| 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: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-92842

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90089 = | Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/04/06
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 compile Planimetric Features and create a Digital Terrain
Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 8, (from I-35 to Co. Rd. 80, Center City), Metro East District. Project
number 1308A.

“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 Photogrammetnc Mapping, but equipment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. . | Total Contract Amount: $99,875.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effectlve 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.

ez, 1zlzz/oc

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: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-92842

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90089 Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/04/06
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 compile Planimetric Features and create a Digital Terrain
Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 8, (from I-35 to Co. Rd. 80, Center City), Metro East District. Project
number 1308A.

“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: $99,875.00 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.

goﬂ\%‘()(/m 12lzz/0c

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. ﬁ(?ﬂ&fz Type of Work Pé{)%/-)éj b a_\,_.gi(‘ (d Mq /)/7/%

District/Office {\//’)5 +}~p ~ad f Work Type Code __ "\ 1~ @
SP Number /(05 _4: TH Number 5 Location _Spsin T St (o, )25« @((eﬂ o
Contractor k—\oﬁ,“ Zonsd Thne. & 56)
Subcontractor —— ' |
Subcontractor T
Contract Period: 2 .- 30 -0 é : Nee ‘L/ ~ 06 T — 3|

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ < 5 = Orig Cost: $ ﬂ) g‘z 5 -+ Amended Cost: $ Q

Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 N4

<< lel

6. QA/QC plan conformance

N

‘ "’ . .
Contractor’s rating for this contract: , Total Points: ‘7 2 (Maximum points 3 Q )
Project Manager: T . éContr ct Admjnistrator: Q
— / /,/” ‘,f» -~ % e
Nafne™ Date Name

pichaet Sty ip-an- o6 Mmﬁ TASK MC{"/N%AA};
2 —~0

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

‘ent: Thursday, December 21, 2006 4:40 PM
1o: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, December 21, 2006 at 16:39:41

_config: vendeval

project: P274 Transportation Information System Conversion

id _partl: T79

id_part2: 1352

cfms: A49446

vendor: Bentley Systems, Inc.

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT

evaluator: Virginia Carlson and Dan Ross

eval_date: 12/20/2006

email_list: virginia.carlson@dot.state.mn.us

purpose: Build new applications based on the Location Data Manager architecture to replace

key data maintenance tools and processes in the Transportation Information System. Key

areas included: Maintain static segmentation, maintain control sections, maintain roadway

characteristics, maintain intersections and interchanges, maintain traffic count

locations, and propagate changes to the linerar datum.

No off the shelf solutions were available at the time we started the project. Mn/DOT did

not have available internal staffing to develop this large and complex of a system.

accomplished: No

accomplished_e: Software did not meet all of the business requirements and failed during

multiple testing cycles.

~ontract_date: 6/30/2004

.ctual_date: 6/30/2004

contract_cost: $596,903.6

actual_cost: 151,503.34

cost_effective: Mn/DOT does not have internal staffing available to develop custom

software of this size and complexity. RFP process was followed to get competitive bids.

amended: No ‘

terminated: No

terminated_e: Contract expired without acceptable software being delivered.

engage: No .

engage_e: Not for custom software development as there were unable to devliver the custom

software they were contracted to deliver. Mn/DOT does have ongoing business with Bentley

for off the shelf software products.

comments: Mn/DOT tested 7 software releases, performed a proof of concept test and alotted

twice the time in order to work with the contractor to deliver acceptable software.

Bentley was unable to deliver quality custom software that met the required deliverables

within the extended time period.



Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

‘ent: Thursday, December 21, 2006 4:39 PM

ro: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach @state.mn.us
Subject:  Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, December 21, 2006 at 16:39:22

_config: vendeval

project: P274 Transportation Information System Conversion

id_partl: T79

id part2: 1352

cfms: A49446

vendor: Bentley Systems, Inc.

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT

evaluator: Virginia Carlson and Dan Ross

eval_date: 12/20/2006

email_list: virginia.carlson@dot.state.mn.us

purpose: Build new applications based on the Location Data Manager archltecture to replace

key data maintenance tools and processes in the Transportation Information System. Key

areas included: Maintain static segmentation, maintain control sections, maintain roadway

characteristics, maintain intersections and interchanges, maintain traffic count

locations, and propagate changes to the linerar datum.

No off the shelf solutions were available at the time we started the project. Mn/DOT did

not have available internal staffing to develop this large and complex of a system.

accomplished: No

accomplished_e: Software did not meet all of the business requirements and failed during

multiple testing cycles.

~ontract_date: 6/30/2004

ctual_date: 6/30/2004

contract_cost: $596,903.6

actual_cost: 151,503.34

cost_effective: Mn/DOT does not have internal staffing available to develop custom

software of this size and complexity. RFP process was followed to get competitive bids.

amended: No

terminated_e: Contract expired without acceptable software being delivered.

engage: No

engage_e: Not for custom software development as there were unable to devliver the custom

software they were contracted to deliver. Mn/DOT does have ongoing business with Bentley

for off the shelf software products.

comments: Mn/DOT tested 7 software releases, performed a proof of concept test and alotted

twice the time in order to work with the contractor to deliver acceptable software.

Bentley was unable to deliver quality custom software that met the required deliverables

within the extended time period.




Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

‘ent: Tuesday, December 19, 2006 2:50 PM

(o: ‘ Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Tuesday, December 19, 2006 at 14:49:34
_config: vendeval
project: P274 TIS Conversion to Oracle & LDM
1d_partl: T79
id part2: 1352
cfms: A89623
vendor: Bentley Systems, Inc.
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT
evaluator: Virginia Carlson
eval_date: 12/18/2006
purpose: Provide data integration and Oracle support for the Locatin Data Manager proof of
concept testing.
accomplished: Yes
contract_date: 6/30/2007
actual_date: 6/22/2006
contract_cost: $60,000.00
amended_cost: - .
actual_cost: $25,529.51 !
cost_effective: Mn/DOT did not have the expert knowledge of the LDM schema, data and
application needed to complete the required work.
amended: No
~erminated: No
ngage: Yes
engage_e: Yes for DBA work. No for custom software development.




Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

‘ent: Tuesday, December 19, 2006 2:59 PM

io: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Tuesday, December 19, 2006 at 14:59:21

_config: vendeval

project: P274 TIS Conversion to Oracle & LDM

id_partl: T79

id_part2: 1352

cfms: A89623

vendor: Bentley Systems, Inc.

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT

evaluator: Virginia Carlson

eval_date: 12/19/2006

purpose: Provide data integration and Oracle support for the Location Data Manager

application.

accomplished: Yes

contract_date: 6/30/2007

actual_date: 6/22/2006

contract_cost: $60,000.00

actual_cost: $25,529.51

cost_effective: Mn/DOT did not have the expert knowledge of the LDM database schema, data

dictionary and application needed to perform the work.

amended: No

terminated: No

=2ngage: Yes

ngage_e: Yes for DBA support. No for Software development.



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 Incorporated. | CFMS Contract Number: A-92841
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/01/06
Photogrammetric Mapping No.: 90088

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,
create a Digital Terrain Model and an Ortho-Photo for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 23, (from Cooper Ave. to % mi. East of CSAH 1), in
District 3. Project number 7306-93.

“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; $68,080.00 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.

-\—gg

: kA= ot (Z /18706

~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 Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-92841
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/01/06
Photogrammetric Mapping No.: 90088

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,
create a Digital Terrain Model and an Ortho-Photo for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 23, (from Cooper Ave. to % mi. East of CSAH 1), in
District 3. Project number 7306-93.

“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: $68,080.00 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.

VM{U{V | WM”@ (Z /18706

,%Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. C}/? /7 Q,Q Type of Work __{ /) . / N\\ P

LI P P e i .
District/Office | — 2 Work Type cOdeQM Lpnime Lo Map /’ *5/
SP Number’? 3(2(~ -9 ; TH Number QZ Location {+e w\ Q_O(‘ €r A T ) \ 21/»\.
Contractor A\,& ~_ _Met, e The . Lﬂu o :PC_ Q/i\\—\ Lo, SJTK et 3

Subcontractor ——

Subcontractor

Contrac':tPeriod:{%»— ZOK-O(,, ; {2 _ ~0é -2\ - 0'C
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $ &5 &0 —= Orig Cost: § 8 0K0 ~+ Amended Cost: $ gﬁ

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 -9 by Contract Administrator
’ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

v

SN

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 o , / '

Contractqr’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 27‘?) (Maximum points K Q )
: Name Date
B.A@&\( LAY &7  IDCEHETASH M EH /MM

&~ 06

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: Integra Reality Resources Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A55598
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Appraisal Updates & Testimony 85874 11/13/03 — 9/30/06

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

Appraisal Services and Expert Testimony

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Expert Testimony
Contract: $82,080.00 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&MW@MW IR3-0C—0 (&

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: 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: A72454
Maximus Inc

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 2/7/2005
M4 — M5 Upgrade P805 87363 September 2005

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

The purpose of the contract was to move to a new version of Fleet Management software that employs Web
technology. The Department of Administration purchased a statewide license enabling Mn/DOT to go forward with the
upgrade. The contract was needed to cover installation of the system, conversion of existing data, software
modifications for interfaces and training. By conducting some of the training with in-house experts, Mn/DOT was able to
turn back $10,000.00 of the encumbered money.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $93,663.60 270-6060-725

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

(st Pst i PR

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 & Kelcey, Inc. A75664

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Wireline Policy and Guideline 87349 5-25-2006 to 9-30-2006

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

Mn/DOT was in the process of revising the 30 year old Utility Manual and Utility Accommodation Policy and
planning the implementation and training program. During this project, it was determined that the Wireline
policy and guidelines portion of the Accommodation Policy was beyond the scope of the initial project. The
complicated nature of the subject would need different expertise. It would need to be completed as a separate
project. The purpose of this contract was to complete the Wireline policy and guidelines in order to complete
the overall Utility Accommodation Policy.

It was necessary to enter into this contract because of limited resources within Mn/DOT and the special
expertise that E&K offered. The existing Utility Unit staff is busy doing the daily work of writing and issuing
utility permits, performing utility coordination on Mn/DOT construction projects, reviewing construction plan
sets, and writing utility agreements. E&K provided the facilitation and organization to accomplish this complex
project.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $50,000.00

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

(sl Tisenac /R-06-0%

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:
VVCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement, Crosstown 90200 9/20/06 — 10/8/06

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road
construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $156,366.72 Metro Consultant Allocation

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

NA

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

@@U‘LWMW 18 -0 ”OCP

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: A72454
Maximus Inc

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 2/7/2005
M4 — M5 Upgrade P805 87363 September 2005

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

The purpose of the contract was to move to a new version of Fleet Management software that employs Web
technology. The Department of Administration purchased a statewide license enabling Mn/DOT to go forward with the
upgrade. The contract was needed to cover installation of the system, conversion of existing data, software
modifications for interfaces and training. By conducting some of the training with in-house experts, Mn/DOT was able to
turn back $10,000.00 of the encumbered money.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $93,663.60 270-6060-725

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

/) -
L0l T s o 2Rl

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submiit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Conputer Services

Contract No. 87363 Type of Work Software install and training
District/Office Maintenance and IT Work Type Code CP

SP Number _ NA TH Number NA Location Central Office

Contractor Maximus INC

Subcontractor

Subcontractor - ' -

Contract Period: Febmary/i(;()r)S ; September 2005 ; September 2(:%);

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $93,663.60= Orig Cost: $103.663.60 + Amended Cost: -$10,000.00
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 29 (Maximum points _36_ )
Project Manager: Contract Administrator: N

: Vi ine
Donald Kieffer___ 817/2006 Wema ddegno 2710
Name Date Name ¢ Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

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.

Above Average:

.

°

o

.

.

)

°

°
Average

°

o

]

°
Below Average:

)

@

°

[
Poor:

°

°

L)

°

)
Comments:

The system was installed as per schedule but because of the problems with two of the interfaces,

maintenance patches were needed and additional testing. Mn/DOT held off on the final payment until

the interfaces worked as anticipated.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: Integra Reality Resources Inc.

CFMS Contract Number: A55598

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
Appraisal Updates & Testimony 85874

Project Duration (Dates):
11/13/03 — 9/30/06

Appraisal Services and Expert Testimony

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on
: Contract: $82,080.00

Source of Funding: Expert Testimony
Fund

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

/7 ,
%&Azmémw

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

IA-0C 0 (&

Date

cc: 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. 85874 Type of work: Expert Testimony
District/Office: Duluth Work Type Code: EX
S.P. 5509-62 T.H.: 63 Location: Rochester
Contractor: Integra Reality
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: 11/13/2003 9/30/2006 10/16/2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $117,000.00 = Orig Cost: $82,080.00 + 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

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

bl bl x| ]

6. QA/QC plan conformance
I R

Total Points __36__

(Maximum points 36)

{
Aj“@\mjfistrzf@\‘
- r/ )

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

@t afger”

( /ﬁ//f 72 z -
( Ron Lambert) (Cathie Ashlin)
Print Name ‘ 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

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:
VCI| Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement, Crosstown 90200 9/20/06 — 10/8/06

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road
construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $156,366.72 Metro Consultant Allocation

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

NA

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

@QUL@,WW )06 -0(

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

sC: 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. _90200 Type of work __Asbestos Abatement
District/Office __Metro - Work Type Code ;ﬁ: ' S

S.P. __2782-281 T.H, I35W/TH 62 Location _Crosstown
Contractor _VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: __9/20/06 ;. 10/8/06 ; 1/31/06

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: §_ 156.366.72 = Orig Cost: $_100,000.00 + Amended Cost: $_56,366.72

Amended cost for: ] Overrun E 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 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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 5(0
(Maximum points 36)
§ 0 b
% . Contract Administrator:
( Mark Vogel™ ) | oS
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.

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:

o 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:

VCI was asked to do a large job in a very short time; extra asbestos was found and needed

abatement during the project, this added to the challenge of the short time frame. Great job VCI!

Auser\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:
Edwards & Kelcey, Inc. A75664

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Wireline Policy and Guideline 87349 5-25-2006 to 9-30-2006

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

Mn/DOT was in the process of revising the 30 year old Utility Manual and Utility Accommodation Policy and
planning the implementation and training program. During this project, it was determined that the Wireline
policy and guidelines portion of the Accommodation Policy was beyond the scope of the initial project. The
complicated nature of the subject would need different expertise. It would need to be completed as a separate
project. The purpose of this contract was to complete the Wireline policy and guidelines in order to complete
the overall Utility Accommodation Policy.

It was necessary to enter into this contract because of limited resources within Mn/DOT and the special
expertise that E&K offered. The existing Utility Unit staff is busy doing the daily work of writing and issuing
utility permits, performing utility coordination on Mn/DOT construction projects, reviewing construction plan
sets, and writing utility agreements. E&K provided the facilitation and organization to accomplish this complex
project.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $50,000.00

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

KM%&WA/ | /R-06- 06

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 87349 Type of Work- Wireline Policy and Guideline

District/Office Technical Support Work Type Code _| v =

SP Number N/A  TH Number N/A Location N/A

Contractor Edwards & Kglcev, Inc.

Subcontractor U/ A

Subcontractor N/ A .

Contract Period: May 25, 2005 -3 September SQ, 2006 ; Septéml?er 30, 2006 <o %éﬂy
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date Y re 1 \ %f

Total Contract Cost: $50,000.00 = Orig Cost: $50,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00

Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 1

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 4
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time ‘
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4
7. Contract admmlstratlo
. cooperation - o
8. Inv01ces and progre, ‘re rts (f 1
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget =08 L/ B
‘management .o o]

(Maximum poin&sg__(_é__)

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points:

Project Manager:

ma/uf}nvf,e/mefb 1/ T(06

Nam Date

12906

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
Above Average:

o 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.

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

L Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms.

L 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.

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:

Edwards & Kelcey, Inc. is nationally known for their expertise in the area of wireline telecommunications
and in particular in policy writing for state DOT’s. E&K’s team was lead by Kevin Needham in
Pennsylvania and Bob Sands in Minnesota. Both brought their broad range of experience to this project.
Bob Sands is very well known at Mn/DOT and in the ITS community, through his committee
involvement and work experience. The guidance provided to Mn/DOT went beyond the contract
requirements. Deliverables were:

Policy for the Accommodation of Fiber Optics on Mn/DOT Freeways
Right-of-Way Use and Occupancy Agreement

ITS/Communications Strategic Infrastructure Plan: Guiding Principles

Wireline Communications System Documentation / Database Requirements

Wireline Communications Infrastructure Design Policy

e o o o o

E&XK clearly understood the subiject; the stakeholders, including other agencies, both local and federal;
and legal issues and practicalities of implementing the policies that were being written. E&K went above

and beyond by bringing other experts to Minnesota for the feedback sessions.

