backfill material; (2) to instrument and monitor a retaining wall; (3) to
estimate earth pressures and wall displacements (translation and rotation); (4) to compare the response of the wall to
the assumed design behavior; and (5) to calculate load and resistance factors for the retaining wall.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $178,000.00

Source of Funding:
STIP

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

Corst MOt 1 a

/O - 03—05

Date

cc: File



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written

comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No.81655 @0#/ 7 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: 9/10/2001

3/31/2005

(N/A)

Start Date Expiration Date
Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:
$178,000.00 + N/A = $_178,000.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time ‘
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A

cooperation

7. Contract administration

8. Invoices and progress
reports

management

9. Cost estimation/budget

X
X
X

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Odickoe QL

Project Manager:

gihshya Li/ /

A4

Total Point@_gi

(Maximum points 36 32)

Contract Adminigtrator:




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
West Central Initiative A50314

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Transportation Planning aess BULYUYD July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

District 4 does not have a Regional Development Commission (RDC) for nine of the twelve counties within District 4.
West Central Initiative (WCI) has an established transportation planning process and provides economic development
planning services to the region.  WCI has established the community involvement and support, local government
relationships, professional personnel (including administrative support), and equipment (computers and necessary
software) to complete the tasks required by Mn/DOT District 4. There are no other non-profit organizations in the region
capable of providing the necessary services.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $100,000 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

See above paragraph

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(s Varerac J6-3-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

CcC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Twin Ports Testing

CFMS Contract Number:
A65213

Project Name (if applicable):
District Wide Asbestos Abatement

M‘n/DOT Agreement No.:
83113 WO 2

Project Duration (Dates):
8/3/04 — 5/31/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This contract was for the removal and oversight of asbestos abatement. The asbestos was in buildings to be removed
for highway construction. The State does not have certified asbestos removal personnel on staff.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $61,350.14

Source of Funding:
State funds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

0 MVWVL%

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

J0-F-05

Date

ce! Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: : CFMS Contract Number: A-55145
TBE Group (subconsultants Enviroscience)

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):

I-494 Design Build Project No.:85680 October 17, 2003 — October 31, 2004

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of the contract was to provide design-build project subsurface utility engineering services for the
project. '

Deliverables included project documentation showing X, Y, and Z coordinates of utilities located within the
project limits; provide the State with copies of diaries and correspondence that document work-related
communications between the Contractor, utility owners, outside agencies, and/or private landowners; obtain
all necessary permits and rights of entry from the State, local jurisdictions, and/or private landowners; and provide all
maintenance and traffic control to perform the work. All maintenance and traffic control

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $290,819.10 - | Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

MVW&% /6-3-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P. Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

| Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: URS Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A72091
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Statewide Commercial Vehicle 86708 1-26-05 to June 30, 2005
Enforcement Strategic Plan

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

(3) State is in need of expertise and the services necessary to develop a Statewide Commercial Vehicle Weight
Enforcement Strategic Plan. Development of a strategic plan will help clarify agency and office roles and
responsibilities, and the future direction of truck weight compliance strategies. This plan will enhance coordination of
Departmental weight enforcement activities with those of the Minnesota State Patrol, Commercial Vehicle
Enforcement section (MSP) and, possibly, local road authorities.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
4d -5 Contract: Not to exceed Consultant dollars
$74,964

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

MWW J0-~3-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. A29979

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 12 at CSAH 29 77969 W01 12/10/01 - 8/31/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Detailed construction plans for the reconstruction of TH 12 with new left and right turn lanes and widened
shoulders and realignment with CSAH 29 in Maple Plain, MN.

