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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-87490 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 89507 I Project Duration (Dates): 04/05/06 to 06/20/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography 
services in Districts 6, 7, 8 & Metro, for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

L__l_____.___i_ ', . ,; I 

Billable. Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $95,930.00 Source of Funding: District's Consultant 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P .Stem bier, 112 Ad min 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

·' -~!~' ,, 
\ , j 

7- t, -"" 
Date 



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. 

AgreementNo. gq507 . Typeofwork ~~2r,H1&ki~(J Aer;£ . 
District/Office_ '/ 7/ g ~ H Work Type Code '1 . mP Serv,'Ct2A. 

S.P. rJ u l!'.!a £ '<' u J T.H. I\! u M ~rit:IA ~ Location b, ,· ( ~ ' ~ (, 
7 

'( 
7 
8 4-HJ r0 

Contractor \:A:- 0 r:· \' ~ '"? {A 1 t: k\ C 

Subcontractor 

Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period: 4{- ~- D {, ; f..' 2 () •--0 C ; 1- '3 I --(J C 

Work Start Date . Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $Cf.'), 150 ,.,,-·= Orig Cost: $q~ Cj-30--- + Amended Cost: $~~""""'-______ _ 
. I 

Amended cost for: ,_, Overrun ,_, Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 ~y Agreement Administrator 1------..--------,--_..;....---.------------i 

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 

... 9: :~~~~r,~tp!llii~~~( T " 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 
\ 

Project ManaA , 
~~~ 

( ) 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

V 

( 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Po-ints 

Total Points 3 3 
(Maximum points 36) 

Print Name 

· Poor 
1 Point 

>L/ J /c?-~ 
el, ,a,~ 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 
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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: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-87 489 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 89503 I Project Duration (Dates): 04/10/06 to 6/26/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was n.ecessary to enter into a contract: 

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography and 
Remote Sensing services for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $99,500.00 Source of Funding: District's Consultant 

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. 

f!ttv.J_ ~ 'f\4 I « • 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

. 1: ·; j_' I 

'Y- s--~ ft, 
Date 
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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: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-87484 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 89504 I Project Duration (Dates): 4/10/06 to 6/26/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography 
services in Districts 1, 2, 3, 4 & Metro & Airports for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $98,767.50 Source of Funding: District's Consultant 
1

1 i
1
,, ,·. 1 I 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

. :·I ·1. 

'1-$-o t, 
Date 



( 
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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: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-87 489 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 89503 I Project Duration (Dates): 04/10/06 to 6/26/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography and 
Remote Sensing services for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $99,500.00 Source of Funding: District's Consultant 

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. 

~ "--new 'Y'4 «c -
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

' , 1: ·; / ' 

o/- S--() ft, 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 8<J503 Typeofwork \A, ~ttnqnc,JG 'c AE;r ·~ 04 _ 
District/Office .:3✓ (-1, 7 f\-c 8 Work Type C~de =~; -/0 .J MA~ er-;~_; i: 1~ ,_, L -i;:,, 
S .P - ·hf lA M ,: ,-,,..q T .H. I"\ (<I l---.. ! rll:i,,, ~ Location Qd' f, J 3, (, , ( ~ 8 U 
Contractor GR\{/ Th. C 

Subcontractor --------------------
Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period: L/ - J () -0 C ; · C, _ 2 fa O 0 ; 7 - 3 / - 6 l 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $Cf1,, .5(JfJ -= Orig Cost: $ Cfl/200,--+ Amended Cost: $_,._/_· _______ _ 

Amended cost for: ,....., Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 ~y Agreement Administrator 

.1. . Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

•, .· .· :; irianage1B~¥.f': .·· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~Y::-~ 
c,-;"'~,~~f'~) 

Pnnt Name 

r--..1 Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

/ 
/ 
/ 

/ 

/" 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

· Poor 
1 Point 

/2ontrl!G'~atoy L/ ~ /.e_ 
( ,'0el/Rfl7-){'/I iYcNA 

· Print Name 

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



( 
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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: GRW Aerial Surveys, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-87484 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 89504 I Project Duration (Dates): 4/10/06 to 6/26/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography 
services in Districts 1, 2, 3, 4 & Metro & Airports for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amo~nt: $98,767.50 Source of Funding: District's Consultant 
f '1 jl I 

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. 

lw-f_~ · 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P .Stem bier, 112 Ad min 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

I l j • ,'/ .' \ 

't-S-o G, 
Date 



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. 89:SOL( Type of work ti J.-D ,(,' , ; e,-,'~-
DistricVOffice I, ) / -z, L( sj.J-~e_1r O Work Type Code ___ ~_ S<2..-('u '(!_ e__ j 

S.P. hl_L(Vv\:e G?U. ~ T.H. j\JU\Me41, ~ Location D,~C'f 1 .J ~ \ , 'J., 3 L/ -4JW.e. .. 'trz, 
Contractor QR,_ \k( S: k k<. . 

Subcontractor -----~-----

Subcontractor --
Contract Period: -q-· ,-_-/_D_o_C, __ -; __ G ___ ;Jr; _{),; rr_.], - 01 

Work Stai't Date . Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

. Total Contract Cost: ft& r{p Orig Cost: $ ~ 7G7E-+ Amended Cost: $..,../_' ---

Amended cost for: ""' Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 ~y Agreement Administrator 

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 

GO$t\~$tim.atibn}Bu~1g~f}t 
. _. ).1iahagem~~1>.:'-:-· : .:.:. ·:,· ') ii,·:,·. 

---- -··---·----

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project M-~r 

~/2_~ 
( ) 

Print Name 

/'-I Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

~ 
✓ 

Below 
Average 
2 Po-ints 

Total Points 0~ 

· Poor 
1 Point · 

(Maximum points 36) / 

/ Con~-istr/Y/'~ 
L4 412 . ff:: 7-1 He Mre,,q.;1.../' ( ( DJ g-{ ( '-='- ' 

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: Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation - Phase Ill 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89202 

CFMS Contract Number: A85525 

Project Duration (Dates): 
2/16/06 - 5/06/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Detroit Lakes 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

Source of Funding: OLM 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 

~~ ~-26- tJ~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. 89202 

District/Office: Detroit Lakes 

S.P. NA T.H.: NA 

Type of work: Ham Observations Detroit Lakes-Phase III 

Work Type Code: • 5£. 
Location: 

Contractor: Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

5/6/06 Contract Period: 2/16/06 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 

6/30/06 
Expiration Date 

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

Amended cost for: ,_, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 admin.isttation ·. 
.· 

·. 

cooperation ·. . 

8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

-o/.Jl/~ti 

Print Name 

,_, Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
. 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

. 

·. 

Total Points _36 __ 
\i (M~um r~ints 36) 

Cont 
\ 

am1e Asn1m 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

•· 
.. 

.. 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: A85273 
Cook Research and Consulting 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
TH36 Closing Study 89248 · 1 /18/06-8/30/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The study was designed to understand public opinion regarding the re-construction of TH36 between Century and White 
Bear Avenues. · 

It was necessary to enter into a contract to complete 1000 general public and 75 business interviews. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $63,594.00 

Source of Funding: 
Metro 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 

(!{J,V-€_ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(p--~t) -C> ~ 

Date 



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 Sto2 680 ctlong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation - Phase 111 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89202 

CFMS Contract Number: A85525 

Project Duration (Dates): 
2/16/06 - 5/06/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Detroit Lakes 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

Source of Funding: OLM 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 

&vt_ ~ &;-26-CJ~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c). RECEIVED 
Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 alJ:mg +.,ith thtJfiija~inyJl.ice. 

Agency: 1 1 v v 11 
L "' lV\JU 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFM$CE:0¥ilitacttffl'i(frfio~M~S~TION 
Cook Research and Consulting L Of; HT r: f- THE COMMISSIONER 
Project Name (if applicable): ] Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
TH36 Closing Study 89248 1 /18/06-8/30/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The study was designed to understand public opinion regarding the re-construction of TH36 between Century and White 
Bear Avenues. 

It was necessary to enter into a contract to complete 1000 general public and 75 business interviews. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $63,594.00 Metro 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(!~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ -- c:2t) - o ~ 
Date 



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. _89248___ Type of work _Market Research Study_ 

District/Office t'otYltVUAt7~ ca::6o·nS, Work Type Code (\!\{c 

S.P. ______ T.H. '3(o Location ___________ _ 

Contractor Cook Research ----
Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ---------~--
Con tract Period: _ 1/18/06 _____ ; 5/26/06_; 8/30/06 ____ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $63,594 __ = Orig Cost: $63,594 + Amended Cost: $0 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. :Gi1s1-tr~cf a<:1tnilii~tratfon , , · 
· qoo12eration · 

8 .. •i·}~1ypiq_~s.· anqpf8ffe~s·s··fepqrt,~?···.· 

Q}, .• •C;tjst estimation/bu.dgef : 
rrianagein.erit 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Lori Laflin -----
( ) 

PrintName 

4 

4 

4 

j 

4 

4 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

:6 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ~~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 
,_ 

Poor 
1 Point 

\JvuUA/J'fo vvtu;rv'lwvvv 
( \7-c_,( iSSD, ,~ C GJ)~ l11l57 

PrintName 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 
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( 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Design and Safety Implications for ATIS 
Use with Cell Phones 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 41 

CFMS Contract Number: A57565 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11 /1 /3003 - 10/31/2005 

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

This research project will estimate the relative risk of cell phone use while driving compared with other common secondary 
tasks. The study will be completed in the Virtual Environment for Surface Transportation Research. A high resolution PC­
based simulator with 210-degree forward field of view, rear and side views, surround sound system, and a three axis motion 
base. Two groups of subjects will be established who will drive a standard route (with traffic scenarios representative of 
common driving contexts and trip purposes). During each drive, subjects will complete a number of scripted in-vehicle tasks 
using a cell phone and performing other high frequency secondary tasks such as operating a CD/radio. One group of subjects 
will complete the task set sober; the other group will complete the task set impaired, under conditions determined to be 
practical and approved by the University of Minnesota's Institutional Review Board. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $120,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Federal & Trunk Highway 

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

NIA 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

{k)U}-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 4'--2() -() (o 

Date 

cc: File 



( 

l_ 

CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Type of work _R_e_se_a_r_c_h ____ _ Agreement No. 81655, WO 41 

DistricUOffice Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 11/1/2003 
Start Date 

10/31/2005 
Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$120,000.00 

Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost: 

$120,000.00 + $ N/A = 

Item Rating Rating 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A 
(N/A) 
7. Contract administration X 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 26 __ 
(Maximum points~ 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

~-
fuddKramascz 

~ /4V4 : t-~ --~/ 
Jantes Klessig ~ / 



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 excessiv~ guidance or direction. 
Contractor is unresponsi~e to requ~?ts. 
Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. 
Deliverables do not folldw standards or does not meet requirements or expectations. 
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT. 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: University of Minnesota CFMS Contract Number: A48293 

Project Name (if applicable): Impact of 
Alternative Storm_-Water Management 
Approaches on Highway Infrastructure 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655 WO 75 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/20/2003 - 2/28/2006 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
1. Complete an annotated bibliography of research related to the impact of alternative storm-water oontrd 
facilities on transportation infrastructures. 
2. Assess the degree to which existing alternative storm-water control facilities meet design 

recommendations. 
3. Assess possible positive and/or negative impacts of alternative storm-water control facilities on 

transportation infrastructures. 
4. Determine the long-term maintenance costs of roadway infrastructures and of storm-water control 

practices, and assess how the storm-water practice affects the long-term costs of the infrastructure. 
5. Assess the level of acceptance of alternative storm-water control practices among public works 

directors, land developers, and private property owners. 
6. Develop a resource that provides criteria for making decisions on the use of alternative storm- water 

control practices. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $121,896.00 

Source of Funding: 
State Aid 

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 

tftLJ.-l~ i --- 19-!J& 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No._81655 WO 75 ___ _ Type of work _Research 

District/Office _Investment Management_ 

Contractor _University of Minnesota_ 

Contract Period: _5/20/2003 ___ ; _2/28/2006 __ 
Start Date Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$_ 121,896.00_ 

Amendment Cost(s) Final Cost 

$_ 121,896.00 __ + $ 0 

Item Rating 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 1 
6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A 
(N/A) 
7. Contract administration 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

= 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

-~ 
-3 

~ 
3 

Total Points J.-7 
(Maximum points Je 32) 

Contract Administrator: 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

Comments: 

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

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
Deliverables meet standards. 
Project is on time and budget. 
Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89347 

CFMS Contract Number: A-70679 

Project Duration (Dates): 22 Feb. 2006 
to 8 June 2006 

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

The purpose of this contract was for the consultant to complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric 
Features and create a Digital Terrain Model to detail design standards for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for 1-94, from the Crow River to the Fish Lake Interchange, also 
known as SP 2780-64. 

The Photogrammetric Unit is staffed to complete approximately 10,000 Mapping Model Units (MMU) per year 
and we consult out approximately that same amount. This mapping project was a good candidate for a 
consultant due to its size and complexity. Time constraints on the delivery of this mapping product was also a 
large factor in deciding to consult out this project. · · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $97,000.00 

Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping 

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: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

·~ ~<-

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~- /O--(J(o 
Date 



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: Martinez Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89347 

CFMS Contract Number: A-70679 

Project Duration (Dates): 22 Feb. 2006 
to 8 June 2006 

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

The purpose of this contract was for the consultant to complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric 
Features and create a Digital Terrain Model to detail design standards for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for 1-94, from the Crow River to the Fish Lake Interchange, also 
known as SP 2780-64. 

The Photogrammetric Unit is staffed to complete approximately 10,000 Mapping Model Units (MMU) per year 
and we consult out approximately that same amount. This mapping project was a good candidate for a 
consultant due to its size and complexity. Time constraints on the delivery of this mapping product was also a 
large factor in deciding to consult out this project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $97,000.00 

Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping 

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

No. 

'i 

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 

~tJ-(/~<--
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~- lcf-o 
Date 



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: Photograrnmetric Mapping 

· Work Type Code~ M 
Agreement No. 89347 

District/Office: OLM 

S.P. 2780-64 T.H.94 Location: Crow River to Fish Lake Interchange 

Contractor: Martinez Corporation 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: 22 Feb. 2006 

Work Start Date 
8 June 2006 31 July 2006 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 97,000.00 = Orig Cost:$ 97,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ 0.00 

Amended cost for: "' Overrun "' Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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. Contractadniiriistratfort 
cooperation··. . ·, ' 

8. Invoices and progress reports 
' . .·, 

9~ Costestimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

_)~roject Manager: ~ 
,P'_/~~ 

·_,,/·C.-~~ 
( Mike Elasky ) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

•. 
' . 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X ·•· 

. ' 

X 

X 

Total Points: 30 
(Maximum poffiits 36) 

~-o~ Mehrtas 
Print 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 
The contract called for a delivery date of 31 May 2006 and the actual delivery date was 8 June 

2006. Due to Mehrtash being out of the country, I have no idea if any agreement was made with 

regards to extending the due date. However, according to the contract language it is late and the 

contractor understands that no matter who is at fault, they accept the burden of some blame. 

:\user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( $50,900.00. 

( 

( 

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services1 Mail Stop 689-1 with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATiON 
Contractor Name: Stanley Consultants, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A55917 

Proje.ct Name (if applicable): 1-494 I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Stormwater Tunnel Feasibility Study 85093 November 17, 2003 -June 30, 2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this project was to build upon a previous limited feasibility study that indicated a stormwater 
tunnel extending under 1-494 from the Minnesota River to Penn Avenue (with the potential for a future 
extension to Trunk Highway 169) is the most cost effective drainage system for future 1-494. Work included 
updating the corridor hydrologic and hydraulics data, providing a surface storm sewer layout with 
connections, conducting a subsurface investigation,- and performing a detailed economic analysis to compare 
alternative tunnel layouts and conventional drainage designs. 

This project required expertise in a number of disciplines. The expertise needed to conduct the various 
aspects of this project was not available within Mn/DOT. In order to complete the project within the timeframe 
necessary to meet the overall I-494 reconstruction schedule, the work needed to be outsourced. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 2302.7 j Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
_ $23~880.42 , 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. 

J ~-
l~/Dd~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

k-7~aeo 
Date 



Report on Professional/J"echnical 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 Services1 Ma_i1_S!QP 68~ with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Stanley Consultants, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A55917 

Project Name (if applicable): l-494J Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Stormwater Tunnel Feasibility Stud_y__ 85093 November 17, 2003 -June 30, 2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this project was to build upon a previous limited feasibility study that indicated a stormwater 
tunnel extending under 1-494 from the Minnesota River to Penn Avenue (with the potential for a future 
extension to Trunk Highway 169) is the most cost effective drainage system for future 1-494. Work included 
updating the corridor hydrologic and hydraulics data, providing a surface storm sewer layout with 
connections, conducting a subsurface investigation, and performing a detailed economic analysis to compare 
alternative tunnel layouts and conventional drainage designs. 

This project required expertise in a number of disciplines. The expertise needed to conduct the various 
aspects of this project was not available within Mn/DOT. In order to complete the project within the timeframe 
necessary to meet the overall 1-494 reconstruction schedule, the work needed to be outsourced. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 2302.7 I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
$2361880.42 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. 

7) --~ 
c~ I w~~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P .Stem bier, 112 Ad min 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

/.e-7- Co 
Date 



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. _ 85093 ---- Type of work_. _Feasibility Study ____ _ 

District/Office Metro --- Work Type Code _SS __ 

S.P. 2785-261 T.H. 494 - -- ---
Contractor _Stanley Consultants, Inc._ 

Location _Penn Ave to Minnesota Riv~_.,_.; 0 ....... . -~ 

~:,::1~\ l j 4 s~-
·;f;)·::/•" ~.. 6~,, 

Subcontractor Wenck Associates 

Subcontractor __ Lyman Henn ___ _ 

Subcontractor Braun Intertec ---
Contract Period: _l 1/27 /2003 ___ ; _6/23/2005 __ ; _6/30/2005 __ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

r, . . J E""=-:-, _;,;'-
•.f',•::, r.•,,· ..,.,... ::\ 

,s:i-}' ..• . (9}. 
t '•J ,, __ q,I !)GOG ~·\ 1::-, t;,~J,•l r;_, .. <SJ 
~ .... ., .,\) _.."\ 
I w.::, • ' ' c:::>j 
~,.1 , .• OF ·· 
t~ .,11~--:.11 sa.."111- ~ 
,;, · · \ ""r\ ;q \! 1.rJ--;: · \..J \,,::..,.., ,;;,.,v -.,,..,_.. . 

,,,~!.>_., 
~::.r:'l? Bip81 

Total Contract Cost: $_236,880.42 ___ = Orig Cost: $_214,654.54 ___ + Amended 

Cost: $_22,225.88 __ _ 

Amended cost for: "-I Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

) 
PrintName 

"-I Addition~! Work Number of Amendments 1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

y 

rC 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

y , 
Total Points 21 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~ 
( Mark Hagen 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

) 

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, ~o 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: 

:\user\consult\fonns\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: I CFMS Contract Number: A48196 
Yaqqy Colby Associates 
Project Name (if applicable): . I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

TH 34 Pre-Design ____ . 78469 W.O. 3 5-6-2003 to 3-1-2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to provide preliminary engineering design for the reconstruction of TH 34 in Park 
Rapids, MN. The pre-design work included the geometric layout and the required Environmental Assessment. This 
pre-design work is extensive because the project involved reconstructing TH 34 from a 3 lane road to 5 lane road. The 
existing District 2 staff did not have adequate time to devote to this project and still deliver the other design projects in 
the program. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spen_ ton I Source of Funding: 
6, 112 hours Contract: $462,884.78 District 2 Consultant Set-Aside 

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 

L1't1M-t~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

( File 

l,-{o-o<o 
Date 



( 

(_ 

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 Cor_2oration A84795 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 89153 

Project Duration (Dates): 
January 6, 2006 to May 10, 2006 

and Drilling Investigation 
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 I Environmental Site Assessment and drilling investigation of 
proposed highway right of way that is known to be contaminated. This work identified possible sources of 
contamination that could impact soil and groundwater in the project area, thereby allowing Mn/DOT to identify 
contamination problems early in project development, reduce potential liability, and avoid 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 
Contract: $52,771.25 

Source of Funding: 
Metro Consultant Services 

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 

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

e,._ Co -- O (o 

Date 



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 Cor_eoration A84795 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 89153 

Project Duration (Dates): 
January 6, 2006 to May 10, 2006 

and Drilling Investigation 
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 I Environmental Site Assessment and drilling investigation of 
proposed highway right of way that is known to be contaminated. This work identified possible sources of 
contamination that could impact soil and groundwater in the project area, thereby allowing Mn/DOT to identify 
contamination problems early in project development, reduce potential liability, and avoid 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 
Contract: $52,771.25 

Source of Funding: 
Metro Consultant Services 

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 

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

C, {_o e> 
Date 



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. 89153 Type of work Level I-Drilling Investigation 

District/Office Metro Work Type Code 5.41 ~ 
S.P. 6285-125 T.H. 1-694 Location Rice Street, Shoreview, MN 

Contractor URS CorJ;!oration 

Subcontractor Thein Well Company 

Subcontractor Environmental Science CorJ;!oration 

Contract Period: January 6, 2006; 
Work Start Date 

May 10, 2006 ·; July 31, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $76,646.57 = Orig Cost: $84,076.57 + Amended Cost: $(7,430.00) 

Amended cost for: Change in subcontractor and resulting reduction in project cost. 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7: •••Contract• a.dministtatiotl · • • • • • • 
· · · co8r,br~H6ti: • • • • · • · · · · · 

8.•••Iriyoip¢s ~ridpf9:gr¢s$ r~p()tts. 
9J C;Os( e.stirnat~or@udgef 
' fuzjlagetrient · 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

.1 Pr~ect Manag¾ rr::~a~t:-V 
( Karlene French ) 

Print Name 

"" Additional Work Number of Amendments! 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ~<: 
(Maximum po~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

U!Jtuf1~ .) , 'iS/do 
) 

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. 
• 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: 
Product delivered without need for corrections and with little assistance from Mn/DOT. Report 

clearly provided rationale for investigation decisions and data evaluation. Project manager 

routinely was informed of project status. Contractor resolved all problems with field operations 

with minimal direction from Mn/DOT. Product was delivered in a timely fashion and project 

came in under budget. 

:\user\consult\fonns\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: I CFMS Contract Number: A48196 
Ya~my Colby Associates 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

TH 34 Pre-Design 78469 W .0. 3 5-6-2003 to 3-1-2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to provide preliminary engineering design for the reconstruction of TH 34 in Park 
Rapids, MN. The pre-design work included the geometric layout and the required Environmental Assessment. This 
pre-design work is extensive because the project involved reconstructing TH 34 from a 3 lane road to 5 lane road. The 
existing District 2 staff did not have adequate time to devote to this project and still deliver the other design projects in 
the program. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
6,112 hours Contract: $462,884.78 District 2 Consultant Set-Aside 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

LI~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

& 
Date 

{o - 0 <o 



LUl~~UL J.EU~ J. r~J:U:1 U.Kl.VJ.ftl~L~ ~ V ftLUft .l .lVl"I 

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. 78469 W.O. 3 Type of work: Pre-design -Layout and Env. Assessment 

District/Office District 2 Work Type Code: PD 

S.P. 2901-18 T.H. 34 Location: Park Rapids 

Contractor: Yaggy Colby Associates 
~ ~}~·::~. 

,·:_::: \ 

\t~\CONSUl/;, ·RV. l~ 
5-6-2003; March 1, 2005 ; March 1, 2005~e/ ~,_<~~Ul 

Subcontractor: WSB and Associates (Noise Analysis) 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 
Work Start Date Completion Date Expiration Date '\~':~~-

17 
t.1),)/> .. 

Total Contract Cost: $471,938.92 = Orig Cost: $471,938.92 + Amended Cost: $0 ---

Amended cost for: ,_ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager:,/ ~ 

~ s-. ;VI I,~ 

( -:Toe /VJ(., IGln ;'1 .:, ,., ) 

Print Name 

,..._, Additional Work Number of Amendments _Q_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

Total Points 34 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

~ > /Vii./~ 
( Joe._ /Vt<.-/<✓ '11 ~ t)l1 ) 

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 EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of 
a contract. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Preliminary Laboratory Investigation of a 
Commercial Enzyme Solution as a Soil 
Stabilizer 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 79 

CFMS Contract Number: A49852 

Project Duration (Dates): 
7/1/2003 - 7/31/2005 

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

1. Investigate the stabilization mechanism of the commercial enzyme solution to better understand the 
potential value for road construction. 

2. Perform laboratory experiments to determine if this product improves the control material properties 

3. Perform laboratory experiments to determine if this product offers superior mechanical properties 
compared to another product for which comprehensive laboratory and field performance data already 
exists. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $58,996.00 

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: 

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 '--j~ 
Carol Moln8u, (;{/iJ~frrcommissioner 

D-&.•-o 
Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 79 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 7/1/2003 ; 

Type of work _______ _ 

Start Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$~996.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

7/31/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost(s) 

$NIA 

Final Cost: 

$~996.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

NIA 3 

3 

3 

3 

Total Points 27 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: - --
(Maximum points JG 32) 



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. 

Evaluation was completed by the contract administrator, and with the best knowledge 

available to the contract administrator per the ARTS database comments. The project 

manager (Duane A. Blanck) was unable to comment in any sort of a timely fashion. 

Repeated requests were solicited and no comments were received over the time frame 

of 1 and ½ months. 



1: •. q9ri.~26ci.•~9n•· .. -···•13.~:···fvy.ci·:·.·•gya1·~.~fio.ri.fo~·Agr.~~rr1.~.rit·•?1·5§q,··wg .•. ?9···• .. ···P•r~.iirni.nc1ry.~~·b()rc1~0ry.·.10y~~tig~tiC>r1•.•(.)f .••• ~ •• ¢0rn6,.~.~c1~ 

From: Cory Johnson 
To: Duane Blanck 
Date: 5/18/06 7:42AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Evaluation for Agreement 81655, WO 79 - Preliminary Laboratory 
Investigation of a Commercia 

Duane - Any luck getting this thing wrapped up? 
Thanks 
Cory 

»> "Duane Blanck" <Duane.Blanck@co.crow-wing.mn.us> 05/12/06 11 :00 AM»> 
Cory: 

I will try to get at things over the weekend - I have been very busy and quite frankly this is not a priority, but 
I did make the commitment to be involved and I will follow-up accordingly. 

Duane 

»> "Cory Johnson" <Cory.Johnson@dot.state.mn.us> 05/12/06 10:29 AM »> 
Duane and/or Greg- I have not heard anything from either of you guys. Are you still working on this 
evaluation? 

Cory 

Duane and/or Greg-
My information indicates that you guys are the TL for this old research project. I believe that this project is 
completely done and the report is on the web but we need to complete the attached evaluation before any 
final payments can be executed. Please complete this evaluation form and return it to me ASAP. 

Thanks 
Cory 

Cory Johnson, P.E. 
Research Management Engineer 
First Floor North, MS 330 
395 John Ireland Blvd 
St. Paul MN 55155 
Ph. 651-205-4698 
Fax. 651-297-2354 
cory.johnson@dot.state.mn.us 

p~g~111 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A64492 

. Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Right of Way Acquisition for TH 52 
Design-Build in Oronoco, Olmsted I 86595 I 8/05/04 - 3/31/06 
County 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The State contracted with SRF Consulting Group, Inc. to provide assistance. in the acquisition of right of way 
for the construction of State Project (SP) 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco. The State did not have sufficient staff 
available with the expertise required to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1900.3 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $271,211.02 

Source of Funding: 
State and Federal Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

,,c_ 

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

~-5-o(o 
Date 



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: Kadrmas, Lee and Jockson Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation - Phase 11 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89001 

CFMS Contract Number: A83822 

Project Duration (Dates): 
12/05 - 5/30/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Detroit Lakes 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

Source of Funding: OLM 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

fuv..t ,. ,~ .. ,..., A~~ h-5--()'-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

c: 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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Grou~, Inc. A64492 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Right of Way Acquisition for TH 52 
Design-Build in Oronoco, Olmsted I 86595 I 8/05/04 - 3/31/06 
County 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The State contracted with SRF Consulting Group, Inc. to provide assistance. in the acquisition of right of way 
for the construction of State Project (SP) 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco. The State did not have sufficient staff 
available with the expertise required to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1900.3 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $271,211.02 

Source of Funding: 
State and Federal Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

.A 

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

~ - 5-o~ 
Date 



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. 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 86595 District/Office: District 6 

Type of work: Right of Way Acquisition for TH 52 Design-Build in Oronoco, Olmsted County 

Work Type Code: DB - Design-Build 

S.P.: 5508-84 T.H.: -.cc....52=----

Location: TH 52: from the Junction of 59th Avenue NW to the Junction of 85th Street in Oronoco 

Contractor: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. /Jft 't1rz~~~~\~1): Subcontractors: Springer Appraisal Associates, Inc. and Conworth, Inc. 

Contract Period: August 5, 2004 ; 
Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $27Jj2 l l .02 

Amended for Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

X 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 admiriistration 
cooperation 

... . 
8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management .. 

. 

March 31 !I 2006 
Work Completion Date 

Orig Cost: $329,993.20 

Additional Time 

March 31, 2006 ·r• .. ' ~\ 
Expiration Date :·. ;; iJj 

,. •' r.tf.1 ' ,)f ,-.. 7 
Amended Cost: $0:00 1 

't1AArr t t\JJ 
'\·/~ . .> ~l-~v, %(}!! 

Number of Amendments:\··{2,, .. , _ CY 
.... '. 

-~-----_..! 
Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.. 
';( 

)< 

~ 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 2-t 

Project Manager: 

~ 1<:;L 
(Jai Kalsy) 
Print Name 

(Maximum points 36) 

Note: Anv rating of below average or noor. conv to Jeff Brunner. Director. Consultant Services Section. MS 680 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 
• Project Manager is informed of project status regularly. 
• Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
• Contractor needs little or no direction. 
• Contractor responsive to requests. 
• Contractor suggests improvements. 

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: 

Actual costs came in under budget. When proposing to work with 40+ property owners' assumptions were made c 
to the number of visits each particular owner may require in order to reach a settlement. SRF Right of Way 
Specialists were very conscious of their productive time and on this particular project were very successful in 
scheduling visits with multiple owners on each of the trips made to Oronoco. 

Project Manager recommends that Contractor's fixed fee be reduced to reflect the agreed upon fixed fee% (15%) 

based on actual hours expended rather than budgeted amount. 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: A79906 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Instrumentation of a Full Depth Precast 81655 WO 187 9/1/2005-12/30/2005 
Concrete Bridge Deck System 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The objective of this project is to instrument a precast concrete bridge developed for rapid replacement/construction. 
Data collection and analysis will be done as part of a separate project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $67,305.50 

Source of Funding: 
Federal & 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~~ 1..- 5--()4, 
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). 

,nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation - Phase II 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
89001 

CFMS Contract Number: A83822 

Project Duration (Dates): 
12/05 - 5/30/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Detroit Lakes 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

Source of Funding: OLM Consultant 
Budget 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ,'-0·~~ ~- 5-c '-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. 89001 

District/Office: Detroit Lakes 

S.P. NA T.H.: NA 

Type of work: Harn Observations Detroit Lakes-Phase II 

Work Type Code: SU 

Location: 

Contractor: Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. 

1-lrr?:-:'.\;7 , 
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor--------.~------
11...-1'=' ... 05 

Contract Period: _ '-1-oJ-ofo 

1;·2:? 
f';-._ 
!r;; 

0 (o ,~----- 1 • • •' "I& j,)_\ r' 3 0- \i,.-:,;, r,,{)\,,.';.Uie•'' .. (\ ~- \z>- ,~. c;, 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 

':O,!/.. 01 /, 
Expiration Date -~ c? / /. DL 6 /3 _\,,, ~ 

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

Amended cost for: ,_, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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~ Cont:r~c~ ~?11Uriisfratioll · 
eratiort< . 

. .. c~s and·pfog£~ss report 

9 ... C()st··•·~sti1n.atiori/blldget· 
· management·•·· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

,_, Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points _36 __ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

_ .q'z -1/ a!V1-_---,),.,.~·:·A_J:zi,tc:::j'-~·~/Lc..:-c:~--=--=~=~==-;- ::.-

S-Q.3 - D h 

Print Name 
(Cathie Ashlin) 

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 EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of 
a contract. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Instrumentation of a Full Depth Precast 
Concrete Bridge Deck System 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655 WO 187 

CFMS Contract Number: A79906 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/1 /2005-12/30/2005 

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

The objective of this project is to instrument a precast concrete bridge developed for rapid replacement/construction. 
Data collection and analysis will be done as part of a separate project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $67,305.50 

Source of Funding: 
Federal & 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~-.. 1..- 5-(J '-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. _81655 WO 187 Type of work _Research _________ _ 

District/Office _ Investment Management ______ _ Work Type Code ~-{ll:;_ 
S.P. NIA T.H. NIA Location ----- - - -------------
Contractor_ University of Minnesota ____________ _ 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor 
Contract Period· g:Q-P-'O_t_l_H_:b~~J-f;:_,-,~0=e,.=-; _-1-2/-3-0/-20_0_5 ___ ; _12/30/2005 _______ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_67,305.50_ = Orig Cost: $_67,305.50_ + Amended Cost: $_NA_ 

Amended cost for: "' Overrun 

ltein Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

"' Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 

I 
Above 

I 
Average 
4 Points 

I X I 
X 

I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Av_erage 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points .ll_ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

,,._____.... 

---

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

Keith Molnau - Erik W olhowe JWKlessig 

//~ 
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. 
• Project is on time and budget. 
• Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• Contractor Minimally or does not meet c·ontract 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: 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: ~ommonwealth Cultural Resources Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Development of a Deep Site 

Testing Protocol for Pre-Historic 
Archaeological Sites 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
85878 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
3/17/2004 - 2/28/2006 

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

The project tested the cost effectiveness of several available methods for detecting the presence of deeply buried(> 1 
meter) pre-historic archaeological sites. From the results of these investigations, the consultants developed a protocol 
for Mn/DOT to follow when there is a potential that Mn/DOT projects might impact places (such as river valley deposits) 
where archaeological sites might be present at some depth. This protocol will help Mn/DOT save both time and money 
in compliance with Section 106 in such instances. The consultant contract was necessary because Mn/DOT does not 
have the staff or the specific expertise to conduct such studies. 

Billable· Hours (if applicable ):3402 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $349,995.99 

Source of Funding: 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(!a~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5-~3-D~ 
Date 



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. (SEH) A75503 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
The Regional Transportation Management 88026 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 16, 2005- March 31, 2006 

Center (RTMC) Emergency Operations 
Center Operations Plan 

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

The above referenced contract was necessary to prepare an Emergency Operations Center (EOC) plan for 
Mn/DOT using the Regional Transportation Management Center (RTMC) as the primary location for the 
EOC. The EOC is directly related to the development of Mn/DOT's Emergency Response Plan (ERP) as it 
will serve as the physical location for Mn/DOT to carry out the emergency responsibilities specified in the 
ERP. For purposes of completing the EOC plan, the Contractor reviewed emergency management 
documents applicable to Mn/DOT, including the draft ERP. Additional services were needed, and an 
amendment to the original contract was written, to assist in completion of the Mn/DOT Emergency Response 
Plan (ERP). The Mn/DOT staff member who was originally responsible for completion of the ERP took on a 
·new role within Mn/DOT prior to the completion of the ERP. As such, the Contractor was able to step in with 
knowledge of what was needed to complete the ERP with minimal effort to get up-to-speed and ensure a 
smooth transition of staff in Mn/DOT's Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Management. 

. Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
580 Contract: $95,713.46 Consultant 

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 pf the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~a«_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

.5- ~3-6<o 
Date 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Cambridge S~stematics A42586 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates).: 
Mileage Based User Fees Demonstration 8311 O November 1, 2002 - ApJil 30, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To develop and conduct a demonstration project that tested price elasticities of driving behavior by offering financial 
incentives and/or by simulating the replacement of fixed costs of ownership/leasing and operation with fees or charges 
based on mileage or time-of-day travel. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
NA Contract: $950,034.00 Federal and Pooled Funds 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

5 --cq 3 - {) to 
Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 83110 

District/Office: Office of Investment Mangement 

Contractor: Cambridge Systematics 

Type of work Research 

Contract Period: November 1, 2002; April 30, 2006 
Start Date Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$950,034.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

Amendment Cost(s) 

$0 = 

Final Cost: 

$950,034.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

li,// 

t/',,// 

t,/ 
N/A 

', 

,, 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points~ de 32) 
(Maximum pom s 

Project Manager: tract Admin-is~tr~~r: Con , ,/ , 

/I, /~ "t/ I\ V __ ,-
-



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. 

"1::!:i_-1.- \¢1/ ~ vz.-- ?<~ :;;'Lu ~ 
~ ff~ rjl: 

vU/;/L /J.JZ-;?~ ~-~~"b '< ~ 
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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: Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Development of a Deep Site 

Testing Protocol for Pre-Historic 
Archaeological Sites 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
85878 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
3/17/2004 - 2/28/2006 

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

The project tested the cost effectiveness of several available methods for detecting the presence of deeply buried (> 1 
meter) pre-historic archaeological sites. From the results of these investigations, the consultants developed a protocol 
for Mn/DOT to follow when there is a potential that Mn/DOT projects might impact places (such as river valley deposits) 
where archaeological sites might be present at some depth. This protocol will help Mn/DOT save both time and money 
in compliance with Section 106 in such instances. The consultant contract was necessary because Mn/DOT does not 
have the staff or the specific expertise to conduct such studies. 

Billable Hours (if applicable):3402 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract:$349,995.99 

Source of Funding: 

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 

~ A1 ---~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5-~3-0~ 
Date 



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. -'-85.;._8;;....;7....;.8 __ _ Type of work Cultural Resources Consulting 

District/Office Environmental Services Work Type Code CR 

Location S.P. T.H. ----- ---- -------------
Contractor_ Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor Hayes and Monaghan, Geoarchaeologists 

Subcontractor Strata Morph Geoexploration, Inc. 

Subcontractor Glenn A. Black Laboratory of Archaeology, Indiana University 

Contract Period: 5/17/2004 ; 2/28/2006 ; J3112006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $349,995.99 = Orig Cost: $349,995.99 + Amended Cost: $Q 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 (time extension) 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1:~xiantra.ctaam.iriistration, 
> cob12citat1~ff · 

·.8./•.••·.In.y9j9e_s• .• ~d·t>I9gfrss·rep6rts 

_9·. ,@e>st~~titna!iQn/p\fdget " 
rriatiag¢111eiit , 

- Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~ (Elizelfobbs ) 
Print Name 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

2 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

pr~ -e, 11.P}ow 

Note:·Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Bronner, 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. 
• 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: 
The Consultant did excellent quality work. However, they fell behind schedule during the field 

work phase of the project and never caught up. Consequently, the Consultant had to request 

a time extension to complete the final report. I should point out that this was a very ambitious 

project. This consultant proposed more field work than anyone else who bid on the project, and 

for a lower cost. We got excellent value from them, despite the slightly longer time frame (they 

delivered the final report three months later than the original deadline). Moreover, the quality 

of their work on this project was much higher than I've seen in my previous experience with 

Mn/DOT consultants. 

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

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Regulated Waste Removal on SP5508-84 
(TH §2} and SP 55!)9-62 (TH 63) 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88117 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A76052 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 31, 2005 - Feb. 28, 2006 

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

The State contracted with Retrofit Recycling, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of 
regulated waste from right of way for the construction of State Projects (SP) 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco and 
SP 5509-62 on TH 63 in Rochester. The State did not have sufficient staff available with the expertise required 
to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

Not A~plicable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $63,671.38 

Source of Funding: 
District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

{;a~ itJ,J" 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5 - 19- d -~ 
Date 



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. 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 88117 District/Office: District 6 

Type of work: ~lated Waste Removal 

Work Type Code: AB - Asbestos Abatement 

S.P.: 5508-84 & 5509-62 T.H.: 52 & 63 

~•'~ 

.,,:~ lvf /tyr -~~-~ , 
1 r:;_--. R ,., <UiJ.Li z;j \ 

id '£Cf1 h v _,~ 

Location: Along TH 63 in Rochester and Along TH 52 in Oronoco 

Contractor: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

rr-:i . O;:pz ,.0 ..!:::,~I 
r;;:,.-, ~ Ct ..--, --~-
c"'i "'"'\{!'~ vf ~<:...r-~, 
93 :rAJv-, (;;;--:/; 
\:·\ • S(:{> V. ~ J,, 

c--',,;_ ~::."F 

Subcontractor: None 

Contract Period: May 31, 2005 
Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $63,671.38 

Amended for: X Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 andprogress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Febru~2006 March 31~ 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Orig Cost: $45,750.00 Amended Cost: $17,921.38 

Additional Work Number of Amendments: _1_ 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

-·- ' 
.. 

X 
-

·- : '-

X 
' 

X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 35 

-

(Maximum points 36) 

-&:ect Manage~ 
✓1/Uld~.f!J~ 

-fo r(Craig Hansen) 
Print Name 

zttractA~= el 
. 1tl.b ~-1 

£-r--./ (Craig Lenz) 
'/ v II Print Name 

I 

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

r·:,_;Y 

' 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 
• Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
• Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
• Contractor needs little or no direction. 
• Contractor responsive to requests. 
• Contractor suggests improvements. 

Average 
• Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
• Deliverables meet standards. 
• Project is on time and budget. 
• Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Below Average: 
• Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
• Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
• Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT fo produce. 

Poor: 
• Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction. 
• Contractor is unresponsive to requests. 
• Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. 
• Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations. 
• Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT. 

Comments: 
The Contractor was very responsive to requests by the Right of Way Office in District 6, and timely in scheduling 
and delivering the required products. The Contractor's Project Manager (Dan Harrington) did a good job of 
coordinating with the District Office, and always clarified concerns before proceeding with work. They also did a 
good job of supplying documents and reports .. The State's Project Manager recommends full payment for services 
provided by the Contractor with high rating of performance. 

: \user\consult\fmms\evaluation.898 
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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: 
Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH) 
Project Name (if applicable): 
The Regional Transportation Management 
Center (RTMC) Emergency Operations 
Center Operations Plan 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88026 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A75503 
Project Duration (Dates): 
May 16, 2005 - March 31, 2006 

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

The above referenced contract was necessary to prepare an Emergency Operations Center (EOC) plan for 
Mn/DOT using the Regional Transportation Management Center (RTMC) as the primary location for the 
EOC. The EOC is directly related to the development of Mn/DOT's Emergency Response Plan (ERP) as it 
will serve as the physical location for Mn/DOT to carry out the emergency responsibilities specified in the 
ERP. For purposes of completing the EOC plan, the Contractor reviewed emergency management 
documents applicable to Mn/DOT, including the draft ERP. Additional services were needed, and an 
amendment to the original contract was written, to assist in completion of the Mn/DOT Emergency Response 
Plan (ERP). The Mn/DOT staff member who was originally responsible for completion of the ERP took on a 
new role within Mn/DOT prior to the completion of the ERP. As such, the Contractor was able to step in with 
knowledge of what was needed to complete the ERP with minimal effort to get up-to-speed and ensure a 
smooth transition of staff in Mn/DOT's Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Management. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
580 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $95,713.46 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant 

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 pf the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5 -- ~3-6<o 
Date 



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. _88026____ Type of work Professional Technical v1cn1n I ''l9 Shui~ 
District/Office: Homeland Security Emergency Management Work Type Code _e S 
S.P. NIA T.H.N/A ----- ---
Location --------------
Contractor Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc (SEH) 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: May 16, 2005; 

Work Start Date 
March 31, 2006; March 31, 2006 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $95,713.46 = Orig Cost: $57,879.46 + Amended Cost: $37,384.00 

Amended cost for: ,-....J Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

8/wyC>ic?fanclprogre,s~ifapc,ifs :,····· 
9;x?<§§;~t;#_stigia{i6®~4g~tj: 

·111anagement:: 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Cathy Clark 
Print Name 

~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I I 
X 

X 

I I 

I X 

I I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

I X 

Total Points 3 \ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

..... 