For all practical purposes, Mn/DOT could NOT have completed this project without help from E&K. It
was a very effective use of the Departments funds. ,

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A- 93641

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90131 Project Duration (Dates): 09/12/06 to 11/30/06
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 complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric Features,
create a Digital Terrain Model and also produce a Digital Ortho-Photo for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 5, (Waconia, Metro West District) / Project number 1002F & 1002FO.
“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: $60,060.00 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.

z
Carapl ﬂ%mw /S -04~0 6

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:
Mavo Systems, Inc. A 95197
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement, Crosstown 89220/ - 1/17/06 — 9/30/06

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road

construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
o Contract: $97,878.27 Metro Consultant Allocation

NA

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

WVM% /A ~04 ~ 0(,

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

CFNE Contract Number:

Contractor Name:
84450

Sterling Systems, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): ‘ Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Crosstown, I35W/TH62 Asbestos 89177 1/5/06 — 11/6/06
Abatement '

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road

construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
S A : Contract: $99,718.39 Metro Consultant Allocation

o

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

NA

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

@(b«%&%@*—ém /5?»&4‘0{0

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:
Environmental Solutions, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Reconstruction of I35W/TH 62, Crosstown 89178A01 1/18/06 — 10/6/06

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for regulated/hazardous materials
prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this type of
work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction. ‘

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Lump Sum Contract: $99,994.95 Metro Consultant Allocation

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

NA

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

@ﬂbﬂ/&\jﬂ Lsbriac /3 ~0</ - 0 ¢

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

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:
American Engineering Testing, Inc. A90790

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Lakeville Soils Survey 89569 6/30/06 — 11/1/06

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

This contract was for a geotechnical soils survey on I-35W at CSAH 70 in Lakeville. This included soils auger borings,
installation of piezometers, collection of field soil samples, testing for permeability and a log for construction.

Mn/DOT did not have the equipment or expertise to drill to the depths required. An ATV or track rig was necessary for
some of the locations. Mn/DOT does not have the equipment or license for this work. '

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
1095 Contract:$135,825.66 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

@W&M [/R=04 -0 @

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services
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:
UNIVERISTY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A68714

Beyond "Business as Usual": Ensuring
the Network We Want is the Network we | 81655, WO 141
Get

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

Project Duration (Dates):
OCTOBER 8, 2004 —
SEPTEMBER 29, 2006

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

This research will assess the implications of existing and proposed network construction decision rules by
comparing the networks across a set of performance measures (including, but not limited, to cost,
accessibility, mobility, equity, reliability, and system-wide consumer's surplus measures).

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
NA Contract: $88,000.00

Source of Funding:
STIP

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 tlmelmess quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

.@aMMﬁVXM%%au/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/R-H =0

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: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A- 93641
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90131 Project Duration (Dates): 09/12/06 to 11/30/06
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 complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric Features,
create a Digital Terrain Model and also produce a Digital Ortho-Photo for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH S, (Waconia, Metro West District) / Project number 1002F & 1002FO.
“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: $60,060.00 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.

Carpt Tpe o /=04 -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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 9/7 / < / ~ Type of Work \>\r\o \”o‘ﬁ/(aw\m/\e_‘\'r c Mc, IQ/Q/ I/ng
District/Office (\/] & )\"hg \/\/ e( ][ Work Type Code S mp

SP Number [(J{)2 |- TH Number __ 5 Location T\ ‘3'/ \WECON. &
Méartine 2

Contractor

Subcontractor

Subcontractor —

ContractPeriod:q’(?, —OQ ; \\-2,0»06; 0,\(-3\ —-—07

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ é 0. () LG = Orig Cost: $ GO, () 4(0 —+ Amended Cost: $ ([5 |

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
- 1-6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points - 1 Point
1. Product Quality %
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements }L
4. Deliverables Complete and '
on time X
5. Project related cooperation ‘ Y
6. QA/QC plan conformance .

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 S (Maximum pomts
Prolect 71; Contra

- -0 44ﬁ/fv
N ame Date Name

M 42T /45 (4 ,\@C.ng,\[
|2 — 4 -0&

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

j\afp\&
M e B |

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:
Mavo Systems, Inc. A 95197
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement, Crosstown 89220+ - 1/17/06 — 9/30/06

construction.

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
R Contract: $97,878.27

Source of Funding:
Metro Consultant Allocation

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

/A3 =0H - 06

Date

3C: 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. __89220A01

District/Office  Metro

Type of work _Asbestos Abatement

Work Type Code A @)

S.P. 2782-281 T.H. I35W/TH 62 Location _Crosstown
Contractor __Mavo Systems, Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor ,
Contract Period: __1/17/06 ; __9/30/06 ;_1/31/07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $__97,878.27 = Orig Cost: §

Amended cost for: D Overrun

+ Amended Cost: $

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

b6
17 Project Ma age;?
| \/ iy /f s

q

S

( Mark Vogel” ) &~

Print Name

Total Points Z 7

(Maximum points 36)

Contract

Administrator:

Adbl I

(J DQQbiQ Forschen

Print Name

)27 ek

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: CFMS Contract Number:
UNIVERISTY OF MINNESOTA A68714

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Beyond "Business as Usual": Ensuring OCTOBER 8, 2004 —

the Network We Want is the Network we 81655, WO 141 SEPTEMBER 29, 2006
Get

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

This research will assess the implications of existing and proposed network construction decision rules by
comparing the networks across a set of performance measures (including, but not limited, to cost,
accessibility, mobility, equity, reliability, and system-wide consumer's surplus measures).

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $88,000.00 STIP

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

NA

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WVWQMMKR.W /R -H-0(

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CUNDULITANI

PERFURNMANCE EVALUAIIUN

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. 81655, WO 141

District/Office Investment Management

S.P. 88016 00677 T.H. NA

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: October 8, 2004,
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $88,000.00 =

Amended cost for: 0O Overrun

Type of work Research

Work Type Code Q-é
Location Statewide

September 29, 2006;
Work Completion Date

Orig Cost: $88,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0
O Additional Work

September 29, 2006
Expiration Date

Number of Amendments 0

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

Rating

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation’

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

0 At e B Rl Beis

(e per e—)

Total Points 3
(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator:

(LA W

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




CHINUVIS.
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.

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:

David was a pleasure to work with.




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Environmental Solutions, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:

Project Name (if applicable):
Reconstruction of I35W/TH 62, Crosstown

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
89178A01

Project Duration (Dates):
1/18/06 — 10/6/06

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for regulated/hazardous materials
prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this type of
work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
Lump Sum

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $99,994.95

Source of Funding:
Metro Consultant Allocation

NA

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

[/ (b LM\/ 7:L4—€O’La,4vu

I3~04~0 (¢

Date

- 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.

Type of work _Regulated Waste Removal

Work Type Code Af )

Agreement No. _89178,. _
District/Office  Metro

S.P. 2782-281 T.H. I35W/TH 62 Location _Crosstown
Contractor _Environmental Management Solutions

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: __1/18/06 | 10/6/06 1/31/07

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $_99.994.95 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: D Overrun D 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 X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation b'e
6. QA/QC plan conformance X

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

21~ 0@

Proje%na r:
(" Mark Vo% =

Print Name

Total Points

(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator:

Print Name

A3

i Woix 0 feoro ii/ 27 / 0l
(Deboie Forsthes)

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.

o Contractor needs little or no direction.

L4 Contractor responsive to requests.

L 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:

e  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.

° 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:

On a Mn/DOTwalk through of the buildings coming down, regulated waste was found that was not properly stored,

that could of potentially lead to an MPCA fine...EMS did fix. EMS was missing regﬁired information in the final

reports with regards to the regulated waste and fixed most of it. With the regulated waste, Mn/DOT requires a clear

papertrail showing where all regulated waste is managed. EMS had difficulty with the treated wood and solid waste

disposal, EMS could not get signed manifests or documentation from the landfills indicacting the type/quantity of

waste, shipped from/to, and date.

‘\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Sterling Systems, Inc. AQYq50

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Crosstown, I35W/TH62 Asbestos 89177 1/5/06 — 11/6/06
Abatement

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos
containing materials and stabilization of lead paint prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the
expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road
construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
: : Contract: $99,718.39 Metro Consultant Allocation

NA

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

Cppse s-eroc Do -0 G

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. __89177/_ Type of work _ Asbestos Abatement
District/Office _Metro Work Type Code A I )

S.P. _2782-281 T.H. I35W/TH62 Location _Crosstown
Contractor _Sterling Systems, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: __1/5/06 ; 11/6/06 ; _1/31/07

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $_99,718.39 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: D Overrun D 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 : 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
3.:{“Inv01ces and progr $ reports
;9;'§Cost estunatlon/bu oe
 ‘management
ontractor s rating for this contract: Total Points 2. 5
' (D (Maximum points 36)
03 ject Contract Administrator:
- Debbie For :»c,h@ n
( Mark Vogel ( /.\)EUL,EJ VI ey
Print Nafne 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.

L 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: -

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

o 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:

There were problems with MPCA notifications with regard to asbestos containing material

removed. The MPCA needs to be notified when the 35/160/260 limits are exceeded per facility.
The MPCA does not separate the parcels as a facility. The MPCA looks at the whole Mn/DOT
project (all parcels together) and wants all reported. Additionally, under Mn/DOT contract, if
ANY asbestos containing materials (friable and non-friable) are identified in the
assessment/inspection report at greater than 1% Mn/DOT will consider it as regulated asbestos

containing material and needs to notify the MPCA.

Auser\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:
American Engineering Testing, Inc. A90790

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Lakeville Soils Survey 89569 6/30/06 — 11/1/06

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

This contract was for a geotechnical soils survey on I-35W at CSAH 70 in Lakeville. This included soils auger borings,
installation of piezometers, collection of field soil samples, testing for permeability and a log for construction.

Mn/DOT did not have the equipment or expertise to drill to the depths required. An ATV or track rig was necessary for
some of the locations. Mn/DOT does not have the equipment or license for this work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
109S Contract:$135,825.66 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

[‘) Ve Z.,L//l«é\\ﬁ/lﬂ-éf 7.5 YV /R—0% — 0 @

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services
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. 89283 59 569 Type of work (‘_741‘\%6’[" })vyf(?cv / -Sor [3 ou \F\/Q>/

District/Office WM Work Type Code &G T

SP.980-68 TH TI-35l Location L(}kao Ville 4097 ///?

Contractor _ Amecican E r\g C fé)ﬁh\r\ ﬁ? NOVZOOB ’fi”,

Subcontractor PX"m pﬁ'{:roo Rew . u é% '

Subcontractor OFFICE OF =
H-1-06 [-1-06 CONSULTANT SERY, g"j

Contract Period:  6-300-06 =266 ; =

>, Q}Q\'
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date  Expiration Date 5279752 W (E.f&
RSN

Total Contract Cost: $ |23 %00 = Original Cost: $ { 33, &)+ Amended Cost: $ /!/ 4
Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun [ ] Additional Work ~ Number of Amendments 72/

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
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4
7. Contract administration |~ - / s
‘cooperation R s v
8. Invoices and progress reports | | /
9. Cost estimation/budget I /
management R A
Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Points 2 L’
' ' (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager:
< ) /g_ <
(Beyfamin J. Timerson) V ( Lian Moling)
Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:
Above Average:

J 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.
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:

o 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.

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:

Joe and Rebecca did an excellent job, they delivered the project on-time and under budget. They
kept the borings within a couple feet of where I wanted them. They presented the data in the
Mn/DOT soil database as required. They were responsive to my questions and comments.

Auser\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:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A71990

Project Name (if applicable):
INV 668: 2005 Minnesota Technology
Transfer (T2) LTAP Program

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 153

Project Duration (Dates):

FEBRUARY 1, 2005 — JULY 31, 2006

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

To provide funding for the 2005 LTAP/LRRB Technology Transfer Program managed by the Center for
Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $426,500.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIGHWAY

NA

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

=20 - pils

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. 81655, WO 153 Type of work Research

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code

S.P. 88016 00369 T.H.N/A Location Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: February 1, 2005;  July 31, 2006; July 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $426,500.00 = Orig Cost: $286,500.00+ Amended Cost: $140,000.00

Amended cost for: [ Overrun 0 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 4

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 >

8. Invoices and progress .
reports 3

9. Cost estimation/budget 1
management 3

Contractor’s rating for this contract: ~ Total Points 21
(Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

S A

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:
UNVIERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A81992

Project Name (if applicable):

ITS Institute Mn/DOT Match - FY06

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 197

Project Duration (Dates):
OCTOBER 21, 2005 -
OCTOBER 31, 2006

Contract for RSPA (US DOT) fund transfer - ISTEA21 Match

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $200,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIGHWAY

NA

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

7 ' B
(/%Mkﬁ leb nae

/=177 -0

Date

ec: 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 81655, WO 197 Type of work Research
TS T PNGAC . — /{/
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code
S.P. 88016 00789 T.H.N/A Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: October 21, 2005;  October 31, 2006; ' October 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $200,000.00 = Orig Cost: $200,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: O Overrun [0 Additional Work Number of Amendments 0

ltem 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

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
__cooperation

8. Invoices and progress
reports

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget
management

<IN IR

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points & 2
. (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

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




Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

1. If this is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally

identified when the project was funded, which was ?
_Yes _No
If No, Why?
If Yes, How?
2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
' _Yes _No If No, Why not?
3. Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this
research? _Yes _No If Yes, what were they?

(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.)

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator.
123 45 6.7.89_10
Poor Great
S. Was the information from the research available in time to be useful?
_Yes _No Explain:
6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project.

_ 0, Not at all satisfied

_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped

_ 6, Satisfied, non-useful results

_ 8. Satisfied, useful results

_ 10, It was great!

7. Did you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost? -
_Yes _No Why or why not?

8. If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?
_Yes _No  Why or why not?

Additional Comments:

fot o Hypoal " MUmlb oot

du (aial]

/ /
1/ /1t
77




FINAL PAYMENT ON A LUMP SUM AGREEMENT

Date: November 14, 2006

Agreement No.: 81655 Work Order No.: 197
Contractor’s Name: University of Minnesota

S.P. No.: 88016 00789

M.P. No.: N/A

Title: ITS Institute Mn/DOT Match - FY06

Total Costs Billed: $200,000.00
Paid this Invoice: $100,000.00
Amount Previously Paid $100,000.00

I certify that the work required by this agreement has been completed and any required reports

have been submitted. 5
- ///.«’
Names C i A AP
1/ o
Date: / / 4////Cﬁ o

Send Form to:

Bruce Kalland, Audit Manager
Mn/DOT Audit Section
Mailstop 190

Fed Aid

A nding. ereld - Fo 7C




INVOICE

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Invoice No 543 0 3

MN Department of Transportation
Consultant Services Section
Ashley Hartfiel, Agreement Admin.’
395 John Ireland Bivd., MS 680

St. Paul MN 55155-1899

FINAL

PAYABLE WITHIN 30 DAYS
Invoice Date: 11/10/06
Acco‘untv No: 5399148

Agency No: 81655 W.O. #197

Federal Tax ID: 41-6007513

Invoice Period Description Expenses
07/01/06 10/31/06 Completion of Task 1: Qtr 1
Research, Educ. & Outreach
Completion of Task 2: Qtr 2
Research, Educ. & Outreach
Completion of Task 3: Qtr 3 50,000.00
Research, Educ. & Outreach
Completion of Task 4: 'Qtr 4 50,000.00
Research, Educ. & Outreach
ABI992 = O6~ Line 2 ¥ 50 000.CO
/4'8( 92— 01 (e | # S0, r00.00
Title: TS Institute Mn/DOT Match - Fiscal Year 2006 Total $ 100,000.00
Prinicipal Investigator: Max Donath
For information regarding this invoice, call: Kristie Berglund
E-Mail: kristie@umn.edu }
Telephone: (612) 624-4097 Total Amount Due $ 100,000.00

| certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, all expenditures
reported_(or payments requested) are for appropriate purposes and
were made in accordance with the agreements set forth in the

application and award documents.
Regents of the University of Minnesota

i/
Sue Paulson %-STA,,
i R THEESN ,
Director g e.\;i{/:g 1

ATRLY
Sponsored Financial F@ebc;jéng

sV,
IR Py )
Uy

y
YICiS

‘Make Remittance Payable To: REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Mail To: Regents of the University of Minnesota
Sponsored Financial Reporting
~ 200 Oak Street SE, Suite 450
DUNS # 555917996
Minneapolis MN 55455-2070

PLEASE REFERENCE ABOVE INVOICE NUMBER ON REMITTANCE




Report on Professional/Téchnical 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:
A81992

UNVIERSITY OF MINNESOTA -

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
OCTOBER 21, 2005 ~

ITS Institute Mn/DOT Match - FY06 81655, WO 197 OCTOBER 31, 2006

Contract for RSPA (US DOT) fund transfer - ISTEA21 Match

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
NA ’ Contract: $200,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIGHWAY

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 contraétor’s timéliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[buéﬁ/wmw

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governotr/Commissioner

/=170

Date

& Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File ‘




‘Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ove‘r $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:
Integra Realty Resources

CFMS Contract Number:
A88744

Project Name (if applicable):

R/W Appraisals

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
89577

Project Duration (Dates):
5/12/06 — 10/31/06

This contract was for appraisal along TH 65 in Blaine, MN.

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

Mn/DOT contracts out for the land value appraisal for right of way acquisition. Land values change by area and it is
more cost effective to hire a contractor familiar with the areas current cost comparisons. It also allows the appraisal
reyiewers to manage more projects than if they were to do the appraisals in-house.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $99,900.00

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

S/ 0

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:
Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Reconstruction of TH 7/15/22 Through 88124A1 _ 7/18/05 — 5/4/06
Hutchinson

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for building demolitions.