Workforce analysis showed no personnel available to perform the design within the time period needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
3756.50 Contract: $299,915.28 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WVKHW 0-25-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of
a contract.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

lowa State University A44279

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Forecasts and Observations of Frost on 82617, WO 2 January 2, 2003 — April 29, 2005
Bridges (Aurora)

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Produce a bridge frost-forecasting method that will provide a more accurate prediction of the occurrences and timing of
bridge frost.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A - Contract: $84,205.00 Pooled Fund

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

W%ﬂ&& au 7-23-035

| Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: File




CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor’s written
comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No. 82617. WO 2 Type of work Research

District/Office Investment Management

Contractor lowa State University

Contract Period: January 2, 2003; April 29, 2005
Start Date Expiration Date
Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:
$50,000.00 ' + ° $34,205.00 = $84,205.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality >
2. Work Performance
2<_
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements >(
4. Deliverables Complete and i
on time PYe
5. Project related cooperation e
6. QA/QC plan conformance
(N/A) - <
7. Contract administration
cooperation <
8. Invoices and progress ><
reports
9. Cost estimation/budget X
management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 2 7
(Maximum points 36
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Curt Pape Sue Kahle




Definitions:
Above Average:

[ J
o
[ ]
[ J
[ J
[ J
[ J
[ J
Average
[
[
o
[ J
Below Average:
[ J
[ J
[ J
[ J
Poor:-
[
[ J
®
o
[ J

Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards. .

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Short Elliott Hendrickson

CFMS Contract Number:
A73857

Project Name (if applicable):
T.H. 47 signal Optimization

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
87428

Project Duration (Dates):
3/25/05-6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This project included signal optimization of 16 intersections along TH 47 from 37" Ave in Columbia Heights to
University Ave in Blaine (State control zones 100 and 111). The contract was necessary because the Metro signal
operations staff was assigned to other corridors and was not be available to do the contracted work. It was reasonable to
contract out this work because it was a more challenging to optimize timing on this corridor than the corridors the
Mn/DOT staff is scheduled to work on, so the challenging corridors can be done in a timely manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
706.20

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $63,617.38

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway -

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

G-/-05

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: HNTB Corp. CFMS Contract Number: A49842
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Final Design M&E Systems Bridge 4654 85254 June 30, 2003 thru June 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This contract was for the final design of the Mechanical and Electrical (M&E) Systems for the $5,000,000 Stillwater Lift
Bridge Renovation Project.

Contractor was retained under a previous contract to conduct a study of the Stillwater Lift Bridge to evaluate its
structural, mechanical, and electrical condition and needs. State did not possess the mechanical and electrical
personnel necessary to conduct such a study. Contractor was logically retained for final M&E based on their complete
knowledge of the bridge needs and to provide continuity with the St. Croix Stakeholder Group.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
aql Contract: $326,061.90 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

As stated above Contractor conducted a study of the Stillwater Bridge’s needs. It was to the State’s benefit to continue
with them through final design. Also HNTB had worked closely with the Stillwater Lift Bridge Stakeholder Group and it
was necessary to continue with them to retain overall project continuity.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quahty, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[/[ZL&Q- \7/)0&&40/&/ S 7, ~DE

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

CC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: A28146

SRF Consulting Group, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): T.H. 169 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): July 18, 2001
Preliminary Design 81637 through June 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Contract purpose was to provide preliminary design and environmental studies for Trunk Highway 169 between County
State Aid Highway 1 in Bloomington and Valley View Road in Edina, including interchanges at Pioneer Trail, Anderson
Lakes Parkway / Bloomington Ferry Road, 1-494 / Highwood Drive, and Valley View Road; prepare and submit Years
2001 and 2003 Federal STP funding submittals; provide additional traffic modeling due to change in FHWA modeling
requirements; and complete additional CORSIM modeling to resolve local access issues at system to system
interchanges.