~~~MM/J 
( \J\-{,\,l\'7'.;G\ }Jl()\c) t ~'\,Vv17 ) 

PrintName 

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. 

• 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: 
We were very happy with the product delivered by the consultant under the original contract, 

which was for the development of the Regional Transportation Management Center (RTMC) 

Emergency Operations Center Operations Plan. The comments and the scoring for ratings below above 

average address the amended work process involving Mn/DOT's Emergency Response Plan document. 

The contractor requested additional time for document development and preparation, which resulted in a 

delay affecting the internal agency internal review process. After the final project meeting, the consultant 

delivered a final work product containing many typographical errors, requiring an unexpected and 

additional internal document review. 

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

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Asbestos Abatement for TH 63 in Rochester 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83116 WO4 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A65482 

Project Duration (Dates): 

July 27, 2004 to December 16, 2005 

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

The State contracted with Veit Environmental, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of 
asbestos containing materials from right-of-way for the construction of State Project (SP) 5509-62 on TH 63 in 
Rochester. The State did not have sufficient staff available with the expertise required to complete this work 
within the necessary timeline. 

BillablefHours (if applicable): 

Not ApQlicable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $83,637.63 

Source of Funding: 

District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

flud~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

§~d3- o ~ 
Date 



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. 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 83116 WO4 District/Office: District 6 

Type of work: Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code: AB - Asbestos Abatement 

S.P.: 5509-62 T.H.: _6;;....;:c3 __ 

Location: Along TH 63 in Rochester 

Contractor: Veit Environmentat Inc. 

Subcontractor: None 

December l 6l 2005 

...... 

<), 
:Jc;.4<{;1. 

✓·--:. 

;:~'.n.,\ ("'"' "~/ 
~5?\ ) '~"'l 4'7 \7. ~-0-

~~"(/~7 

March 31 l 2006 Contract Period: July 27, 2004 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $83,637.63 Orig Cost: $48,830.00 Amended Cost: $34,807.63 

Amended for: X Overrun X 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

·_. Project M~ 

~/4. ~ 
.fo t"(Craig Hansen) 

PrintName 

Additional Work Number of Amendments: _4_ 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
; 

X 
. . 

.. 

X 

X 

Total Points: 34 

(Maximum points 36) 

or: 

-d~ 

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. 
• 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: 
The Contractor produced a work product that is satisfactory to State's staff. The Contractor's Project Manager 

(Mr. Scott Lodico) was responsive and timely to the District 6 Right of Way Office's requests and timeline for 

asbestos abatement on SP 5509-62. The Contractor was willing to do extra work as required when unidentified 

asbestos materials were discovered. The Contract was amended for additional costs and time extension for the 

Contractor to complete the extra work discovered during the project. The State's Project Manager recommends 

full payment for services provided by the Contractor with high rating of performance. 

: \user\consult\f onns\evaluation. 8 9 8 
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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: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Asbestos Abatement for TH 63 in Rochester 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83116 WO4 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A65482 

Project Duration (Dates): 
July 27, 2004 to December 16, 2005 

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

The State contracted with Veit Environmental, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of 
asbestos containing materials from right-of-way for the construction of State Project (SP) 5509-62 on TH 63 in 
Rochester. The State did not have sufficient staff available with the ·expertise required to complete this work 
within the necessary timeline. 

BillablefHours (if applicable): 

:_ Not Applicable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $83,637.63 

Source ·of Funding: __ __ 

District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

. .If this.was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined ther~ was only a single source for the-services: 

Nof:Applicable 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timel_iness, quality, cost, and overall 
performance in m~eting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

§~~3- o ~ 
Date 



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: 
READEX RESEARCH, INC. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
COM:MUNITY CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION 
STUDY 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89111 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A84379 

Project Duration. (Dates): 
12/13/05 - 4/28/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The State feels that different highway construction projects throughout the state garner different reactions from the 
public, regardless of project scope~ It is believed that in some cases, public reaction (positive or negative) remains 
consistent throughout the project, while in other cases, public reaction shifts during the course of the project. By using 
the evaluation of severalprojects throughout the state to represent different project types and situations, the State wants 
to undyrstand the differences in opinion resulting from certain construction projects in order to improve public opinion 
on future projects. 

The State would like to understand how best to ensure positive public experience throughout the course of a project. 
Specifically, the State would like to understand: 

• Initial public reaction to the project and whether that reaction changed by the end of the project; 
• If initial public reaction to the project was negative, why it was; 

. • What steps, taken before the onset of a project, are more likely to lead to positive initial reaction; 
• What steps, taken during a project, can change public opinion from negative to positive; and, 
• Evaluation of various highway construction projects from the public's point of view, concerning different 

aspects of construction such as managing traffic, adherence to schedules and feelings of safety. This may 
include evaluation criteria ~pecific to an individual project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): · I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NIA $81,020.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY 
If this was a single·source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 

. . 

services: 

NIA 

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 

I) , ll ~// . 
{t).1~~ /I /~Lf·U~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

o~ 19._. fJ<o 
Date 
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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 6~0 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT. OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: HOR Enginee_ring, Inc CFMS Contract Number: A78935 

Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridge 27V74 87993 8/01/05 thru 4/01/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Final design services for Bridge 27V74. This bridge is included in the $250,000,000 Crosstown Renovation Project. 
Mn/DOT designers were not available to provide the necessary design services to meet the scheduled construction 
letting, consequently consultant services were required. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
l3lo'1 ·S Contract: $116,~60.52 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 

flt,~/~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-/{J-06 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

mstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: URS Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Bridge 27V87 I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

87995 

CFMS Contract Number: A81302 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/21 /05 th ru 3/17 /06 

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

Contractor provided final design services for Bridge 27V87, T.H. 35W under 50 th St in Minneapolis. This bridge is 
included in the Crosstown Renovation Project. State design personnel were not available to provide the required design 
services in time to meet the construction letting. Contractor services were required to avoid jeopardizing the pr.eject 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
l,7'02- I 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $111,871.89 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

,,, 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&u-t~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

$ - ;q- tJ(p 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consid~ 
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep commen4ftlaf. 1 J fill;~ 

~c ~ ~&\ 
Agreement No. 87995 Type of work: Final Bridge Design ~) kvf4J'20o

8 
~l 

!'"-..... 'lC[f'Vi ~; 
District/Office Bridge Office 

S.P. 2782-27V87 T.H.35W 

Contractor: URS Comoration 

Subcontractor: NA 

Contract Period: Sept. 21, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

Work Type Code: BD (0 - . ,.._"! A,.. r:..;1 , s· OJ:1.,,,... 'ED rJ1 
~ . ...,,.. ~~ 

Location: T.H. 35W under 50th sd~.inneap ·· ~ er:~~, 
J'j ,?<~\~ 

March 1 7, 2006; 
Work Completion Date 

~-, ·-c- . . . ·Q'Y · hlfrmr.ntsJ};.;,&, 

Oct. 30, 2006 
Expiration Date 

, Total Contract Cost: $111,871.89 = Orig Cost: $111,871.89 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: ,..._, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~,1 · ·-~ LolMY 
~ ( Manjula Louis) 

Print Name 

,..._, Additional Work Number of Amendments: None 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 
-
X 
-
X 
-
X 
-
X 
-
X 

Total Points TI 
(Maximum points 36) 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

Contrac;t-Administrator: , r 1 

.. __ - /f· -- -t--· ·1_A,t C//) l:--~~l I /-{~ 

( Robert . iller) 
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. 

• 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: 
At 30%plan review, the flange plate thickness was large. We provided the optimum plate 

thickness. 

60% £Ian was not delivered 

The 95% £Ian was delivered two weeks later than the contract date. 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section! Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: URS Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A81302 

Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridge 27V87 87995 9/21/05 thru 3/17/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Contractor provided final design services for Bridge 27V87, T.H. 35W under 50th St in Minneapolis. This bridge is 
included in the Crosstown Renovation Project. State design personnel were not available to provide the required design 
services in time to meet the construction letting. Contractor services were required to avoid jeopardizing the project 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
fi7 'o2- Contract: $111,871.89 State Funds 

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

/ 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&U-tm~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: '._ Paul Stemblfil, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

6~ /{;- o(c; 
Date 



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

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
READEX RESEARCH, INC. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
COMMUNITY CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION 
STUDY 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89111 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A84379 
Project Duration (Dates): 
12/13/05 - 4/28/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The State feels that different highway construction projects throughout the state gamer different reactions from the 
public, regardless of project scope~ It is believed that in some cases, public reaction (positive or negative) remains 
consistent throughout the project, while in other cases, public reaction shifts during the course of the project. By using 
the evaluation of several projects throughout the state to represent different project types and situations, the State wants 
to understand the differences in opinion resulting from certain construction projects in order to improve public opinion 
on future projects. 

The State would like to understand how best to ensure positive public experience throughout the course of a project. 
Specifically, the State would like to understand: 

• Initial public reaction to the project and whether that reaction changed by the end of the project; 
• If initial public reaction to the project was negative, why it was; 
• What steps, taken before the onset of a project, are more likely to lead to positive initial reaction; 
• What steps, taken during a project, can change public opinion from negative to positive; and, 
• Evaluation of various highway construction projects from the public's point of view, concerning different 

aspects of construction such as managing traffic, adherence to schedules and feelings of safety. This may 
include evaluation criteria ~pecific to an individual project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NIA $81,020.00 TRUNK.HIGHWAY 
If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 

NIA 

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 

/j ' \n/J ~ lJ,1td /r~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~- 19·-- (') <o 
Date 



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. _89111 __ 

District/Office D :r, M 

T.H. 

Type of work _Market Research Study_ 

Work Type Code _MR_ 

Location S.P. ____ _ ----,---- -------------
Contractor Readex Research ----
Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: _12/13/05 · 4/28/06_; 7 /31/06 ____ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $81,020 __ = Orig Cost: $81,020 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: ,....., Overrun ,....., Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

. Project Manager: 

Lori Laflin -----
( ) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 
-
4 
-
4 

-
4 

-
4 
-
4 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 3 Co 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~ 
( ~l,ssa t-\U:,fnn,~) 

PrintName 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• 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: 

Note: final report delayed due to unforeseen circumstances. This delay was approved by the 

Project Manager. However, the deliverables themselves were excellent and met our needs 

completely. In addition, the contractor continued to answer ad hoc questions following the 

delivery of the final report. These two things, together, moved the rating on 'Deliverables 

Com£lete and on Time' from a 3 to a 4. 

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

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.08, subdivision 4 (c). 