An assessment needs to be done to identify asbestos containing materials, lead paint, and regulated materials to be
removed prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this
type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Lump Sum Contract: $77,213.11 D8 Consultant Allocation

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

NA

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

[ /Z‘? el s~ J/- /7~ 0k

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:
Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. A84930

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Crosstown, Asbestos and Regulated 89168 , 1/4/06 — 10/20/06
Assessment — 28 Parcels

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for building demolitions.
An assessment needs to be done to identify asbestos containing materials, lead paint, and regulated materials to be

removed prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this
type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
. Contract: $62,080.90 Metro 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

[2/ £t ) A Klnace. /=170 ¢

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner ' Date

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

nstructions: 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 Transportation Group, Inc. A73040
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Final design Bridge 27V76 86969 March 4, 2005 to September 29, 2006

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

The Contract was for final construction plans preparation for Bridge 27V76, T.H. 62 Westbound over T.H. 35W &
Nicollet Ave, at the East junction of T.H. 35W & T.H. 62. Bridge 27V76 is part of the Crosstown renovation project in the
City of Richfield. A Contractor was used because Mn/DOT did not have design personnel available and it enabled
Mn/DOT to meet scheduled construction letting date.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $459,465.85

Source of Funding:
Consultant Services Budget - Bridge
Office allotment.

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& /% ¢ L{’/\/7 j@"ygﬂ T

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/=77 G

Date

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

File



Report on Prpfessional/TechnicaI 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: U of M Center for Transportation Studies CFMS Contract Number t..“ Zq
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):  J.2). O\
CSD Workshops 81655 W.0. 159 12-14-05 to 6-30-06 (Expires '_)

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

In carrying out the external responsibilities of a federally designated Context Sensitive Design “Pilot State”

(ie. developing and sharing initiatives, training, lessons learned, and advocacy regionally and nationally) Mn/DOT and
FHWA lacked time and sufficient available internal resources to effectively develop and deploy a much-needed
Midwest Region National Context Sensitive Design and Solutions Workshop-and Mn/DOT entered into a
contract with the University of Minnesota Center for Transportation Studies for this purpose. For greater

1 administrative efficiency and cost-effectiveness, Mn/DOT amended the contract to also include development and two
deployments of a hew CSD and Managing Effective Public Involvement Workshop subsequent to obtaining the
necessary funding and recognizing the need to amend the original contract to compensate for $4,676 in additional dlrect
expenses that Mn/DOT approved for the Midwest Region National CSD&S Workshop.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $98, 676 $25,000 (FHWA) +
$73,676 (Mn/DOT Fund-270)

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:
This work was conducted under the Research Services Master Contract with the U of M Center for
Transportation Studies consistent with continuation of the Mn/DOT, FHWA, and CTS partnering efforts in

Mn/DOT’s CSD “pilot state” initiatives, advocacy, and training. .

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

il D stnace J)-17-0¢

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:
Integra Realty Resources A88744

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
R/W Appraisals 89577 5/12/06 — 10/31/06

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract was for appraisal along TH 65 in Blaine, MN.
Mn/DOT contracts out for the land value appraisal for right of way acquisition. Land values change by area and it is

more cost effective to hire a contractor familiar with the areas current cost comparisons. It also allows the appraisal
reviewers to manage more projects than if they were to do the appraisals in-house.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $99,900.00 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,
[//('Q[L< /!(/<< YL // / // ﬂ //’

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.:88283 89577  Type of work: Real Estate Appraisals

AP

District/Office: Metro

S.P.: 0208-123 T.H.: 65

Contractor: Integra Realty (Dan Mueller)

Subcontractor: N A

Subcontractor: , &

Contract Period: __ H-10-A4, ; ‘ f> ; 3 ) > [0-31-06
Work Start Date o7 -~ Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $99.900 = Orig Cost $99 900 + Amended Cost:__A//]

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

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

MIEEIEEERIES

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance XA ‘

7. Contract adm1mstrat10n
; cooperatlon

9. Cost estimation/budget

8. Invoices and prdgréss reports : o Y

management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Points 33/
(Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: ' Contra strat

MN\ea e Gloe I W ’i il fac
John Mascari ) / / g /:\1/((\ (%\’ e ) /(S’/Céz
Print

Print Name ame

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




-Definitions:

Above Average:

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.

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:

°

°

°

°

. .
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.

Parcels were very difficult partial acquisitions on 11 commercial properties located along

Highway 65 in the city of Blaine. Full before and after appraisals were required addressing

issues such as visibility, access and construction interference. Mr. Mueller is very cooperative,

dependable and produces high quality work. Fees are high, but competitive with other top-notch

appraisal firms.




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:
Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. A84930

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Crosstown, Asbestos and Regulated 89168 1/4/06 — 10/20/06
Assessment — 28 Parcels

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for building demolitions.
An assessment needs to be done to identify asbestos containing materials, lead paint, and regulated materials to be

removed prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this
type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $62,080.90 Metro 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

/?L a(( k//_‘/a/t[’]’ﬂ/?—u // ////. /) 4‘

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File
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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. 89168~ . Type of work _Asbestos /Regulated Waste Assessment

District/Office _Metro Work Type Code = ‘
2702-2 & { . ' )

S.P. 2882-289 T.H. I35W/TH 62 Location Crosstown, Mpls and Richfield

Contractor Industrial Hygiene Services Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

lo W ‘
Contract Period: __1/4/06 20l06  1puy
Work Start Date  Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $_62.080.90 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: Needed more time on contract, not add’l $§. Number of Amendments 1

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

Above Below v
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
o COnt et
es
__management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 5 Q

(Maximum points 36)

5000

Proj e%ger' ) / Contract Administrator:
s o N Joty s s
FrZ % Kbt JeoihiorD
( Mark Vpgel Yy~ : ( L\;abb, % Forschen l | 5/@/6
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:
o Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

o Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

L Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

] Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

o Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

o 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. '

o 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:

IH did a great job with the building assessments, the reports are outstanding.

’ ‘\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:

Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation

Project Name (if applicable):
Reconstruction of TH 7/15/22 Through

Hutchinson

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
88124A1

Project Duration (Dates):
7/18/05 — 5/4/06

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for building demolitions.

An assessment needs to be done to identify asbestos containing materials, lead paint, and regulated materials to be
removed prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this
type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish buildings for road construction.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
Lump Sum

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $77,213.11

Source of Funding:
D8 Consultant Allocation

NA

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

5 O
( /// Ll PNl

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

&

J/- /70 b

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. __881244&% - Type of work Bldg Asbestos and Regulated Waste Assessment

District/Office _Dist 8 Work Type Code _A 15

S.P. _4302-44 T.H. _7/15/22 Location _Hutchinson
Contractor _Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation

Subcontractor

Subcontractor ‘

Contract Period: __7/18/05 s 5/4/06 ;__1/31/06

Work Start Date  Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $_77.213.11_ = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $

Amended cost for: D Overrun D 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 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

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

tract Administrator:

( Mark Vogel

Print N me

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




‘Definitions:
"Above Average:
o 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.

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.

o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

L Project is behind schedule or over budget. _

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

L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o 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:

Very good work scheduling the assessments, great final reports.

" \user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on ProfessionaI/TechnicaI 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: U of M Center for Transportation Studies

CFMS Contract.Number'

AT 29

Project Name (if applicable):

CSD Workshops

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
81655 W.0O. 159

Project Duration (Dates): 9.2} O\
12-14-05 to 6-30-06 (Expires Steuss)

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

In carrying out the external responsibilities of a federally designated Context Sensitive Design “Pilot State”

(ie. developing and sharing initiatives, training, lessons learned, and advocacy regionally and nationally) Mn/DOT and
FHWA lacked time and sufficient available internal resources to effectively develop and deploy a much-needed
Midwest Region National Context Sensitive Design and Solutions Workshop-and Mn/DOT entered into a
contract with the University of Minnesota Center for Transportation Studies for this purpose. For greater
administrative efficiency and cost-effectiveness, Mn/DOT amended the contract to also include development and two
deployments of a hew CSD and Managing Effective Public Involvement Workshop subsequent to obtaining the
necessary funding and recognizing the need to amend the original contract to compensate for $4,676 in additional direct
expenses that Mn/DOT approved for the Midwest Region National CSD&S Workshop. '

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $98, 676

Source of Funding:
$25,000 (FHWA) +
$73,676 (Mn/DOT Fund-270)

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services:
This work was conducted under the Research Services Master Contract with the U of M Center for
Transportation Studies consistent with continuation of the Mn/DOT, FHWA, and CTS partnering efforts in
Mn/DOT’s CSD “pilot state” initiatives, advocacy, and training. .

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

ARy
st /) Lst N~

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/‘/_ //]— VZ (/
Date

cC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to t 2
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 81655 WO 159 Type of Work CSD Works
District/Office Technical Support Work Type Code 06151’ e

SP Number 8816-678 TH Number Statewide Location

Contractor U of M Center for Transportation Studies

Subcontractor Charleen Zimmer — Zan Associates

Subcontractor Patricia Van Gorp — Beacon Associates Int’l.

Contract Period:  12-14-05 ; 6-30-06 : 0% =7 |
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $98, 676 = Orig Cost: $50,000 + Amended Cost: $48.676
Amended for:-’;Small Overrun plus 2 additional workshops ~ Number of Amendments (1)

Item Rating Rating
1 -6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above ' Below
Average Average Average ~ Poor
4 Points . 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality ' 4
|2, Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with M/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/ QC plan conformance 4
'ontract adrmmstraﬁon REETEES BT T ER 5 R
. nVOlceS and progress reports = R % SEE ESny
9 :Cost estunatlonfbudget AR R 3 E
' ‘management . ' L . R B
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points :%E(Maximum points 36)
Pro;ect Managet: _ ntract Admnlstrafg)r
P hdl, 83166 (Yol wloloe
Name Date & /

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
Above Average:
L

Average

Below Average:

°
°
)
°
Poor:
°®
°
)
°
e
Comments:

Extremely pleas

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 i$ 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.

ed with the Contractor’s and Subcontractor’s performance in regards to development and

Deployment of the 3 workshops covered under the original Contract and subsequent Amendment. The

expectations were exceeded across the board including the outcomes as evidenced by the great feedback

shown by workshop participants on their evaluation forms.-

(CSS Reviewed §

/16/06)




Report on Professional/Téchnical 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 alongﬂith the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
UNVIERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A81992

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

ITS Institute Mn/DOT Match - FY06 81655, WO 197

Project Duration (Dates):
OCTOBER 21, 2005 -
OCTOBER 31, 2006

Contract for RSPA (US DOT) fund transfer - ISTEA21 Match

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amourit Spent on
NA ’ Contract: $200,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIGHWAY

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 timéliness, quality, cost, and overall

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

I/ 1T 0

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. 81655, WO 197 ~ Type of work Research e
//\f\/k\‘} ‘t) XN

Dist?‘irdf/SOféiJ;; fm\;;;fjﬁgnfMarfaég/é‘fnﬁm ~Work Type Code E—é A\ra - //ijj:\

S.P. 88016 00789 T.H.N/A Location Statewide ,Q; ﬁi?;f . Q\
Contractor University of Minnesota | ’,E; Q*NAQM:L:" g iﬁj
Subcontractor Yz :7;

<

(3 <3

Subcontractor , . ' ' D S
» gy
October 31, 2006 Rl

Contract Period: October 21, 2005;  October 31, 2006;
Work Start Date ‘ Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $200,000.00 = Orig Cost: $200,000.00 + Amended Cqst: $0

Amended cost for: [0 Overrun O Additional Work Number of Amendments 0

~ ltem 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

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

LX< <

7. Contract administration

P

i
“_:-’

+,

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points é 2
, (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: ; ~ Contract Administrator:

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




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

.astructions: 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 Transportation Group, Inc. A73040

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Final design Bridge 27V76 86969 March 4, 2005 to September 29, 2006

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

The Contract was for final construction plans preparation for Bridge 27V76, T.H. 62 Westbound over T.H. 35W &
Nicollet Ave, at the East junction of T.H. 35W & T.H. 62. Bridge 27V76 is part of the Crosstown renovation project in the
City of Richfield. A Contractor was used because Mn/DOT did not have design personnel available and it enabled
Mn/DOT to meet scheduled construction letting date.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $459,465.85 Consultant Services Budget - Bridge
Office allotment.

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

// )
(Cal T Nplrial /1170 G
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
<C: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File ,



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

* Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used ,_
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the /c{g TED /7/\;;3\
R

Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. /\f ,ﬁ’ A o
P . e N /")};
K\: Hovomg
Contract No.: __86969 Type of Work Fioel Drsion = o;(,i‘ eD i,
. . S e op B
District/Office: Bridge Office Work Type Code _ 2 \%’(}) o SULT A pgy Sy, o
SP Number: 2782-27V76 TH Number: 35W Location: Final design Bridge 27V76, Tﬂﬁ:ﬁz X Qi@
Contractor : Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. Westbound over T.H. 35W & Nicolt& % #1262 R\'
Subcontractor: __ NA Ave, at the East junction of T.H. 35W
Subcontractor: ___ NA & T.H, 62, City of Richfield.
Contract Period: March 4, 2005; September 29, 2006; October 1, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $459.465.85 = Orig Cost: $374.453.71 + Amended Cost: $85.012.14
Amended for: [0 Overrun X[ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: __ 2

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality : ‘ ,7L
2. Work Performance (1L
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 1?L
Standards/Requirements '
4. Deliverables Complete and ,\{\
on time.
5. Project related cooperation LF
6. QA/QC plan conformance /

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: =2 (Maximum points 2& )
Project Manager: Contr(gct Administrator:

)‘AD@& Moalhre  le-23.0¢ it &M ol 2872345
Keith Molnau Date Victor E. Crabbe Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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.
L] Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
o 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 Mo/DOT.

Comments:

memuaw\fﬁ%ﬁ/w

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



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: Martinez Corporation. ' CFMS Contract Number: A- 92900

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90090 Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 11/07/06
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 complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric Features and
create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 61, (London Road, District 1 Duluth) / Project number 6925-123.
“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: $84,968.00 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.

gﬁMK/W?ﬂ@LL, J /- G—0

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: Martinez Corporation. ’ CFMS Contract Number: A- 92900

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90090 Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 11/07/06
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 complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric Features and
create a Digital Terrain Model for this project.

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 61, (London Road, District 1 Duluth) / Project number 6925-123.
“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: $84,968.00 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.

/d/z 74 L/XJ(MWW /- G0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 670 g QQ Type of Work &&gﬁ&)ﬂﬂdﬁﬁ L kel /\/{4/ 9/ /%
District/Office [ — | Work Type Code =7 M P

SP Numberg q: 5172 g TH Number (;f Location {_
Contractor Lﬂg C£( re 2 C 2@C)Q i

Subcontractor —

Subcontractor —

Contract Period: Q-—30fcé ; //— 7 Oé ‘; -3 "O?’\

Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 2& Sié 5 ~= Orig Cost: $ﬁﬁéﬁ —_+ Amended Cost: $

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 -9 by Contract 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

NI IS

6. QA/QC plan conformance </

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: . 51 (Maximum points 54; )
c,t anager: , e _ @W
/ / // ," {! A I
Date “Date /7~ 9 e

mlﬂe U“b"’~5 MCH/Q‘?‘\SH I EHRAN

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

‘ent: Monday, November 06, 2006 3:48 PM

Jo: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Monday, November 06, 2006 at 15:48:29
_config: vendeval
project: District 6 and 7 Transportation Operation and Communication Center Advance
Transportation Management '
id partl; T79
id_part2: 276
cfms: A23357
vendor: ADDCO, Inc.
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT
evaluator: Susan Sheehan / Mark Nelson
eval_date: 11/06/2006
email_list: mark.nelson@dot.state.mn.us, susan.sheehan@dot.state.mn.us, sarah.kline-
stensvold@dot.state.mn.us
purpose: The purpose of entering into this contract was to provide the design, development
and implementation of the Intelligent Transportation Systems components for the
Transportation Operations and Communications Centers in Mn/DOT Districts 6 and 7.
Expertise not availabe by state employees was required to perform the duties of this
contrackt.:
accomplished: Yes
contract_date: 05/01/2003
amended_date: 09/30/2004
actual_date: 09/30/2004
ontract_cost: $3,746,541
amended_cost: $4,016,214
actual_cost: $4,016,214
amended: Yes
amended_e: Reasons for the amendment include additional time needed to installation of
equipment, upgrade state owned PTMS for safety improvements and to complete systems
testing
terminated: No
engage: Yes
engage_e: Contractor completed deliverables appropriately.



Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

ent: Monday, November 06, 2006 3:49 PM
fo: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Monday, November 06, 2006 at 15:49:29

_config: vendeval

project: District 6 and 7 Transportation Operation and Communication Center Advance

Transportation Management

id_partl: T79

id_part2: 276

cfms: A23357

vendor: ADDCO, Inc.

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT

evaluator: Susan Sheehan / Mark Nelson

eval_date: 11/06/2006

email_ list: mark.nelson@dot.state.mn.us, susan.sheehan@dot.state.mn.us, sarah.kline-

stensvold@dot.state.mn.us '

purpose: The purpose of entering into this contract was to provide the design, development

and implementation of the Intelligent Transportation Systems components for the
Transportation Operations and Communications Centers in Mn/DOT Districts 6 and 7.
Expertise not availabe by state employees was required to perform the duties of this
contract,

accomplished: Yes

contract_date: 05/01/2003

amended_date: 09/30/2004

actual_date: 09/30/2004

.ontract_cost: $3,746,541

amended_cost: $4,016,214

actual_cost: $4,016,214

cost_effective: No state agency could perform the services necessary.

An RFP was completed to ensure the best quality/price.

amended: Yes

amended_e: Reasons for the amendment include additional time needed to installation of
equipment, upgrade state owned PTMS for safety improvements and to complete systems
testing

terminated: No

engage: Yes

engage_e: Contractor completed deliverables appropriately.