The contract was initially entered into due to a lack of internal resources necessary to develop project documentation
and plans to identify right of way needs for the high priority interregional corridor project(s). Amendments were added at
management direction to address the 2003 State Bonding program, FHWA modeling, and local access determination
that could not be handled because of lack of necessary internal resources to meet critical letting and funding timelines.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 37,461.5 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Trunk Highway
Contract: $2,663,990.71

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

The Department decision to select the high priority interregional corridor for FY 2001 IRC / Bottleneck funds required a
contractor familiar with the identified project limits in order to meet the established February 2003 date for right of way
acquisition. The selected contractor met the “clear and legitimate” requirements pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §
16C.10. Contractor responded to June 1987 Hennepin County Notice of Availability of Contract for Road and Bridge
Design published in Minneapolis and St. Paul newspapers, and Engineering News Report. Contractor selection made
by a five member Consultant Selection Committee (Hennepin and Scott Counties, and Mn/DOT State Aid, etc.) to
prepare EIS for TH 169 (County Road 18) and preliminary layouts for grade separated interchanges at Pioneer Trail and
Anderson lakes parkway / Bloomington Ferry Road. Contractor was familiar with the area, and had established
relationships with Hennepin County and the Cities of Bloomington and Eden Prairie.

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

@M\ﬂﬁﬁ&/{m_ O-rb-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

(o0 Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
SRF Consulting Group Inc. AB61295

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

I-35 Inter-Regional Corridor (IRC) 86275 May 12, 2004-June 30, 2005
Transportation Plan

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This contracts purpose was to develop a 30-year Inter-regional Transportation Plan for the I-35 Corridor.
This includes portions of I-35W, I-35E and I-35 from I-694 to Hinckley, totaling 85 miles. This plan
integrates travel modeling forecasts, regression forecasts, Mn/DOT’s State Transportation Plan, local and
county plans and studies along the corridor to determine future capacity, access, mobility, multimodal and
freight needs over 5, 15, and 25 year time frames throughout the study corridor. This contract also included
coordination with other studies and integration of data to avoid duplication of activities and provide
consistent results between studies. Recommendations were developed for physical improvements to the
interstate highway and local supporting roadways through analysis and coordination with local and regional
participants.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Y Contract:$ 224,022.61 IRC Funds/Trunk Highway/Managed
340 q Funds

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

C)(UMLQW%M G~/ ~ O =

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c),

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: v CFMS Contract Number:
Landscape Research, LLC A64100

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Phase III Mitigation Study 86792 July 7, 2004 — June 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract:

Mn/DOT required a Consultant to develop historic contexts for the Western Mesabi Iron Range Early Mining Landscape
District, part of the vast Northern Minnesota mining landscape. The expected historic context timeframe extends from
ca. 1904 to ca. 1954. The conduct of this project through an outside Consultant was cost effective to Mn/DOT because
no state-employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
580 Contract: Trunk Highway
$51,279.75

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the
services: N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

meww G~18-09

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over

$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Penetradar Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A75563
Project Name (if applicable): Bridge Deck Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Ground Penetrating Radar Inspections 87939 May 18, 2005 — June 21, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of the contract was to provide inspection of 14 bridge decks in the Metro area using ground
penetrating radar (GPR) to determine the extent of deterioration. The deliverables included a layout of each
bridge deck showing the location and extent of deterioration with photos showing elevations, cracks and

observations.

The work was contracted because: The bridge decks to be inspected were all on high traffic freeways in the
Metro area. The Contractor provided a non-destructive method for testing that was done at highway speeds,
thus requiring no lane closures or traffic control. This relieved a major safety issue. The GPR and data-
collection equipment are specialized equipment unavailable in the State.

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
$116,830.00 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:
GPR inspection allows accurate detection of bridge deck deterioration while traveling across the bridge at
speeds between 30 and 40 miles per hour. This allows detection while under traffic thus avoiding lane
closures.

The only alternative test method available to Mn/DOT is sounding using a chain drag. This is a time-
consuming process requiring lane closures, putting Mn/DOT maintenance workers at risk. This method is
imprecise, particularly so when being done against the background of traffic noise. It also locates only shallow
delaminations. Thus when Mn/DOT needs to contract for bridge repairs, the actual amount of deteriorated
concrete required to be removed cannot be accurately predicted.

In 1995 the Contractor used GPR in a pilot project to determine the extent deterioration on nine bridge decks.
In 1997 three of these bridge decks were retested to determine the change in rate of deterioration.