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 6§_9 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: HDR Engineering, Inc CFMS Contract Number: A78935 

Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridge 27V74 87993 8/01/05 thru 4/01/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Final design services for Bridge 27V74. This bridge is included in the $250,000,000 Crosstown Renovation Project. 
Mn/DOT designers were not available to provide the necessary design services to meet the scheduled construction 
letting, consequently consultant services were required. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
l3lo'1 ·'5 Contract: $116,960.52 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commission~ 

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

~ - /(j - tJ6, 
Date 



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. 87993 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

Type of work: Final Design Bridge 27V74 

Work Type Code: BD 

T.H. 35W Location: TH 35W & TH 62 over RR in Minneapolis ~';? .'J 
A"'',··.\,.,, i ,.Q u d 

S.P. 2782-27V74 

Contractor: HDR Engineering, Inc 

Subcontractor: NA 

Contract Period: Aug 1, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

April 1, 2006; 
Work Completion Date 

/.~.,~\, 'j\:, ,.; v- s 
/?'/ V ~n~ 0: 

1
2:.(_-., i 2uu lj C 

·-J . . "· . ½-:J .. :.:'.(). ( 
Oct. 1, 200 . ·:s r:,"""' . _ ~~,r c. 
Expiration ~~ ... ...,,, .. i.:.un.t i\1? S:fRv. ;,::..:, 

'\:-/ ', r'-. ';:I 
YC-/1, , ··t.;"' 

~t.P1·_1 ,..\'{,\:/ 
~l'/ Pt l' U\ '-:.'-·>,, 

-<.~~ 
Total Contract Cost: $122,384.18 = Orig Cost: $104,981.19 + Amended Cost: $17,402.99 L 

Amended cost for: D Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments: 1 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
1 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

rojectManagJt: 

¥~/Pf ~ ,P.,' 
( Duane M Green) 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I X 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X I 
X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points: 28 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

I 

?Jtra · -H~ 
( Rob Miller ) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 
Just prior to plan submittal for 95% review the Department required the bridge to be 

lengthened 5 ft because existing utilities that were expected to be relocated could not be 

relocated. Contractor acted immediately to revise the bridge plans and_ as a result the overall 

project schedule was maintained. 

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

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
University_ of Minnesota A47146 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Identification of Causal Factors and 
Potential Countermeasures for Fatal I 81655, WO 39 I January 20, 2002 - October 30, 2005 
(and Severe) Rural Crashes 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The primary objective of this project was to identify plausible causal factors and, associated with these, 
possible countermeasures, for fatal and severe rural crashes. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $60,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Federal/STIP 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&ut"tn~ 5-~ 19·- c)~ 
Carol Molnau; Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 

rS\ 
~ 
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CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

~greement No. 81655, WO 39 Type of work: Research 

District/Office: Office of Investment Management 

Contractor: University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: January 20, 2003; · 
Start Date 

October 30, 2005 
Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$60,000.00 + 

Amendment~os~aj 

$0 

Final Cost: 

$60,000.00 

Item Rating Rating 

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 2 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A 
(N/A) I 

7. Contract administration 3 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress 3 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 2 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 23 
(Maximum points ~ 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