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:
University of Minnesota

CFMS Contract Number:
A57675 | A50107

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
2004-2005 Minnesota Airport Technical 81655, WO 104
Assistance Program (AirTAP)

Project Duration (Dates):
December 8, 2003 — May 31, 2006

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

To increase knowledge of airport professionals in both the public and private sectors of new technology and
techniques for designing, maintaining, operating and administering small airports, thereby improving service

delivery. :
Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $213,000.00 Aeronautics

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

WW@«.

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/O0-37-06

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. 81655, WO 104
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code

Type of work Research

S.P. T.H. Location

Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Contract Period: Deéember 8, 2003; May 31, 2006; May 31, 2006

Work Start Date
Total Contract Cost: $213,000.00 = Orig Cost: $200,000.00 + Amended Cost: $13,000.00

O Additional Work

Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Amended cost for: [0 Overrun Number of Amendments 1

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

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/A

7. Contract administration
cooperation

X

8. Invoices and progress
reports

X

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

X

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:
eter Buckherr

G Z

Total Points

(Maximum points 38)

Contract Administrator:

37

S

WATq

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




FINAL PAYMENT ON A LUMP SUM AGREEMENT

Date: October 26, 2006

Agreement No.: 81655 Work Order No.: 104
Contractor’s Name: University of Minnesota

S.P. No.: N/A - |
M.P. No.: N/A

Title: 2004-2005 Minnesota Airport Technical Assistance Program (AirTAP)

Total Costs Billed: $213,000.00
Paid this Invoice: $6,500.00

Amount Previously Paid $206,500.00

I certify that the work required by this agreement has been completed and any required reports

have been submitted. -
Namew . %_Q

Date: /Q/,g '7//(/6 é

Send Form to:

Bruce Kalland, Audit Manager
Mn/DOT Audit Section
Mailstop 190

Fed Aid




'NV0|CE | Invoice No 47624

@3& REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

PAYABLE WITHIN 30 DAYS

MN Dept of Transportation Invoice Date: 06/08/06
Office of Research Services

Susan Kahle

395 John Ireland Blvd Agency No: 81655 W.0. 104 AM#1

MailStop 330
St. Paul MN 55155-1899 Federal Tax ID: 41-6007513

Account No: 5398001

FINAL

Invoice Period Description , Expenses

04/01/06 05/31/06 Amount Due Per Agreement 6,500.00

Fiob  Lu~e 2 - Bis00%=

ASTINS

(9?(@% % Py
/

VY

Title:  2004-2005 MN Airport Technical Assistance Program (AirTAP) Total $ 6,500.00

Prinicipal Investigator: Cheri Marti

For information regarding this invoice, call: Kristie Berglund
E-Mail: kristie@umn.edu
Telephone: (612) 624-4097 Total Amount Due $ . 6,500.00

| certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, all expenditures Make Remittance Payable To: REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

reported (or payménts requested) are for appropriate purposes and

were made in accordance with the agreements set forth in the Mail To: Regents of the University of Minnesota

- Sponsored Financial Reporting
application-and award documents. . 200 Oak Strest SE, Suite 450

Regents of the University of Minnesota ’ DUNS # 555917996

| Minneapolis MN 55455-2070
Sue Paulson i
Director l'/m WO‘&/(/

Sponsored Financial Repoftjng

PLEASE REFERENCE ABOVE INVOICE NUMBER ON REMITTANCE




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:

lowa State University A49853

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Safety Impacts of Street Lighting at Isolated | 82617, WO 4 : July 1, 2003 — September 30, 2006
Rural Intersections - Phase Il

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

This project will:

1) Analyze and quantify the effectiveness of rural lighting in reducing nighttime crashes at isolated rural
intersections.

2) Provide recommendations for selection, monitoring, and analysis of new lighting installations at isolated
rural intersections.

3) Further assess the short and long term safety impacts of lighting at rural isolated intersections, while
investigating, verifying, and/or refining the recommended warrants/guidelines from the original LRRB
study.

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $51,180.00 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

[@LMV 4 Itig VOB /O~ -0 ¢

Carol Molnau, Lt Governor/Comm|SS|oner Date

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

G



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. 82617 WO 4 Type of work Research

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code

S.P. N/A T.H. N/A Location

Contractor Iowa State University

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 7/1/2003 : 9/30/2006 ; 9/30/2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $51,180.00 = Orig Cost: $51,180.00 + Amended Cost: $N/A

Amended cost for: O Overrun 0O 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 5<
2. Work Performance ;\(
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT U
Standards/Requirements X
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time X
5. Project related cooperation e
6. QA/QC plan conformance $%
7. Contract administration A
cooperation 7[’
8. Invoices and progress
reports 7<
9. Cost estimation/budget i
management 74
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points -5 7Z-

(Maximum points 36)

_Project er:
/ Y
S /13 /06

oger/ Gustafson /

Dan Warzala

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



Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

1. If this is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally

identified when the project was funded, which was ?
Yes _ No
0, Why?
If Yes, How?
2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
_Yes ."\_/No If No, Why not?
3. Are there measurable impacts (mehnetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this
research? X; es _ No If Yes, what were they?

(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.)

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator.
1234567 @_9 _10
Poor Great
5. Was the information from the research available in time to be useful?
Z(Yes _No Explain:
6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project.

_ 0, Not at all satisfied
_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped
-0, Satisfied, non-useful results
. Satisfied, useful results
_ 10, It was great!

7. id you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost?

Yes _No  Why or why not?

8. ~ If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?
x Yes _No  Why or why not?

Additional, Cofiments:

s we Qo Lok L A k\é@/\%

Whappoctioral Bedier.




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:
University of Minnesota A57560

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Chemical Inventory and Database

Development for Recycled Material 81655, WO 88 10/15/03 - 7/30/06
Substitutes

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

Produced chemical data on wastes, non-surface background soils and natural aggregates for use in a hazard
assessment due-diligence screening tool. In addition, sampling and laboratory protocols will be developed for
site and waste specific analyses.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $98,000.00 STIP

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

NA

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

(0048 Dtstng.e r0 200

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
o0: 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. 81655, WO 88 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code
S.P. 88016-00534 T.H. NA Location: Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: 10/15/03; 7/30/06; 7/30/06
Work Start Date  Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: 1 Overrun O 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

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
cooperation

8. Invoices and progress
reports

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

A AR APE e

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

j Projlei Manag:;ﬁ" Contract Administrator:

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.

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:

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

Comments:




Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

1. Ifthis is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally
identified when the project was funded, which was ?

_Yes _No
If No, Why?
If Yes, How? ¢

2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
)&Yes _No If No, Why not?

3. Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this 3
research? ~Yes _ No IfYes, what were they? (7\\/@7 N
(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.) b W {
e
Teo peents A«
4, Rate the quality of technical work of the Princi@lnvestigator.
9110

Great

5. Vas the information from the research available in time to be useful?
™~Yes _No Explain:

6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project.
0, Not at all satisfied
_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped
6, Satisfied, non-useful results
£.8. Satisfied, useful results
_ 10, It was great!

7. id you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost?
: Yes _No  Why or why not?

8. If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?
>_\Yes _No  Why or why not?

Additional 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: CFMS Contract Number:
Kimley Horn and Associates A 48197

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Prelim Layout TH 52 Inver Grove Hghts 85914 5/19/04 — 6/30/06

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

This contract was for preliminary design to prepare a final geometric layout, environmental assessment, environmental
studies and public involvement for the TH 52 access closures in Inver Grove Heights.

In reviewing workload it was determined that there were no project documentations personnel or CADD technicians
available for this project during the timeframe needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total-Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $196,272.67 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

[%M&Wm [0-R0 -0

| 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:
Ehresmann Engineering, Inc

CFMS Contract Number:
A72594

Project Name (if applicable):
Radio Tower Special Inspections

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
87481

Project Duration (Dates):
2/11/2005 - 6/30/2006

tower and do random testing of the bolts.

+

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

The Building Codes and Standard, Department of Labor and Industry required special inspection of the bolts connecting
the legs of the tower for tightness be done by an Independent Testing Agency. Do this work someone had to climb the

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $56,128.13

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, L

~Governor, Zml sioner

/8 —320 g

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:
University of Minnesota (CTS) A-45690

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Utilities Manual Rewrite 81655 — Work Order 53 January 15, 2003 — June 30, 2006

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

The purpose of the contract was to update the existing Mn/DOT Utilities Manual and the Utility Accommodation Policy
and deliver Mn/DOT Utility training.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because there are limited resources. The existing Utility Unit staff is busy
doing the daily work of writing and issuing utility permits, performing utility coordination on Mn/DOT construction
projects, and writing utility agreements. CTS provided the facilitation and organization to accomplish this complex
project. Also, national utility coordination expertise and communications skills were needed in order to develop a more
effective utility coordination process and provide the training needed to implement the new process.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
: Contract: $473,028.00 Consultant Budget

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

/M L/Z@ZQW | | /0~ (

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

e 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:
Cambridge Systematics : AT1T7415
Project Name (if applicable): DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Minnesota Truck Size & Weight Project 88045 7/05-6/06

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

The purpose of this project was to review Minnesota’s existing truck size and weight laws to identify potential changes
that would support economic development, protect the infrastructure, preserve safety and realize administrative
efficiencies. The consultant contract was needed to acquire the necessary technical knowledge, based on national
experience, to estimate the impacts of proposed changes. The project resulted in a legislative proposal for making a
variety of changes to existing laws.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $500,000 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

ﬂ@%%@ém /O-RO-0¢

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: A88188
Hydro-Klean, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):4/27/2006 —
Video Inspection & Cleaning No.:89330 8/30/2006

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

Project summary; Televise, inspect, and identify all previously known and all newly discovered storm water
infrastructure features and disposal of sediments generated from cleaning activities. The information gathered by this
contract will provide quality project scoping information to the DOT’s Water Resource Engineers. The information will
also assist in identifying Mn / DOT's storm water outfalls and will assist in the development of the Mn / DOT’s flow
network map required per MS4 permit requirements. Mn/DOT does not have the equ1pment nor the expertise to
conduct this type of prOJect in a timely and effective manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Fundin
: Contract:$88,688.23 Tru ,\ /—? C%’AZ(/G\/

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 includihg 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 /0220 -0 ¢,

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: Wilson Development Services

CFMS Contract Number:

AB9894
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
S.P. 8611-18 (TH 24) 87109 11/01/04 To 08/28/06

Office.

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Right-of-Way Professional assistance (field title work, direct purchase

negotiations and relocation assistance) on the above named State Project, as directed by the State Project Manager. It
was necessary to enter into this agreement because there was insufficient professional staff available within the district.
In addition, it was found that no staff was available in any other district, including the Metro District, or within the Central

Billable Hours (if applicable):XXXXX

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $99,499.54

Source of Funding:XXXXX

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

/ZB .

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commis

WALl

sioner

/0 HRo -0 &

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: A88084
Hydro-Klean, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):4/21/2006 —
TH 36 Video Inspection & Cleaning No.:89331 8/30/2006

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

Project summary; Televise, inspect, and identify all previously known and all newly discovered storm water
infrastructure features and disposal of sediments generated from cleaning activities. The information gathered by this
contract will provide quality project scoping information to the DOT’s Water Resource Engineers. The information will
also assist in identifying Mn / DOT'’s storm water outfalls and will assist in the development of the Mn / DOT’s flow
network map required per MS4 permit requirements. Mn/DOT does not have the equipment nor the expertise to
conduct this type of project in a timely and effective manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract:$59,779.46 Trank Hiahuwoy

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

[} @M7 IR AU /0 20 =0

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:
ACCT, Inc. A73413

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Trinity Road Asbestos 87729 3/14/05 — 9/22/06

demolished for highway reconstruction.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
The purpose of this contract was to remove asbestos and lead paint from buildings scheduled to be

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $50,295.84

Source of Funding:
State

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

/O30 —O &

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 Secfion, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Concorde Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A58853

Project Name (if applicable):
Drug and Alcohol Testing

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

86210

Project Duration (Dates):
2/26/04-12/21/05

regulations.

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

Mn/DOT is required by Federal DOT regulations to implement a drug/alcohol policy, which includes provisions for
testing employees, who are required by their assignment to have a valid CDL. Such tests are conducted at the time of
hire, following an accident (pursuant to specific guidelines), when reasonable suspicion of drug/alcohol use is identnifed,
for follow-up testing of employees who have had a first Positive test, and also for employees picked via a random
selection process, four times per year. The testing process is mandated by Federal regulations and the contract with
Concorde (the Third Party Administrator) provides the services necessary to remain in compliance with those

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $151,165.22

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, quallty, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

JO 06 - O (o

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




Report on ProfessionaIITechnicaI'Cbntracts 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: Visu-Sewer Clean & Seal, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A88021
Project Name (if applicable): Video Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Inspection and Cleaning 89288 April 20, 2006 — August 16, 2006

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide video inspection and cleaning services of stormwater
infrastructure features on I-35 from Trunk Highway (T.H.) 8 to T.H. 95. Stormwater system features include all
storm drainage pipes, culverts, manholes, catch basins, drop inlets, aprons, etc. used to convey storm water
within the project limits.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
$98,362.00 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

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

//ﬁ £M772M// LA~ [O-Ho~O

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner ' Date

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin
J. Brunher, 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 Consuitant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: , CFMS Contract Number: ;'
Ehresmann Engineering, Inc A72594
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Radio Tower Special Inspections 87481 2/11/2005 - 6/30/2006

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

The Building Codes and Standard, Department of Labor and Industry required special inspection of the bolts connecting
the legs of the tower for tightness be done by an Independent Testing Agency. Do this work someone had to climb the
tower and do random testing of the bolts.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $56,128.13 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

A P
Db dlspoe 0200

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

Carol Molnau, L




- CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 87481 Type of Work: Radio Tower Inspection

District/Office Maint: Facilities Work Type Code i /

SP Number TH Number Location : Statewide

Contractor Ehresmann Engineering Subcontractor

Subcontractor ,

Contract Period: _2/11/2005; e[20/0b . 6/30/2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 56,128.13 = Orig Cost: $45,932.76 + Amended Cost: $ 10,195.37
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 2

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 3
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mo/DOT | 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3
management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 2 ) (Maximum points 3 )
e L 6] i T -Contract A(giministrator: o
A/ @ Y= N fi (S 1eldlec
Name :Ronald Lag?uist’f‘Date 09/20/2006 ’i,:’ Name " Date

.

\‘\"9-:
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,
MS 680

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




R‘Weport 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:
University of Minnesota (CTS) A-45690

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Utilities Manual Rewrite 81655 — Work Order 53 January 15, 2003 — June 30, 2006

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

The purpose of the contract was to update the existing Mn/DOT Utilities Manual and the Utility Accommodation Policy
and deliver Mn/DOT Utility training.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because there are limited resources. The existing Utility Unit staff is busy
doing the daily work of writing and issuing utility permits, performing utility coordination on Mn/DOT construction
projects, and writing utility agreements. CTS provided the facilitation and organization to accomplish this complex
project. Also, national utility coordination expertise and communications skills were needed in order to develop a more
effective utility coordination process and provide the training needed to implement the new process.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $473,028.00 Consultant Budget

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

ﬂW W%&Mw . /0 ~AO~O

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Traning
Contract No. 81655 — Work Order 53 Type of Work Utilities Manual Réwrite
District/Office Technical Support Work Type Code TR

SP Number N/A TH Number N/A Location N/A

Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor Darlene Gorrill
Subcontractor TBE Group

Contract Period: January 16, 2003; June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $473,028.00 = Orig Cost: $128,000.00 + Amended Cost: $345.028.00
Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 5

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

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

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4

on time ‘
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4
7. Contract administration R

~cooperation L ‘ 6 ’

8. Invoices and progress reports T 2
9. Cost estimation/budget R » B

management -
Contractor’s rating for this contract: : Total Points: ~ (Maximum points _“’3@_)
Proje/c\t Managler: Contract Administrator: .

/ N N e N b SR RWAY)
47V | & il [/@mfmﬂ»” 16 2{ot U‘&hr }’)&d\/&.@/{,&}ﬁ M \D AN \ D{C’

Name 4 Date ‘ Name N Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

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.

Above Average:

°

°

°

°

°

°

°

.
Average

°

°

°

°
Below Average:

°

.

°

°
Poor:

°

°

.

°

°
Comments:.

CTS did an outstanding job overall in rewriting the Utilities Manual, working with our Unit to develop a

new improved utility coordination process, and developing and presenting training for 280 participants.

TBE Group and Darlene Gorrill added national utility expertise and communications skills to round out

an effective team. They worked with us to resolve issues that surfaced and address the extensive

feedback on the manual and process.

Cheri Marti was an excellent project manager who kept the project moving ahead. She recognized the

importance of upper management support to help implement the process and helped us achieve that

support through regular project status meetings with Dick Stehr and Bob Winter.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:

Cambridge Systematics A171415
Project Name (if applicable): DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Minnesota Truck Size & Weight Project 88045 7/05-6/06

variety of changes to existing laws.