In 2005, 14 bridge decks were analyzed. Some of these bridges were included in previous tests and will be re-
analyzed to determine the increased rate of deterioration.

The primary reasons for contracting with the Contractor were safety, accuracy of the data, and consistency of
the data. The safety and accuracy factors are described above. GPR is still a new technology and is not
readily available. In order for Mn/DOT to be comfortable the data collected now can be accurately compared
with data collected in 1995 and 1997, it was necessary to use the same Contractor with the same equipment
used in the previous tests.

Attach a copy of the performance evaluation prepared for this contract.

W%%wa/ 9-)5-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunner, MS 680
File .




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: SRF Consulting

CFMS Contract Number: A61543

Project Name (if applicable):
Highway Systems Operation Plan

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
86335

Project Duration (Dates):
5/21/04 - 6/30/05

complete the Scope of Services.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The Office of Investment Management requested the services of an external consultant, under a Professional/Technical
contract, to assist in the development of a Highway Systems Operation Plan (HSOP). The HSOP is intended to be a
companion to the 2003 Statewide Transportation Plan, which was developed with assistance from an external consultant.
Mn/DOT had never developed a Highway Systems Operation Plan and did not have the needed internal expertise to

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract:$149,723.17

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Corse Proserac

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

J-6-0S

Date

CC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of

a contract.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Minnesota State University Mankato

CFMS Contract Number:
A-57577

Evacuat

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
Development of Operational Strategies for 85575
Travel Time Information and Emergency

ion on a Freeway Network

Project Duration (Dates):
August 1, 2003 — February 28, 2005

under th

e current Mn/DOT freeway management system (Part B)

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

Application of Dynasmart-P for developing and evaluating emergency evacuation strategies in the Twin Cities Metro
area (Part A)
Development of an operational strategy to estimate travel-time for predefined routes on a freeway network in real time

N/A

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on

Contract:$110,000.00

Source of Funding:
STIP

N/A

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

lonst S traec

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

¥-30-05

Date

cc: File
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CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Retain the original of this document in your contract file and submit a copy of this form with the final invoice. This
rating may be considered in future consultant selections. Address comments on the next page keep comments
factual. Contractors are entitled to review and respond in writing to this evaluation. Retain Contractor's written

comments in file along with this document.

Agreement No.85575
District/Office Investment Management

Type of work Research

Contractor Minnesota State University Mankato

Contract Period: August 1, 2003 ;

February 28, 2005

Start Date Expiration Date
Original Contract Cost Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost:
$110,000.00 + $_N/A = $110,000.00
Item Rating Rating
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality % '

2. Work Performance

X

. Conformance with Mn/DOT

Standards/Requirements

4.

Deliverables Complete and
on time

5.

Project related cooperation

e
X
X

6

(N/A)

QA/QC plan conformance

7.

Contract administration
cooperation

g

8.
reports

Invoices and progress

9.

Cost estimation/budget
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

Son D Pt

Sonia Pitt, Nick Thompson

Total Points %5_
(Maximum points 36

ontract Administrator:




[Soniapitt - Cons PerfEval-CM.doc —— — — —— ~ ~ — ~~~~ Paged]

3.
#

3

Definitions:
Above Average:
L] Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or
direction from Mn/DOT.
Contractor performs beyond expectations.
Deliverables exceed standards.
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
Contractor needs little or no direction.
Contractor responsive to requests.
Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards.
Project is on time and budget.
Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Poor:

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

Comments:




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:

Minnesota Department of Health Interagency Agreement

CFMS Contract Number:
A63958

Project Name (if applicable):

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
86752

Project Duration (Dates):
7/01/04-6/30/05

Our office lacks the facility and qualified personnel.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This Interagency Agreement was needed to allow the Office of Environmental Services to provide chemical
analysis of highway water runoff samples collected at specific construction project sites, to ensure that no
water quality impacts result from these construction projects.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $116,049.00