" 

~~~~R 
Marc E}fiese 

7 A K~~ 



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 fuJfills 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. 

Gary Davis was willing to modify the work plan to better accommodate Mn/DOT's 
wishes. This was in the form of adding the expert panel discussion to the project. This 
was perhaps the most useful portion of the study to Mn/DOT. 

The schedule for this project slid several times. I believe the project finished well over a 
year later than originally scheduled. There were many reasons that certain tasks could 
not be completed in the time period in the work plan (modifications to PC Crash for 
example), nonetheless it was disappointing that a one year project turned into a two and 
a half year project. 



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 Sto.2_680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88792 

CFMS Contract Number: A81899 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1 0/19/05 - 6/30/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Mankato. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

Source of Funding: OLM 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 

fllM-L~~ $-lt.o-o 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: 
Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Regulated Waste Removal on SP5508-84 
(TH 52) and SP 5509-62 (TH 63) 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88117 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A76052 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 31, 2005 - Feb. 28, 2006 

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

The State contracted with Retrofit Recycling, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of 
regulated waste from right of way for the construction of State Projects (SP) 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco and 
SP 5509-62 on TH 63 in Rochester. The State did not have sufficient staff available with the expertise required 
to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

Not A~plicable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $63,671.38 

Source of Funding: 
District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Ir <f) (_ ''/).-~µ_'---·. 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5-lc/- d -~ 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

jnstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail $t()p 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observation 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88792 

CFMS Contract Number: A81899 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1 0/19/05 - 6/30/06 

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

The purpose of the contract is to provide a National Geodetic Survey in Mankato. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $98,000.00 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 5 2006 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONrn 

Source of Funding: OLM 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 

f 11M-l~/Jrl,{)_-~ fl, {) (, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

..;c: 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. 88792 

District/Office: Mankato 

S.P. T.H.: 

Contractor: Boltin & Menk Inc .. 

Subcontractor 

Type of work: NGS Survey in Mankato 

Work Type Code: SU 

Location: 

-----------
Sub contractor 
Contract Period_:_1_0_/0-5 I-O-,-,q-,-o-s ___ 4/0;/ /5° /o fp 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date 

~l3oloro 
6fo6 

Expiration Date 

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

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

9; Cost estimation/budg~t · 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points _36 __ 

C 
(Maximu~ points 36) 

\\ A 

.l.-\;'1,l.la.½l .nw111v1~UflU\'f · } ·< 

. - atnie ASilllll 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Environmental Troubleshooters, Inc. A71993 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 4912-48 (TH 371) Environmental 87464 12/15/04 To 03/07/06 
Assessment I Oversight 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Environmental Assessment and Abatement Oversight Services on 
S.P. 4912-48 (TH 371 ), as directed by the State Project Manager. It was necessary to enter into this agreement 
because the department did not have the necessary expertise on staff to do the contracted work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $100,000.00 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 

·&wL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

:;r -//-() <a 
Date 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
STS Consultants, LTD 
Project Name (if applicable): 
TH35W /62, Crosstown Bridge 
Asbestos/Regulated Materials Assessments 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
~8629 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A79779 
Project Duration (Dates): 
8/22/05 - 2/10/06 

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

To meet MPCA requirements/regulations of assessing bridges for asbestos and other regulated materials prior to 
demolition. A total of 20 bridges were assessed. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable}: Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $58,848.64 

Source of Funding: 
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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

$-11- cJG 
Date 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: LHB Corporation CFMS Contract Number: 

A76077 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridges 27V78, 27V85 and 27V86 87634 June 7, 2005 to March 31, 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 27V78, T.H. 62 Eastbound over Nicollet Avenue, 
Bridge 27V85, T.H. 35W Southbound over Nicollet Avenue and Bridge 27V86, T.H. 35W Northbound over Nicollet 
Avenue in the City of Richfield. Work on the bridges is part of the Crosstown revitalization project. 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): 
NIA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $154,292.41 

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

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 contra ct: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~- 11- 6 G 
Date 



( 

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

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Iowa State University 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Cost Effectiveness of Design-Build, and 
A+B Contracting Techniques 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
82617, WO 7 

CFMS Contract Number: A67369 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/9/2004 - 3/31/2006 

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

The purpose ofthis research project is to investigate the effectiveness of using alternative contracting techniques for transportation 
projects. Specifically, the objectives are to compare performance, cost and value implications of design-build contracts, A+B 
contracts and lane rental contracts. Specific performance measures will be determined after a thorough literature review, 
consultation with Dr. Molenaar, and meetings with Mn/DOT managers and engineers. However, prior research in this area, along 
with Table 5-1 "Performance Framework and Measures" from the Minnesota Statewide Transportation Plan suggest that at a 
minimum, first cost, cost variation, schedule, safety, project quality, overall value and administrative expenditures should be 
considered. This research will also identify critical success factors required to maximize the effectiveness of each contracting 
techniques and compare the three alternative contracting techniques to traditional contracting on relevant performance factors. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $86,203.00 

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: 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ I Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 
S-1I-d<a 

Date 
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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. 82617 WO 7 Type of work - Research 

District/Office - Investment Management Work Type Code ~ 
S.P. 88 016 00670 T.H. -NIA Location _____________ _ 

Contractor - Iowa State University 

Subcontractor -----------
Sub contractor I ~ °' z;;ljw-i Contract Period· B !P aoa 4_; 3/31/2006 3/31/2006 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $86,203.00 = Orig Cost: $86,203.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

--;-"'-,TT-1'-i;,-~::-· I ,✓.,:.,,· ..• _, ,GI. l!J /;i~ 
&('~\ \ J .,;;\ V ct::¾,,, 

/,_-.\ '-: ·-~ ('"....;; ' .l ''•. ,, ' ., 
!•:.. . ..._·• p ,II V f";i,l)fi(t r~. i 

If; t'" l ";:~J s! 
f ,_~... . "r-
~-✓: !__w, , .. : • . .Jr 

1d.) ~~ '"'' ILT · 1..r-l ..,.Q>il- r--. \r.,. ,;,,,.·,,,.J,-~.;:,v Ar'l ,.)I"~.,,. , ~A 
\ ___.. . '-.y I, 

'.&i "'·~· ._,, (' .. ~---.?,:.-. 
)\..,.,,. -~ . · .... ~~ ."'!. 
··.:'\"'~;~ r, :;,,. l• iH~ -~~ 

··.,:,C:..~t,,ylf,'~ 
-.. •~ .... _ -

Amended cost for: D Overrun □ Additional Work Number of Amendments 

_1_ 

I tern Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

i},f t;;t~~i~jijf ltUOri·.·• 

.~•f::¥1v9j~es ~d.fao#~~§}e 
9; : g,o~fe,stiajat.i.9:tVb,u~g~t 

· emerit:·' · 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

· Project Manager: 

JIU?1¾ C). ~ 
TomRavn 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

-,­
Total Points e>< I 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~¼!~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

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



1'. ... ~ UC?r:rH:;1§. 1>-?Y.rJ.: .~~~~c.;.QD~.Y~r.t ~Y.§J .. c;lc:>,f ...... , ........ . 

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: 

Poor: 

• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to com.ply. 
• Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
• Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

• Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction. 
• Contractor is unresponsive to requests. 
• Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. 
• Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or 

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

: \user\consult\fonns\evaluation.898 

. P§g~:2] 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Iowa State University 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Cost Effectiveness of Design-Build, and 
A+B Contracting Techniques 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
82617, WO 7 

CFMS Contract Number: A67369 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/9/2004 - 3/31/2006 

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

The pmpose of this research project is to investigate the effectiveness of using alternative contracting techniques for transportation 
projects. Specifically, the objectives are to compare performance, cost and value implications of design-build contracts, A+B 
contracts and lane rental contracts. Specific performance measures will be determined after a thorough literature review, 
consultation with Dr. Molenaar, and meetings with Mn/DOT managers and engineers. However, prior research in this area, along 
with Ta,ble 5-1 "Performance Framework and Measures" from the Minnesota Statewide Transportation Plan suggest that at a 
minimum, first cost, cost variation, schedule, safety, project quality, overall value and administrative expenditures should be 
considered. This research will also identify critical success factors required to maximize the effectiveness of each contracting 
techniques and compare the three alternative contracting techniques to traditional contracting on relevant performance factors. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): NIA 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 

· Contract: $86,203.00 Trunk Highway 

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

NIA 

· 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 

~71~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

11 

S-11-{J~ 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: University of Minnesota CFMS Contract Number: A57115 

Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Motor Grader and Gravel Road 81655 WO 80 1/2/2004-12/30/2005 
Maintenance Techniques, Training Video 
and Su~mested Instructional Guide 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The objective of the training video and suggested instructional guide is to provide training in performing basic 
motor grader and gravel road maintenance techniques to staff responsible for these activities. Topics addressed 
will be: routine surface smoothing, removing shoulder berms, removing washboarding, spreading new gavel, and 
ditching and back sloping. Incorporating this information into the training video will produce a video that will 
educate equipment operators on proper motor grader and gravel road maintenance techniques. Better 
understanding of these techniques by maintenance worker should help insure safer roadways and less gravel 
lost during this maintenance operation, which should result in an economic savings. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $77,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
State Aid 

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 

~ ~-If - tJ.f.o 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 

R, 



,i 

I 

( 

·CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No._81655 WO 80_ 

District/Office _Investment Management_ 

Type of work _Research_ 

Contractor _University of Minnesota __________ _ 

Contract Period: _1/2/2004 ____ ~; _12/30/2005 __ _ 
Start Date Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$_68,000.00_ 

Amendment Cost(s) 

+ $~000.00 

Final Cost: 

$_77,000.00_ 

Item Rating Rating 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A 
(N/A) 
7. Contract administration X 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _29 __ _ 
(Maximum points W 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

Li_Ji«_ v,i.l-1{ ) 
/; / // 1 

L /~)C/1[~ 
Richard West Clark Moe 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

Comments: 

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

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
Deliverables meet standards. 
Project is on time and budget. 
Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Research Publication and Outreach 
Services (2004-2006) 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 111 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A57388 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/2/2002 - 2/28/2006 

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

The objective of this project is to provide assistance to Mn/DOT's Research Services Section with focused efforts 
in the areas of publishing and disseminating research results and management of the research contracting 
process. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $111,048.00 

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: 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Main~~ Date 

5-~ -o& 

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. 81655, WO 111 

District/Office: OIM 

S.P. NIA T.H. ----

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code __ _ 

NIA Location NIA --- ----

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 2/2/2002 ---- 2/28/2006 ____ ; _2/28/2006 __ 

work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $111,048.00 = Orig Cost: $157,800.00 + Amended Cost: $-46,752.00 

Amended cost for: 1',/ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~

. t Manager: 

~A/ 
1 

1'/ Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points 35 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

C°Mministrator: 

. 67#c ~ 
Sandra McCully .:__ {_/ 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to JeffBmnner, 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. 

• 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: 

:\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 EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of 
a contract. · 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): Investigation 
of Deterioration of Stainless Steel Dowel 
Tubes Under Repeated Loading 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655 WO 133 

CFMS Contract Number: A66880 

Project Duration (Dates): 8/16/2004 -
12/31/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The University will 
confirm long-term bearing capacity of a doweled joint constructed using 316L stainless steel schedule 40 pipes that are 
fitted with end caps. This will allow Mn/DOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to make a rational 
decision of approval or rejection of this type of dowel bar as a design alternative for high performance concrete 
pavements. If schedule 40 pipe is approved for use, any State may adopt Mn/DOT's specifications, as has been the 
case in similar dowel bar designs. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on j Source of Funding: 
Contract: $74,997.00 Federal and Trunk 

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 

/J LA/1 -
ltl£d- I ¼-t~ 5-d- -aG::, 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



( 

( 

, ,• 
JI 

Report on Profess~onal/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): Investigation 
of Deterioration of Stainless Steel Dowel 
Tubes Under Repeated Loading 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655 WO 133 

CFMS Contract Number: A66880 

Project Duration (Dates): 8/16/2004 -
12/31/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The University will 
confirm long-term bearing capacity of a doweled joint constructed using 316L stainless steel schedule 40 pipes that are 
fitted with end caps. This will allow Mn/DOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to make a rational 
decision of approval or rejection of this type of dowel bar as a design alternative for high performance concrete 
pavements. If schedule 40 pipe is approved for use, any State may adopt Mn/DOT's specifications, as has been the 
case in similar dowel bar designs. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $74,997.00 

Source of Funding: 
Federal and Trunk 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Ctvci-L~ 5 - ~ - a~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. _81655 WO 133 Type of work _Research __________ _ 

District/Office _Investment Management Work Type Code~ 

S.P. 8801600662__ T.H. _____ Location ~ 

Contractor University of Minnesota_____________ ,/\~ \' , . ., · j ,t. 
- .,r(~<~) ~ t>~·r;t, .~ 

Subcontractor !,;"·-. · ~-·· --~r:,Y'.i. ·~;. ·, 
,(~ .. t,~~· •;;:_;,-.:·' .;:: 

Subcontractor ____ --11_,._______ Ir·-·: . :-.: . :i .,+,· ;::~: 
Contract Period: _e80600948),a-Joi _12/31/2005 ____ ;_12/31/2005 \·:, "'<\l~1i-'./· ,,, . i 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \'</;:i,., ((;'./' ' ,,._.;/_,;) 
Total Contract Cost: $_74,997.00_ = Orig Cost: $_74,997.00_ + Amended Cost: $_0-'..::'..J\;;, .!_:;c·;:: ::)~(j}l·:, 

-. .. ,..,-1!~: ... ·'.\1:·.::;-.;:.~~,.,:.-' 

Amended cost for: ,..._, Overrun ,..._, Additional Work Number of Amendments _1_:_ 71 ~ 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

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: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X i 

X 

X 

;6 
p. 

... 

$ 
Total Points _E_) 
(Maximum points 36) 

/ 

P.ro~ _· ~ , Con~.-ct Admini i 
~ I . lJ. /11 7 

Poor 
1 Point 

Be ~vbe~ Jim K fi;ig . ' ,/ 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Dfector, 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. 

• 
• 

Average 

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: 

:\user\consult\fonns\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 EEO/Contract Management, Mail Stop 130, within 30 days of final completion of 
• a contract. 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): Section Travel-I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Time Measurement Using Inductance 81655 WO 40 
Signatures of Loop Detectors 

CFMS Contract Number: A5757 4 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/1/2003 - 2/28/2006 

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

This research will study a new way of measuring the average section travel time by tracing inductance signatures 
of the vehicles from two points, the section entrance and exit. The basic methodology will extract the features of 
the inductance signatures generated by each vehicle passing through the upstream station, and then re-identify 
them at the downstream station by matching the features of both ends. For signal processing of vehicle 
inductance, several blind de-convolution approaches will be studied to develop an algorithm that will lead to 
clearer discrimination of the inductance signatures. Another important issue in the feature extraction process is 
normalization of the signatures so that each signature found is independent of the vehicle speed. An adaptive 
optimization approach will be developed for this normalization process. During the vehicle identification process, 
the features will be time shaped with the arrival time and used to compute the travel time. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $51,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Federal and Trunk 

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

NIA 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

. Carol Molnauc ~¼lr&c~ ~ Date 

5 - ,d_ - {)/o 

11 

cc: File 



( 

CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No._81655 WO 40_ Type of work _Research_ 

District/Office _Investment Management_ 

Contractor _University of Minnesota ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 11/01/2003 2/28/2006 --- --
Start Date Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost(s) . Final Cost: Original Contract Cost 

$_51,000.00_ + $ 0 = $_51,000.00 __ _ 

Item Rating 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality >Z 
2. Work Performance K 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X: 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

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

'+ cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress 

~ 

reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

Contractor's rating for th is contract: 

Project Manag, : 

~.µ-
Jose (Tony) Fischer 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

X 

'f · 
f 

Total Points ~t{ 
(Maximum points ~ 32) 

Contract Administrator: 

-~ 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

Comments: 

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

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
Deliverables meet standards. 
Project is on time and budget. 
Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
University of Minnesota' 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Use of Adhesives to Repair Out of Plane 
Bending at Stiffener to Web Connection 1· 74708, WO 133 I 11/15/1999 - 9/29/2004 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The objective of the project is to develop and test adhesively bonded retrofit for connection plates that are 
not attached to girder flanges. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $150,000.00 

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: 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ CVJ-,L1):)~ $ , d- - 0 C, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. 74708, WO 133 Type of work : Research 

District/Office of Investment Management Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. NIA T.H. ____ N::...:.;/~A=--- Location ______________ _ 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor ____________ _ 

Subcontractor ____________ _ 

Contract Period: 8/16/2004 12/31/2005 ; _ 12/31/2005 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $150,000.00 = Orig Cost: $150,000.00 + Amended Cost:$ NIA 

Amended cost for: __, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~Al~ 
Todd Niemann 

__, Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

)(. 

fa 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X t' 

~ 

x· '. 
X 

" ' 

X ,, 

X· 

X 

)l 

Total Points £-Cf 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

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



Definitions: 
A'bove 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 exces~i'\ie guidanc.e otdirectipn. 
• Contractor is unresponsive to requests. 
• Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. 
• Deliverables do tlloffollow standards or doesnofmeet requirements or 

expectations. : ; 
• Project is not on'.time or budget through m/fault of Mn/DOT. 

Comments: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Foth and Van Dyke and Associates, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 

TH 12 Cemetery 
Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88499 

CFMS Contract Number: A78198 

Project Duration (Dates): 
8-30-05 to 6-30-06 

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 ofFHWA) 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 re.source 
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1,912 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: 55,495.43 

Source of Funding: 
Metro District 

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

The single source contract was used as part of Mn/DOT's Pre-Qualified system. All projects under $100,000 can be 
direct selected from the list of pre-qualified individuals for cultural resources work. This project fell into that category. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ L/~ 1~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co.mmissioner 

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

~ c2 0~ 

Date 



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. _88499_ Type of work: Geomorphology 

District/Office Metro Work Type Code ~ 
S.P. 2713-75 T.H. 12 Location Long Lake 

Contractor Foth and Van Dyke 

Subcontractor NI A ----------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 8-30-05· 12-30-05· 6-30-06 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $55,495.43 = Orig Cost: $55,495.43 + Amended Cost~0.00 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 :.. 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. G.ontra.ct achn,ir#stratioil ···• ··· · 
· •· cbo£efation · 

8. Invofoes •. arid prOgre~s reports.•. 

9 ~· •. · Costestimatioi1/budget 
managerneilt 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

. ~r~ject Manatt 
~d1tfi ~ '.1✓ 
(·itenz~homler) 

Print Name 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ~' 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 
The consultant mobilized quickly, responded to the needs of the District in terms of schedules and needed data, 

performed the work well, and produced a solid report. The overall project and results were very good. 

:\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: 
Bloom Consultants, LLC A81515 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Final Design Temporary Bridges 99194 and 87997 

Project Duration (Dates): 
October 5, 2005 to March 9, 2006 

99195. 
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 Temporary Bridge 99194 for Bridge 27V76 and Temporary 
Bridge 99195, Northbound Exit to TH 121 in Hennepin County. Works on these bridges are part of the Crosstown 
revitalization project. 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: 

sc:u .7 ':> Contract: Consultant Services Budget allotment for 
$102,061.75 Bridge Office . . 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

{J(lJJL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

.5' d-
Date 

d (o , 



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. 87997 

District/Office: Bridge Offi<?e 

S.P. 6280-99194 T.H. 35W 

Contractor: _Bloom Ci>nS_ultants, LLC. 

Subcontractor: 

Subcontractor: 

NIA 

NIA 

Contract Period: October 5, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

Type of work: Bridge Design 

Work Type Code __6D 
Location: Temporary Bridge 99194 for Bridge 27V76 

and Bridge 99195, NB 135 to TH 121 in ~Z:1;.hr~~:2n.e~~:;, ).· 
A,,. .... , ,.fJ, 

Hennepin County. £,>". ~{b • ~ 

'

/..,\/ l''., 

March 9, 2006; 
Work Completion Date 

~/ P,PR 2006 
--\ ,>~ - ,~ :.::: RE~dvtD 

November 30, 2006 ts::~ OFFICE OF 

Expiration Date \f:: 'CONSULTANT saw. 
Total Contract Cost: $102,061.75 = Orig Cost: $94,023.60 + Amended Cost: $8,038.1~,.<~· Co 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

\v\~~-~ 
( Manjula Louis ) 

Print Name 

.. ,,<1."' :"$; .. - ,~, :..: 
'·~*-1 {} 11 i l \\\ \. .. l.i!f · 

X"" Additional Work 
''-4 ·' ' ~ > \ ~ ~\y 

Number of Amendments: _1 "'~..:i,,-

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

I 2 

3 

I 2 

I 2 

3 

I 2 

Total Points :;L 3 
(Maximum points 36) 

Co~;;J:t A_~mi~istrat_o;: ~· 
1~',,,-,:. ,t::; ~- /?. (;¢._/~.-

( Victor E. Crabbe ) 
PrintName 

Poor 
1 Point 

I 

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. 

• 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: 
1. The beam lengths on Preliminary plan were not correct. I really appreciate the consultant 

working around this problem. 

2. Errors in Working point layout. 

3. The roadway centerline is on a horizontal curve, the interference of railing anchorages with 

the beam top flange was not taken into consideration. 

4. Bridge substructures on a skew, Glulam panels were not laid out parallel with substructure. 

5. Variation in Bituminous Wearing course to account for super elevation was not considered. 

6. More than normal amount of time s_gent on review. 

7. Temporary bridges are unusual and hopefully the consultant will do better on future projects. 

8. Project Manager Mary Sue was very cooperative. 
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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: 
Bloom Consultants, LLC A81515 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Final Design Temporary Bridges 99194 and 87997 October 5, 2005 to March 9, 2006 
99195. 
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 Temporary Bridge 99194 for Bridge 27V76 and Temporary 
Bridge 99195, Northbound Exit to TH 121 in Hennepin County. Works on these bridges are part of the Crosstown 
revitalization project. 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: 

SC\\ .7 ':> Contract: Consultant Services Budget allotment for 
$102,061.75 Bridge Office . . 

lfthis was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the servires: 

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 

r!tbcLLI~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ ~ 
Date 

d (-, . 



( 

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: 
Foth and Van Dyke and Associates, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 

TH 12 Cemetery 
Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88499 

CFMS Contract Number: A78198 

Project Duration (Dates): 
8-30-05 to 6-30-06 

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 ofFHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on 
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CPR 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): 1,912 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: 55,495.43 · 

Source of Funding: 
Metro District 

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

The single source contract was used as part of Mn/DOT's Pre-Qualified system. All projects under $100,000 can be 
direct selected from the list of pre-qualified individuals for cultural resources work. ·This project fell into that category. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

I)_ , ~L-/l/J - /} 
~ . /Jff-C JL(J__,£e__,,, 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co.mmissioner 

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

-:::;- ;)_ CJ~ 

Date 



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. 

c· 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Retrofit Recycling, Inc. A68745 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Regulated Waste Removal 87149 9/24/04 - 3/16/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to remove regulated waste from buildings prior to demolition or 
moving. State does not have staff certified in regulated waste removal or ability to transport. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $98,723.46 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

L'dAJJ-L ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4 -cq~ -- t!J(p 

Date 



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. 87149 ____ .....,;;...a ________ _ Type of work Remove Regulated Waste 

District/Office One ---------------
S.P. 8821-130 T .H. ___ 9 ___ 9 ___ 9 __ 

Work Type Code .....;A~B=--------­

Location Districtwide 

Contractor Retrofit Recycling 

Subcontractor -------------
Subcontractor -------------
Con tract Period: September 24, 2004 ; March 16, 2006 : April 30, 2006 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 98,723.46 = Orig Cost:$ 90,000.00 + Amended Cost: $~000.00 

Amended cost for: D 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 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

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 X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 
7. Contract administration . ( 

. 
··:-

cooperation ._. X ., 

8. Invoices and progress reports 
·. 

X 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management . ··' X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _3_4 __ 

· Project Manager: 

'~~. 

( Roberta Dwyer ~~ 
Print Name 

(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

]obecl:o- 'D.oie R. 
( ) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

. 

•. 

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. 
• 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: 
Retrofit was very cooperative and able to meet tight schedules. 

Did not always follow proper invoicing procedures. 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.0~, 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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Evergreen Land Services A47745 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bovey ByQass R/W 82070, WO 3 4/18/03 - 5/9/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide right of way services for the reconstruction of T.H. 169 
near Bovey. The work items included field title reports, authorization map, appraisals and direct 
purchase. This work could not be dorie by state personnel in time to meet the letting due to a peak 
workload. ·· 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A · Contract: $215,169.34 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 

(!{lAd_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-~~-cJ0 
Date 



.... , 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.0~, subdivision 4 (c). 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Evergreen Land Services A47745 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bovey Bypass R/W 82070, WO 3 4/18/03 - 5/9/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide right of way services for the reconstruction of T.H. 169 
near Bovey. The work items included field title reports, authorization map, appraisals and direct 
purchase. This work could not be done by state personnel in time to meet the letting due to a peak 
workload . 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A · Contract: $215,169.34 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 

~~ ~-~.1/-tJ 0 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

l 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. 82070 WO 3 

District/Office One -------------
S.P. 3116-106 T .H. ___ 1_6 ___ 9 __ 

Type of work Right of Way 

Work Type Code .....;R ___ W.....;_ ______ _ 

Location Bovev Bvoass 

f
b 

,.._, /I 

APR~_ 6 __. 
.:D i.;::O 

Contractor Evergreen Land Services 

Subcontractor Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates 

Subcontractor Norell on Real Property ~0 JF 

. . . c---\ .CONSULT ,t..r-n 
Contract Penod: Apnl 18, 2003 ; May 9, 2005 Apnl 30, 2006 ~ SER.Vi 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~t'----) . 
Total Contract Cost:$ 215,169.34 = Orig Cost:$ 260,798.33 + Amended Cost:$ (-21-~ 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D 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 

Standards/Requirements X 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

on time X 
5. Project related cooperation X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 
7. Contract administration · 

·. . 
'/ 

. .· 

cooperation .. •-x 
' 

8. Invoices and progress reports ·. 
,. 

' ' 

. .·. X :- .• 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
C: 

management X •, 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _2_8 __ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: 

E~~ 
( Derek Fre rickson ) 

Contract Administrator: 

fi';;t;rt~ o:;:r---~ -
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. 
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: 

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: 
Evergreen Land Services was thorough in their courthouse investigation and field title reports. 

When the parcel packages were received in District One, a couple of documents were .missing. 

Once Evergreen was notified of the missing documents, they quickly rectified the situation. 

Bonestroo Rosene Anderlik & Associates needed some assistance from Mn/DOT staff in 

producing the authorization map and parcel sketches. Although changes were made in the 

design, both consultant firms were receptive to making these changes in a timely manner. 
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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: City of Lindstrom 

Project Name (if applicable):. Lindstrom 
T.H. 8 Corridor Transportation Study 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
85542 

CFMS Contract Number: A79429 

Project Duration (Dates): December 3, 
2003 to June 25, 2005 

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide a safety and capacity study of T.H. 8 in Lindstrom from west of 
302nd Street to the east city limits. 

This project is part of a larger land use study to be done by Lindstrom. The study included local city streets as 
well as T.H. 8. Because of the city's ownership stake and familiarity with the area and their needs, Lindstrom 
was the logical choice to manage the study. Mn/DOT's participation was limited to T.H. 8. In addition, the 
expertise required to complete this project was not available within Mn/DOT when needed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 552 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $50,929.80 

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: 

The City of Lindstrom requested Mn/DOT's participation in this transportation study within the Lindstrom city 
limits. The study includes T.H. 8 through Lindstrom. This will be included as part of a larger study being 
conducted by Lindstrom to include city streets impacted by T.H. 8. Mn/DOT's contract with Lindstrom was 
confined to T.H. 8; Lindstrom will act on its own under a separate agreement with their consultant for work 
done off the trunk highway system. The City was the lead agency, rather than Mn/DOT hiring a consultant on 
its own, in order to better coordinate the T.H. 8 portion into the City-wide study. The City of Lindstrom was 
considered a single source because of their familiarity with the area, their stake in the outcome of the T.H. 8 
study, and their ability to facilitate meshing the deliverables from this contract into their own study of the 
surrounding city streets. 

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 

JaM-L /;~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4 -~4- tJ(o 
Date 



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. 85542 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Concept Development 

Work Type Code SS 

S.P. 1380-66 T.H . .8. Location From West of 302nd Street to the Lindstrom East City Limits 

Contractor City of Lindstrom 

/~;,:}\:: \I '79?d.:;,,, 
// .. , "· <;:.:;i\_ 

;:-~ ,,_- . ("..;) ~ 
i::...-~. -'.':f)l'\ A c..J-.).. 

Subcontractor TKDA 

Subcontractor ------------ r,,a_ ,:.1.:~10 ,.,-0 

Contract Period: December 3, 2003; June 25, 2005; Dece~ber 31, 2005 ~ _; ~ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date t;:; COt✓.SULTfa,NT Sf.RV. ,j!li 

Total Contract Cost: $43,109.32 = Orig Cost: $43,109.32 + Amended Cost_: $14,537~4r, ;.\~;~, 
'' : r· , r,~,.•J·· 

~., l· ('I 7 \~~.., h\,I 
~ ~.',v. 

Amended cost for: "'Overrun X Additional Work Number.of Amendments_3_· Ai..,. 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 

Project Manager: 

Tod Sherman 
Print Name 

) 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

2 

)< 

y· 

')c. 

Total Points 2 '-/ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

,1-J~1-
( Mark ~gen ) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• 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: 
This project was a real challenge. There was a great deal of disagreement among various groups 

within and outside the City about how to handle improvements to TH 8 through Lindstrom. 

TKDA had to work with local businesses, politicians, schools, Mn/DOT, the County, TH 8 Task 

Force, local interest groups, etc. and each entity had their own idea of how to address the 

situation. Because of the difficulty of the task, the time frame was significantly underestimated. 

TKDA did a good job working with Mn/DOT and did well in their effort to obtain consensus, 

and we are close to obtaining consensus, but we're still not quite there yet and a new contract 

between the City and TKDA (without a City/Mn/DOT Joint Powers Agreement) will be 

developed. Also, the change in personnel near the completion of the contract was fairly difficult. 

With Rick Arnebeck, John Powell (TKDA), and I no longer involved with the project, a great 

deal of historical knowledge was lost which added to the difficulties. 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Retrofit Recycling, Inc. A68745 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Regulated Waste Removal 87149 9/24/04 - 3/16/06 
Summa~ize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to remove regulated waste from buildings prior to demolition or 
moving. State does not have staff certified in regulated waste removal or ability to transport. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $98,723.46 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 

/; . () '------1 

Cc:Jj-JJ-t__ r)~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

v</-cq.L/·- ~~ 
Date 



· ( 

Report on Professio~al/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section1 Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: City of Lindstrom 

Project Name (if applicable): Lindstrom 
T.H. 8 Corridor Transportation Study 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
85542 

CFMS Contract Number: A79429 

Project Duration (Dates): December 3, 
·2003 to June 25, 2005 

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide a safety and capacity study of T.H. 8 in Lindstrom from west of 
302nd Street to the east city limits. 

This project is part of a larger land use study to be done by Lindstrom. The study included local city streets as 
well as T.H. 8. Because of the city's ownership stake and familiarity with the area and their needs, Lindstrom 
was the logical choice to manage the study. Mn/DOT's participation was limited to T.H. 8. In addition, the 
expertise required to complete this project was not available within Mn/DOT when needed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 552 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $50,929.80 

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: 

The City of Lindstrom requested Mn/DOT's participation in this transportation study within the Lindstrom city 
limits. The study includes T.H. 8 through Lindstrom. This will be included as part of a larger study being 
conducted by Lindstrom to include city streets impacted by T.H. 8. Mn/DOT's contract with Lindstrom was 
confined to T.H. 8; Lindstrom will act on its own under a separate agreement with their consultant for work 
done off the trunk highway system. The City was the lead agency, rather than Mn/DOT hiring a consultant on 
its own, in order to better coordinate the T.H. 8 portion into the City-wide study. The City of Lindstrom was 
considered a single source because of their familiarity with the area, their stake in the outcome of the T.H. 8 
study, and their ability to facilitate meshing the deliverables from this contract into their own study of the 
surrounding city streets. 

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 

f!au-L "tx»-t~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4 -~~l- tJ (o 
Date 



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: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD I CFMS Contract Number: A-84313 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, Dettwiler 
and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 89077 I Project Duration (Dates): 12/19/05 to 2/15/06 
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 produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain ~odel, (DTM) for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 169 (from Elk River to County Rd. 74), District 3 / 
Project number 7106-73. 

"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. l Total Contract Am Dunt: $98,200.00 I Source of Funding: District 3 Consultant. 

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 art! 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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4-18-() (, 
Date 



( 

( 

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: 
MAVO Systems, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Asbestos Abatement for Projects in Preston, 
Oronoco, and Northfield 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83120WO3 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A66783 

Project Duration (Dates): 
August 9, 2004 to February 28, 2004 

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

The State contracted with MAVO Systems, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of asbestos 
containing materials from right-of-way for the construction of State Project (SP) 2310-22 on TH 52 in Preston, 
SP 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco, and SP 6612-82 on TH 3 in Northfield. The State did not have sufficient staff 
available with the expertise required to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

Not Applicable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $186,593.95 

Source of Funding: 
District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ /J - -~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

#-13-~~ 
Date 
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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: 
MAVO Systems, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Asbestos Abatement for Projects in Preston, 
Oronoco, and Northfield 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83120 WO3 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A66783 

Project Duration (Dates): 
August 9, 2004 to February 28, 2004 

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

The State contracted with MAVO Systems, Inc. to provide assistance in the removal and disposal of asbestos 
containing materials from right-of-way for the construction of State Project (SP) 2310-22 on TH 52 in Preston, 
SP 5508-84 on TH 52 in Oronoco, and SP 6612-82 on TH 3 in Northfield. The State did not have sufficient staff 
available with the expertise required to complete this work within the necessary timeline. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

Not Ap~licable 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $186,593.95 

Source of Funding: 
District 6 Allocation, State Funds 

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

Not Applicable 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

#-13-eJ~ 
Date 



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. 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 83120 WO3 District/Office: District 6 

Type of work: Asbestos Abatement AB 
Work Type Code: AB - Asbestos Abatement 

S.P.: 2310-22, 5508-84, & 6612-82 T.H.: 3 & 52 

Location: Preston (TH 52), Oronoco (TH 52), and Northfield (TH 3) 

Contractor: MA VO Systems, Inc. 

Subcontractor: None 

Contract Period: August 9, 2004 
Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $186,593.95 

Amended for: X Overrun 

Februa~ 2006 
Work Completion Date 

Orig Cost: $124,600.00 

X Additional Work 

March 31,. 2006 
Expiration Date 

A ~\'I.+T)~s:'1~;~~ .:.,\... 0 ";, 
,. .\'"· J ,....>~~ 

/41'\~) /.f •) o~wl /4\; :: .t,;~/r ':.YJn (Y 
!:-<.-, f{(: (~.Ju 6 -"7. 
f''\.-: ,, lf:D c:.::, 
,z •. o -
[-:-·,_: ..., ;· •') -.. . ,. ,-:, ""-C·1;.,,. . . .'f: ::-.... 
\l.":_-~ '.J(jJ:'J,1-,. .f'\J 
\-- '·: "'r Sf.('y ,::',,_,_ 

\;\,,, . : 's,'<i::,, 
".::;.;,{--'/;-;; t'f 0t L' ~\ . 

~~-4.1::'.., .. ti. ~ 

Amended Cost: i2_1993.95 

Number of Amendments: _2_ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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 
X 

cooperation . 

.. 
8. Invoices and progress reports X 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
X 

management 

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

m ,. , vi I,/ , , ~,o .. :, J'v..J~ 
) 

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. 
• 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: 
The Contractor produced a work product that is satisfactory to State's staff. The Contractor was very cooperative 

in responding to State's needs. The Contract was amended for additional costs and time extension for the 

Contractor to complete the extra work identified during the project. The Project Manager recommends full 

payment for services provided by the Contractor with a high rating of performance. 

: \user\consult\f onns\evaluation. 8 98 



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: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD I CFMS Contract Number: A-84313 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, Dettwiler 
and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 89077 I Project Duration (Dates): 12/19/05 to 2/15/06 
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 produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 169 (from Elk River to County Rd. 74), District 3 / 
Project number 7106-73. 

"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. l Total Contract Amount: $98,200.00 I Source of Funding: District 3 Consultant. 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4-1 a-{)t, 
: I 

Date 



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. -· 

AgreementNo. 87'077 Typeofwork /0./ f¾,rc,-=~/::;-
District/Office D ,3 Work Type Code l(p , I f\1 /~ C!... I ) ~ 
S.P. 7 /0 {-, 73 T.H. [ k, J Location -' ....- (_ fie__ fe:. , " "/' .+ O ~Jl._ '7 ~ 
Contractor op ti' M. A L Ge ,2 h.,,-,..c, d-, c_ 1 l "r W"\ ir r ) a I< 1-," \.,I "' tt- ~ A~ I Cl '1 J ' c__ ,-; j,, 
Subcontractor -- ( Q .. & r1 /-r"t ~+0 r- # ;)a o O ~ Lj O Lf Cf{} o) 
Subcontractor - -~--~-:-.:--. 

Contract Period: r 2 - ( 1 -OJ ; le L. I { - 0 {, ; ;-( - s I - 0' /·<"'···. ' ' .. ~ . ',:;·., \ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date // 

Total Contract Cost: $ r B,. 2 0 {; ,.......= Orig Cost: $ rrfl, 1.. () 0 4 Amended Cost: $ p ~- -c:-,\li -- -
' ' i "~(":-); .)//;,,. '<i=\ . "",h . . .r:. 

',,. ""'--{4!_·· ' ')1· 

Amended cost for: '""-/ Overrun · '""-/ Additional Work Number of Amendmertt~ -__ ·••,.'\,;_;;;:, ~)·, 
··:r 

Item Rating Rating !~( 

1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 1------..:..-.-...-------.-------.....--------i 

_ 1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standard~/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~~ 
~(Jj,yrin~~8'Ui11-

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

L 
~ 
✓ 
,/ 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 3 7"' 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

C . I 
,. 

~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: Widseth Smith Nolting, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 

A- g O 3.~ f, 
ProJ_· ect Name (if applicable): , -Mn/DOT AgreementN~, -Pro]ect Duration (Dates): 
Final Design Bridge 27V84 87994 9/12/05 thru 2/11/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
This bridge is part of the 135W & TH 62 Crosstown Renovation. Mn/DOT design personnel were unable to provide 
design services due to other Mn/DOT design needs. Consultant services were required to insure the scheduled 
construction letting date was met. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
I 5 8 ~ . 2 S Contract: $ 128,830.00 Trunk Highway 

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

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

f(Iv,l~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

-</-;a -a~ 
Date 



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: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): Oak Park 
Heights Design Alternative 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87816 

CFMS Contract Number: A73682 

Project Duration (Dates): 
March 18, 2004-August 31, 2005 

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide preliminary design and environmental analysis services for the 
Trunk Highway (T.H.) 36 (Osgood to T.H. 5 segment) 1995 design alternative. The 1995 option, which 
previously received municipal consent from the cities of Stillwater and Oak Park Heights, is the proposed 
interim solution for T.H. 36 within the St. Croix River Crossing Environmental Impact Statement. In order to be 
integrated into the project, the design needed to be converted from metric to English, integrated into the 
preferred alternative design and information regarding environmental impacts updated. 

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

Billable.Hours (if applicable): 1096.3 I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
$79,552.61 Trunk Highway 

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

NIA 

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

(!t,VJ-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

y-/6-C)~ 

· Date 



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, rv'lail__§_top ~80 _!I long with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Braun lntertec Corporation A7961 O 
Project Npme (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Soil boring for the Paynesviille bypass. 88146 8/22/2005 - 4/1/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract provided soil borings needed for highway design on the State Project 3408-15, on highway 23 for the 
future Paynesville bypass. 

This contract was required to perform work that the State's staff would not have been able to perform in time to keep 
the project design on schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract:$101,925.00 (est.) -rk_).,t /JK 1-f, 1~/• way 

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-L~H,;~ 
Carof Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: '1 Paul Stem bier, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

4- /{) - CJ .~ 

Date 



( 

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 ~ith the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 

Bolton & Menk Inc. A75682 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

87873 5/20/2005 to 2/10/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Final Design is needed for the portion of TH 22 between Blrie Earth County Road 90 and Adams Street. The Final 
Design needs to be .completed in order to correct deteriorated pavement, poor sight distance, and traffic issues. 
Temporary or student workers were considered; however, due to the schedule, it does not ·allow for adequate time 
for plan completion. No other state personnel are available to design the project according to the programmed 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
I 3 8 a Contract: $100,000.00 District 7 Consultant Budget 

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 timeli"ness, quality, cost, and overall 
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(/)tl~ ~t~ 
Carol Mo¥au, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J.f- )0 - {) ~ 
bate 



( 
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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 Sto_2 680 -~o_l}_g with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
ADV Document Systems Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
E\-e.c.-\-Yon·,c. Poc...u men+ 
Mo. na. q-e.\'YYC,rn- 6\l e.:,+-eh. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86249 

CFMS Contract Number: A 61198 

Project Duration (Dates):May 2004 -
February 2006 

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

Design, plan, direct and support the implementation of the document management system (EDMS) within MnDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 3076 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $299,91 O 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway Fund 

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 

c,OA~-L~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4-1{) -d(:, 
Date 



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: Bonestroo Rosene Anderlik & Associates CFMS Contract Number: A76074 

Project Name (if applicable): Bridge 27V88 I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I ProjeGt Duration (Dates): 
87638 June 7, 2005 thru February 11, 2006 

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

Final design services for Bridge 27V88. This brrdge is part of the I35W & THq2 Crosstown Renovation Project. In-house 
personnel were not available to provide the required design services to meet construction schedules consequently 
consultant services were necessary. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

1
. Q l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
. I 7 7 Contract: $164,101.87 Bridge Office 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 

(!(Lu)_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4-1()-o<a 
Date 



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. 87638 Type of work: Final Bridge Design .r .... \.\ \t 

District/Office: Bridge Office Work Type Code: BD /20) MAR 2006 

S.P. 2781-27V88 T.H. 35W Location: 46th Street over I35W in ~inneapolisr ~i~·,. :··vE~ ;a: 
·r.0 .,, 

11'\s~ co. NSUlTANT ~v. 
~'5 

~~--° 
Contractor Bonestroo Rosene Anderlik & Associates 

Subcontractor: NA 

Contract Period: June 7, 2005; Feb. 11, 2006 Sept. 30, 2006 
~ t> llF> 

~._4_;f-l•1... 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $164,637.40 = Orig Cost: $154,269.74 + Amended Cost: $10,367.66 

Amended cost for: D Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time · 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan confomiance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

M~uht lou.i.J 
vfa ~laLouis) 

xD Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

,< 

)< 

)<. 

-~ 

><. 
X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points I}_. 7 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contract Mm·. . ator: ' 1717 . 
,·". ~ ~~ 

I 

) 

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 . 

. Contract~r 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: 

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: 
- ":Je,;!'o (t,rtn:sc.h \001e. ~ j,,,,.Jja-l;w. .Jo M c..p ~ i'r,U(.. o[.p Mat,H'a' 
~ OU.f oJ;;Ul ~ ~~~c:kJMd"1. ·. 

- Jex"t( ~ ~ @hn f,.H(f,-li:i CMnjoor) 9 PN---JouU (Me-hv7tElh•;,u) 

gQ ~~¥ ~.~ bu~~ ptµ( otJ ~°'? tSn.~ ~ 
J:ir"{t. wO"tluJ <,.:,j.U.,. :seJ., 9 Me,ho IYC211"7nf- tg t«.p:1- '.)"VU!, iV\~ 

6Yl fuv\.€., MQ,11>0 -1}'2U11nr 5ta.f;tsr1. 

- No../-if 12.d "Zf"e-rtrvlif ~I- C5iu=) ~ OOJ.K ,«a.ti lt1 a 7',w.,~ ~111.U" _ 

:lu~~o~n8~ ohs~°d 1.-()4M, ~ -bie. iY) loo1d(~ 

& ~wa:ifs0t1s of YtuhQ 6r'J ~m'a <,a'lif § ~-

- 'd-+ ~ a,, ~ ~u,-e. .+o won- toi~ 'f~ ~ 
loot. Jmwo.yd, ~ LO~G ~~ h-\WJ I VI aUu_ Jvd-o,-e . 
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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 alon_g with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bonestroo Rosene Anderlik & Associates 

Project Name (if applicable): Bridge 27V88 l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87638 

CFMS Contract Number: A76074 

ProjeGt Duration (Dates): 
June 7, 2005 thru February 11, 2006 

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

Final design services for Bridge 27V88. This bridge is part of the I35W & TH62 Crosstown Renovation Project. In-house 
personnel were not available to provide the required design services to meet construction schedules-consequently · 
consultant services were necessary. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

1
. a l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
. I 7 7 Contract: $164,101 .87 Bridge Office 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 obje9tives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

f!eLuL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4--10-(5(; 

Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A24592 
Project Name (if applicable): _ I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 8606-46 (TH 55) R/W Turnkey Project 81286 From 08/02/01 To 02/15/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The Contractor was to perform all engineering, technical, surveying and real estate work tasks needed for the 
acquisition of all of the parcels associated with the proposed new construction of TH 55 through the City of Buffalo. The 
Contractor performed all of the duties typically handled by the District. Office of Land Management functions remained 
with Mn/DOT. 

This contract was necessary because Mn/DOT did not have available the needed qualified personnel to conduct the 
services described above. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
.3CJ 5 ij, / Contract:$614,078.88 Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 

f/) 
L&JJ--LYM~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4-1 {)-'CJ(, 
Date 



r 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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Braun lntertec Corporation A7961 O 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Soil boring for the Paynesviille bypass. 88146 8/22/2005 - 4/1/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract provided soil borings needed for highway design on the State Project 3408-15, on highway 23 for the 
future Paynesville bypass. 

This contract was required to perform work that the State's staff would not have been able to perform in time to keep 
the project design on schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract:$101,925.00 (est.) -{R).,tJVK 1-f,jAway 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

c~~H,~ 
Carof Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4- /() - C) <o 
Date 



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. 88146 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar 

Type of work: Soil bmings 

Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. : 3408 - 15 T.H. : 23 Location: Paynesville (future Paynesville bypass) 

Contractor: Braun Intertec Corporation 

Subcontractor : N/ A 

Contract Period: August 22, 2005; February 24, 2006; April 1, 2006 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 130,511.68 = Orig Cost: $130,511.68 + Amended Cost: NIA 

Amended cost for: "1 Overrun r-..1 1\.dditional Work Number of Amendments: 0 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT . 
Standards/Re_g_uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

. 7'~ ;:Cortttact adtrtiriistratiori' .. 
· ' -:Cdop~r:~µ911; · 

:8'~·.: ltrivc,!cfs1aiid{p'togt,e$sieports 

9;·1 'Cosf :e~t.ima#on!budg~ 
.111~na_gel11enJ. . . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

·x· 

,,, . : 

v~•w = , ) ~ ?r-"""'. I Jr ~ ~ '----

Rating 

I 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 
-
X 
-
X 

-
X 

X 

·x 
x· 

Total Points: 29 
(Maximum points 36) 

c.cministrafw 
~· ~~d~ 

( Gene East ) 
Print Name 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

I· 

Note: Any rating of below aven~.ge 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 info1med 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: 

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: 
Project Manager's comments: Paul Martin, project manager for Braun Intertec, did a very good job of 

coordinating the drilling for the Paynesville Bypass, Contract No. 88146. Paul was very easy to work 

with and we were able to resolve issues quickly to keep the crew on task. 

The data was collected using an electronic format and all the information required was provided. 

We made two field visits and the crew was helpful, providing us with updated information as to what they 

were finding. The field crew did an excellent job of field identification as verified by Lab Classification 

conducted according to the consultant contract. 

Agreement Administrator's comments: The contractor was very cooperative in helping establish the 

contract, and also in addressing an invioce issue (the only issue with the contract) that came up on the 

contract. Average ratings given for cost estimation/budget management reflect some difficulty in reaching 

agreement on the initial budget for the contract. Overall, the contractor's cooperation was excellent. 



( 

( 

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 Sto~ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A24592 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 8606-46 (TH 55) R/W Turnkey Project 81286 From 08/02/01 To 02/15/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The Contractor was to perform all engineering, technical, surveying and real estate work tasks needed for the 
acquisition of all of the parcels associated with the proposed new construction of TH 55 through the City of Buffalo. The 
Contractor performed all of the duties typically handled by the District. Office of Land Management functions remained 
with Mn/DOT. 

This contract was necessary because Mn/DOT did not have available the needed qualified personnel to conduct the 
services described above. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

3-C/:Si/ I I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract:$614,078.88 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

f/l,{µ_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

4- I() --{) (, 

Date 



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. __ 81;.;;.;;.2 ___ 8_6 __ ~_ Type of work R/W Professional Assistance 
,r . •)\":." ')lv rJ{J '){il~". 
ti'."\ 1 \}(.,I (._, .:_ 1 /r, '"" 

District/Office 3/Right-of-W ay 