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

The purpose of this project was to review Minnesota’s existing truck size and weight laws to identify potential changes
that would support economic development, protect the infrastructure, preserve safety and realize administrative
efficiencies. The consultant contract was needed to acquire the necessary technical knowledge, based on national
experience, to estimate the impacts of proposed changes. The project resulted in a legislative proposal for making a

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $500,000

Source of Funding:
Consultant Budget

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 RO -0¢

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 88045 Type of Work _ Planning
District/Office _ OFCVO Work Type Code Eg
SP Number TH Number Location

Contractor Cambridge Svstematics

Subcontractor SRF Consulting Group

Subcontractor
Contract Period:  7/12/06 ; 6/30/06 ; 6/30/06
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $ 500,000 =Orig Cost: § 500,000 + Amended Cost: $ -0-

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments __ -0-

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

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

1. Product Quality 4

2. Work Performance 4

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time

5. Project related cooperation 4

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

7. Contract administration 4
cooperation

8. Invoices and progress reports 3

9. Cost estimation/budget 4
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 35
(Maximum points 36 )

Project Manager: ract Administrator:

William Gardner 9/19/06 s J—  9/19/06
Name Date ” S\hell}(/ﬂ)fégrer Date .

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,
MS 680
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
Above Average:
°

Average

°
Below 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.

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.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
L 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:

Successfully completed extensive technical work and outreach activities for an extremely complex and

politically-charged project, conducted in a compressed timeframe.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: A88188
Hydro-Klean, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):4/27/2006 —
Video Inspection & Cleaning No.:89330 8/30/2006

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

Project summary; Televise, inspect, and identify all previously known and all newly discovered storm water
infrastructure features and disposal of sediments generated from cleaning activities. The information gathered by this
contract will provide quality project scoping information to the DOT's Water Resource Engineers. The information will
also assist in identifying Mn / DOT’s storm water outfalls and will assist in the development of the Mn / DOT's flow
network map required per MS4 permit requirements. Mn/DOT does not have the equupment nor the expertise to
conduct this type of prOJect in a timely and effective manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
: Contract:$88,688.23 Trun }( /L? / Uy

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 includihg 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%ﬂb /020 -0 ¢,

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

- Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

ContractNo. & 3% 330 Type of Work Uideo Ieseec iow ‘\ C‘E\%‘\""b
District/Office M ~ Work Type Code _3y/ ‘
SP Number |96~ S\ TH Number 13,3, 3 Tyqqlocation Jd waioss
Contractor l’\t:lc\ 2o ~ Xleao

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period:  H -177-06 ; D-20-0% ; 3-30-0%
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $_‘f@:ﬁﬁ&_" Orig Cost: $ L(O 20 + Amended Cost: $ H¢ 52‘)

Amended for: ~Overrun  %(Additional Work ~Time Only ~Number of Amendments I

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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
Standards/Requirements X

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time X

5. Project related cooperation -

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: &~  (Maximum points ':) !Q )
Project Manager: Confrac dmmls at

/u/w\ 4 /KQ %}éé
Name Le€ pletdeq Date 7‘.2(0{@0 Dafe

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Wilson Development Services CFMS Contract Number:
AB9894

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

S.P. 8611-18 (TH 24) 87109 11/01/04 To 08/28/06

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Right-of-Way Professional assistance (field title work, direct purchase
negotiations and relocation assistance) on the above named State Project, as directed by the State Project Manager. It
was necessary to enter into this agreement because there was insufficient professional staff available within the district.
In addition, it was found that no staff was available in any other district, including the Metro District, or within the Central
Office.

Billable Hours (if applicable):XXXXX Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:XXXXX
' ‘ Contract: $99,499.54

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

/
[ﬂ%M,W%M /" Ho 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.

Agreement No. 87109 Type of work R/W Professional Assistance

District/Office 3/Right-of-Way Work Type Code B g:\?
S.P.8611-18 T.H. 24 Location Annandale to I-94 in Clearwater

Contractor Wilson Development Services
Subcontractor N/A

Subcontractor N/A

Contract Period: November 1, 2004 ; August 28, 2006 ; September 1, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: *$.99.499.54 = Orig Cost: $.99.499.54 + Amended Cost: $.0.00
*The contract was written for $100,000.00, but only $99,499.54 was used. See attached memo.

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 4 '
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4

Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Points 3 3

(Maximum points 36)

/roj ect Manager: tract Administrator:
oot T oo fot e
( Paul Konickson ) " ( Grtgory].(Thompson /) q / [ 2/ Ce
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.
L Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
L] Contractor responsive to requests.
o 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: -
’ o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
o 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:

Contractor provided R/W professional assistance on S.P. 8611-18 over several months. They

have handled field title reports, direct purchase negotiations and relocation services. All of the
work that they have performed for the district has been handled in a timely fashion, and they
have always provided a superior quality product. Wilson Development Services is a welcome

addition to the districts right-of-way team.

\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: A88084
Hydro-Klean, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):4/21/2006 —
TH 36 Video Inspection & Cleaning No.:89331 8/30/2006

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

Project summary; Televise, inspect, and identify all previously known and all newly discovered storm water
infrastructure features and disposal of sediments generated from cleaning activities. The information gathered by this
contract will provide quality project scoping information to the DOT's Water Resource Engineers. The information will
also assist in identifying Mn / DOT'’s storm water outfalls and will assist in the development of the Mn / DOT'’s flow
network map required per MS4 permit requirements. Mn/DOT does not have the equipment nor the expertise to
conduct this type of project in a timely and effective manner.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract:$59,779.46 Trank Hoahway

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

ﬂ sl AL /0 20 - O &

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. fia i3 \ Type of Work UI‘AED j_;sgsc ‘)'l'm-i 17 C l €4 "“3
District/Office f‘/\ Work Type Code av
SP Number 6213-15§%  TH Number 26 Location
Contractor l—‘ o~ ¥Xle T .
Subcontractor
Subcontractor !
Contract Period:  4-11-06 ; ? -30) O ; 3-30-06
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $ 6@, 5q5 = Orig Cost: $ C\(’)[ ‘%OI A+ Amended Cost: $

Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments (1)

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 .
Standards/Requirements . >\
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

XXX

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: é (Maximum points Sé: )
Project Manager: ' Caontr t Adm ator:

$-22-0¢ ///m/w / w9906
Name Date Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




- 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.
L Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
L] 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.
v ° 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. :
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:
Hq:‘ea - K[EQIQ Aié & quﬁ”’ ;Q\’) A Canmmv'é:(ﬁ')‘s‘dq

v [3)

U U
Aoo.{u:\) ﬁl’ Fhﬁses oF 'H'\fi PM.\SE:"’H LEE.'

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:
ACCT, Inc. A73413

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Trinity Road Asbestos 87729 3/14/05 — 9/22/06

demolished for highway reconstruction.

Summarize the purpose of the contract, inciuding why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
The purpose of this contract was to remove asbestos and lead paint from buildings scheduled to be

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
N/A Contract: $50,295.84

Source of Funding:
State

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

(st istncsee

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

SO0 —O &

Date

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




Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This ratmg may bfémrse
in future consultant selectlon procedures All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the A

Contract No. 87729 Type of Work _Asbestos Abatement
District/Office One Work Type Code _AB

SP Number 6915-125 THNumber 53  Location _Trinity Road in Duluth
Contractor ACCT Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _3/14/05 ; _9/22/06 ; _9/30/06
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 50,295.80 E Orig Cost: $ 54.851.00 + Amended Cost: $ 0
Amended for: [_] Overrun [] Additional Work [] Time Only = Number of Amendments 0

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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

] B BT B I

7. Contract admlmstratlon '
. " cooperation SR RN
8. Invoices and progress reports o X0

9. Cost estimation/ budget , : X
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 35 (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

@pg < ,&_;”‘Q_)\P @M&W r\(’\\. '(Tk BU\)\\I 'e

Name Q Date Name Date
Lo {2166

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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. v

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.

ACCT was extremely responsive and cooperative. Excellent work with very reasonable costs.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:
Concorde Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A58853

Project Name (if applicable):
Drug and Alcohol Testing

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

86210

Project Duration (Dates):
2/26/04-12/21/05

regulations.

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

Mn/DOT is required by Federal DOT regulations to implement a drug/alcohol policy, which includes provisions for
testing employees, who are required by their assignment to have a valid CDL. Such tests are conducted at the time of
hire, following an accident (pursuant to specific guidelines), when reasonable suspicion of drug/alcohol use is identnifed,
for follow-up testing of employees who have had a first Positive test, and also for employees picked via a random
selection process, four times per year. The testing process is mandated by Federal regulations and the contract with
Concorde (the Third Party Administrator) provides the services necessary to remain in compliance with those

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $151,165.22

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, quahty, cost, and overall
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

JO =00~ O o

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used

in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 86210

District/Office Human Resources

Type of Work Drug/Alcohol Testing

Work Type Code E\Q .

SP Number TH Number Location Statewide
Contractor Concorde Inc.
Subcontractor v
Subcontractor S
Contract Period: 2/26/20004 ; 122ms 2Ok 121212005
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $151,165.22 = Orig Cost: $147,000 + Amended Cost: $
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
o Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality 4
2. Work Performance 4
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

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:
J.P. Auer 10/05/2006
Name v Date

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

MS 680

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)

Total Points: 29 (Maximum points 36__ )
Contract Administrator:
Ashley Hartfiel
Name Date




. Definitions:

~ Atove Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
or direction from Mn/DOT.
° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° ‘Deliverables exceed standards.
L Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
L Contractor needs little or no direction.
L - Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
L Deliverables meet standards.
L Project is on time and budget.
® Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
L Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° 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: :
L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° 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 bills received from Concorde, especially those regarding expenses from the testing laboratories, were

both often confusing, with missing information or incorrectly recorded on the invoice, making it difficult

to properly track the expense for those employees who had been tested. The service provided overall was

otherwise acceptable. Concorde has subsequently changed its billing format in response to the above

noted concern.
A cost overrun of $4, 165.22 was in part the result of an under estimation by the Department regarding

the amount expected to be needed for the duration of the contract. There was an increase in the number

of tests required, due to numerous newly hired temporary employees, who were hired to work the snow

and ice season for snow plowing only. Several of the Districts continue to hire temporary CDL drivers

for the winter season only, rather than hire permanent replacements (lost during the RIF in 2003).

Any person who has been off work for over 30 days must be retested, and this requirement increased the

overall rate of testing accordingly.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: Visu-Sewer Clean & Seal, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A88021
Project Name (if applicable): Video Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Inspection and Cleaning 89288 April 20, 2006 — August 16, 2006

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide video inspection and cleaning services of stormwater
infrastructure features on I-35 from Trunk Highway (T.H.) 8 to T.H. 95. Stormwater system features include all
storm drainage pipes, culverts, manholes, catch basins, drop inlets, aprons, etc. used to convey storm water
within the project limits.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/IA Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
$98,362.00 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

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

{ @M ijﬁ/ﬂm (O Ao~ O

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner ' Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 4 8288

District/Office 1€ 7e

Type of Work Vides Trspre b q f“m K aaz

Work Type Code fb\{

SP Number 8 $2S-239 TH Number £~ 25 Location wW R e V9%

Contractor __ Nisw. - SeWER

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: Pt} 20™ 2006 . < | &), 200, fogect (6, g
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Exp1rat10n Date <

Total Contract Cost: § 93 2€2. 00 = Orig Cost: $ é) %92 ¢ + Amended Cost: $24537° g
—

Amended for: ~ Overrun S7édd1t1onal Work ~ Time Only  Number of Amendments /

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 v
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time ‘/
5. Project related cooperation v
6. QA/QC plan conformance
7." Contract admmlstranon
- cooperation .
8_.:’,Inv01ees and progress reports 1 | / : o He
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget an Chn \/ .
_ management R s

y
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 25 (Maximum points DS" )

Project Manager Contract Admlmstrator
,L» L at19-06 el ?74,,@_,. 7/2,.:/66
Name Date Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

‘Above Average:

o 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.

L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average .

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

o 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.

L] 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.

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

De ljvecables wa¥ an dimeE. Seefed 24,2 wat
tolgEines  bw coodacdarz, Gevses) wunilu I avdersiv

Y i N
wWie cedveed | W nd  Coplesctoes  Peolecy Supepinlendedd

s etk o site, S

Cowdt nedows  Proyses gb@f&“&i@%wéé‘g%}% - Rick Lymee.
gﬁ»rc}uii‘%c} @mf) praiced (ogite Y Welped cowm up  waidh
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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: CFMS Contract Number:
Kimley Horn and Associates A 48197

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Prelim Layout TH 52 Inver Grove Hghts 85914 5/19/04 — 6/30/06

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

This contract was for preliminary design to prepare a final geometric layout, environmental assessment, environmental
studies and public involvement for the TH 52 access closures in Inver Grove Heights.

In reviewing workload it was determined that there were no project documentations personnel or CADD technicians
available for this project during the timeframe needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total-Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $196,272.67 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

@ﬁ@ﬂ@mﬁm /0o -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 85914 Type of Work: Preliminary Layout and Profiles
District/Office: Metro/Design Work Type Code i D
SP Number: 1907-68 TH: 52 Location: City of Inver Grove Heights

Contractor: Kimley-Horn and Associates
Subcontractor: Wenck and Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor

Contract Period: May 19, 2004, June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

‘ Total Contract Cost: $197,163.73 = Orig. Cost: $197,163.73. + Amended Cost: $0
Amended for: Time Only  Number of Amendments: 1

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 Mu/DOT - X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

=] &

9. Cost estimation/budget

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: (Max1mum points 3 ()
e me/
_ &/M ‘Aw W
Claudius Toussaint 08/29/06 - !

Date

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,
MS 680
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY A82548

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Crash Mapping Analysis Tool for 82617, WO 10 NOVEMBER 11, 2005 - SEPTEMBER
Minnesota DOT 29, 2006

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

Implementation of the Crash Mapping and Analysis Tool (CMAT) crash analysis software for Minnesota DOT
provided maps and data, and provide training to highway safety data.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $57,000.00 Pooled Fund/LRRB

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

NA

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

VM prace JO-09- 06

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commnssnoner 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:

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY A82548

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Crash Mapping Analysis Tool for 82617, WO 10 NOVEMBER 11, 2005 - SEPTEMBER
Minnesota DOT 29, 2006

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

Implementation of the Crash Mapping and Analysis Tool (CMAT) crash analysis software for Minnesota DOT
provided maps and data, and provide training to highway safety data.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $57,000.00 Pooled Fund/LRRB

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

NA

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

KAM%_ZMN% JO-O0F- 06

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. 82617, WO 10 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code ﬁ
S.P. 88016 00784 T.H. NA Location Statewide

Contractor  Iowa State Uniygrsity of Science & Technology

Contract Period: November Y& 2005; August 28, 2006; January 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $57,000.00 = Orig Cost: $57,000.00 + Amended Cost: 0

Amended cost for: O Overrun 01 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 : 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

e

~ Costestmationbudgel X
_ management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 29

(Maximum points 32)

Project Manager: ‘ Contract Administrator:

/) o Mille [l

s per 10l1)o6 el )

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Servicgs,

jo MS 680

e

Jolo




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:
University of Minnesota A57670

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

INV 797: Urbanization of MN's Countryside:

2000-2025 - Future Geographics & Trans. 81655, WO 105 December 5, 2003 — June 30, 2006
Impacts

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

The principal objective of the study is to interpret aggregate data for counties and minor civil divisions (i.e., cities and
townships) and public use microdata samples for households and individuals to create up-to-date profiles of three types
of change for the period 1990-2000 (i.e., population and household change; regional economic change; changes in
patterns of journey to work) for 20 to 25 representative Minnesota regional centers and their adjacent commuting fields.
A second objective is to interpret those changes with respect to their implications for long range highway transportation
planning, land use, and environmental issues.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract:
NA $138,277.00 Trunk Highway/COPTRS

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

NA

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

ﬂ(zu%\//}-@%m /0-06-0 G

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.: 81655, WO 105 Type of work: Research
Work Type Code: N/A

Location: N/A

District/Office: Investment Management

S.P. No.: T.H.: N/A
Contractor: University of Minnesota
Subcontractor:

Contract Period: December 5, 2003;
Work Start Date

June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006
Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $138,277.00 = Orig Cost: $138,277.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: —~ Overrun ~ 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 X
2. Work Performance ?(
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements >k
4. Deliverables Complete and V2
on time )<‘
5. Project related cooperation )(
!
6. QA/QC plan conformance N /ﬁ
7. Contract administration [
cooperation /
8. Invoices and progress reports (
9. Cost estimation/budget 7
management ){
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points é 2 '
(Maximum points 36)
, Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
Dchvlvxa &UM’\ \) S 7SS o,
(Deanna e\ ) ( 7 )

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.

] Contractor needs little or no direction.

® Contractor responsive to requests.

o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

] Project is on time and budget.

o 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.

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

® 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.

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

Comments:

qjlma(/ DKOA/L(*\AM '@\r\ﬁ L?\)'JY f@fm.f@e' mov€

FcLﬁ/\cz W My, [DoT” %wu/\ Tk Slmuﬁo/

kone \obon ve zuived .

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Research Project Performance Evaluation
The goal of this research evaluation is to help improve Mn/DOT’s research program.

1. If this is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota
Statewide Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was
originally identified when the project was funded, which was ?

(e _No

If No, Why?

If Yes, How? ko'oA \(/)(UEQ g v’D’UV\A (V\Q‘m{ g A o ‘@D\/ dQN‘ész\QDTVL}
C@\a&%ﬁSWﬁ‘w ~ Qoliciey |
2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
XYes __No If No, Why not?
"P\Lb\i%\’\ doromeat g X 4 e web

3. Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this research?
__Yes K No If Yes, what were they?
(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, educated workforce, etc.)