Source of Funding: Trunk Highway

costs compared to many outside facilities.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

The interagency agreement with the Minnesota Department of Health benefits Mn/DOT because of the lower lab

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

AR -0 5

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Ulteig Engineers ABB957

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Hydraulic Video Inspection 82845 WO7 7/1/04 to 6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to conduct Hydraulic Video Inspections on underground storm sewer networks in order
to satisfy the MS4 permit requirements and the project planning and scoping requirements for Mn/DOT’s program
delivery responsibilities. These inspections involve sending a remote control camera mounted on wheels into all of the
storm water sewer pipes on I-35E from |-94 to TH 5. The camera images are transmitted to above ground equipment
and used to record and store the pipe inspection. Mn/DOT finds it necessary to enter into a contract to provide these
services because we do not have the internal human resources or the mechanical equipment to perform the required
work tasks.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
865 Contract: $98,791.46 Trunk Highway

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: ’

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

P rénac I33-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
EDWARDS AND KELCEY A62623

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

MN Bicycle Design Guidelines Update 86258 . June 15, 2004 to June 30, 2005

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to update the 1996 Minnesota Bicycle Transportation Planning and Design
Guidelines. A consultant was enlisted due to time constraints and work force shortages within Mn/DOT, as well
as to bring their expertise to the table.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A - LUMP SUM CONTRACT Contract: $85,000 TRUNK HIGHWAY

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

N/A

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Papst Dntmac § 3305

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
SEH AB4726

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Hydraulic Video Inspection along 169 82842 Work Order 6 7/1/04 to 6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to conduct Hydraulic Video Inspections on underground storm sewer networks in order
to satisfy the MS4 permit requirements and the project planning and scoping requirements for Mn/DOT’s program
delivery responsibilities. These inspections involve sending a remote control camera mounted on wheels into all of the
storm water sewer pipes on US 169 from 1-394 to 1-494, The camera images are transmitted to above ground
equipment and used to record and store the pipe inspection. Mn/DOT finds it necessary to enter into a contract to
provide these services because we do not have the internal human resources or the mechanical equipment to perform
the required work tasks.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
490.18 Contract:$78,445.47 Trunk Highway:

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cornsl S0t naic F-29-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: , CFMS Contract Number:
Ulteig Engineers, Inc. A65729

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Hydraulic Video Inspection 82845 W06 7/01/04 to 6/30/05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

The purpose of this contract was to conduct Hydraulic Video Inspections on underground storm sewer
networks in order to satisfy the MS4 permit requirements and the project planning and scoping requirements
for Mn/DOT’s program delivery responsibilities. These inspections involve sending a remote control camera
mounted on wheels into all of the storm water sewer pipes on I-35E from TH 13 to TH 5. The camera images
are transmitted to above ground equipment and used to record and store the pipe inspection. Mn/DOT finds it
necessary to enter into a contract to provide these services because we do not have the internal human
resources or the mechanical equipment to perform the required work tasks.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
573.5 Contract: $57,674.75 Metro Consultant Admin.

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WVWWU %-393-05

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c).

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Howard R. Green Company

CFMS Contract Number:
A 7254|

Project Name (if applicable):
Transportation access study at intersection
of TH 19 and TH 23 at Marshall.

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
87597

Project Duration (Dates):
2-17-05 to 6-24-05

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:

This contract provided a comprehensive traffic projection on the corridor. It also provided design concepts and an
access plan from the projections. The resulting design concepts and access plan will be used to achieve a level of
service meeting the projected traffic levels for the corridor.

The State’s staff was not be able to perform this work soon enough to meet the scheduled construction projects’
timeline, and pressure from local government and business entities required quick completion of this study.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

o45-25

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $65,697.73

Source of Funding:
Mn/DOT District 8 Consultant Budget

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

S48 -0S

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A47232
Project Name (if applicable): Crosstown Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Commons CORSIM Peer Review 82137 W.0. 4 March 28, 2003 <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>