S.P. 8606-46 T.H . .;;;...;55'"----

Work Type Code O 109 

Location In the City of Buffalo 

Contractor Short Elliot Hendrickson,. Inc. 

Subcontractor NI A -------------
Subcontractor NI A __;;;;;...;~-----------
Contract Period: August 2, 2001 

Work Start Date 
; February 15, 2006 ; April 8, 2006 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

1A~l~~,1,.~ V '- ',t~<:~\. 

/4
,., V /t.4 . ~\ 
~, 'i "1/lh ",-· 1-_· 

--:::· L: tr'f!).,. ,-, 
I. '-.J rr( . e;.U,1)1"1, V-'.J 
- ~ •• V-~ ~ 15==' C .· 'iv,.. v ~1 
1,."--l O.cr /, J::l) f' <l 
C, ; Y.c:i/ i . :J'i) 
\.-- •.r/ 1- ,_ ),. ;J 
':'.::.,8. . Afi;,\? -r (jfl 
'{,,,- ~ ,.< ' _{_,.,...,,,_ ,~~ ~ \r 

::, i:7/ -~ :.~z 

• _oe J'//1;/ '~/ -~I \\ \\ ~'.;~ ' . . .. :0: c~ 1111. __ 

Total Contract Cost: $ 614,078.88 = Orig Cost: $ 443,200.06 + Amended Cost: $ 170,878.82 

Amended cost for: ,-,.J Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_quirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~j~ 
( Brett Stark - ) 

Print Name 

"' Additional Work Number of Amendments 4 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 
'3 

-

3 
-
3 
-

:3 

Total Points _n__ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

---

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 

:\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: Widseth Smith Nolting, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 

A-S'o 3~h 
Project Name (if applicable): 1Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Final Design Bridge 27V84 I 87994 9/12/o5 thru 2/11 /06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
This bridge is part of the 135W & TH 62 Crosstown Renovation. Mn/DOT design personnel were unable to provide 
design services due to other Mn/DOT design needs. Consultant services were required to insure the scheduled 
construction letting date was met. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

ISB~.25 l Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $ 128,830.00 

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 

ftlv-l~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt . Governor/Commissioner 

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

-<I - ;a - a" 
Date 



<_;UNSULTANT 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. 

~~.~-,~,·~~~1~ 

Agreement No. 87994 Type of work: Final Design Bridge27V84 t:fi/> •: -' ~ 0 t/ "';,, 

District/Office: Bridge Office Work Type Code: BD l.._J;,0,/ '.> · \:t 
S.P. 2782-27V84 T.H.35W Location: 35W under Diamond lake road, Minnea/_gfis .. !JOB -·) 

(oi'ib..01; , . .:D t--.:;,J 
Contractor: Widseth Smith Nolting, Inc. 

Subcontractor: NA 

Contract Period: 9/12/05; 2/11/06; 10/30/06 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $128,961.55 = Orig Cost: $128,830.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: DX Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

<7,Pro' t a~.J!_a__ 
( Robert J Mil ) 

Print Name 

□ Additional Work 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Number of Amendments 0 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 27 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

fotw? 

~i: p c,,) 
-11v1 ,.. ·,. ~'I 

->£le~ • 

Poor 
1 Point 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 



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: 

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: 
Manjula Louis 

All the deliverables were on time. 

Jeff Rensch was the main designer on this project and the calculations submitted were easy to 

follow and Jeff did an excellent job of following through AASHTO Interim changes for Steel 

beam desigg. 

The designer in the future should coordinate with roadway, abutment and 

wing wall tie in points with adjacent retaining walls as soon as the bridge layout is finalized. 

The pier footings were much larger than required. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 

Bob Miller 

The footing issue was resolved during the 60% review resulting in an economical design. The 

Contractor now understands they must coordinate with the preliminary designers when required. 

Overall good work on a tight schedule. 



( 

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: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): Oak Park 
Heights Design Alternative 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87816 

CFMS Contract Number: A73682 

Project Duration (Dates): 
March 18, 2004-August 3.1, 2005 

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide preliminary design and environmental analysis services for the 
Trunk Highway (T.H.) 36 (Osgood to T.H. 5 segment) 1995 design alternative. The 1995 option, which 
previously received municipal consent from the cities of Stillwater and Oak Park Heights, is the proposed 
interim solution for T.H. 36 within the St. Croix River Crossing Environmental Impact Statement. In order to be 
integrated into the project, the design needed to be converted from metric to English, integrated into the 
preferred alternative design and information regarding environmental impacts updated. 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1096.3 I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
$79,552.61 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. 

(! {Uµ__~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

,<j-16 -CJ(p 
Date 



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. 87816 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Oak Park Heights Design Alternative 

Work Type Code ----=Pc..=D"---_ 

S.P. 8214-114 T.H.-:::...3...;;;;.._6 __ Location Osgood to T.H. 5 in Oak Park Heights 
~g-:•n, 

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor ------------

" K:, 1) (.G L Ju j ll; 
~"(; 1i ') __ 

"~v <i'"' ~ v>\ 
iJ' MAR 2006 .-7)~ 
Rj jh . !,_,II 

~~·- -. - . -i..• CT) 

Con tract Period: March 18, 2005 ; 
Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 79,552.61 

l"'-1 . Orr-/c,1 0F · 
May 31, 2005; June 30, 2005 ),~ .CONSULTANT ;;:1 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date q)· . SERV~ <o"" 
= Orig Cost: $ 79,552.61 + Amended Cost: $ 0.0 4~ \~ 

" ~iltlJfi\ \ 
Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1 ..••• ·99111:facf~qthinistiatfon' 
· .Jcdoperatiou·· 
8.\-wy91te$.-_anctprogr~ss•_-r¢port,s 

9? .• ~()st estiination/budget 
management. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 

"" Additional Time Number of Amendments _Q 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

i-

Rating 

Below 
Average 

I 
Average 

3 Points 2 Points 

f-
~ 

i-
-j_ 

~ 

Total Points 2 r-· 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~ 
( Mark Hagen ) 

Print Name 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

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. 

• 
• 

Average 

• 
• 

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: 
• Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 

Poor: 

• 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: 

~ wou~ Wi1df20&1 f&1klcl1j 
~ 0mb l/d1As uJ i -1-vL CA-fJD ofevt1,,cL ~s 

7 I 

f e.~ Qf Mn-OoT s'foc-f+. fo c_ Oh l/C/{_ +· I (A_ S-e . 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Sect ion, Mail Stop 680 along w ith the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 

Bolton & Menk Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 

I 
Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

87873 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/20/2005 to 2/10/2006 

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

A75682 

Final Design is needed for the po1iion of TH 22 between Bhie Earth County Road 90 and Adams Street. The Final 
Design needs to be completed in order to correct deteriorated pavement, poor sight cl istance, and traffic issues. 
Temporary or student workers were considered; however, due to the schedule, it does not allow for adequate time 
for plan completion. No other state personnel are available to design the project according to the programmed 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
/ 3 8G Contract: $100,000.00 District 7 Consultant Budget 

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 

') ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1/-)0 - {)(p 
Date 



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. 87873 Type of work Final Design Construction Plan 

District/Office 7 _____ _ Work Type Code DD 
-, 

~12tt., 
4?4 v' ;\ 
, fh 01~ -, 1, ,,,~ ---
'- '- r--' 

,C"1 o,.. , . Z?o, o-::i-1 
,, ll..;;,•I,,, ·:---;; : ,, ,_. '6 r-·--' 1;- ·~- Cr- '0 ,, 

\~ ~" OJ' 
I;~/- .... 17 ,-.,,.. s~ 

S.P. 0704-81 T:H. 22 ~~--

Contractor Bolton & Menk Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------

Location Mankato 

-vi:&,, '"(~ 
Contract Period: May 20,2005 ; February 10,2006 ; March 28,2007 ~ A'l .., 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 100,000.00 = Orig Cost:$ 99,208.49 + Amended Cost:$ 791.51 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by-Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~-1ect Manager: 

\ . JU~h 
iv1ar · ( Mary IB.eKen 

Print Name 
) 

~ Additional Work Number of Amendments _1 _ 

I 

Above 

I 
Average 
4 Points 

I I 

I I 
I I 

I X 

I I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

x, 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points ;2 q 
(Maximum points 36) 

ministrat 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

( Craig Fel~r ) --· 
-rmtName 

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. 
• Project is on time a!].d 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: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



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

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: 
ADV Document Systems Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
E\-e.c.-\-Yon°\c. PoLurncn+ 
MO. no. _S_<-rYYC.-rrt- 6~ c.,~ 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86249 

CFMS Contract Number: A 61198 

Project Duration (Dates):May 2004 -
February 2006 

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

Design, plan, direct and support the implementation of the document management system (EDMS) within MnDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 3076 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $299,91 0 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway Fund 

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 

~~ -</- ! {) --d(:, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Snbmit 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. ,.-~,~~{' 

11
. 

. .Ay. Si u {:) 
_:_{,.,\ :.; tc IJ / 

Agreement No. 86249 

District/Office: OIT 

/',o A ,, 
, :. ) ~ ' 

/~~ MAR2006 
Type of work: Computer Services 

Work Type Code: CP 

S.P. _____ _ T.H. ___ _ 
fr·.--) i'l.t1...tlVED 

Location tc-,.~ Offt::E OF 
\,;;~~... CONSULTANT StlV,. 
r -, • 

Contractor: ADV Document Systems Inc. 

Subcontractor: Benchmark 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: May, 2004; 
Work Start Date 

February, 2006; February, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 299,910 = Orig Cost:$ 249,990 + Amended Cost:$ 49,920 

Amended cost for: ,_ Overrun ,_ Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 (1 to 

add dollars; 1 to define subcontracting requirements) 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. · .. <;Q11tl:c1c.t~dministration 
. . ··.' 

x ·.· cooperation . .· 

8. Invoices arid progress reports 
. . _:,. .. ·. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
. management ·. .. ·. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

// 
~ger: 

l'_//1 /,/ //'j;/)/('/,,4~ J-f It/ ,,Ii~(// .,I • c/tv....,. p 1 / 

< d1tcf?ue/ /t /fc;rr1e s- ) 
Print Name 

. 

·: 

:.' . 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 
.:. : .. .·. 

I 
·1:: 

. . · It 
. 

.)(' 
. · 

.)( 

Total Points CO 
(Maximum points 36) 

/ l ~o
11
n1~~c"t f dministrator-: 

V\JJlJWY"t ~ 
s ) ( Me {(7$0., .ltlbth M ~ ✓ 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

,,. 

• . . 

I• 

. .. · 

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

. ' 

·• 

.. 

' .... 

"\ "\~ 

~ 



uenmtions: 
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: 

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: 

:\user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 898 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Sto_2 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A-82833 

Project Name (if applicable): . 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 11/04/05 to 02/15/06 
88894 

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 55 from Buffalo to Rockford in District 3 / Project number 8607-53. 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. total Contract Amount: $83,500.00 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 
, 11 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: 

1: 
: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. 

few-e_ I~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

,//--/a - cJ~ 

Date 

; : , 



( 

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: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly lrnown as MD I CFMS Contract Number: A-82835 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, Dettwiler 
and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 88891 I Project Duration (Dates): 11/14/05 to 2/15/06 
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 produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 55 (from Annandale to Buffalo), District 3 / Project 
number 8606-53. · 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $79,850-:00 · Source of Funding: LIM, 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. 

(!)),'rd_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

df-1 D - LJ ~ 

Date 



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 Sto_2 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

CFMS Contract Number: A-82833 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 11/04/05 to 02/15/06 
88894 

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 55 from Buffalo to Rockford in District 3 / Project number 8607-53. 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contract Amount: $83,500.00 l 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. 

ea»-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

., File 

~ - /0 - ()~ 

Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in 
future consultant selection procedures. Address0 comments on back, keep comments factual .. 

Agreement No. B881l/ Type of work fb I J lJ,cc.:. ,_._.., ~e fc, C M?f'lf 
District/Office C) 3 · Work Type Code / (} , / M P · 
S.P. 8£ 07- 53 T.H. 55 Location , /ry,n,, &/A Jo /2 /?ark/or{ 
Contractor }/\ar b· h e2: C.or y0ra_ -\,'on · .. ., 

;· 

Subcontractor ---- .. ,1·" · • . 
' ,; .. . . ..,,-:f,;"?'-;i,"i }~'.~/'' 

Subcontractor --- r·. , f;§v.. k,,,,., • _ . . . 5 . . (, /' . . );~~.:· ' 11·1 'f.. ,/t. 
Contract ~etiod: I I - L/ - 0 . '2 -· 15 - rJ ; b - 3 0 - 0 ~: ,, 'r{~:,~:u~:::~ j 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \~ ""', ,:.·:.. ,_, , < ~ 

Total Contract C<ist: $§'3,SOtJr = Orig Cost: $/25j' 5t?tir+ Amended Co~~- tz' ':~~/- . 
. ~,~_?f_;_1_:!,\.~:.> 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager · 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

. 1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3.· Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conf onnance · 

::t;J~~~t:e~~ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

~;· 

J 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

<J 

V 
✓ 

V 

Below 
Average 
2 Po-ints · 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points S () 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

( 

_,t'~· _,,.. 

.711; &ie_ L\4-~ ~1) 
Print Name 

I 

) 

a~ac~l?/72~ 
( Me-I-I· r 7JS:H) Mc l+12/:JA/ 

Print Name 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD I CFMS Contract Number: A-82835 
.. Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, Dettwiler 
and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 88891 I Project Duration (Dates): 11/14/05 to 2/15/06 
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 produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 55 (from Annandale to Buffalo), District 3 / Project 
number 8606-53. 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $79,850.00 Source of Funding: LIM, 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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

olj-10-CJ~ 

Date 



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. 

AgreementNo. SB8:/f Type of work ~~ ~=a(1:. ,,,,_,,_ ½ <Z_*, ;'c. f-f '- PP ·2 
District/Office D -- 3 Work Type Code f O" \ MP . 
S .P - 8 b O b -53' T .H. 55 Location J6, h A -J,... "''"? .__, d--.t.~ ,,_Jto '!Js\J.{jc, L 
Contractor op\ ."!Ms"'- l _ Gen ""'c. ± :SI( ::f O , ..---..---. er l--\_ k'.<--o ._,-, .,__ o__ J At~ a ', ~, C. \e.. 
Subcontractor ,--- 0 . . -t:" · -,. - _, . 

.,;/;r' ,. 
/:! ~ 

Contract Period: rt -14 -0 -~ -'2 - I { _o(:, ; G ~3a -IJ ,{, /~-. ~{~:--~~fITft;. 

Subcontractor ---,------------

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date "' t-~.-; ::·J· • ., .. · 

Total Contract Cost: $ 1<'7 8 ( 6 ,.----- = Orig Cost: $ :(9 8fo ,,.--- + Amended Cost: $ ¢ .. \ ,- -'j 
Amended cost for: "' Overrun · "' Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager • 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

_l. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation· 

.. /\)1tiati'.gg~inij1,1f fiii\:·:· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

'l,.S]J.J .. Jv=-
( ~f\M/--'-1 . 5M-wto&I\Jet<,Gn) 

PnntName 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points _35 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

l~~ 
< //l<>N-12Tr-l~/I H Gr--!IL4A_L · 

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 aIo·ng with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
ADDCO, Inc. A63115 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Duluth TOCC Expansion 86389 6/22/04 -12/31/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

There was need for additional cameras on the 1-535 (Blatnik) and T.H.2 bridge for traffic and security monitoring. Two 
variable message signs and a communications link between Duluth and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
was needed. ·This type of expertise did not exist and a contract was necessary for design and installation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $464,715.61 State and Federal 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

/ fl 1lA· , 
c✓tlJt~l)01}--(/Y20~A. c __ ;. 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ ' ~ .!7:_ ()t:, 
Date 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson & Associates, Inc. A75612 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridges 27V80 and 27V81 87636 · May 23, 2005 to February 25, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The Contract was for final construction plans pre~aration for Bridge 27V80, Ramp (35S62E) & Ramp (35S62W) over 
60TH Street and Bridge 27V81, T.H. 35W over 60 h Street. Both bridges are 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): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $187,306.13 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget as allocated 
to Bridge Office. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&.ue~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

~ -c?7-() (p 
Date 

/ c:;c: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File '· 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Edwards and Kelcey, Inc. A77073 
Project Name (if applicable):Final Design I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridges 27V67 and 27V69 87637 · ~ July 15, 2005 to February 22, 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 27V67, T.H. 62 westbound over T.H. 121 and 
Bridge 27V69, Ramp from T.H. 121 northbound to T.H. 62 westbound over T.H. 121. Both bridges are part of the 
C_rosstown 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): 
NIA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $205,091.75 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget as allocated 
to Bridge Office. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Moln~ or/Commissione&,1rll:Jlo,.....,'-----

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

~-~7-"G, 
Date 



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: 
Environmental Systems R~search Institute, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
P701 Spatial Index User Interface for Right 87834 
of Way Maps 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A75015 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/2/05 - 12/31 /06 

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

ArclMS is a software product within Mn/DOT's standard family of GIS products for delivering data via a map interfqce 
through a web browser. There have been eleven requests for web-mapping capabilities over the past year through the 
Department. Phase 1 of this project will build the ArclMS infrastructure and an ArclMS enterprise web interface 
template. This infrastructure will be the foundation for other business areas to deliver theirown data via the enterprise 
web interface template. This will ensure a consistent e-government look and feel for Mn/DOT's data delivery via a map 
interface through a web browser. Phase 1 of this project will also deliver an enterprise spatial data warehouse that will 
supply data to ArcGIS clients throughout the Department, in addition to providing data sources for ArclMS web services. 
An understanding of the ArclMS suite of tools and technology and being able to make modifications and minor 
enhancements to applications is required for this project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
660.25 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $122,082.50 

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: 

ArclMS is ESRl's proprietary product for delivering maps and spatial data via the Web. The Transportation Engineering 
Application Development Unit of the Office of Information Technology has undertaken a ArclMS feasibility & scoping 
study, which includes recommendations from ESRI, to effectively determine the infrastructure required to support 
Mn/DOT's projected level of web mapping activities. ArclMS was ranked highest in the projec_t team's selection 
evaluation matrix as the best for serving maps and .spatial data, and for our project requirements solution. 

Mn/DOT has owned several licenses of ArclMS software ·since it was first made available ih the late .1990's. Mn/DOT 
developed some internet-based mapping applications with early versions of ArclMS. In April of 2004, business areas 
met with staff from the Office of Information Technology to discuss their common needs. 

It was felt that a centralized development of infrastructure for web mapping would yield benefits to the entire enterprise 
and increase the efficiency of business areas building their services. It was also agreed thatwhile long term web 
mapping development may be based on a platform other than ArclMS, the availability of ArclMS software, the 
development already taking place with it, and ArclMS being part of the same product line as Mn/DOT's standard GIS 
software all suggested it would be an excellent starting point for immediate development of web mapping capabilities 
within the department. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-o2 7 - o G 
Date 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
EVS, Inc. A62220 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
BAP 101 - Conversion to Freeway 86309 6/15/2004 - 1/31/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was necessary to deliver the preliminary design engineering (including geometric layouts, hydraulics 
analysis, environmental documents, etc.) for the high priority Bonding Accelerated Project on Trunk Highway (TH) 101 
in Wright County because there were not sufficient internal staff resources available to deliver the project within the 
legislated time constraints. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
5 <e,q 5 Contract: $612,761.20 BAP 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: 1 Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

J --.;}_ 7 -- t) ~ 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( Instructions: Submit this form to Consul!ant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 

A74386 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I P. reject Duration (Dates): 
Bridge 27V68 87176 · April 14, 2005 to January 15, 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 27V68, Eastbound T.H 62 over T.H. 35W and ramp 
from Westbound T.H. 62 to Southbound T.H. 35W, at the junction of Eastbound T.H. 62 and T.H. 121, in the City of · 
Richfield. Work on Bridge 27V68 is part of the Crosstown revitalization project. 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): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $492,125.41 

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

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-~ 7- () C, 
Date 



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 Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 

A74386 
Project Name (if applicable}: I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridge 27V68 87176 April 14, 2005 to January 15, 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 27V68, Eastbound T.H 62 over T.H. 35W and ramp 
from Westbound T.H. 62 to Southbound T.H. 35W, at the junction of Eastbound T.H. 62 and T.H. 121, in the City of 
Richfield. Work on Bridge 27V68 is part of the Crosstown revitalization project. 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): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $492, 125.41 

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

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-~ 7-- t) ~ 
Date 



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. 87176 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

Type of work fin a..\ De45l ~n 
Work Type Code _fg.{). 

S.P. 2782-27V68 T.H. 35W Location ________ /4_s___." t:,a1.().:::._•-, V 

Contractor: Short Elliot Hendrickson:i Inc. L~., ~ 
Subcontractor: 

Subcontractor: 

Contract Period: 

NIA 

NIA 

April 14, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

.. ~ 06 
,r.\J . MAR 20 
;-•~ ·v·,D _. 

i7 ~· !'.I c::,"') t .. , ·: OF · • 

January 15, ~006; October 1, 2006 
1\'?\ CONSULl;NT Sl'RV, :}. 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date :.. .o-~ _,,,,,.t~f 
Total Contract Cost: $492,125.41 

Amended cost for: D Overrun 

~~,(:) 

= Orig Cost: $444,493.08 + Amended Cost: $47,632.33'-·~p~,,~1~1 
-..e,_~·'.--t ••. , -a.~v 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

·1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

/"" . 

t;tl;~c71l:7~ 
'rr( Arlen Ottman) 

Print Name 

xD Additional Work Number of Amendments: _J 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X 
)( 

'>( 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points _22._ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Con?ct A~min~strator:'" v 

J:~e-J( a►~ 
( Victor E. Crabbe) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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



.· ., ' 

?-":::\-

•~'·~:~ ~:·• 

D~finitions: 
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. 

G:',: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: 
"• ... 4'!.. · , • • Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 

Poor: 

• 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: 

:\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 Sto~ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
EVS, Inc. A62220 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
BAP 101 - Conversion to Freeway 86309 6/15/2004 -1/31/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was necessary to deliver the preliminary design engineering (including geometric layouts, hydraulics 
analysis, environmental documents, etc.) for the high priority Bonding Accelerated Project on Trunk Highway (TH) 101 
in Wright County because there were not sufficient internal staff resources available to deliver the project within the 
legislated time constraints. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
5~q5 Contract: $612,761.20 BAP 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J --c:17-- tJ ~ 
Date 



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. __;:;_86::;..;::3c....:::.0..::....9 ____ _ 

District/Office 3 _..;:;__ ______ _ 
Type of work Preliminary Design Engineering 

Work Type Code ~~EE~ _ f 0 
S.P. 8608-21 T.H. 101 Location Crow River to Mississippi River in Wright 

County ... · 1 l\' 1 r:, 'i •,. (;'t\"), 
\
l.,~.,,~.utJ-~ 

.,"1 ..; '< /(! ~ 

. ~~,~-~ 42~ <;" <~~;~\ 
t

lt..:::.:_..; .,-,; 
~-," r'if; :1 iu ~~,,in~ -,-.:3,\ 
V.J ~~1;· .. 1 'i {~\.•ilU ~:~J\ 

~:~ . . . :.~~ 'Sl 
t .. "'"'\ ·'• , ......... _i7 
~, .... , (ON.SULTAr·H Sf.RV. ,,-~~ 

\:; ,-., ·''~~-, 

Contractor EVS. Inc. 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: 6/15/2004 2/25/2006 ; 4/28/2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

·~,~/. t ;,~ (\, \.>: 
• .,_,, G,.,./ :JI(' i\€' r.'."l '(I\•~ 

Total Contract Cost: $613,577.28 = Ong. Cost: $583,602.35 + Amended Cost: $29,97~:?lt4Lf~k.\J\l 

Amended cost for: Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

x 

x· 
X1 

---

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X' 

x 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ~k 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

_'\L~ ¥ (Tony Hq§hes) 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• 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: 

: \user\consult\f orms\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: 
Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
P701 Spatial Index User Interface for Right 87834 
of Way Maps 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A75015 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/2/05 - 12/31 /06 

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

ArclMS is a software product within Mn/DOT's standard family of GIS products for delivering data via a map interface 
through a web browser. There have been eleven requests for web-mapping capabilities over the past year through the 
Department. Phase 1 of this project will build the ArclMS infrastructure and an ArclMS enterprise web interface 
template. This infrastructure will be the foundation for other business areas to deliver their own data via the enterprise 
web interface template. This will ensure a consistent e-government look and feel for Mn/DOT's data delivery via a map 
interface through a web browser. Phase 1 of this project will also deliver an enterprise spatial data warehouse that will 
supply data to ArcGIS clients throughout the Department, in addition to providing data sources for ArclMS web services. 
An understanding of the ArclMS suite of tools and technology and being able to make modifications and minor 
enhancements to applications is required for this project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
660.25 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $122,082.50 

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: 

ArclMS is ESRl's proprietary product for delivering maps and spatial data via the Web. The Transportation Engineering 
Application Development Unit of the Office of Information Technology has undertaken a ArclMS feasibility & scoping 
study, which includes recommendations from ESRI, to effectively determine the infrastructure required to support 
Mn/DOT's projected level of web mapping activities. ArclMS was ranked highest in the project team's selection 
evaluation matrix as the best for serving maps and spatial data, and for our project requirements solution. 

Mn/DOT has owned several licenses of ArclMS software since it was first made available in the late .1990's. Mn/DOT 
developed some internet-based mapping applications with early versions of ArclMS. In April of 2004, business areas 
met with staff from the Office of Information Technology to discuss their common needs. 

It was felt that a centralized development of infrastructure for web mapping would yield benefits to the entire enterprise 
and increase the efficiency of business areas building their services. It was also agreed that while long term web 
mapping development may be based on a platform other than ArclMS, the availability of ArclMS software, the 
development already taking place with it, and ArclMS being part of the same product line as Mn/DOT's standard GIS 
software all suggested it would be an excellent starting point for immediate development of web mapping capabilities 
within the department. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-c:Q 7-- oG, 
Date 



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. __,..;-87;._,;8c....;;;;3_4 ___ _ 

District/Office Central Office 

Type of work 

Work Type Code 

IT 
NIA bfl(J:S 

S.P. NIA T.H. NIA Location NI A --~-
Contractor Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc. 

Subcontractor NI A _;:::,_"'-=-=;__ ________ _ 

Subcontractor NI A _;:::,_"'-=-=;__ ________ _ 

-----------

Contract Period: May 2, 2005 
Wark Start Date 

; December 31, 2006; December 31, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 122,082.50 Orig Cost: $ 133,701.00 + Amended Cost: $_* __ _ 
*This project came in under budget at $122,082.50; The contact amount was not amended. 

Amended cost for: t'J Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 adtriin.istrcttioh 
cooperatfori .. - > .··• .- .· . 

8. Invokes an.d·progress·reports 
-

9. Qost esti111ation/btidget 
. 

· · management . .· - -

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

I"/ Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 

4 

4 

4 
. 

·. :: 

•-"-.- .- . 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

. 

:3 ·-

... --

_.-3 : 

3 

Total Points _31 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract_Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

· .. 

. ··.· 

.. 

. 

C.r~sw Ph,UipS-M\LS-fa.it) 
( ) 

PrintName 

ll 10 l){f)(Z\ I) l ~ 
'wieif sso_ n u,i nnE 3\ 2 \ l D Ct, 

PnntName 

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



Def1~itions:, 
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: 

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: 

:\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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
ADDCO, Inc. A63115 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Duluth TOCC Expansion 86389 6/22/04 - 12/31/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

There was need for additional cameras on the 1-535 (Blatnik) and T.H.2 bridge for traffic and security monitoring. Two 
variable message signs and a communications link between Duluth and the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
was needed. This type of expertise did not exist and a contract was necessary for design and installation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $464,715.61 State and Federal 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(!tw--{JIJ!Ji0ncv--z--
caroI Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

~ -~ '-7- ()t:, 
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. 86389 -----~--------- Type of work _I_T ___ S ________ _ 

District/Office One ----------- Work Type Code _M_C_· ______ _ 

S.P. 8821-118 T.H. .....;9~9 __ 9 __ Location Blatnik & Bon 
"l<"::7. '•" ·~ <<;~ 

Contractor ADDCO Inc. ,d.((.t{J-~.·· ~~ 4 /i::\:~})'h 
f·: ~~; ~ .. ~ ~-~.;J.\ '•'• ..... . p·\ 

Subcontractor_____________ ,,,;::·.,, e.~~., cJM~ \/\ 
'""~ l/11,o,il.Jls,. ... ,v,, • ,, .... ~ ,.,r. ... ~IV►O ( .......... 

Subcontractor i,,::- 1\1!~ t: ~ '.~ . .; 
\;:; Ofrtct ·Of «-t 
\\.1" . ,t-... f. 

ContractPeriod: 6/22/04 · 12/31/05 12/31/05 , ... -. CC'iNSULTA.NT ~. ,.- / 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \~ .. :/ "\ · '/ 

~~)/ {_..,'11 

Total Contract Cost:$ 464,715.61 = Orig Cost:$ 352,546.61 + Amended Cost~®JZ~..:-· · 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 · 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

oject Manager: 

/4~ 
) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

-- -- -· 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X . 

X •. 

- ---- -~--·--

X 

Total Points __ 2 __ 3 ___ _ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~ ~--< ./----­
( Roberta Dwyer ~::5' 

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. 

. ·. "• Project is on time and budget. 
'·'t~.. • Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 
Below Average: 

~ 

,. ... • ,. ;.., · Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
· ... i Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 

Poor: 

• 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: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation. 898 

Deliverables Complete and on time 
This project had an initial project expiration date of June 30, 2005. A contract amendment was executed 
to change the project expiration date to December 31, 2005. When the contract expired on December 31, 
not all of the deliverables required by the Contract had been completed. Consequently only 40% of the 
final Video Sharing item was paid for on the final invoice. 

There are specific instances during the project where work was not completed in a timely manner. Five 
cameras to be installed under this project had an initial completion date of September 2004. The cameras 
were not operational until midsummer of 2005. A changeable message sign that was reconfigured had a 
requirement that the sign could not be out of service for more than two weeks and not during a legal 
holiday. The sign ended up being out of service for an extended length of time including a legal holiday. 
There are other instances similar to this that occurred during the duration of the project. 

Cost estimation/budget management 
The original contract was for $352,546.61. According to ADDCO, one of the assumptions this figure was 
based on was using bridge navigation lights or decorative lights as the power source for the cameras. 
Mn/DOT did not permit this on the final design and required routing power from another location 
increasing costs. This final design was completed early in 2005. ADDCO notified Mn/DOT of the cost 
overruns in early August 2005. The cost overrun resulted in a contract amendment increasing the total 
cost of the project to $499,715.61. This overrun should have been presented to Mn/DOT immediately 
after the assumptions used for budgeting changed. 



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 Stc:>p 680 aJong with the final invoice. 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson & Associates, Inc. A75612 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridges 27V80 and 27~~ 1 87636 · May 23, 2005 to February 25, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The Contract was for final construction plans pre~aration for Bridge 27V80, Ramp (35S62E) & Ramp (35S62W) over 
60 TH Street and Bridge 27V81, T.H. 35W over 60 h Street. Both bridges are 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): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $187,306.13 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget as allocated 
to Bridge Office. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

.J -o?7-()" 
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. 87636 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

S.P. 2782-27V80 T.H. 35W 

2782-27V81 

Type of work: Bridge Design 

Work Type Code B D 
Location: Bridge 27V80, Ramp (35S62E) & Ramp (35S62W) 

over 60TH Street. Bridge 27V81, T.H. 35W over 60Tb Street. 

Contractor: Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson & Associates, Inc. 
~.;;~ 

.,{,tc\u_c;c.c16~~ .. 
''~)- 'd-i t~-J... e ~,-
' ~ ~ ~~ , ..... ..__ . \r1. 0, ,J~ v=,,, 

,--. ~ ~- ~ ,. ··\) <,,,.I 

~

~.r..=, \~\t"- ~ -~ ~ 
.---- ·1~ ~ 
i,.r-, ·' .-oa'' • ~ 

\;-::::, • :\ S',,.T'-VI -... 

\:,'::'..-,, ~,00~~ /\.J 

Subcontractor: 

Subcontractor: 

Contract Period: 

NIA 

NIA 

May 23. 2005; February 25. 2006; 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 

October ll 2006. 
Expiration Date "(r,> ,. c.o~~ ~ 

Total Contract Cost: $187,306.13 = Orig Cost: $187,306.13 + Amended Cost: $0.00~(1/:; -. C,;~ , 
'-<J.~~~ 

Amended cost for: D Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirem_ents 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on tim~ 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

_I'rojectManager~ 

I 

Print Name 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments __ O 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

V 
v 
v 
V 

v 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ;i._g, 
(Maximum points 36) 

C~n~t A_~mi~istratm: P' 

%'&-Cve: 1/ ~~ 
( Victor E. Crabbe) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 

.... 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.08; subdivision 4 (c). 

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Sto~ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Edwards and Kelcey, Inc. A77073 
Project Name (if applicable):Final Design I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridges 27V67 and 27V69 87637 · July 15, 2005 to February 22, 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 27V67, T.H. 62 westbound over T.H. 121 and 
Bridge 27V69, Ramp from T.H. 121 northbound to T.H. 62 westbound over T.H. 121. Both bridges are part of the 
Crosstown renovation project in the City of Richfield. A Contractor was used because Mn/DOT did not have de.~ign 
personnel available and it enabled Mn/DOT to meet scheduled construction letting date. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

I 

I 

Total Amount Spent on r 

Contract: $205,091.75 

CRECEWED I 
:f li .;:i : l ~ i 

DEPARTMENT OF ,i',['\1 '~
1

\ ' : :" ' ·--;--: 

OFFICE OF r-i:_r ·. . 
Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget as allocated 
to Bridge Office. 

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 Moln~ or/Commissione...ir~~---

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

~-~7-~ G, 
Date 



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.: 87637 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

S.P. 2782-27V67 

2782-27V69 

T.H. 35W 

Contractor: Edwards and Kelcey,_ Inc. 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Type of work: Bridge Design 

Work Type Code BC 
Location:Bridge 27V67, T.H. 62 westbound over T.H. 121 

Bridge 27V69, Ramp from LH. 121 northbound 

toT.H.62westboundQverT.H.121 /~~ A'\ .j _.J ~,~,:·'" 1. J (-~;~r1r 
,!,•·<\, C•;'.,;cll Ld.\ 

/:::_1:,:1" ..,,; e,,.:.,~\ 
,; _ · f?." Pf'- ir,r ~ '...>~ 

July 15, 2005; February 22, 2006: October 1, 2006 [-;~~? u\!!1,\K c.frdu ~~~--s 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date /.:.::~: _,__; ~-~~ 

Contract Period: 

• [~:~~ ·~ .,· F ~.~-J 
Total Contract Cost: $205,091.75 = Ong Cost: $169,482.07 + Amended Cost: $30,1~.-63coNsULTANT SERV, .[:J 

. ~~/ ~; 

Amended cost for: xD Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

.5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~gL 
(Jihym) 

Print Name 

+ Overrun Cost: $5,457.05 \\o/
6
; ~)" 

.. ~Lg~~ xD Add1t1onal Work Number of Amendments:_~·········_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

v 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

v 
v 

v· 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ;L CJ 
(Maximum points 36) 

~ontry,~t A~~inistrator: A 

~~z:.1C:?~-
( Victor E. Crabbe) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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



D fl ·t· ... e ... Illl IO ns: 
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: 

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. 

Commen • . . @, 
ts

. ~~~ p, , 'd 19J Mf>kkms#k ~~~ 
c>tl1/, I ~ l"I, ~ ~S 

~+:! ~~ ¥ ~ ()ff~, 
;_lb-·, ~:s w/ ~ d. .,e_ ti~~ Mk j>~ ~ ~ bZho'c)aA1~~~ f :5 

Ne,d 1;p tu& ;15 ~"j ~-~£) ~ · c..J -tv µ1.,. 'i>"l. r . 

:\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: City of Monticello 

Project Name (if applicable): CSAH 18 
Interchange 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87877 Work Order (1) 

CFMS Contract Number: A75206 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 91

\ 2005 to October 3rd
, 2005 

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

The City of Monticello was the lead agency on designing a new interchange on 194. Mn/DOT requested 
additional work. The most efficient way to design the additional work was to include it with the City of 
Monticello's work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $190,366.50 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

The City of Monticello was the lead agency on designing a new interchange on 194. Mn/DOT requested 
additional work. The most efficient way to design the additional work was to include it with the City of 
Monticello's work. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~CU-<--
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner . 

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

3-~3-()(o 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: I CFMS Contract Number:A81895 
Kadramas Lee and Jackson Inc. 
Project Name (if applicaqle): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
HARN Observations 88791 10/05 - 6/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

High Accuracy Reference Networking was needed in Detroit Lakes. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract:$98,000.00 OLM Budget 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J p 3r-a.3---o(c, 
Date 



( 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Precision Appraisals of Minnesota, Inc. A72960 
Project Name (if applicable): 1 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 8611-18 (TH 24) Appraisal Services 87720 02/28/05 To 01/25/06 
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 Appraisal 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 
appraisal staff available within the district. In addition, it was found that no appraisal staff was available in any other 
district, including the Metro District, or within the Central Office. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
N/A Contract: $99,750.00 Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 

~ ~au_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

. File 

3-~3-o<;;, 
Date 



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: 
Kadramas Lee and Jackson Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
HARN Observations l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

88791 

CFMS Contract Number:A81895 

Project Duration (Dates): 
10/05 - 6/06 

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

High Accuracy Reference Networking was needed in Detroit Lakes. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract:$98,000.00 OLM 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 

~ _LA,_-P 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3 ~ d,3 -- {)(c, 

Date 



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.9S791 

District/Office: Detroit Lakes 

S.P. @lfi- T.H.: 

Contractor: Kadrmas Lee & Jackson 

Type of work: Surveying 

Work Type Code: 5 R .. _,,-..-z.✓r~~,: 
.,., :, .) 1,....1 Ip .. ,·. ,·< Jf) 

Location- ,r. ::., t i:Jr:-\ 
• /: t,"" ~e!) /;:-l~ 

,, ...... el /.;, 

/· MAri liJl"tr,,~ -f>t 
{~'•-~ 7UUv ~~-
f ·, ,VED __,___,;\ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ ,, ..t::.," 
I • 3 , f OF _: ! , 

'

,? CON· ; 
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

-....J 5UL7A:NT ~~ ~ 
~ ~v~ ?! 
·v.;p ~~ 

Contract Period: 10/05 
Work Start Date 

2/06 6/06 ~lf1 [? .. ? '2 ~ ~\ 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~ 

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

Amended cost for: __, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1~ . C~fftya9ta1minisitatfon · 
cooperation 

so··•Jpy9j9es• a11dpr6gr6s§'i¢ports 

9. C9sr y~titriatiC>ll/b11dg~t 
manag~ment 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Print Name 

__, Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points _36 __ 
· (Maximum points 36) 

c~"av, ,,,.=,u,uouq,,,,,., " 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

Note: Any ratipg 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. 

• 
• 

Average 

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 foHow standards or does not meet requirements or 

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

Comments: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Precision Appraisals of Minnesota, Inc. A72960 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 8611-18 (TH 24) Appraisal Services 87720 02/28/05 To 01/25/06 
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 Appraisal 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 
appraisal staff available within the district. In addition, it was found that no appraisal staff was available in any other 
district, including the Metro District, or within the Central Office. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
N/A Contract: $99,750.00 Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ -U-l ~ - ~3 - 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 Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in 
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Agreement No . ..;;..87-'-7;..;;;2;;..;;.0 ___ _ 

District/Office District 3 - Baxter 

S.P. 8611-18 T.H.24 ---

Type of work Appraisal Services 

Work Type Code ~ A P 
Location Annandale to I-94 in Clearwater 

Contractor Precision Appraisals of Minnesota, Inc. 

Subcontractor 

.a.. 9 
~ u £.t;<b '"/~~ 

""'' V 

MAR 2006 

Contract Period: February 28, 2005 ; January 25, 2006 ; December 1, 2006 \C---l OFFICE Of 5 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \;:;:,, CONSULT ~"IT satv::i ~c-o 

I\L, \.d \f i:D 

Total Contract Cost: $100,000.00 = Orig Cost: $100,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.0~f4) -:t,,<{t 
~92S7)111 · 

Amended cost for: ,..._, Overrun ,..._, Additional Work Number of Amendments .Q • -

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

( Skip Pitzen 
Print Name 

) 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

~ 
~ 

~ 

~ 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 21 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 

:\user\consult\fonns\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 alo!!_g with the final invoice. 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: City of Monticello 

Project Name (if applicable): CSAH 18 
Interchange 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87877 Work Order (1) 

CFMS Contract Number: A75206 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May gt\ 2005 to October 3rd

, 2005 

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

The City of Monticello was the lead agency on designing a new interchange on 194. Mn/DOT requested 
additional work. The most efficient way to design the additional work was to include it with the City of 
Monticello's work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $190,366.50 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

The City of Monticello was the lead agency on designing a new interchange on 194. Mn/DOT requested 
additional work. The most efficient way to design the additional work was to include it with the City of 
Monticello's work. 

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 

~'1~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner . 

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

3 - ~3-C)(o 
Date 



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. 87877 Work Order (l) 

District/Office 3B 

Type of work Detailed Design 

Work Type Code DD 

S.P. 8680-138 T.H. 194 Location At CSAH 18 in Monticello 

Contractor City of Monticello 
,i~~iot)S 

Subcontractor WSB and Associates 

Subcontractor 

\<,.~" 1:/-l'C.~ 
Qf\'.\Ct Ct ::j 

c.O~;i.,_t~ ,;!tl• oi, ------------
Contract Period: May 9t\ 2005; 

Work Start Date 
October 3rd

, 2005 ; December 31, 2007 
- . ~ 

~ 
Work Completion Date · Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $190,366.50 = Orig Cost: $ ____ +Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

Amended cost for: r--,; Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliver.ables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7; ·- Co:ntractadmi:nistration 
cdoQeratiori 

8 Y Iµv{)ice~ and progres~ reports 

9; Costestimatfori/budget 
riianage111e11t 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project ~::T _j -~~~,_,_~-~-
( Terrerfce J. Humbert ) 

Print Name 

r--,; Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 
I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

-
X 

X 

Total Points -~-H-­
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

I 

T-ervence. J· ~rt---
( ) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 

: \user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

. 9 IAGerpocated f • 
Contractor Name: 

1~;;f,·'ne.~ CPrPtJrClt r(}lr, 
CFMS Contract Number: A-82940 

Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Photogrammetric Mapping 89002 

Project Duration (Dates): 11 /~3/05 to 02/26/06 

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 494, from TH 100 to Minnesota River in Metro West I Project 
number 2785E. 

"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: $86,500.00 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 prohi~iti~e 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. 

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

J-~z-a~ 
Date 



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. 8Cf O OJ Type of work ft a~p he\ MvJ e .. h '9_,}-R_~pP,Oi~ • ! 

. District/Office t:::\ ~t-ro \.fJ, Work Type Code ff,1 r · 
S.P.Ct()2(E . T.H. ~-L('lL\ Location k'Ylrt,4, \OU~" µN,.K(ive.I 
Contractor \'---\o, C ,b,\., e);;½ Cod?, 
Subcontractor ---------------
Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: I \ - ?.. 3 - {j ~ . L - 2 fj .- () ~ ; 6 ~ ~ 0 ,- G b 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 8G 50 a I"""= Orig Cost: $ c~L ~ 500 ,.--+ Amended Cost: $ 
/ / ' 

/~?A. 
/1(\/~... </">-,~ 

I- • ·~ ..,,.,.,, 
It:::,; 'v '-" , 

':.:·<? <;:,:.--:-> 
t'C¼:::' 1t'.;> v--,, ( ... -.J 

[t,7"'-> -· ·~ 

'\ c~-:,·; .J°' ~ -- ~ ,-,; i C) ' )', sf 9:,,1¥,., • fl. .,: 
\·:-,,-· . •\" ""\~\ , '-' 
\<,,·.;::. ,,..,<u'~··.. C...1.' 
\~·<} ' (,0•'" ,. -~~, . .,,./ 

....... _,.,,/. ' ~ . ·«,, ! ' "" -.> 

Am.ended cost for: ~ Overrun . ~ Additional Work 
,~, / n_ 1 ·'"' ·"" , u, i;,'· · 

N 
~-;I""'?• l ? umber of Amendments '>::::." s_..)_;.,.::.,... 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager · 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

.1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance· 

:' \i;)1fiahJtg,~tp:¢)1t::::;,:, 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

,,...... . ..Efoject Man / ,h7 ., /. ~ .. _'!ger: 
~c £::--

( r,~ , \l,e__, D ~s \ ~ ) 
Print Name \, 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ -
v 

Rating 

I 
Below 

Average Average 
:I 

Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 
_____: 

J 

v 
-
·✓ 
-
v 

Total Points 3/ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

I 
C HGHVCT~S/1 !'3/{ c..:; t4ilf-J'-.b 

Print Name 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

. lnoorpocatect f · l 
Contractor Name; 

1 r;.;;;;.f~'nt~ C.c;rP<.Jr~ ,.tJ!"' CFMS Contract Number: A-82940 

Project Nanie (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Photogrammetric Mapping 89002 

Project Duration (Dates): 11/~3/05 to 02/26/06 

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 494, from TH 100 to Minnesota River in Metro West/ Project 
number 2785E. . 

"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 cap_acity constraints 
require us to contract out. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $86,500.00 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. 

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

J-~z-a~ 
Date 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Contractor Name: Aero Metric {d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 89078 

CFMS Contract Number: A-84298 

Project Duration (Dates): 12/22/05 to 2/15/06 

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 for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 169, (from 22ih. Ave. NW. to TH 95, Princeton), District 
3. Project number 7106-73F. 

"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: $88,715.00 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. 

CarolM~~ , 

cc: P .Stern bier, 112 Adm in 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

~~4~-04' 
Date 



CONSUL TANT 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. 

AgreementNo. fi:1078 Typeofwork !?ho±ogca /hMeJ-e, Q /-,/ttff/cJ--
District/Office D - _3 Work Type Code ~ tnP . . , 
S.P. 7/ or:., - 7 3 F T.H. r 7 Location Q,'77:fr A Ue. /\( W to rtl ~--~p(c°hett~~ 

Contractor M Cw kJ1-..v. I (jJ, '£.')';)_ CJ CJ 0/ /_ O ) ) 4\<;2:J ?!::'{>:t,, _· 
Subcontractor - · . t'·~,_ •:·' ·.Jc:;~ 

. - . . (;-:~ ;, ~ . ,;;t'1 
Subcontractor - .;;:_<? 1f 1i1 ,r, ,;J~ i. h I -~ h "' • 

Contract Period: /2 - ? 2 __:05; , /5 al ; rz . __ 3 I - 0 1o p .~. ;:~~~(:: · ·> ; 

· Work Start Date . Work Completid'n Date Expiration Date ~ ~~1;~:(il ?-. 
1 

• • ..-;: ~~ 

Total Contract Cost: $ffl7 /5 ,...--,= Orig Cost: $88, 7/S,....- + Amended Cost:$ ~J "·'Vir -::_l} 
"~ ,9 . 1.,11/ '-..<>/ f") r )..., ~ ,;· 

Am.ended cost for: ~ Overrun · "" Additional Work Number of Amendments ~~~,::-/ 

Item Rating 
I - 6 by Project Manager • 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

.1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirement_s 

4 .. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Projec~ b s: . / __ 
~ -~ SU( ~e1us-<L.) 
~ ~ I Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

/ 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

Below 
Average 
2 Po·ints 

Total Points 3 0 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

/ ---
H/Z/i-N 

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



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Contractor Name: Aero Metric (d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 89078 

CFMS Contract Number: A-84298 

Project Duration (Dates): 12/22/05 to 2/15/06 

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 for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 169, (from 227th
• Ave. NW. to TH 95, Princeton), District 

3. Project number 7106-73F. 

"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: $88,715.00 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. 

eaw_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-4~-04' 
Date 



( 

Sandy_ Lueth 

Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us From: 
1ent: 
fo: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 20, 2006 7:51 AM 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Monday, March 20, 2006 at 07:51:29 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
config: ot/vendeval2 

project: Development and Implementation of Data Maintenance and Tools 
id partl: T79 
id=part2: 1368 

· cfms: A58226 
vendori SDK Software 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Dan RO$S 
eval date: 4/30/2005 
purpose: Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) currently had multiple 
tool/report development needs that required technical expertise and support. These 
development needs were part of Mn/DOT's Information Technology (IT) investment plan. To 
ensure the continued implementation and support for enterprise tools for data maintenance 
and reporting, Mn/DOT sought assistance with the technical design, development, testing, 
and documentation for tools and reports that allows business areas within Mn/DOT to 
maintain and report against data 
stored in the current enterprise environment. Business offices 
relying on these tools include Transportation Data and Analysis (Traffic Forecasting and 
Analysis, Geographic Information and Mapping, Roadway Data), Traffic Engineering, Pavement 
Management, Bridge, Freight Rail and Waterways, Mainte·nance, Construction, and Districts. 

Mn/DOT entere~ into a contra~t as there were not internal expertise or resources 
~vailable to perform the thi tasks needs to produce the deliverables. 
accomplished: Yes · 
contract date: 12/31/2004 
amended date: 4/30/2005 
actual date: 4/30/2005 
contract cost: $200,000 
amended cost: $80,000 
actual cost: $280,000 
cost_effective: Bringing a vendor in to assist Mn/DOT allowed staff to gain knowledge 
needed to enahnace and maintain the deliverables provided as part of this project. 
Knowledge they did not have prior to the . contract. _The contract also allowed the project 
requirements to be delivered in a manner consistent with dfefned project timelines and 
design; 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: Not all of the needed delivererables were able to be provided in the estimated 
time provided in the original contract, 
terminated: No · 
engage: Yes 
engage_e: The contractor provided very qualified and knowledgeable staff who were flexible 
in their approach to delivering the needed software. They delivered components as 
requested and made sure Mn/Dor staff understood what was delivered and how to maintain it. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 



( 

Sandl Lueth 

Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us From: 
:ent: 

ro: 
Friday, March 17, 2006 12:34 PM 
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 Friday, March 17, 2006 at 12:34:12 

--------------
config: ot/vendeval2 

project: Location Data Manager (LDM) User Training 
id partl: T79 
id=part2: 1511 
cfms: A67616 
vendor: Bentley Systems 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Dan Ross 
eval date: 06/30/2005 
purpose: Provide technical training to Mn/DOT users so they have the skills to operate the 
Location Data Manager software efficiently and effectively, including best practice 
methods for using features and applying functionality. A contract was entered for this 
service as Mn/DOT did not have the expertise to provide the training. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract date: 06/30/2005 
actual date: 06/30/2005 
contract cost: $24,950 
actual c~st: $24;950 
cost effective: This was cost effective as Mn/DOT was able to have the training in-house 
with the . software running in our environment. Having the training onsite also reduced the 
~ost as we could have up to 15 people in the class at no additional charge. There were 
~lso no additional travel costs involved. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 
engage e: Customized training and materi~ls met agency needs. 

1 



( 

Sandy Lueth 

Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us From: 
~ent: 
ro: 
Subject: 

Friday, March 17, 2006 12:14 PM 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@State.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form~ It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Frid~y, March 17 , 2006 at 12:14:15 
------------------~-
config: ot/vendeval2 

project: Design of a Transactional Database 
id_partl: T79 
id _part 2 : 15 72 · 
cfms: A-67615 
vendor: Environmental Systems Research Institute 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Dan Ross 
eval date: 06/30/2005 
purpose: ConTract was to provide assistance with the technical configuration design and 
documentation for a spatial database that will allow business areas within the Mn/DOT to 
maintain and report against data stored in the developed enterprise spatial database 
environment. 
A contract was necessary as Mn/DOT did not have the resource or expertise avaialble to 
deliver the required functionality. 
accomplished: Yes · 
contract date: 0~/30/2005 
actual_date: 06/30/2005 
contract cost: $25,000 
actual cost: $24788 
~ost~effective: Vendor had the resources and the expertise avaialble to provide the need 
_unctionality in the required time frame. If Mn/DOT had done this it would have taken 

much longer. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage: Ye;; 
eng.age e: They provided . quality work and it was completed on time. 

1 



( 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A 71436 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Miller Trunk EA 87372 12/22/04 - 1/31/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was to provide an environmental assessment, public involvement and traffic modeling. State needed 
assistance in preparing documents, meetings and with traffic modeling for future developments. This expertise did not 
exist in the area. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
q ~-4 q. Contract: $91,684.74 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-C/-()" 
Date 



( 

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. 

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail StoR_ 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Service Environmental & Engineering Group A48069 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated soil corrective action 81339 W .O. 10 4-29-03 to 6-30-05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in designing and completing corrective actions for 
treatment of contaminated soil encountered during highway construction . 

Billable Hours {if applicable): 

I 
Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
$84,093.00 Trunk Highway 

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

There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA that have much of the knowledge and experience to do this 
work, but they are not available to be on-call to work on a Mn/DOT construction project. Also, this work requires 
specific OSHA safety training which many state employees do not have. It is most cost effective to hire an outside 
Contractor for this type of work which does not occur frequently enough on highway projects to have a trained and 
equipped team within Mn/DOT. 

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

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: 

Attached 

~ . "111_/fftV]~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

2>-q-a<o 
Date 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A 71436 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Miller Trunk EA 87372 12/22/04 - 1/31/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was to provide an environmental assessment, public involvement and traffic modeling. State needed 
assistance in preparing documents, meetings and with traffic modeling for future developments. This expertise did not 
exist in the area. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
q ~-4 q Contract: $91,684.74 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 