4. Was the information from the project available in time to be useful? A
XYes __No Explain: G’OOé bq/@bf VU*UV\CJ N7 /VUJU("? oY\
ak le e Lo \?0 A 7 QQ/VG/QDFW
5. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project.
__ 10, It was great!
8. Satisfied, useful outcomes : )
— ‘] < | L) \
72(6, Satisfied, non-useful outcomes /VID’\' A/W E’/Q% \"7 QS‘QG\)\ ;bU+ 3£
__4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped

2, Not satisfied, but some useful outcomes were obtained
0, Not at all satisfied

6. Did the project results and benefits correspond to the project cost?
7& Yes _ No  Why or why not?

857 ?ije ok cufte (o= o dacker an &73{5 :

7. Rate the technical work of the Principal Investigator.
_10@/:87654321

Great Poor

8. Did the Principal Investigator have the needed expertise for this project?
7& Yes __No Explain:

93 fggiven a choice, would you be willing to work with this researcher/firm again?
A Yes __No  Why or why not? -
€5 Hut Wawe 10 i Fhat TL+TA will o€ el
oy YL m on S(/\/\Qs;&u\L, GMA WS on (e Wie) ow% ) sadsed .
Additional Comments (e.g. did you learn new information or did the research help improve/influence
decisions or new directions):

To be filled in by RSS:
PL: Department Head: University:




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 A33513

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Unweave the Weave 81640 8/13/01 — 6/20/06

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

No in-house staff with the expertise to perform this project were available in the time frame needed.

Mn/DOT needed preliminary and detailed construction plans for the reconstruction of the I-35E at I-694 interchange.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
(‘,L|‘ 191-30 Contract: $5,295,230.75 Trunk Highway — Advanced Construction

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

ﬂ[u//té 77%&—{//‘% O-06-06

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:
Regional Transportation Systems, Inc. A47660

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge Database Applications — Update & 84265 April 21, 2003 to June 30, 2006
Maintain

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

The State was using Oracle software to manage statewide bridge inventory and inspection data. Various State data
management programs will be incorporated into Oracle to streamline the data management. The two-phase project
involved the modification and maintenance of Pontis, Virtis and Opis Oracle Databases to accept in-house
DEADBRIDGE, STRIPSEAL, MAINTENANCE and HydInfra databases. Phase | involved Development of Oracle
Database that incorporates the in-house databases. Phase Il was a two year maintenance program on these Oracle
databases.

The Pontis, Virtis/Opis database software is a new complex AASHTO software that requires specialized working
knowledge to be able to program it. State does not have on staff employees with expertise and experience required to
perform the services. :

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $146,600.00 Consultant Services Budget — Bridge
Office Allotment

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

(ML/ Nl rac, /0 -C- 06

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:
American Engineering Testing, Inc. A75096

Project Name (if applicable): .Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
1-94/494 Soils Survey 86999 5/6/05 — 8/1/06

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

This contract was to perform solid stem auger drilling, field laboratory testing for construction of additional lanes,
interchanges construction, noise walls and ponds along [-494 / I-94 from 1-394 to CSAH 30 in the vicinity of Minnetonka,

Plymouth and Maple Grove.

This was contracted out because Mn/DOT has experienced several retirements and resignations in soils personnel and
did not have sufficient personnel with the training to perform this work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $511,811 - 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

/&M/@77ﬁ<ﬂé% JO- 606

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:
American Engineering Testing, Inc. A75096

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
1-94/494 Soils Survey 86999 5/6/05 — 8/1/06

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

This contract was to perform solid stem auger drilling, field laboratory testing for construction of additional lanes,
interchanges construction, noise walls and ponds along 1-494 / [-94 from 1-394 to CSAH 30 in the vicinity of Minnetonka,
Plymouth and Maple Grove.

This was contracted out because Mn/DOT has experienced several retirements and resignations in soils personnel and
did not have sufficient personnel with the training to perform this work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $511,811 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

(/ZZ? yva 7%\” Nt JO-(6- 06

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

BC: 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. 86999 Type of work _ Scils Seuvyey

District/Office M@‘fro//"‘ﬂwlewéd s Work Type Code _TX /

SP. 2785-330 TH. J-477/7-9y  Location Plymaulh, Minneton ;@ /L(p/ Geove
Contractor A mevican Eas;a ag;f,fmj 72 5‘7(.'}/\7- , Lt

Subcontractor WS 8

Subcontractor

Contract Period:  5-6-05 7 -3-06 P — ===\ By A

Work Stall\rtgﬁ[)!flte Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $%= Original Cost: $443 577+ Amended Cost: $ ég/ | 59

Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun \g Additional Work Number of Amendments -

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

Above A ‘ 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

X xR

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

<be [< I

9. Cost estimation/budget
management : X

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points f)@

(Maximum points 36)
OC St
( ) /7 (Lina Moline
~ Print Name . Print Name
OAvid ¢ Aaertoucsr

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

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 probléems 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:
’ °
°
°
°
°
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 produice.

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.

Ovevall +:ly /’W'ej@, pao,ac;/ et e l(, t)e

Aad

Je e (omqmunICe—ufzs—-. ‘()‘/OéQ/WV'; 1”‘\-“’\-—7“ ye,.j’*«[fe-ca zc_:

4"‘& écmf/&c C/*IKQ‘“’ ﬂ.?cg_c/_ﬂla;_c, Yo Sl oo £ e% C\J"Q"/C

- N . 7
&@e {,MJ in S‘c_»,p-e, atc Cds &

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:
Regional Transportation Systems, Inc. A47660

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge Database Applications — Update & 84265 April 21, 2003 to June 30, 2006
Maintain

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

The State was using Oracle software to manage statewide bridge inventory and inspection data. Various State data
management programs will be incorporated into Oracle to streamline the data management. The two-phase project
involved the modification and maintenance of Pontis, Virtis and Opis Oracle Databases to accept in-house
DEADBRIDGE, STRIPSEAL, MAINTENANCE and HydInfra databases. Phase | involved Development of Oracle
Database that incorporates the in-house databases. Phase Il was a two year maintenance program on these Oracle
databases.

The Pontis, Virtis/Opis database software is a new complex AASHTO software that requires specialized working
knowledge to be able to program it. State does not have on staff employees with expertise and experience required to
perform the services.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $146,600.00 Consultant Services Budget — Bridge
Office Allotment

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

(/;JZLQ;L.@ TNt rac_ | 10-C-0b

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. __84265 : Type of Work O/CTY\ ()Li.tQ,Qf“ Seroiees
District/Ofﬁce: Bridge Office : Work Type Code G p
SP Number: N/A TH Number: N/A Location: Statewide
Contractor: Regional Transportation Systems, Inc.
Subcontractor:_M & M Computer Solutions ; CFFICE 'A éf

~ Subcontractor: __N/A : ", CONSULTANT SERY, &
Contract Period: April 21, 2003; June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $146.600.00 = Orig Cost: $116,600.00 _ + Amended Cost: $30.000.00
Amended for: 0 Overrun X‘D Additional Work x Time Only Number of Amendments: _ 2

Item Rating ' Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager '
7 - 9 by Contract 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 Mo/DOT
Standards/Requirements » ><
4. Deliverables Complete and ><
on time
5., Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

7. Contract admini
";cooperatlon e :
8. Invowes and progress reports :

9. Cost es‘nmatlon/budget
manaoement

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 3¢ (Maximum points 36 )
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
O 2T 9-210-06 Ve 18 Lodte 5/2 46
mes Pierce Date ' Victor E. Crabbe Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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.

o Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: ‘ ‘

o Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
L 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 reqmrements or expectations. i
o Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Comments:

WMWW' vam
ﬁmmm AASHTO.

|
|
?

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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 A33513

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Unweave the Weave 81640 8/13/01 — 6/20/06

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

No in-house staff with the expertise to perform this project were available in the time frame needed.

Mn/DOT needed preliminary and detailed construction plans for the reconstruction of the I-35E at 1-694 interchange.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
(0L|, 191-30 Contract: $5,295,230.75 Trunk Highway — Advanced Construction

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 Date

oC: 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. 81640 Type of work Road and bridge design
District/Office  Metro Work Type Code @U

S.P. 6280-304, SP 6280-317, 6280-62906 T.H.35E Location: TH 35E @ TH 694
Contractor _URS

Subcontractor _TKDA

Subcontractor ‘

Contract Period: August 13, 2001;  June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006

Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date Expiration Date

5,295, 2%0 7
Total Cost: = Ongmal Cost: $4,452.607.10 + Amended Cost: $640,995.98

Amended cost for: [_] Overrun ] Additional Work Number of Amendments 26 13

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 Performancc 3
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 3
7. Contract administration 3

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

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract:  Average Total Points 27

(Maximum points 36)

PrOJect ger: Qgre entAz, ini
Q = G

b, / /
Ut (()J ef] G1bbens y ! \/ ’( Linda Moline)

Print Name : 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.
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.

o 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:

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° 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 30% submittal for the SP 6280-317 plan was below expected standards of performance.
After communication about the problem however, quality of submittals and contract performance
regarding SP 6280-317, SP 6280-304, and SP 6280-62906 improved to meet average level of
quality.

‘\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: The Louis Berger Group CFMS Contract Number: A69362

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 10-13-04 to 7-
TH 41 River Crossing 86982 31-06

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHW A-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to
work load.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 6316 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $ 30%,127.13 Metro Consultant Funds

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

This was not a single source contract.

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

MMV/Z&WW IO -2 =0k

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

CG: 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:
Mead & Hunt, Inc. _ A69355

Project Name:
Phase I and IT Architectural History and Phase I and II Pre-Contact Archaeology

Mn/DOT Contract Number: Project Duration:
86560 October 13, 2004 — June 30, 2006

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

This project was for Phase I and Phase II Cultural Resources Survey work for use in planning and designing the
proposed expansion of Trunk Highway 55 between Interstate 494 and Trunk Highway 24 in Annandale. The Cultural
Resources Survey is necessary for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended (federal regulations at 36 CFR 800) and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. The result of
this project was a final technical report that will assist the FHWA and Mn/DOT in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (36 CFR 800).

It was necessary to enter into a Professional/Technical Contract as all undertakings receiving federal money must comply
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. No money will be released from the
FHWA or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT can document compliance with the federal law and
its implementing regulations. Professionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 must meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s qualifications standards at 36 CFR 61. Mn/DOT’s Cultural Resources Unit meets these professional
qualifications standards; however, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining
current workloads reviewing all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations.

Billable Hours: 5,748.75 | Total Amount Spent: $329,250.64 | Source of Funding:

W W Trunk Highway Funds / SP&R Program Funds

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

MWM L /O0-27 06

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: Hydro-Klean, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A87877
Project Name (if applicable): T.H. 47 Storm | Mn/DOT Agreement No.. Project Duration (Dates): December 31,
Drain Inspection and Cleaning 89289 2002 to July 31, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide storm sewer video inspection and cleaning services on T.H. 47 from 40th
Avenue NE to Old T.H. 10 in Columbia Heights and Fridley.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because personnel with the necessary expertise and specialized equipment were
not available to provide this one-time service when needed.

- | Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Trunk Highway
: Contract: $94,920.00

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

WVW%@LU /0-32-06

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 Corp. AB4112
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 14 Final Construction Limits 86207 7/6/04 — 9/30/05

program, there was no staff available to actually do the work.

project would be ready for detail design and right of way acquisition

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

Districts 6 and 7 received Advance Design money to develop this project. Since this was in addition to our normal

The purpose was to prepare the layout and profile, develop final construction limits, and do surveys work so that the

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
5,808.4 hours Contract: $437,313.90

Source of Funding:
Mn/DOT Advance Design funds

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

/0 ~-R ©OC
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: CFMS Contract Number: A77241
STS Consultants, Ltd.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Emerg. Assist. For | 88242 6-24-05 to 12-31-06
Construction

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

The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials
unexpectedly encountered at the State’s construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays, and to avoid potential negative impacts to
construction workers, the public or the environment.

The conduct of this work through an outside contractor is cost effective for the state because in spite of the most
comprehensive pre-project investigations, unexpected contaminated materials may be encountered during construction.
This Contract provides support (sampling, analysis, safety monitoring, report writing, etc.) during these situations.

The State does not have personnel trained and on-call to do this work. It is most cost effective to hire an outside

contractor for this type of work.« '

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

(, Q%%]{MWV L0-R2=0O &

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: A72936
Mead and Hunt, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Statewide Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge Management Plan 87050 3-1-05 to 6-30-06

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

To streamline the Section 106 review of Federal Aid Projects that had the potential to impact historic bridges. This
project was the last step in dealing with pre-1956 historic bridges by developing individual management plans for those
bridges selected for preservation, and for documenting the most important bridges in the state.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 4392 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Environmental
Contract: $413,600.62 Consultant Allocation

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

Not a single source contract

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

&ZU—&%{W /0 ~2-0 (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 Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Howard R. Green

CFMS Contract Number: A 86740

Project Name (if applicable): TH 169/494
Interchange Improvements Project

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
89282

Project Duration (Dates): March 7, 2006
to July 28, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to co-design 3 multilane roundabouts on Valley View Road at TH 169 and at the
intersection of Washington Avenue in Edina and Eden Prairie.

This project was contracted because Mn/DOT did not have the necessary experience in designing roundabouts.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $73,903.58

Source of Funding:
State funds

N/A

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

See Attached Consultant Performance Evaluation

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:

b,

Carol Molnau, Lt. Gd\%ﬁ%m issior?er ¥R

/o-2~-06
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: WSB & Associates CFMS Contract Number: A41803
Project Name (if applicable): Administering Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Construction Project SP 1906-46 83448 January 2003 to February 2006

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

Mn/DOT oversees road construction projects and administers the contracts associated with these projects. This work
includes testing of materials, inspecting workmanship, providing construction surveying, documenting the work,
executing contract changes, reviewing the project with respect to safety issues, and measuring and paying for all
contract work. '

WSB was hired to provide these services and administer a construction project contract with Mn/DOT over sight. WSB
was hired for two reasons: 1) Mn/DOT forces were not able to fully provide construction contract administration on this
project 2) By hiring WSB, Mn/DOT allowed some consultants to gain experience in administering Mn/DOT contracts.
This experience may be needed and required for administering future contracts. '

Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:

Billable Hours (if applicable): _
28,113 Contract: $2,113,051.92 State funds

N |4

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

ﬁz&ﬂ—é}_ﬂ% VAL /0- 2 -0 (

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: WSB & Associates CFMS Contract Number: A41803
Project Name (if applicable): Administering Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Construction Project SP 1906-46 83448 January 2003 to February 2006

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

Mn/DOT oversees road construction projects and administers the contracts associated with these projects. This work
includes testing of materials, inspecting workmanship, providing construction surveying, documenting the work,
executing contract changes, reviewing the project with respect to safety issues, and measuring and paying for all
contract work. ’

WSB was hired to provide these services and administer a construction project contract with Mn/DOT over sight. WSB
was hired for two reasons: 1) Mn/DOT forces were not able to fully provide construction contract administration on this
project 2) By hiring WSB, Mn/DOT allowed some consultants to gain experience in administering Mn/DOT contracts.
This experience may be needed and required for administering future contracts.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
2%, 03 Contract: $2,113,051.92 | State funds

v

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

&&AQW%&a/ /0-3 06

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.
Type of work _Contract Administration

Work Type Code __ CS__

Location Hwy 52 at 117" Street

Agreement No. _83448
District/Office
S.P. _1904-46 & 1907-63

East Metro Construction
TH. HwyS52

Contractor ___ WSB & Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor Braun Intertec_Coorporation

‘Subcontractor Yaggy Colby Associates

Contract Period: January 1, 2003; February 28, 2006; March 31, 2006
Work Start Date  Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 2,113,051.92 = Orig Cost: $2,162,294.11 + Amended Cost: $ 0

Amended for: Time Extension 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
2. Work Performance 4
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 3

Total Points 3|

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

Proj gec;t Manager: Contract Administrator:
Steve KordosKy| Fre X 9/6/06
( 1) ( MAra Hicer )
Print Name Print Name

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




o 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.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
L] Contractor responsive to requests.
o 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:

WSB encountered several and significant plan changes; I think these changes were addressed

and solved in a timely manner by WSB. WSB established a good wotking rélationship with the
“other stake holders (Contractor, Flint Hills, Cities, Mn/DOT) in the construction project. Early in

this contract, I

think WSB could have been more proactive in addressing traffic and safety issues.

By the end of the Contract, I think WSB was suggesting and implementing changes that
improved traffic and safety. Unfortunately, this agreement expired before the construction
contract was completely finaled.

ser\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: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A56888
Project Name (if applicable): I-35W Tunnel | Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): December 16,
Study 84069 2003 to June 30, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to investigate flooding of City of Minneapolis and I-35W right of way, explore
alternative solutions, recommend a preferred alternative solution and perform a feasibility study of the preferred solution.
The project included the portion of I-35W from downtown Minneapolis south to Minnehaha Creek.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because the problem of flooding during rainstorms on I-35W was an issue that
Mn/DOT needed to address promptly. At the time, Mn/DOT did not have staff available with the necessary expertise to
conduct this study alone. The City of Minneapolis was willing to participate with Mn/DOT and provide half of the costs
of a feasibility study. This saved the state money and delivered the study results more quickly than if the state had
conducted the study alone.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 6800 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Trunk Highway
' Contract: $599,175.00
($299,587.50 each
Mn/DOT and City of

Minneapolis)

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

&%MK/WL@_@ JO~-2-0 ¢

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




o 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 CFMS Contract Number: A 86740
Project Name (if applicable): TH 169/494 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): March 7, 2006
Interchange Improvements Project 89282 to July 28, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to co-design 3 multilane roundabouts on Valley View Road at TH 169 and at the
intersection of Washington Avenue in Edina and Eden Prairie.

This project was contracted because Mn/DOT did not have the necessary experience in designing roundabouts.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
N/A Contract: $73,903.58 State 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 Consuitant Performance Evaluation

(/ Javx /O -2 -0
Carol Moinau, Lt. Go%%mzssioner e 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. 89282 Type of work: Multi-lane roundabout co-design
District/Office Metro Work Type Code D
S.P.2776-03 T.H. 169 Location: TH 169/Valley View Road

Contractor;: Howard R. Green Company

Subcontractor: MTJ Engineering, LLC

Subcontractor

Contract Period: March 7, 2006; July 28, 2006; August 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $73,903.58 = Orig Cost: $62,358.58 + Amended Cost: $11,545.00

Amended cost for: =~Owerrun ~ 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 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 administration '
cooperation ' X

8. Invoices and progress reports e

9. Cost estimation/budget ‘ ' ,
|| - management ><

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

Pro ect Manager Contract Administrator

(Vlctona Nlllf : /7 (Juhe Flereck)

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:

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.

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:
°
®
[ J
°
®
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.

Brian Johnson and Jonette Kuhnau were great to work with, very professional

and timely. They met all deliverable deadlines and were very responsive to requests from

Mn/DOT and the local municipalities. We had some early coqrdination issues but they were

quickly corrected once identified. The invoices were a little confusing but Brian worked with

Mn/DOT Consultant Services to get them straightened out.

\\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: A72936
Mead and Hunt, Inc.

Project Name (if applicable): Statewide Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge Management Plan 87050 3-1-05 to 6-30-06

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

To streamline the Section 106 review of Federal Aid Projects that had the potential to impact historic bridges. This
project was the last step in dealing with pre-1956 historic bridges by developing individual management plans for those
bridges selected for preservation, and for documenting the most important bridges in the state.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 4392 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Environmental
Contract: $413,600.62 Consultant Allocation

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

Not a single source contract

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

@Zu{\fk)(m /O ~2~0 (o

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. o

Contract No. _87050 Type of Work architectural his
District/Office OES Work Type Code {&
SP Number _ NA TH Number _ NA - Location Statewide \&-,

Contractor Mead and Hunt
Subcontractor HNTB
Subcontractor Dietrich Floater Photography

Contract Period:g"' ; - §' : éé - 5@» @ég : {é - 3@" £

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ Lff 3; é@@. b~ Orig Cost: $ 2, + Amended Cost: $ ‘é }
Amended for: 00 Overrun [ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments ég ?

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

Above 4 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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: S'l (Maximum points 5(.9 )

Proje t”énage' ) . ‘, ' T

) ,éé%i%%’” ?’5@@{; @ !ﬁf’lﬁ@
Name Date - Date :
Kristen Zschomler 9-5-06 / /

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




_Definitions:

Above Average:
o 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.
] Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
o Contractor responsive to requests.
o 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:
‘ e 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.
L 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:

This was a very complicated project with no predecessor to build from in any state. Mead and Hunt and
HNTB were extremely helpful in providing their expertise and guidance through the development of the
project. Attimes, we as an agency were unsure how to proceed or address certain issues, Mead and Hunt
and HNTB were very helpful in providing suggestions and patiently waiting until we figure out which
direction we wanted to take. The workload for the project was complicated, and Mead and Hunt did an
excellent job of keeping the timeline and budget on track, while at the same time providing a high quality
product. The end result has been well received by all.

‘The general and individual bridge management plans were well written, well organized, and all-around
excellent products. The MHPR documentations were acceptable. The photographs for the MRHP were
in general fine, however there was no scale stick used, there tended to be redundant shots, and many of

the shots were more, aesthetic as opposed to documentary.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: A77241
STS Consultants, Ltd.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Emerg. Assist. For | 88242 6-24-05 to 12-31-06
Construction

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

The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials
unexpectedly encountered at the State’s construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays, and to avoid potential negative impacts to
construction workers, the public or the environment.

The conduct of this work through an outside contractor is cost effective for the state because in spite of the most
comprehensive pre-project investigations, unexpected contaminated materials may be encountered during construction.
This Contract provides support (sampling, analysis, safety monitoring, report writing, etc.) during these situations.

The State does not have personnel trained and on-call to do this work. It is most cost effective to hire an outside
contractor for this type of work.-

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

p ,
(Beal TVotace JO-2-0¢

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

sc: 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 comnments factual.
— Bnvironnmentel —

Agreement No. BB Type of work EW‘”%«G«? Assist, g‘ Ovt"
J Cons fruck ron Sfes

District/Office __ =N Work Type Code C-‘—

sp._NA& TH _ NA Location | Stvvﬂle‘-u‘\“@{b

Contractor _ OTS Cemns Lt/uzx,.,\/(—s L‘TO( ‘

Subcontractor

Subcontractor A

Contract Period: S 28 20057, T7-01-0 . Dec. 3 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ qgﬁ‘g 8. b‘é Qrig Cost: $ + 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 adxmmstratlon
. cooperation - C
8. Invoices and procrress reports

X

X

X

e

X
X
Nd

9. Cost estunaﬁon/budget
management

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

Contract Administrator; ~

PIOJect Manager;
Nowe o, [ AL Mmdm« A7)

:\famu ﬁuﬂ;@ ) (Meliceabdoings © )

Print 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

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 Group, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A56888
Project Name (if applicable): I-35W Tunnel | Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): December 16,
Study 84069 2003 to June 30, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to investigate flooding of City of Minneapolis and I-35W right of way, explore
alternative solutions, recommend a preferred alternative solution and perform a feasibility study of the preferred solution.
The project included the portion of I-35W from downtown Minneapolis south to Minnehaha Creek.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because the problem of flooding during rainstorms on I-35W was an issue that
Mn/DOT needed to address promptly. At the time, Mn/DOT did not have staff available with the necessary expertise to
conduct this study alone. The City of Minneapolis was willing to participate with Mn/DOT and provide half of the costs
of a feasibility study. This saved the state money and delivered the study results more quickly than if the state had
conducted the study alone.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 6800 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Trunk Highway
Contract: $599,175.00

($299,587.50 each
Mn/DOT and City of
Minneapolis)

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

(%uvé?’):wmmu /O~2-0 ¢

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. _84069 Type of work _1-35W Tunnel Study
District/Office _Metro Work Type Code _SS

S.P. 2782-281 T.H. I-35W  Location I-35W from downtown Minneapolis to 42nd Stree‘;

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Inc.

Subcontractor Polaris Group, Inc.

Subcontractor CNA Consulting Engineers, Inc.

Contract Period: December 16, 2003; June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006
Work Start Date  Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Amended Cost: $0.00

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ 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 e '
2. Work Performance 1
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT

Standards/Requirements v
4. Deliverables Complete and

on time i
5. Project related cooperation v
6. QA/QC plan conformance (/
7. Contract administration =~ l/
i.. ,co‘QperratiQn =
8. Invoices and progress reports J
9. Cost estimation/budget ' - /

management N
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 27

(Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

e & T gJoy/es

Bruce Insh ( Mark Hagen )

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

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

L Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

o 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.

o Deliverables meet standards.

L Project is on time and budget.
: o Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:

o 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.

o 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:

SRE / (‘J\\A/ Pa["a(‘(ﬁ Clnmofa.(.pak e

‘TQ(fJ/ Tunndl  Steele, N (\m&hﬁ’l&(\&z Wit

e oroposal /ﬂm#f&c\g cnsl @'L\ 6(\0(\\

f \r )f:/\_,(
_Q,ﬁ_ﬁ_ra% A "‘l‘aéﬂ-mp‘

Auser\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: Hydro-Klean, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A87877
Project Name (if applicable): T.H. 47 Storm | Mn/DOT Agreement No.. Project Duration (Dates): December 31,
Drain Inspection and Cleaning 89289 2002 to July 31, 2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide storm sewer video inspection and cleaning services on T.H. 47 from 40th
Avenue NE to Old T.H. 10 in Columbia Heights and Fridley.

It was necessary to enter into a contract because personnel with the necessary expertise and specialized equipment were
not available to provide this one-time service when needed.

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: Trunk Highway
Contract: $94,920.00

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

&%M}/Waw /O0-2-0¢

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cC: Pau! Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

ContractNo. 8728 q Type of Work Uides Twseec hon 3cleaw: \33
District/Office ___ME T RQ Work Type Code SV

SP Number ©0365- 4\ THNumber __ Y7] Location 4o ™ five we +o oW T™ 10
Contractor H ydes - Klenap

Subcontractor

Subcontractor |

Contract Period: I / /3 / 06 ; 6 / 9 / 0b . Juwe 30™
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ ‘7‘{/ 920 00 = Orig Cost: $ 7Y 720, 00 + Amended Cost: $

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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

X 1X X [%

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

‘management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: JT (Maximum points 36 )
Project Manager: ~  Contract Administrator:

,,Qa. '\SM_/ 8-29-06 7%»\/2 ?7£9A———- 27/,70/%
Name Date Name & Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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:
Mead & Hunt, Inc. A69355

Project Name:
Phase I and II Architectural History and Phase I and II Pre-Contact Archaeology

Mn/DOT Ceontract Number: Project Duration:
86560 October 13, 2004 — June 30, 2006

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

This project was for Phase I and Phase II Cultural Resources Survey work for use in planning and designing the
proposed expansion of Trunk Highway 55 between Interstate 494 and Trunk Highway 24 in Annandale. The Cultural
Resources Survey is necessary for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended (federal regulations at 36 CFR 800) and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. The result of
this project was a final technical report that will assist the FHWA and Mn/DOT in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (36 CFR 800).

It was necessary to enter into a Professional/Technical Contract as all undertakings receiving federal money must comply
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. No money will be released from the
FHWA or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT can document compliance with the federal law and
its implementing regulations. Professionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 must meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s qualifications standards at 36 CFR 61. Mn/DOT’s Cultural Resources Unit meets these professional
qualifications standards; however, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining
current workloads reviewing all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations.

Billable Hours: 5,748.75 Total Amount Spent: $329,250.64 | Source of Funding:

W \7% Trunk Highway Funds / SP&R Program Funds

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% /O -R706

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. _86560 Type of Work Architectural History and Archaeology
District/Office D. 3 & Metro Work Type Code C&
SP Number SP 8606-53  TH Number __ 55 Location _Wright & Hennepin counties

Contractor Mead & Hunt. Inc.
Subcontractor Foth & Van Dyke

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _10-13-04 ; _6-30-06 ; _6-30-06
Work Start Date ‘Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $337.880.04 = Orig Cost: $309.631.97 + Amended Cost: $28,248.07
Amended for: ~Overrun ( X Additional Work ) ~Time Only Number of Amendments _2

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

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

1. Product Quality 3

2. Work Performance 4

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: "  (Maximum pomts )
act A
43/op i Lu// @//9 oo
\E'n Date Name Date
Elizabeth J. Abel 9/8/06 ’ Ashley Ha, :

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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: The Louis Berger Group CFMS Contract Number: A69362

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 10-13-04 to 7-
TH 41 River Crossing 86982 31-06

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since 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 due to

work load.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 6316 Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract:$ 30%,1217.13 Metro Consultant Funds

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

This was not a single source contract.

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

Cppae S Vstrac o -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the apprdved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 86982
District/Office Metro

SP Number S.P. 1008-60 TH Number 41

Contractdr The Louis Berger Group

Subcontractor Stratamorph

Subcontractor

Type of Work archaeology, geomorphology, & architectural history

Work Type Code C

Location TUICOQ | H\ \‘\")
)

Contract Period: E@ - E%“‘ @Q‘g

E”@@ ; ?“’gf”ﬁ{@

Work Start Date
Total Contract Cost: §

Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Jf = Orig Cost: &g‘fgﬁ 12¥%.62 + Amended Cost: $

Amended for: [ Overrun ﬁAddmonal Work ~Time Only Number of Amendments g

2122, 237.59

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

Rating

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mo/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation X

o] B I B

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

tract Admm'strat;(
Wiif]

Name / &

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

(Maximum points o )

Total Points:

Kristen Zschomler

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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.

The consultant was very good with the many changes and alterations that occur in schedule, budgets,

alternative locations, etc. They were very patient and always willing to do what we requested on short

notice. The archaeology and geomorphology was excellent — the fieldwork appears to have been well-

implemented, the writing was very well done, and the evaluation of sites was sound. There were some

issues with the quality of the architectural history work, mainly in some eligible properties being missed,

although it is acknowledge that it was a massive survey with over 600 properties to document. The

architectural history report also required more editing that we would typically expect.

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
University of Minnesota A57558

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

CTS 2004-2005 Operations 81655, WO 87 July 1, 2003 — June 30, 2006

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

Provide funding to CTS as mandated by MS1996, Section 161.53 to create an environment within the University or faculty,
students and practitioners from multiple disciplines to collaborate in transportation research and education efforts. To
provide leadership and outreach efforts to government officials, private sector representatives, and the public in the
application of new knowledge and the implementation of policies, programs, and technology that improve transportation.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $1,600,000.00 STIP

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

NA

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\f/ﬂm G—185-06

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.

Contract No. 81655, WO 87 Type of Work: Research
District/Office: Investment Management Work Type Code
SP Number: TOLRR763  TH Number: NA Location: Statewide

Contractor: University of Minnesota
Subcontractor: NA

Contract Period: July 1, 2003; June 30, 2006; June 30, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $1,600,000.00 = Orig Cost: $1,600,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0
Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ 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

X

2. Work Performance }<
K
b

3. Conformance with Mo/DOT \D(
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

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

- Project Manager: Contract Administrator: Q
e (oda ] 5%{/00 o A Vr/ok
at

Name Name Date

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




Definitions:
Above Average:
°

Average

o
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.

A\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

1. Ifthisis a M/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally

identified when the project was funded, which was ?
_Yes _No
If No, Why?
If Yes, How?
2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
~Yes _No If No, Why not?
research? _Yes _ No If Yes, what were they?

3. Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this
(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.)

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator.
12345678910
Poor Great

5. Was the information from the research available in time to be useful?

~_Yes _No Explain:

|
]
|
6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project. ‘
0, Not at all satisfied |
_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained t
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped |
6, Satisfied, non-useful results |
8. Satisfied, useful results §
_ 10, It was great!

7. Did you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost?
_Yes _No  Why or why not?

8. If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?

S

Additional Comments:




Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us

ent: Wednesday, September 13, 2006 1:56 PM
fo: Steve.Gustafson @state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth @state.mn.us
Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Wednesday, September 13, 2006 at 13:56:11

_config: vendeval

project: Electronic Document Management System Implementation

id_partl: T79

id_part2: 1395

cfms: A61198

vendor: ADV Document Systems, Inc

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT

evaluator: Sarah Kline-Stensvold

eval_date: 09/13/2006

purpose: Certified Hummingbird consultant to assist MnDOT in the continuation of

electronic document management system (EDMS) implementation.

accomplished: Yes :

contract_date: 06/30/2006

actual_date: 02/28/2006

contract_cost: $250,000

amended_cost: $300,000

actual_cost: $300,000

cost_effective: MnDOT has committed to implement EDMS department-wide.

MnDOT staff are doing the majority of the work. However, MnDOT does not have the

technical expertise and certification for the technical application needs. Rather than

cyutsource the entire EDMS implementation effort, MnDOT contracted for technical

ipplication support as needed.

amended: Yes

amended_e: Additional hours/dollars were added to the contract to complete tasks.

terminated: No

engage: Yes

engage_e: ADV completed work tasks as required by the contract and did quality work. They

also provided the work at a competitive rate for the state.



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: CFMS Contract Number:
Polyphase Electric dba Mesaba Electric A79599
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Silver Creek Cliff Cameras 88071 8/23/05-7/27/06

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

For Homeland Security purposes, new surveillance cameras were needed in the Silver Creek Cliff Tunnel on T.H. 61.
The cameras were needed quickly and the system needed to be configured to work with exising communications
systems. The expertise for engineering and system configuration could not be provided by State personnel.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding:
n/a $210,201.37 State & Homeland Security Grant

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

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

(7108 Piusna.c 7wy

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. _88071 Type of Work Camera Engineering & Installation
District/Office One : Work Type Code MC N LY *
SP Number 3805-93 TH Number 61 Location Silver Creek Cliff Tunnel g St 4
1%
Contractor Mesaba Electrical Group : 5] Récy Vin
Subcontractor ADDCO Inc = CQMQF; d
3 AN
Subcontractor SRF Consulting ’%3 " Sery, N
Contract Period: _8/23/05 | 1127106 . _9/30/06 &gy e D y
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date Qﬂ bl
Total Contract Cost: $ 210.201.37 = Orig Cost: $ 210,201.37 + Amended Cost: $ 0
Amended for: [_] Overrun [ ] Additional Work X Time Only Number of Amendments ]
Item Rating ‘ Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 administration TR R IR I X
__cooperation - S o )
8. Invoices and progress reports X
9. Cost estimation/budget X
management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 28 (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
~ / o _
A Ytk Cone e 6 00 e Fifag
Nai Date Name ) Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
~ Above Average:
.

 Average

)
Below Average:

e
®
e
[ ]
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.