~~~Z-/ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

3-C/-o<t; 
Date 



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 87372 Type of work Pre-Design 

District/Office One Work Type Code __ P_D ___ _ 

S.P. 8821-48 T.H. 53 

Contractor SEH 

Location Miller Trunk in Duluth #' 3' 4 :; C _, 
l~ ✓:~, 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: 12/22/04 1/31/06 

-~' . cY) 

~
-~ t~AR ~o. e (~ 
:;::; R,1:i....t1\lc.D C 

~ OFF!CL ( )f : 
~- . l t:CIII\£ ,... 
-~ . CONSULTAN :;K.Y<.V/<, ·~ 

2 ;;.... 6/30/06 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 

1¢ ,~. . ·'?c> . ,S .. 
~/? n,61 fll \ \ ~\", 

+ Amended Cost:$ 0 ~.1,ti1,..\.. ~ 

Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ .2.1684.74 = Orig Cost: $.2_1684. 7 4 

Amended cost for: ,-...; Overrun ,-...; Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 -------

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract administration X :' ' ·. 

cooperation . · ' . .. 

8. Invoices and progress reports X 
. 

9. Cost estimation/budget X ' 

management 

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

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

~~Qe ~(;)~~~ 
( Roberta P. Dwyer (b 

1sobz,"h 
( 

~ee 
) 

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. 
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: 

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: 
SER performed superbly in meeting deadlines and working with private developers and the 

public. They earned the trust of the public and met Mn/DOT needs. Cooperation and products 

exceeded exQectations. 

: \user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Service Environmental & Engineering Group A48069 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated soil corrective action 81339 W.O. 10 4-29-03 to 6-30-05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in designing and completing corrective actions for 
treatment of contaminated soil encountered during highway construction. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: 
$84,093.00 Trunk Highway 

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

There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA that have much of the knowledge and experience to do this 
work, but they are not available to be on-call to work on a Mn/DOT construction project. Also, this work requires 
specific OSHA safety training which many state employees do not have. It is most cost effective to hire an outside 
Contractor for this type of work which does not occur frequently enough on highway projects to have a trained and 
equipped team within Mn/DOT. 

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: 

Attached 

~Q,vQ__ "-m~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

2>-q,-a<o 
Date 



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. ~ 1'~3., Lu,. 0, l O Type of work ~fqW1 lvi a_-kd So,· I C.0--rre c{i-u-e a_c_./-,'c:_l'Y) 

District/Office d' Work Type Code 6 L · 
S.P. 35oq - l 15 T.H. 7 5 Location _·Ha ...... '·,__· _ll_o_G_k_-_____ _ 

Contractor ~-52><-V\Ce 81U\ro'Y\\;yu2yy/p.( ~ Er~~ ~p 
Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: AoY- 29 ,Z,Do3 I· l·O~ · Ju\/\ 30, 2oos-
Work Stari Date Work Completion Date Expiration Datb 

Total Contract Cost: $ o4 I <N3, 06 = Orig Cost: $ 8~9~ ~ Amended Cost: $~0 'oo 
J 

Amended cost for: - Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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_ adfiili.tlstrati~n .- ·: · . , 

. ·.· cooperation ,:. : 

8 .. 1ny·9.ic~s arid progress reports 

9. Cost es~~tion/budget .. 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ [ ~ 
( /\} Q V\L\,_/ Rod l.e- ) 

Print Name 

,_, Additional Work Number of Amendments _L 
.. - .. _ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 
X 

'f 

X 

X 
X 

.. ··, .. 