Item #4: The Contractor did an execellent job on completing the project within the initial project

scheduling. The lower rating was done to the development of VTOC camera switching software which

was included in

the Contract. The Contractor did provide another software product which did have

camera switching within the time frame required by Contract SRF did an execellent job of project

management.

(Css Reviewed 8/ 16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
University of Minnesota

CFMS Contract Number:
A46312

Project Name (if applicable):
Risk Assessment Tool for Selection of
Erosion Control Practices

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 61

Project Duration (Dates):

February 4, 2003 — July 30, 2006

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

Develop a theoretical framework for the design of effective erosion control strategies for construction sites.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $100,000.00

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

NA

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

(psad 70t énace

O~/ /—06¢

Date

CG; 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. 81655, WO 61 Type of work Research

Project Title Risk Assessment Tool for Selection of Erosion Control Practices
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code

S.P. NA T.H.NA Location Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: February 4, 2003;  July 30, 2006, July 30, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $100,000.00= Orig Cost: $100,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0
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 N
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT v

Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract admlmstratlon
“cooperation

8. Invoices and progress
reports

e

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget
management

L B VY “§ P49

.|

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

ZPrOJeCt Ma ager Cont@nls ator:

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

{




| FINAL PAYMENT ON A LUMP SUM AGREEMENT

Date: October 26, 2006

Agreement No.: 81655 Work Order No.: 61
Contractor’s Name: University of Minnesota
S.P.No.: N/A |

M.P. No.: N/A

~ Title: INV 787: Risk Assessment Tool for Selection of Erosion Control Practices

Total Costs Billed: $123,000.00
Paid this Invoice: $35,000.00
Amount Previously Paid $88,000.00

I certify that the work required by this agreement has been completed and any required reports
have been submitted.

7

pae: /02770,

Send Form to:

Bruce Kalland, Audit Manager
Mun/DOT Audit Section
Mailstop 190

Fed Aid




INVOICE ... 53082

REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

PAYABLE WITHIN 30 DAYS

MN Dept of Transportation Invoice Date: 10/12/06

Office of Research Services

Susan Kahle ‘ Account No: 4086194
895 John lreland Bivd Agency No: 81655 W.0. 61 AM#2
MailStop 330

St Paul MN 55155-1899 : Federal Tax ID: 41-6007513

Invoice Period Description Expenses

01/01/06 07/30/06 Completion of Task 1
- Assessment of Needs...
Completion of Task 2

- Coding Meteorology...

Completion of Task 3 E @ E “ W E 30,000.00
- Coding Erosion & Plant... .

Completion of Task 4 0CT 13 2006 ~ 53,000.00
- Coding Risk & User...

Completon of Task & MINNESGTA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 5.000.00
- Assessment of Simulation... - RESEARCH SERVICES

_ #/5, 500°2
AC3L2 - 04 Line ! o oo

(32— 06 (e
A/T%éf/;zf o6 (e 5428, /60.

A, 32— O1— Lome |— *23,000.00

Title:  Erosion Risk Prediction Tool for Construction Sites - Total $ 88,000.00
Prinicipal Investigator: Bruce Wilson O /{d/% “7[( p }éj [(; Q—»/,
For information regarding this invoice, call: Kristie Berglund \iw X é’(‘ (S ‘) y

E-Mail: kristie@umn.edu /(/j}//ca-}(

Telephone: (612) 624-4097 > Total Amount Due $ 88,000.00

| certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, all expenditures Make Remittance Payable To: REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
reported (or payments requested) are for appropriate purposes and

were made in accordance with the agreements set forth in the Mail To: Regents of the University of Minnesota

Sponsored Financial Repotting
200 Oak Street SE, Suite 450

Regents of the University of Minnesota ‘ ‘ DUNS # 555917996

% [ ( Minneapolis MN 55455-2070
Sue Paulson /
Director w m‘)a/w (/

in

. Sponsored Financial Rep

PLEASE REFERENCE ABOVE INVOICE NUMBER ON-REMITTANCE

application and award documents.




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 Corp. AB4112

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 14 Final Construction Limits 86207 7/6/04 — 9/30/05

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

Districts 6 and 7 received Advance Design money to develop this project. Since this was in addition to our normal
program, there was no staff available to actually do the work.

The purpose was to prepare the layout and profile, develop final construction limits, and do surveys work so that the
project would be ready for detail design and right of way acquisition

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
5,808.4 hours Contract: $437,313.90 Mn/DOT Advance Design 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

M Pt reae /O~ 0

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. __ 86207 Type of Work __ Construction Limits, Layout, Surveys
District/Office 7 Work Type Code _ PD
SP Number _7401-34 ~ TH Number __ 14 - Location ___ Waseca to Owatonna__

Contractor URS. Corp

Subcontractor Ulteig Engineers

Subcontractor

Contract Period:  7/6/04 ; _ February 2006 ;5 9/30/05 i
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date =

Total Contract Cost: $449,892.51 = Orig Cost: $320,716.51 + Amended Cost: $129.176 Nz
Note — Total contract amount was $449.,892.51, but the amount paid was $437.313.90

See accompanying memo for an explanation.

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments 2

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: Z 2 (Maximum points 3(0 )

Q’éﬁ'}ct Administrator:

/ﬁj anaga//u %//Aq// G/135/c% / L s gwg 7)) el

ame / Date - Name // Date

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,
MS 680
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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.

L 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:

® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

® Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

®  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:

This was a difficult coﬁtract for all parties. Mn/DOT requested some significant changes to the
layout (some suggested by URS, others not) and it was challenging to work with two different districts.

The quality of the final layout and profiles was acceptable. Work progressed slowly on the
profile as several points that Mn/DOT made in the first review were not incorporated prior to the second
review. There were a number of minor issues with the format of the layout the first time around that were
disappointing to see. The design required much discussion with CO, but it was okay as the issues were a
matter of professional judgment that understandably required that kind of interaction. Nearly all
deliverables were later than promised.

The hydraulics work seemed okay. More one on one coordination with property owners
regarding pond placement would have been good. There was a distinct lack of urgeﬁcy to get the
hydraulics work done, however. '

The surveys work was very poorly done. It was consistently late and of limited usefulness.
Mn/DOT had to send out crews to reshoot points and much time was spent in the office making the data
useful for design. According to URS, Ulteig was unresponsive. In a phone conference it became clear

that they were not capable of delivering surveys in a format that Mn/DOT would find acceptable.

There was a period when things were coming in late that the URS project manager was not quick

to respond to requests for information as to when deliveries would be made. This was frustrating. URS

did switch project managers shortly thereafter.
Despite the challenges, URS did continue to work even after they were told that there would be

no more money and after the contract had expired in order to deliver a product that would be acceptable

to Mn/DOT. Although this was not always achievable, they showed integrity in trying.
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) '




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. A83834

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Traffic Sign Replacement on 1-394 87826 12/05 — 4/06

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

Design for replacement signs and delineation more than six years on segments of 1-394 from Plymouth Road to Penn
Avenue. This work is needed to maintain motorist safety and efficient operation of the state highway. Mn/DOT staff
was not available to design a project of this magnitude.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $73,969.74

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

[(/5/2/:1%722/4 Py

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

G—1/—06¢

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. 87826 Type of work 6;(5{\ .DQSELC}}”Y\
District/Office  Metro/Traffic Work Type Code S0
S.P.2789-124 T.H. 394

Location Plymouth Road interchange to Penn Avenue interchange

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Incorporated

Subcontractor N@ ne_
Subcontractor _
Contract Period: 12/1/05; 4/30/06; 6/30/06

Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $73,969.74 = Original Cost: $73,969.74 + Amended Cost: $0
Amended cost for: [ ]Overrun [ ] Additional Work Number of Amendments ()

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
v 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 m.
6. QA/QC plan conformance -
7. Contract administration
cooperation /
8. Invoices and progress reports /
N
9. Cost estimation/budget
management . \/
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3|

(Maximum points 36)

\; Project Manager: ent Adn jist;a T
Y r>146) 75»%(\ | J , (I
(Casssandra Isackson) , \ / ! (Linn Moline)

Print Name 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.

e 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:

Great communication and follow through.

Auser\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:
University of Michigan A68329

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
AIMS Phase Il Survey 87036 12/20/05 — 6/30/06

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

This was the second phase of an originally conceived two phase survey. The first phase of AIMS, completed in
2001 (Final Report #2001-04), was the development of a methodology and a field tested survey process that
provided Mn/DOT with an in-depth qualitative look at public perception of Visual Quality and Aesthetics along MN
Highway Corridors. This second phase contract was developed so that the AIMS Phase |l Research would reach a
much larger population sampling (1100 respondents) bringing a quantitative component to initial success of the
earlier qualitative Phase | study.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $75,000

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

The Principal Investigator, Author and Architect of the AIMS Phase | Research Methodology was Joan lverson
Nassauer. Her original conception of this study for Mn/DOT was outlined as a two phase study with the initial
Phase | portion funded in 1999 and completed in 2001. At the time, he was a collaborating faculty member with
lowa State University when Phase | was conducted. She then moved and became part of the faculty at the
University of Michigan in Ann Arbor, Michigan. It was important for Mn/DOT to maintain the continuity of Professor
Nassauer’s intellectual connection with the AIMS Methodology and survey intent. Therefore, it was necessary to
coordinate a sole source contract so that she could carry out and complete her initially conceived research study.

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

(7/!@% Ttz O—//-0¢

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

ce; 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.

21l %’Hﬁékﬁ

Agreement No.

District/Office Tﬁ@%\ %\3@ Work Type Code

S.P. T.H. Location

Contractor ey @%‘" At cea %& I

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: iZ % @‘4" ; <é’ %C) O b @ E%@ EQ %@ |
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

S+ Amended Cost: $ Q

Total Contract Cost: $=F o) = Orig Cost: $_=f

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ ~ Additional Work ~ Number of Amendments ‘ =1 Fﬁé

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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3 5
(Maximum points 36)

PrOJect Manager /\)

( DaV1d P. Larson

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

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:
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. A83629

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Safety Analysis at Ryan’s Road and TH 59 89020 11/29/05 — 7/31/06

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

The purpose was to conduct a traffic study on Highway 59 and intersecting local roadways, especially Ryan’s Road in
the City of Worthington. Traffic growth is causing the poor geometrics adjacent to the intersection to become
hazardous. The contractor was brought on to count traffic, analyze it, generate alternative solutions and conduct public
involvement. There was not sufficient Mn/DOT expertise to do the traffic analysis.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
592.3 Contract: $67,232.59 District Consultant 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

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:
DPRA Incorporated

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment 89438 April 6, 2006 to June 21, 2006

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

The purpose of the contract was to complete a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for three segments
along a highway corridor scheduled for reconstruction. The intent of this work is to identify possible sources
of contamination that could impact soil and groundwater in the project area. This work enables Mn/DOT to
identify contamination problems early in project development thus reducing potential liability and avoiding
construction delays.

The identification of known and suspected contaminated properties requires specialized knowledge and
experience, safety training, and field equipment. While state employees in Mn/DOT, Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency, Minnesota Department of Health, and Minnesota Department of Agriculture have much of the
knowledge and experience to do this work, they are not available to be on-call to work on Mn/DOT projects. In
addition, the state does not own the required specialized field equipment, and state employees do not have the
required specific safety training for work on contaminated sites. It is not cost-effective for Mn/DOT to hire,
train, and equip a workforce to do this highly specialized type of work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Not applicable. Contract: $52,771.25 Metro Consultant Services

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

( %ﬂé sty 710 ¢

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. 89438 Type of work Level II—Phase I ESA

District/Office Metro Work Type Code SlZ
S.P. 6511-38, 4309-31, and 4309-32 T.H.212 Location Hector and Browntown, D8

Contractor DPRA Incorporated
Subcontractor HIG

Subcontractor First Search

July 21,2006 ; July 31, 2006
Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Contract Period: April 10, 2006:
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $60,547.04 = Orig Cost: $60.547.04 + 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

Total Points %i

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

Project Manager: -+ _Contract Adminisfrator:

!

i s P o £

?\\ef{/ .t L0 ST CAe. A 4

( ° Karlene French/ ) '
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.

o Deliverables exceed standards.

o 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.

® 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: ,

L 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:

Project Manager was informed of project status regularly. and Contractor needed little to no
direction to start and complete the project. Contractor resolved issues that came up and was

responsive to requests. Contractor evaluated an enormous amount of data within half the normal
‘turnaround time for such work. Draft deliverables, while well-organized, concise, thorough, and
complete, did contain minor internal inconsistencies that required some rework; the
inconsistencies likely could have been prevented with another detailed review of the draft before

submittal to 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 Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
Bentley Systems, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A84329

Project Name (if applicable):
GEOPAK Site-Automated Roadway Builder

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
88523

Project Duration (Dates):
Dec. 16, 2005 — July 31, 2006

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

The State is in need of computer training services that are not available in-house.

This work will consist of developing a Student Course Guide, conducting two 5 day classes on site and providing follow-
up support. Also to provide a Train the Trainer workshop. This is new software currently under development by Bentley
and the use is required to facilitate our Machine Control efforts.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $62,695.22

Source of Funding:

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

This is new software currently under development by Bentley and the use is required to facilitate our Machine Control
efforts. No other vendors have access to the software at this time

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

» / 7P V/L%[Jn A

P—//-0&

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. _88523 Type of Work Computer Training Services
District/Office _Tech Supp Work Type Code
SP Number N/A  TH Number N/A  Location

Contractor Bentley Systems Inc.

Subcontractor N/A
Contract Period: December 16, 2005; June 30, 2006; July 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $62.695.22 = Orig Cost: $62.695.22+ Amended Cost: $0.00
Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments :

Item Rating ‘ Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 ' _ A 3

g )
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: & (Maximum points

Project Manager: ' M})Adminiﬁﬁator: . )
Michael Coleman M llcgn G130106
Name g €25 E %Date . Name U Daté

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

|
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) . ' g}



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:
A83629

Project Name (if applicable):
Safety Analysis at Ryan’s Road and TH 59

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
89020

Project Duration (Dates):
11/29/05 — 7/31/06

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

The purpose was to conduct a traffic study on Highway 59 and intersecting local roadways, especially Ryan’s Road in
the City of Worthington. Traffic growth is causing the poor geometrics adjacent to the intersection to become
hazardous. The contractor was brought on to count traffic, analyze it, generate alternative solutions and conduct public
involvement. There was not sufficient Mn/DOT expertise to do the traffic analysis.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
592.3

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $67,232.59

Source of Funding:
District Consultant 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

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

(,/.ﬂfc Ll Il ra i

i =dd

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. 89020 Type of work __ Traffic Study, Public Involvement
District/Office 7 Work Type Code PD
S.P.  5304-33 T.H. 59 Location __ Worthington
Contractor ___Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: _ 11/29/05 ; 1/31/06 ; 7/31/06
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $§ 75,794.00 = Orig Cost: $§ 75,794.00 + Amended Cost: $ O L

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

Contractor’s rating for this contra Total Points
(Maximum points 36)

( IYter Harﬁ( ! Cralg F ber

Print Name Prmt 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.

e - 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. ,

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations.

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

Comments:

Work Performance — SEH did a great job working with us, the City and the public. They used

great techniques to convey the nature of the problem and alternative solutions. Steve in
Worthington was a great asset. He was very helpful.
Cooperation — throughout the project SEH provided what we needed in a timely fashion.

\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:
Barr Engineering Company A81745

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Crookston Landslide Analysis 88631 10/05/2005 — 5/19/2006

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

The purpose of this contract was to perform a geotechnical engineering design for the construction of a series of
structural elements designed to increase the factor of safety against slope failure along TH2 in Crookston, Minnesota.
A contract was needed to hire engineers with a special expertise necessary to complete the design work.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
09 .40 Contract:$99,224.02 District 2 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

ﬂ' v , g G /] )
Carol Molnaﬂt.((G%Vé)m?C/o%mis iogezrﬂ L~ / / / o <’

Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. % %(‘; j “ Type of Work Gf’f) “;(C‘L\ /ifléf/y < S
District/Office. & Bemid}, Work Type Code & 7
SP Number éOO 2-¢ ¥  TH Number 7 Location (Cro€s pon O.s+ 2

Contractor \?cu’\f‘ EV\ Giheering 4 &

‘ > o
Subcontractor (s lac fcz// £ e'a?e D*///,nﬂ (z%, h

Subcontractor R
Contract Period:  (0/05/2005 8 /ia/a2t0¢g : Jiin 3/ 2007 E
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date =R
Total Contract Cost: $ <7 g Q224 = Orig Cost: $ ?‘7, 225 + Amended Cost: § R ‘
Amended for: ~ Overrun Additional ~Time Only  Number of Amendments %
Item Rating Rating

1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract 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 X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

[N K

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estimation/budget

> XX L

management
-
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: ¢ Q 5 (Maximum points &? )
< Pﬁé@@ ~Contract Adm#fistrator:
Name E‘C h L({;mé Date Name K¢ h Lamby Date
for (/f
Jé‘{f g«ﬁb Aﬁ'f '/

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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, Inc. A22638

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Paynesville Bypass EIS 78456 work order no. 3 June 12, 2001 - June 9, 2006

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract:
This contract provided preliminary design engineering, and environmental clearance documents needed for the

advancement of the State’s highway improvement project, State Project 3408-15. Due to limited State staff
available to perform the work, it was performed under this Professional/Technical contract.

L

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
S, NS $508,914.59
4 (subject to audit adjustments)

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: A

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

( /4./441-&\77;%444 AL S, T A

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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Perform<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>