1.·• . ; . . • ~ ! . 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average Poor 
3 Points 2Points 1 Point 

. ' X ·: .... _._ l -f '•. . ·· . 
(" '"• 

- :, • f •• ! ! _-:.: ·. -. 

,x ... .·. .. 
- . 

:· .: •.' .. · ... . . 

)( 

Total Points 4liJ ~3 
(Maximum points 36) 

. . 

d . nistrator: ..., J f .,,. Contract A IIl1 • !,, J r;,iOi I.I!' 

Prin ame 

... 

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. 

• 
• 

Average 

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. 
e 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 J\1n/DOT. 

Comments: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-82838 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 11/09/05 to 02/15/06 
88893 

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

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

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 71, (JCT of TH 71 & CR 90), District 8 / Project number 3412-70. 

"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: $70,125.00 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. 

~ ............ -., -
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

z-.aJ~ .3-7-~~ 
Date 



( 

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. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

CFMS Contract Number: A-82838 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 11 /09/05 to 02/15/06 
88893 

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

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

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 71, (JCT of TH 71 & CR 90), District 8 / Project number 3412-70. 

"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. 

I 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contract Amount: $70,125.00 I 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. 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ ~ . ~ .3-7-"~ 
Date 



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. 

. 0 Q Qq· I ~\ · \ . cl, j_ < '( -~;r : (; 
Agreement No. 0 oO» Type of work + \,J ,,:::r;:;-C 1 Q}t-y, '=? eYc ' C 1~ ""I , i7 
District/Office 1)-8 Work Type Code MP ( . 
S.P. ':Ii// 2- ?Cl T.H. 7/ Location 75d, TI::( '7/ ~ C R90 
Contractor ~ C- C ~ ~~, n ( Th C~, \ . 
Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
ContractPetiod: I l- c;· -0·5 ; z - I £_at' ; G. ;_ 5 C? .,.- 0 b 

· Work Start Date . Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $7(1• t2 (-=Orig Cost:$ 7Cl, /2J ,.,-:f Amended Cost:$ {P r , ~,~---

Amended cost for: ,...._, Overrun · ,...._, Additional Wark Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager • 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

.1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reouirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance· 

• 11::· ,. :.;::·{·;:"~/;::: 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

.,,/ 

/~/tyJ~f~ ~->-anA_ae,g7er: ,,/ 
-/✓ It~· . .... (.~ ). 

C >1"·~·\Ac_. G\.ct.$ \~ ) 
Pnnt Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

I 
Below 

Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

J 
-

I ·v -

-
' I ,J. 
-
I 

,;.j 

-
'\., 

Total Points '28 
(Maximum poiJ?.ts 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

~Con~~:t,~W;:;c / , 

77-t {};:;/"o/'e-r-A C l-1 f1eif £4 ;V 
PrmtName _ 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
EnecoTech Midwest, Inc. A60178 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated soil monitoring for TH 14 86402 3-24-04 to 12-30-05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in properly monitoring the excavation, handling, 
treatment and disposal of contaminated soil and regulated waste materials encountered during the TH14 construction 
project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I T_otal Contract Amount: Source of Funding: 
$83,726.00 Trunk Highway 

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

There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA, MOH and DOA that have much of the knowledge and 
experience to do this work, but they are not available to be on-call to work on a Mn/DOT construction project. 
Also, this work requires specific OSHA safety training which many state employees do not have. It is most cost 
effective to hire an outside Contractor for this type of work which does not occur frequently enough on highway 
projects to have a trained and ~quipped team within Mn/DOT. 

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: 

Attached 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J-'1-t:,~ 
Date 



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: 
Foth & Van Dyke 
Project Name (if applicable): 
TH 169 Identification l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

82692 WO 3 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A81048 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/14/03 - 12/30/05 

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

This contract was for the identification of archaeological resources in the area of potential effect. It is 
necessary to consider the effects on cultural resources of any project with FHWA funding according to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The first step in this process is to identify archaeological 
resources. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
921.1 Contract: $60,611.04 Trunk Highway 

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

The contractor was selected because of on-going work on the TH 169 project and because the results of this 
project were integrated into the report on another aspect of th~ project conducted under another 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-7-~~ 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: Two Pines Resource Group 

Project Name (if applicable): TH 14 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86891 

CFMS Contract Number: A69128 

Project Duration (Dates): 10/4/2004 -
12/31/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The contract was to 
identify and evaluate any archaeological and architectural resources within the area of potential effect of the project. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that this be done in order to secure FHWA funding for the 
project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

5,~\'~·•5 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $385,744.72 

Source of Funding: 
T <un K Ht~hwa.'/ 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 
A single source was chosen because it is more efficient, faster, and requires less coordination than if multiple 
contractors are used. The consultant was chosen in a competition among four other firms. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-7- o(p 
Date 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
EnecoTech Midwest, Inc. A60178 
Project Name (if applicable): 1 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated soil monitoring for TH 14 _ 86402 3-24-04 to 12-30-05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in properly monitoring the excavation, handling, 
treatment and disposal of contaminated soil and regulated waste materials encountered during the TH14 construction 
project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding: 
$83,726.00 Trunk Highwa 

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

There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA, MOH and DOA that have much of the knowledge and 
experience to do this work, but they are not available to be on-call to work on a Mn/DOT construction project. 
Also, this work requires specific OSHA safety training which many state employees do not have. It is most cost 
effective to hire an outside Contractor for this type of work which does not occur frequently enough on highway 
projects to have a trained and ~quipped team within Mn/DOT. 

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

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: 

Attached 

&w..t.~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ - '7-t,(, 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORM:ANCE 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. ~ (d-{O d\ 
District/Office ____ Ji--------

Type of work Cen-~tn.{ cb (5V\ E 't(C. t~ ,' to r-/vi-j 

Work Type Code E-J::. 
S .P. ~ \ 0 3_:__ 47 T.H. J Lf Location ())a SeC~, Jewtesv,·t~ 

l 

Contractor-~-&~ u.ffi:kc S-V\ U l Y- On \Nl.Q,v\, h I ~e (\J~C(? 5
1 

:C Vl c , 

Subcontractor il/ A 
( 

Subcontractor N LA 
Contract Period: Ar O I z__oo'f; Qec__- ~0,2005 De:c 1)0, ·2--00,;-

w rk Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 53 ])Jo,Cf)= Orig Cost: $43 2.. 7-z,,oq. Amended Cost:$ 'f.(J, Lf-5<.( oo 
{ I I 

Amended cost for: - Overrun ~tional wo:;) Number of Amendments pf .L. 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

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 ";<. 

7. Contract administration. · · ·,. :., •• ,# ,,','' 

. . ·:· cooperation . ': ' .' .. . -rt 
•,, .'. ·.·· 

8. : Inyqic~s ~d progress t;'eports_ ✓ 
9. Cost est~ation/budget __ ' i'.>(_ . . management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

N 0l'V\ L '-( l2oJ k_, 
\~ ~ I D ~ () ) 
V\.'~.Je~ 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2Points 

. '. : 
·I '· • .• 

. ., 

.··, .• . .. 

,, . 

Total Points .SC 
(Maximum points 36) 

cda 

Poor 
1 Point 

.: '. 

: 

o:iMM,,o& 
c &iv~~caob£)-Jii~~ 

Print Name 

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



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. 

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: 

Poor: 

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

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

l 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Foth & Van D}'ke A81048 
Project Name (if applicable): 1 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
TH 169 Identification 82692 WO 3 4/14/03 - 12/30/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was for the identification of archaeological resources in the area of potential effect. It is 
necessary to consider the effects on cultural resources of any project with FHWA funding according to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The first step in this process is to identify archaeological 
resources. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
921.1 Contract: $60,611.04 Trunk Highway 

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

The contractor was selected because of on-going work on the TH 169 project and because the results of this 
project were integrated into the report on another aspect of th~ project conducted under another 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

.3-7-~~ 
Date 



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. 82692 WO #3 Type of work Archaeology identification 

District/Office .3 Work Type Code £-. 
S.P. 1804-50 T.H. 169 Location Mille Lacs County 

Contractor Foth & Van Dyke 

Subcontractor' \ ~ · 

Subcontractor / tJ 
Contract Period: L.f 'JI.\ \o~ 12/30'2005 12/30'2005 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ Orig Cost: ..-Amended Cost: 
l4tl,"hZ•o, vt, :rt ,ct . .:,, z.. ,;,, Sl:t. ~ 

Number of Amendments. 2. Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work 
-.. e.e.o\\C.ee ~c.of)~ 

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 > .· •,, .. . .. .. .• 

8. Invoices and·:prhgres~·reporls )( 
. 

. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 

'i-management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points ---* (Maximum points 3 6) 

( ) 

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. 

• 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: 
The consultant completed all of their work within the time and budget limits. They did not need 

much direction for Mn/DOT in performing their work. They kept the project manager informed 

of progress through monthly reports and other communication. The reason that much of their 

budget went unspent was because they did not get private landowner permission to survey their 

land for archaeological resources. 

:\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: Two Pines Resource Group 

Project Name (if applicable): TH 14 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86891 

CFMS Contract Number: A69128 

Project Duration (Dates): 10/4/2004 -
12/31/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The contract was to 
identify and evaluate any archaeological and architectural resources within the area of potential effect of the project. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that this be done in order to secure FHWA funding for the 
project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
5, ~ \'~·-, 5 Contract: $385,744.72 Tn.tnK. 1-h'~hwa. 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 
A single source was chosen because it is more efficient, faster, and requires less coordination than if multiple 
contractors are used. The consultant was chosen in a competition among four other firms. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

I 

·" Stem bier, Dept. of Administration 
Lmner, Consultant Services Section 

l 

~-7- o(, 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the :6nal invoice. This rating will be consideration in 
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Agreement No. 86891 Type of work Archaeology and Architectural History. 

District/Office 7 Work Type Code C ~ 
S.P. 5200-03 T.H. 14 Location Nicollet County 

Contractor Two Pines Resource Group 

Subcontractor HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Subcontractor Strata Morph 

Contract Period: · 10/4/2004 12/31/2005 7/31/2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date E~piration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $3 8&,711.7~ 
'"il'hO!>'t, •O 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 

Orig Cost: $271,920.00 + Amended Cost: $413,824:'2 
t"f ':f-,U°t,oo 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

J. Coiitfac(adriii:nistration 
cooperation . : . 

8. -•· Inyoices and progress reports 
.. .• 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~--~~-

, cJaig{)l~hnson ) 
Print'Name 

dditional Work Number of Amendments 4 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

·. )( 
. ,. :• . ·. · .... 

.· 

)G 

1--. 

Total Points ~~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

:.-, . 

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. 
• 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: 
Two Pines Resource Group did a good job of completing their archaeology report and integrating 

it with the geomorphology within their schedule and under budget. They coordinated the work 

between them and the consultants in an efficient manner and kept the project manager informed 

of project progress. However, the architectural historian from HDR, Daniel Pratt, did not 

adequately establish the criteria for evaluation. As a result, their contract obligations in the form 

of a final report were not completed and another firm, Gemini Research, was hired at additional 

cost and delay to complete the Phase II architectural history evaluations. The Two Pines contract 

was amended to reflect the removal of their obligations to evaluate the architectural properties. 

Due to these and other problems beyond their control, Two Pines was given average scores on 

their performance evaluation and was not penalized. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



.<t • 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Cook County A84641 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Cook County Thin Overlay 87659 W.O. 2 8/1/05 - 2/16/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to have Cook County inspect and make payments to a contractor for a thin 
bituminous overlay on a mile of T.H. 61. State had no other work in the area and County was able to provide 
these services. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $128,969.11 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&..d, ..ti ~A~,A~ ~ .___,....._..,,,_ -,___.. 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ - <- - "" 
Date 



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. 87659 W.O. 2 

District/Office One -..;::;....:;;;;..;:;. ______ _ 
S.P. 1601-61 T.H. 61 ---
Contractor Cook Coun~ 

8/1/05 · 2/16/06 

Type of work Field Inspection and Contractor 

Payments 

Work Type Code ""'"'IN~-------­

Location R.P. 86 - 87 in Cook Coun!Y 

5/31/06 ' 
~2 ~n.')\ {/ _•;~ 

k Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 
-~ 

I 128,969, ll = Orig Cost:$ 132,969.28. 

] Overrun D Additional Work Numb 
~a .1 a ....... 

-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 

Standards/Requirements X 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

on time X 
5. Project related cooperation X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

. 

7. Contract administration · 
cooperation 

' ·. X 
8. Invoices and progress reports X .· .. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 36 ---
(Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

vr,,JL~W~ 
( Roberta Dwyer ·-~ 

Print Name ) 

Rob2.r:\:o.., l)u,'1~'~ 
( ) 

Print Name 

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

~

·1 
. 

•• • 

J 

: 
' 



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. 

• 
• 

Average 

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: 

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

" ~- i ~ .. 4t ;,· 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: 
Cook County was able to provide a thin overlay and inspection on a remote section ofT.H. 61. 

This resulted in an improved driving surface at a reasonable cost. The work was completed in a 

very timely manner. 

:\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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Cook County A84641 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agre·ement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Cook County Thin Overlay 87659 W.O. 2 8/1/05- 2/16/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to have Cook County inspect and make payments to a contractor for a thin 
bituminous o_verlay on a mile of T.H. 61. State had no other work in the area and County was able to provide 
these services. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $128,969.11 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 

.{!JJ;yJ_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: 1 Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

~- <..- ct, 
Date 



( 

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. ._. .. 

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric (d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88892 

CFMS Contract Number: A-82840 

Project Duration (Dates): 11/9/05 to 2/15/06 

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 also produce an Ortho-Photo for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 94, (from TH 694 to Lowery Tunnel), Metro West 
District I Project number 2781. 

"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 
n~quire us to contract out. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $89,877.00 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. 

~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ - 1-0G, 
Date 



CONSUL TANT 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. 

A~e~mentNo. 8~,89,J Typ.eofwork .~~1-D ::J ' Ha&Ji;_,~ 
D1stnct/Office "-? etco Y✓eJ1 · Work Type Code fftd: (I-
S.P. ;) 7 /s \ . T.H. Ji Location l;=rn M Tl;-\ CZ'-( ,f ,!J Lo L-.1< ?:/ / ll~ ... e ( 
Contractor t:-1 C< r· l"t._\\ \ 1 0 '\; ".' Ce 

. ~ 

Subcontractor ~ -----------
Subcontractor -
Contract Period: -1 / ___ l ___ o_· 5--. ?-~-I(_{)' ; l ~-.'.:~ 6 - 0 C 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 8%, 87 ?,--==orig Cost: $ B1t 8'7 7,,......-+ Amended Cost: $ ___ / __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager · 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 1------,--------.------,-------, 

.1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

· "•I .J$;;~t~iiit:.:: 
Contractor's rating for this contract: 

. Proj~er: 

~,a ~ ~ .. ~A~~ 
( BA.~\~\J. SWw4~weh_.oc.) 

.11tint Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I 

Average 
3 Points 

/. 

Below 
Average 
2 Po-ints 

Total Points ~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

· · trato~~-~ / 
V ~-7("~~ 

ll1t- /fI;~ffl~/1 He;//12111✓ 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( $50,000.00. . .... 

'-

( 

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

Contractor Name: Aero Metric (d/b/a) Markhurd Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88892 

CFMS Contract Number: A-82840 

Project Duration (Dates): 11 /9[05 to 2/15/06 

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 also produce an Ortho-Photo for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 94, (from TH 694 to Lowery Tunnel), Metro West 
District/ Project number 2781. 

"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: $89,877.00 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. 

! ) 

~~/Yi~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~---1--00 
Date 



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: 
Insight Public Sector 
Project Name (if applicable): 
LAN/WAN Development and Tech support 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86390 

CFMS .Contract Number: 
A68099 
Project Duration (Dates): 
9/7/2005 - 6/30/2005 

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

Needed expertise was not present among staff. Entered into contract to accomplish necessary tasks and to mentor 
staff, improving skill set. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
885.25 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract:$132, 787.50 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway 

If this was a S~!7gle source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 

NIA 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

{!tJ»-LY~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d-~·7 - o<;o 
Date 



( 

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 StoQ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
HNTB CorQoration A69408 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Revisions to Design-Build TemQlates 83591 WO#10 10/2004- 09/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

There were three major tasks associated with this work order: 

1) Participation in the completion of the design-build white papers 
2) Completion of new sections of the design-build template for specialty bridge types 
3) Completion of a design-build pre-letting users guide 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: J Source of Funding: 
572.75 $80,781.27 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 

{!tvuJ__ 7~;!1 tU,(____ -=<-~7--0~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date · 

( cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Admin istration 
Jeff Brunner; Consultant Services Section 
File 



Report on Professional/Techni-cal Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Parsons Brinkerhoff A73637 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Tunnel Alarm Systems 87416 3/18/05 - 1/31/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to provide a design plan for upgrading the fire alarm system in three highway tunnels 
and to upgrade navigation lights for a major bridge. It was necessary to enter into a contract due to the highly 
specialized nature of the work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on j Source of Funding: 
1.716 Contract: $197,252.37 State 

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 
pe_rformance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ -~ 7-o(o 
Date 



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 Sto~ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
Department of Transportation 
Contractor Name: 
Insight Public Sector 
Project Name (if applicable}: 
LAN/WAN Development and Tech support 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86390 

CFMS .Contract Number: 
A68099 
Project Duration (Dates): 
9/7/2005 - 6/30/2005 

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

Needed exp·ertise was not present among staff. Entered into contract to accomplish necessary tasks and to mentor 
staff, improving skill set. 

Billable Hours (if applicable}: 
885.25 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract:$132,787.50 

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: 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(!~r~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d-~7 - o~ 
Date 



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 .. 

. · · Con1puteJ" o-erv,ce~ 
. Agreement No. _86390____ Type of work _LAN/WAN Network Consulting __ 

District/Office _OIT_____ Work Type Code C p 
S.P. t.J\A T.H. rJIA- Location_C.O. _______ _ 

Contractor _Insight Public Sector ________ _ 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period:. C\ I J JO ·vi -

Work Start 'i>a.te 
Coto0\OS ; 6\-=to10S 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_132,78750 == Orig ~ost: $_126,000_ + Amended Cost: $_6787.50_ 

Amended cost for: 6 Overrun 
,...... 
~A.dditional Work Number of Amendments 

Item R~ating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 1-----'---.....;_..,.------r------r-----'----{, 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~ 
( Bob Bennett ) 

Print Name 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I 

3 

. Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 30 --
(Maximum points 36) 

(He U s~a t1 c1=:,,n,1( 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• 
• 

Average 

Contractor respopsive to requests. 
Contractor suggests improvements. 

• Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
• Deliverables meet standards .. 
• Project ~s 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: 
Consultant's time r~ports were very goo~. Insight only sent me an invoice once and only after 

loud complaints. Mary Prudhomme would contact me for invoice approval for invoices I had : 

never seen. Mary was kind enough to make copies for me (thank you). 

Actual work performed was excellent. 

:\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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
HNTB Cor~oration A69408 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Revisions to Design-Build Templates 83591 WO#10 10/2004- 09/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

There were three major tasks associated with this work order: 

1) Participation in the completion of the design-build white papers 
2) Completion of new sections of the design-build template for specialty bridge types 
3) Completion of a design-build pre-letting users guide 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
572.75 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$80,781.27 
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: 

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 

f!tvu-L ~ na«-
caro1 Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

c:? ~~ 7--0 <;:, 
Date 



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. 83591 Work Order 10 Type of work Design Build 

District/Office Construction and Innovative Contracting Work Type Code DB 

S.P. NIA T.H. NIA Location NIA 

Contractor HNTB Co.moration 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 10/15/04 09/30/05 . 09/30/05 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $80,781.27 = Orig Cost: $145,467.84 + Amended Cost: -$53,353.99 

Amended cost for: □Overrun □Additional Work C8'.]Decrease Work Number of Amendments 2. 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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 · X 
. 

. 

. cooperation 
' 

·, .. . 

8. Inyoicesjmd progress .reports 
·. 

X . 
·. .. '.·., .' . · . 

9. ·.Cost estimation/budget · .. X 
.. . .. 

management 
' 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 26 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: • • 

(Joseph Gladke) 
\;\J.tlJ/Y1~ ul,A.~ V)I.AAAI) 
(Melissa McGinnis) 

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. 
• 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: 
Invoice processing/documentation needs major improvement. 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Parsons Brinkerhoff 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Tunnel Alarm Systems l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

87416 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A73637 
Project Duration (Dates): 
3/18/05 - 1/31/06 

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide a design plan for upgrading the fire alarm system in three highway tunnels 
and to upgrade navigation lights for a major bridge. It was necessary to enter into a contract due to the highly 
specialized nature of the work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
1.716 Contract: $197,252.37 State 

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 

~ ~ -~ 7 - o(o 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

c 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. 87416 __;;;..;;.._;_.=...;:;.._ _____ _ Type of work Detail Design 

District/Office One --------------- Work Type Code DD ~ -~----. 
:'1'.,f ?-. J J1 >r1:~, 

Location Dl Tunnels _,('··(. · · · ··:,<-✓~ S.P. 8821-111 T .H. ___ 9_9 ___ 9 __ 
•. ::-·-:..,,) ;'.;,,-j ":,,/ ~, 

Contractor Parsons Brinckerhoff /}~·-' s0\ 
A~~ ·•(j:\ 

Subcontractor_____________ t;~-, \.}J, 
b \~/, ... ,_ 

Su contractor :{~'? .. ./'.·::;. 
Contract Period: 3/18/05 · 1/31/06 : 3/31/06 \2~:_,.. -c':'<:fl 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration D1it~.\:: '~7 ·h ;_:·· L ),,:V 
~~> 

Total Contract Cost:$ 197,252.37 = Orig Cost:$ 165,639.04 + Amended Cost: $~-741.15 

Amended cost for: D Overrun [8J Additional Work Number of Amendments ...;;1;..__ __ _ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

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 X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

~ 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation X .. 

8. Invoices and progress reports •· 

X .. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _3 ___ 6 ____ _ 

Project Manager: 

-~~~() '~-
( Roberta Dwyer ~ l) 

Print Name 

., 

(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

RobeY11A., Du.J,(e r 
( ) . 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

. 

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. 

• 
Average 

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: 
PB delivered an excellent product. The design of the tunnel alarms is highly specialized. They provided 

a detailed design for the electrical systems and also conformed well to Mn/DOT Standards. The CADD 

work was excellent. Even after bridge lighting was added to the contract, work was completed on time. 

:\user\consult\f orms\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: 
Barr Engineering Company 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
l-35W Pipe Monitoring/Analysis of Hydraulic 83335 
Surges. 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A39401 
Project Duration (Dates): 
8/20/02 - 11 /30/05 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to provide storm water pipe monitorini and analysis of hydraulic surges occurring from 
intense rainfall events at tunnel drop-shafts under l-35W at 35th and 39 Streets in Minneapolis. It was necessary to 
enter into a contract in order to obtain additional pressure, velocity, and video data of surge events to, as much as 
feasible, confirm or refute the design basis of the proposed surge diffuser structures to be constructed as part of the 
I35W /TH 62 project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
209.90 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $66,690.24 

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: 

The proposed data collection effort was an extension of previous data collection performed by Barr 
Engineering at these sites. The existing data collection and video equipment at these sites had been 
inoperative for a while and needed to be inspected and repaired as necessary to return it to intended operation. 
Whereas, Barr Engineering, which is a recognized regional authority in hydrology, originally installed this 
equipment and is very familiar with the difficulties of maintaining equipment in the demanding tunnel 
environment, they were singularly qualified to undertake this work. Furthermore, the area of expertise of 
Barr Engineering's sub-consultants was ideally matched to the installation of hydraulic sensors in a tunnel 
that was included in this work. Charles Nelson Associates specializes in tunnel construction and evaluation. 
The University of Minnesota St Anthony Falls Laboratory (SAFL) is a hydraulics research center with unique 
capabilities and expertise in hydraulic sensors and monitoring hydraulic surges in large, pressurized, urban 
storm sewers. The specialized facilities and staff at SAFL have resulted in the development of expertise and 
publication of a number of technical papers about hydraulic surges and other complex hydraulic phenomena 
(for example, refer to SAFL Technical Paper 296-A" Surging in Urban Storm Drainage Systems" by Q. Guo 
and C. Song in Journal of Hydraulic Engineering, American Society of Civil Engineers, Vol. 116 no.12, 
December 1990). Measurements of the magnitude and time duration of pressure surges made possible by 
instrumentation provided by SAFL was to be used to confirm the capacity of the proposed diffuser structure 
to resist the thrust imposed on it during~urge event. 
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~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d- -c:2, I - CJ G 
Date 



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. 83335 Type of work Water Resource Engineering 

District/Office Metro Work Type Code HY 

S.P. 2782-281 T.H. I-35W Location Under I-35W at 35th and 39th Streets in Mi:rmea12olis 

Contractor Barr Engineering Company 

Subcontractor CNA Consulting Engineering 

Subcontractor St. Anthony Falls Laboratory (SAFL) 

Contract Period: August 20, 2002; 
Work Start Date 

November 30, 2005 ; November 30, 2005 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:* $92,881.44 = Orig Cost: $92,881.44 + Amended Cost: $NIA 

* Actual Cost was $66,690.24 less than contract cost due to less runoff events than anticipated. 

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 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 X 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

X management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 30 

Project Manager: ..... G7,uc/M ( ' Bruce Irish 
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. 

• 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: 
Barr Engineering did a good job of administering the contract and compiling the final report. 

The University of Minnesota St Anthony Falls Laboratory staff made significant efforts to keep 

monitoring equipment operational and download data after storm events in a timely manner. 

Although there were not as many intense storms to produce hydraulic surge event data within the 

study period as was hoped (which is the cause of the study not using all budgeted funds), data 

from the storm events that did occur was captured and did not indicate an approach to the I35W 

geyser problem different from the previous evaluation. 

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

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

( Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. A74755 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 3002-09 (TH 47} Asbestos Abatement 87845 04/22/05 To 10/22/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P. 3002-09 (TH 47), as directed by 
the State Project Manager. It was necessary to enter into this agreement because the department did not have the 
necessary expertise on staff to do the contracted work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA l Total Amount Spent on 

Contract: $60,710.20 
Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

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

NIA 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d- -- c:2 __ / - 0 ~ 
Date 



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. _,..;.-87---8 ___ 4_5 ___ _ 

District/Office 3-Baxter 

Type of work Asbestos Abatement Services 

Work Type Code ~ A B 
S .P. 3 002-09 T.H. _11_ Location _,P---a_;;;;r...c,_ce-'-'-1'-'--s ...;;;;.1.;;...5....;;.;a=nd.;;._.:;_9~4 _______ _ 

Contractor Veit Environmental.1 Inc. 

Subcontractor NI A -----------------
Subcontractor NI A __;;:._:.:..::-;;;::;___ _________ _ 
Contract Period: 04/22/2005 ___ ; 10/22/2005 ; 03/01/2006 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total'Contract Cost: $100,000.00 = Orig Cost: $100,000.00 + Amended Cost: $_0._0_0 __ _ 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

"" Additional Work Number of Amendments ~O __ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 27 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

rf u}(p 
.
~rojec.t~~~.~ :~1/. -~~~~ ~·/ ~-~" ~ ' 

( Mark Vogel //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. 
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: 

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: 

: \user\consult\f orms\evaluati on. 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 Sto~ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Liesch Associates, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
S.P. 3002-09 & 10 (TH 47) Asbestos 
Abatement 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83115 WO2 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A57849 
Project Duration (Dates): 
01/23/04 To 12/31/05 

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P. 3002-09 and 3002-10 (TH 47), as 
directed by the State Project Manager. It was necessary to enter into this agreement because the department did not 
have the necessary expertise on staff to do the contracted work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $182,459.94 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

fav-t~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-c:21-0(o 

Date 



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. 83115 WO #2 

District/Office 3 - Baxter 

Type of work Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code ~ A 5 
S.P. 3002-09 & 10 T.H._4___;_,7_ Location Isanti County 

Contractor Liesch Associates,. Inc. 

Subcontractor Veit Environmental 

Subcontractor NI A -~-----------
Contract Period: January 23, 2004 

Work Start Date 
; December 31, 2005 ; January 1, 2006 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

~is.... 4'-Yi c.:; c 'i {j cl ·, :-. 
6"!5;) \,• "<,;t~~, 

v-,:,: <6 
/i.,.•-- ;: ~ r~·-= R.. .. c,..,; .r,-D 1,'_..AJ -

~~ ~Ql;;;:;,'._~;F ;,;;, 
~:> -/6~rv, Sil~ r 

·~-<>>, . ·:. ~1✓, 
""l..C//i r 1"-. '-), 

~.:, I}/ P 8 Ip· 
Total Contract Cost: $200,000.00 = Orig Cost:$ 200,000.00 + Amended Cost:$ ~~~ 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~t~: -~~ 
( Kevin Schmidt ) 

Print Name 

"" Additional Work Number of Amendments _1~_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I I 
I I 

I I 

~ 
I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

I 3 

3 

3 

..3 

Total Points ~ ~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

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. 
• 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 budg~t through no fault of Mn/DOT. 

.Comments: 
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- Report on Pro~essional/Technic·a1 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 - CTS 
Project Name (if applicable): 

I 
Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655 w.o. 183 

CFMS Contract Number: A79248 

Project Duration (Dates): 
8/15/05 -12/31/05 

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

The purpose of this conference is to bring together Minnesota's traffic safety stakeholders to provide the latest 
information on traffic safety initiatives and strategies, and to provide training on traffic safety topics. 

There was no state employee with the expertise or agency with the lab facilities necessary to conduct this 
research. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $70,000.00 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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

fl_ --~I - C5 ~ 

Date 



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 W.O. 183 

District/Office Traffic 

Type of work _Training. ________ _ 

--- Work Type Code _TR __ 

Location S.P. ____ _ T.H. ___ _ -------------
Contractor_ University of Minnesota - CTS 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: _ 8/15/05 _____ ; _12/31/05 ____ ; _4/28/06 ____ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 70,000.00 = Orig Cost: $ ____ +Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

Amended cost for: I"-/ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7; Contract iidmihtstration: 
c66Qeraiiori 

8. >Invoices ~ri<;i. proffee$sr 

% COst estirhatfori/budget 
management· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Loren Hill _____ _ 
( ) 

Print Name 

~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

r: 

Poor 
1 Point 

~ 2.-}tlo/olD 
) 

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. 

• Project is on time and budget. 
• Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• Contractor Minimally or does not rrieet .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: 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota - CTS 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655 w.o. 183 

CFMS Contract Number: A79248 

Project Duration (Dates): 
8/15/05 -12/31/05 

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

The purpose of this conference is to bring together Minnesota's traffic safety stakeholders to provide the latest 
information on traffic safety initiatives and strategies, and to provide training on traffic safety topics. 

There was no state employee with the expertise or agency with the lab facilities necessary to conduct this 
res_earch. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source .of Funding: 
Contract: $70,000.00 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

£2--- --,.LA - C> (o 

Date 
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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 68~IQ_ng with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Liesch Associates, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
S.P. 3002-09 & 10 (TH 47) Asbestos 
Abatement 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83115 WO2 

CFMS Contra.ct Number: 
A57849 
Project Duration (Dates): 
01/23/04 To 12/31/05 

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P. 3002-09 and 3002-10 (TH 4 7), as 
directed by the State Project Manager. It was necessary to enter into this agreement because the department did not 
have the necessary expertise on staff to do the contracted work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $182,459.94 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 

(!11Jtµ_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d-- -rd- 1-{)(o 

Date 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. A74755 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 3002-09 (TH 47) Asbestos Abatement 87845 04/22/05 To 10/22/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P. 3002-09 (TH 47), as directed by 
the State Project Manager. It was necessary to enter into this agreement because the department did not have the 
necessary expertise on staff to do the contracted work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
N/A Contract: $60,710.20 Budget Allotment for District 3 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

c2_-c2,,/-0~ 
Date 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Barr Engineering Company A39401 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
l-35W Pipe Monitoring/Analysis of Hydraulic 83335 8/20/02 - 11/30/05 
Surges. 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to provide storm water pipe monitorin~ and analysis of hydraulic surges occurring from 
intense rainfall events at tunnel drop-shafts under l-35W at 35th and 39 h Streets in Minneapolis. It was necessary to 
enter into a contract in order to obtain additional pressure, velocity, and video data of surge events to, as much as 
feasible, confirm or refute the design basis of the_ proposed surge diffuser structures to be constructed as part of the 
I35W /TH 62 project. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
209.90 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $66,690.24 

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: 

The proposed data collection effort was an extension of previous data collection performed by Barr 
Engineering at these sites. The existing data collection and video equipment at these sites had been 
inoperative for a while and needed to be inspected and repaired as necessary to return it to intended operation. 
Whereas, Barr Engineering, which is a recognized regional authority in hydrology, originally installed this 

equipment and is very familiar with the difficulties of maintaining equipment in the demanding tunnel 
environment, they were singularly qualified to undertake this work. Furthermore, the area of expertise of 
Barr Engineering's sub-consultants was ideally matched to the installation of hydraulic sensors in a tunnel 
that was included in this work. Charles Nelson Associates specializes in tunnel construction and evaluation. 
The University of Minnesota St Anthony Falls Laboratory (SAFL) is a hydraulics research center with unique 
capabilities and expertise in hydraulic sensors and monitoring hydraulic surges in large, pressurized, urban 
storm sewers. The specialized facilities and staff at SAFL have resulted in the development of expertise and 
publication of a number of technical papers about hydraulic surges and other complex hydraulic phenomena 
(for example, refer to SAFL Technical Paper 296-A" Surging in Urban Storm Drainage Systems" by Q. Guo 
and C. Song in Journal of Hydraulic Engineering, American Society of Civil Engineers, Vol. 116 no.12, 
December 1990). Measurements of the magnitude and time duration of pressure surges made possible by 
instrumentation provided by SAFL was to be used to confirm the capacity of the proposed diffuser structure 
to resist the thrust im_gosed on it during a surge event. 

· 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,~ 7~w-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

d-- -c::L I - 0 (o 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 668: 2004 Minnesota Technology 
Transfer (T2) L TAP Program 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 119 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A62899 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/22/2004 - 12/30/2005 

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

To provide funding for the 2004 L TAP/LRRB Technology Transfer Program managed by the Center for Transportation 
Studies, University of Minnesota. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $384,000.00 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~'tuµ_~ c:2----U-o(o 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 668: 2004 Minnesota Technology 
Transfer (T2) L T_AP_ Program 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 119 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A62899 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/22/2004 - 12/30/2005 

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

To provide funding for the 2004 L TAP/LRRB Technology Transfer Program managed by the Center for Transportation 
Studies, University of Minnesota. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $384,000.00 

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 

@,rvid~ c:2--U-o(o 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 119 Type of work Research -

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 4/22/2004 ; 12 f 30/ t612/30/2005 
Start Date · Expiration Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$ 334,000.00 + 

Amendment Cost( s) 

$ filli000.00 

Final Cost: 

$ 384,000.00 

Item Rating Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and X 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance N/A 
(N/A) 
7. Contract administration X 

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

management 

Total Points 26 

..... · 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: -- --
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

. ~(\(\ . 

LIie, ~ ~kallman i 
-t:-:;,"'-

Clark IV 



Sandy_ Lueth 

Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us From: 
,ent: 
ro: 
Su_bject: 

Thursday, February 16, 2006 9:35 AM 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is t~e result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.g~stafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, February 16, 2006 at 09:34:51 

---------------------
config: ot/vendeval2 

~roject: 701 - Spatial Index User Interface for Right of Way Maps 
id partl: T79 
id-part2: 1605 
cfrns: A75015 
vendor: Environmental S~ stems Research Institute 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Crystal Phillips-Mustain 
eval date: 02/16/2006 
purpose: ArcIMS is a software product ·within Mn/DOT s standard family of GIS products for 
delivering data via a map interface through a web browser. There has been eleven requests 
for web-mapping capabilities over the past year through the Department. Phase 1 of this 
project will build the ArcIMS infrastructure and an ArcIMS enterprise web interface 
template. This infrastructure will be the foundation for other business areas to deliver 
their own data via the enterprise web interface template. This will ensure a consistent e­
government look and feel for Mn/DOT s data delivery via a map interface through a web 
browser. Phase 
1 of this project will also deliver an enterprise spatial data warehouse that will supply 
data to ArcGIS clients throughout the Department, in addition to providing data sources 
for ArcIMS web services. An understanding of the ArcIMS suite of tools and technology and · 
being able to make modifications and· minor enhancements to applications is required for 
~his project. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract date: 08/31/2005 
amended date: 12/31/2005 
actual date: 12 /31/2005 
contract cost: 133701.00 
actual cost: 122082.50 
cost effective: At the time of contract, OIT did not have support positions for 
deveioping, maintaining, a~d deploying ArcIMS. During this contract, we ha~ staff shidow 
the consultants and ensured knowledge transfer. 
amended: . Yes 
amended_e: The contract was amended to for additional time only. We had lost time. during 
the government shutdown. Additional time was also needed to complete a large raster data 
set with an lengthly load time. 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 
engage_e: The contractors are very professionaly and produced quality deliverables. The 
contractors worked well with our staff and helped to build our in-house technical 
e xpertise. 

1 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 816: Low Temperature Cracking of 
Flexible Pavement Due to Thermal Fatigue 
and Combined Effects Temp/Load 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 114 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A57989 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/27/2004 - 12/30/2005 

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

The new equipment will allow performing advanced laboratory characterization of asphalt materials used in pavements 
to better understand the role played by the mixture components, the mix design and the mixture preparation with 
respect to the material resistance to low temperature cracking. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $154,998.00 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 

/' . 

l~,(])J}J?__ /·bJ-&nA:Lu_r A-· iS-- o &, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 816: Low Temperature Cracking of 
Flexible Pavement Due to Thermal Fatigue 
and Combined Effects Temp/Load 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 114 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A57989 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/27/2004 - 12/30/2005 

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

The new equipment will allow performing advanced laboratory characterization of asphalt materials used in pavements 
to better understand the role played by the mixture components, the mix design and the mixture preparation with 
respect to the material resistance to low temperature cracking . 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $154,998.00 

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 

&w_!~ ~ - . I 5" - O (.o 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 114 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Type of work Research 

RE 
..... ~.i~1~ ,,t• ,· 1··, ,n ! v ..i] 1 

-tt:~//· ,,.; ·", l/1 /~l·? ~, 
Contract Period: 2/27/2004 ; 12. I oo / 0512/30/2005 

Or•••' r,:;~ 
: .. : . ;,;1r'",, 'J2"\.. 

:J t: ,;_, ~?00 -~ \.. .... ;~ 
Start Date Expiration Date • i,_1 • .lt 

, :~~ ,~l 
Original Contract Cost 

$--1.§1.i998.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

Amendment Cost(s) 

+ $ N/A = 

Final Cost: , c/ "'~\,,i 
, ;'. '', , ,J'j'~{)l1 

$ 154 998 00: :·:-, 1 •:\ ~ ,_..,,.,. Y7 . . ~ ~·. ,,, ___ \~~·~,~~~~:;:~;/ 

.-

Rating 

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

X. 

X 

X .. 

X 

X 

NIA 

X 
. Y6 y 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 2 y··· 
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: 

✓-/'/ ~·' ~ ,._,. 

,>·- '77 I •• /,.. ~--· 

9 Dai 

Contract Admini~J.rator: 
Q . -- -'l/ 

1~//2 
drames Klessig 



__ , ~,. ·+ fYl" "'~ee ~ .Profe-s~v-- Mru-a. <::.teo...nt-l. l.s 1?eY-- J?rO)c'- v-1 a _ , 

C..<> n -h' n U. "'-\l 't I cJ-e.. ,'" Pro" i cl ,' n ') del, \/-ex o-.bl-e ~ o.. ~ . 
Wnho. <luo..ll'-( r ~u_ Ir~ cL -rh IS ctp p lr 6 -{o ""'o st o-f- h , S 

t>ro)e.c..,+~ .. Re pet.Lt-eel ~+t--eW\ph 12) 5€Guve._ +h-e... 
~on ho c..;\u '-'-"'t re 'bu.. i'r e <A_ cl.o LUWle.r\.~, be +h-e'-1 r epo f'"h. 0 t-

o -\+le.v- ma.f e.. rr<U~, Ck.t e.. u ~u o...ll'-{ Md ....., i f-h v-ea__s.ons. ..fu<" +he... 

clclo..~ o...ncl °'- V\e,w p...-omrsed. d.a.1-e, wh,-U,, u._~uet.llt-t ~oe.~ 
wu·v\,.e_+_ 1-knc~ the. low rcuh'nl) • 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Bolton and Menk Inc. A5777 4 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Final Design Plans - TH22/7 at Hutchinson 85553 Jan. 22, 2004 - Feb. 1, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a. contract: 

This Contract provided complete Final Design Plans and specifications needed for letting of State Project 4302-44. The . 
State did not have sufficient resources to complete this work in time to meet the scheduled construction contract letting 
date for the improvement project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

<oi1~ .. so 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $743,459.61 
(subject to audit) 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

UvJ-{_ 'r)~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

;}_-r5 ~ {)o-· 
Date 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Barr Engineering Company A62000 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
SPCC Plans 86645 6/22/04 - 11/15/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To provide Spill Prevention and Countermeasures {SPCC) Plans for fuel and oil tanks to meet Federal EPA 
requirements. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
850.9 Contract: $87,644.74 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 

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

cx-15 - o~ 
Date 

I 



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. 

<rGi4S-
Distnct1otfice t:11 

Type of work I)e,ve{ 0 f S F' 'l/ f Uf 112 
WorkTypeCode 6) 

Agreement No. 

S.P. ·- T.H. - Location c~;;F:~::--
l=z ~ , ;;1;:'U.V' 1 <o.,,~ 

Contractor oY r '31-0-e-e\'.I n~ (1 O , , 1.t.iY . ...... <:~)\. 
'.·< / 1)(\1",,,:J t.'-'\ 

Subcontractor (,ic:.; R re/~,"~ ·1 
Subcontractor____________ (}~ o,:, ;c~ ,)F ;·')j tn .. . . . v-·;:1 coNsuLr ANT sF.Rv.

1
......._, 

Contract Period: ~ - Z 2-0L\ l \- \ 5 -() S ; ( l - \ '5-0 5 \:~,~> . c.,~~ .. 
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date Expiration Date "'-{J,,'r:7

11 
n; ~ r, l 9),;✓ 

Total Contract Cost:$ 8Zfo ~ 7~= Orig Cost:$ ____ + Amended Cost:$ ~i .• Q,o· -

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments _3{-\-11"r'\e) 

Item Rating . Rating 
1 -6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 3 
2. Work Performance ? 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ?J Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 3 on time 
5. Project related cooperation ? 
6. QA/QC plan conformance ~ 
7. Contract administration 

3 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ~ 
9. Cost estimation/budget 3 management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 01 
(Maximum points 36) 

( f-011 
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. 

• Project is on time. and budget. 
• Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• Contractor 1vfinimally 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: 
lh,b Co~ kq\ll~c, ~ '°1f'V1t' e'J(.ten~>ons. 

:\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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Barr Engineering Company A62000 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
SPCC Plans 86645 6/22/04-11/15/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To provide Spill Prevention and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plans for fuel and oil tanks to meet Federal EPA 
requirements. 

Billable Hours (if applicable}: l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
850.9 Contract: $87,644.74 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 

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

cx-15-o~ 
Date 



( 

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 StoQ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Bolton and Menk Inc. A5777 4 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Final Design Plans - TH22/7 at Hutchinson 85553 Jan. 22, 2004 - Feb. 1, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This Contract provided complete Final Design Plans and specifications needed for letting of State Project 4302-44. The 
State did not have sufficient resources to complete this work in time to meet the scheduled construction contract letting 
date for the improvement project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

toir~ .. so 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $743,459.61 
(subject to audit) 

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 

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

d2, - r5 ~ {)ff' 
Date 



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.: 85553 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar 

Type of work: Detailed design 

Work Type Code: ~D 
S.P.: 4302 - 44 T.H.: 7 and 22 Location: At Hutchinson 

Contractor: Bolton and Menk Inc. 

Subcontractor: LHB, Inc 

Subcontractor: Isthmus Engineering 

Contract Period: Jan 22, 2004; 
Work Start Date 

November 30, 2005; · February 1, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $743,459.61 = Orig Cost: $668,315.61 + Amended Cost: $75,144.00 

Amended cost for: Additional Work 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ u ek ) ( 

Number of Amendments: 3 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points ~8 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

'~~~ 
( Gene East ) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Notp,• Anv rM1no- ofhP.low ::ive:r::io-e: or noor. conv to .TeffRrunner. 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. 
• 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: 
Project Manager( s): 
This was a very complex urban detailed design project. 

Jon Huseby was Bolton & Menk's Project Manager. Brett Benzkofer was a key person in the design, and 
the key contact person for the contractor. 

The project required a lot of coordination with the City of Hutchinson, various Mn/DOT offices, an 
aesthetics committee and various utility companies. The contractor did a good job, and was very 
accessible, by phone and in person, throughout the projects issues 

Mn/DOT's survey data required additional work. The contractor did a good job supplying the extra void 
areas needed and supplying some Digital Terrain Model needed for the design. 

Mn/DOT' s layout required changes. There were bridge elevation changes, retaining wall modifications, 
street alignment / profile changes and entrances that needed to be modified. Pond locations could have 
been identified earlier taking into account the parkland and utility impacts. These issues required that the 
contract be amended. 

The City of Hutchinson provided a comprehensive storm water layout for the drainage area. The storm 
water plan was outdated and much of the preliminary hydraulics work had to be redone or re-analyzed, 
requiring an amendment to the contract. 



Mn/DOT changed the our project manager in the middle of the design project, the contractor handled this 
admirably, however, it did cause some delays or confusion at times. 

There was a good working relationship between the project managers on the project to try and resolve the 
issues with the public, the City of Hutchinson's and Mn/DOT's best interests. 

The contractor was very open to any changes or comments raised during the 30, 60 and 90 percent 
reviews; however the contractor could have followed up better, and completed the changes from 
comments submitted between each review. The complexity and size of the project led to many errors and 
omissions, and without diligent follow up, the list of corrections became long and difficult to manage. 
The contract got behind trying to meet these objectives. 

The contractor could have done a better job on updating the project schedule as issues occurred. 
Sometimes scheduling all interested parties became difficult and the time management seemed to get lost 
or go by quickly and an updated schedule throughout may have helped stay on track. 

The conversion from GEOP AK version seven to version eight caused some problems and the Contractors 
key expert for CADD work was subcontracted out throughout the process. 

The subcontractor for walls, LHB Inc., did a nice job on the retaining wall plans. They were very 
detailed. The aesthetics were taken into account and changes addressed very well. 

Mn/DOT changed the letting date on the project due to right of way issues. This made it difficult for the 
contractor to deliver the plan smoothly. The changes required additional time, leading to another 
amendment. 

Considering everything, the project plan set was very easy to read and met Mn/DOT standards, fulfilling 
the contract intent. 

Agreement Administrator: The contractor's cooperation and skill in the administration aspect of this 
contract was good, with one exception. This contract required 3 amendments due to additional work at 
Mn/DOT' s request. In the process of getting the amendments in place ( establishing that an amendment 
was actually needed, and establishing cost and/or time needed) the contractor was late and sometimes 
slow in providing Mn/DOT with input regarding the need for the amendment, and what the details ( cost 
and/or time) of the amendment were to be. In one instance, due to the delays in establishing the need for 
an amendment, the contract lapsed until the amendment was executed. To their credit, it seemed to be 
pride in getting the work done on time and on budget that caused their reluctance to accept that additional 
time or money was needed. 



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-82186 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 88825 I Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/05 to 01/31/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide Obstruction Survey for landings and take-offs at 
Bemidji, Marshall and Anoka Airports, for FAA requirements. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and LiDAR (Light, 
Detection & Ranging), equipment necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total C_ontract Amount: $94,000.00 Source of Funding: Office of Aeronautics 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~--71JJ-o~ 
Date 



( 

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-82186 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 88825 I Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/05 to 01/31/06 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide Obstruction Survey for landings and take-offs at 
Bemidji, Marshall and Anoka Airports, for FAA requirements. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and LiDAR (Light, 
Detection & Ranging), equipment necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total C_ontract Amount: $94,000.00 Source of Funding: Office of Aeronautics 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

:2-?1JJ-6G 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in 
future consultant selection procedures. Address0 comments on back, keep comments factual. 

AgreementNo. 888:25 
District/Office ;) Jf1 sf 8 

Typ. e of work Pb 1? ,to (Zr>i' ,-,.~ < 6-, C M_ arr;: I 
Work Type Code /Oe / A E KL.._.__o 1((_ ~~t-ii 1vi/2 ·1] L 1 .D.tt-r 

S.P.- T.H. ,__ 

Contractor \~ r 1

1

2--o VS\ \ 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor 

Location ,A-,' cPc1 C~ 
\ 
\ 

-----------
Con tract Period: / () - 2 0 - 0 { ; / -3 I - 0 ~ · b ~ J (J -- 0 (;, 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract cOst: $ CJ ';I Cl(/ (J = Orig Cost: $ 9 ii, Cl ti{) + Amended Cost: $ -1----
Amended cost for: "' Overrun · "' Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager · 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

.1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Reguirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance· 

· .. ·~.:r!~,t~1~ri 
Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

2)1~ (-;/2Ck(Yt44 ( r-~°' q\_·~ ~~\\\C.uf' ) 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

( 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

/ 
✓ 

v 

✓ 

✓ 
,/' 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points --21_ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

--

Poor 
.l Point 

~ JC1 L 1-l-fZ/1 N 

Note: Any rating ofbelo)'V 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: 
ERES Consultants - ARA 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 821: Assess Life-Cycle Costs and 
Roadway Surfacing Impacts of Increasing 
Roadway Construction Standards 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86953 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A69617 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/15/2004 - 12/30/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract; including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The primary focus of this study is to compare the current roadway construction and maintenance costs (life-cycle costs) · 
that city budgets must address under the 6 to 7 ton construction standard to the life-cycle costs of a 9 ton construction · 
standard. Life-cycle costs are those costs of initial construction, maintenance i.e., patching, milling, overlays, and 
reconstruction of pavement, curb and gutter, including additional grading items. The time period for life-cycle costs is 
estimated at 35 years. 

.The objective of this study is to provide a final report that summarizes the comparison of the life-cycle costs for the two 
construction standards described above. This document will be used to provide a basis for budgets on future projects 
and pavement management plans. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $88,878.89 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

( 1 ½/\ /"\ , /1 . 

UJ__>t_J-f___/1 ~/~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ ,- 3 ,- 0 <o 
Date 



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: 
ERES Consultants - ARA 
Project Name (if applicable): 
INV 821: Assess Life-Cycle Costs and 
Roadway Surfacing Impacts of Increasing 
Roadway Construction Standards 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
86953 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A69617 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/15/2004 - 12/30/2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The primary focus of this study is to compare the current roadway construction and maintenance costs (life-cycle costs) 
that city budgets must address under the 6 to 7 ton construction standard to the life-cycle costs of a 9 ton construction 
standard. Life-cycle costs are those costs of initial construction, maintenance i.e., patching, milling, overlays, and 
reconstruction of pavement, curb and gutter, including additional grading items. The time period for life-cycle costs is 
estimated at 35 years. 

The objective of this study is to provide a final report that summarizes the comparison of the life-cycle costs for the two 
construction standards described above. This document will be used to provide a basis for budgets on future projects 
and pavement management plans. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $88,878.89 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

,r( \_ 

Lil>c,JZ h0ii-t~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~-- r--C)(o 
Date 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No ._8 ___ 6 ___ 9 ___ 53""'---- Type of work Research -~ 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor ERES Consultants - ARA 

Contract Period: 11/15/2004 n I $0/,s 12/30/2005 
Start Date Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost(s) Original Contract Cost 

$ 88,878.79 + $ N/A = 

Final Cost: 

$~878.89 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~= ,~ 

Tom Mathisen [ ---'Zt-{) (Q 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Y-
~ 
~ 
~ 
)(_ 

7' 
-f-

i-

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

G:£ /fodaAf 
Sue [odahl 

Poor 
1 Point 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
~ 

• • • • 

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 . 

Contmctor 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 . 

Comm~ ~ ½ ~ 1hk (SV\ 6'_ ~ 

~suf•~~~%~~~ I . . 

~ ~~ ~ ~J L\ ~i-
- ·_ -- .. ... .. 

~ ~ <u/;M.~(~ 

~ f 

""•., I 

G ·~ I\ I • 
\ --­'I. \.1-.-. 

)"\. 

f 't~ 'l,~~u ~ <...,- -



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

lnstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 alon_g with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: A70403 
Confluence International Inc 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Financial Application Support 87151 12/01/2004 - 12/31/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The contractor provided technical assistance to complete complex enhancements in three major financial systems: the 
State Automated Materials Management System (SAMMS), Resource Consumption Application (RCA), and Cash 
Forecasting Information Tool (CFiT). In addition, the contractor assisted with resolving a variety of technical problems 
with these systems that were not identified as enhancements. The contractor also provided consultation to the key 
developers of another financial system that is undergoing a major enhancement for the State Aid Accounting System 
(SAAS). 

Mn/DOT did not have the resources with the required skills available to complete these enhancements in-house and 
within a reasonable timeframe. However, Mn/DOT does have the skilled resources to maintain the enhancements 
developed and will be able to continue supporting these systems in-house. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1809 I 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $153,765 

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: 

This contractor was hired through a competitive RFP process. 

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 

'f!lkd_~ 
Carol Molnau~ Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

I - ~t'J- ()~ 
Date 



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. _87151 __ _ Type of work _IT Development _____ _ 

District/Office __ Finance __ Work Type Code cP 
S.P. ____ _ T.H. ___ _ Location ______________ _ 

Contractor _Confluence International Inc. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 12/01/2004 ____ ; __ 12/31/2005 __ ; __ 12/31/2005 __ _ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_153,765.00= Orig Cost: $_85,000_ + Amended Cost: $68,765_ 

Amended cost for: ,....., Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Perforr:hance 

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 .·· 
managernent 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

0
...) \I\. Si,,.t Y" i,...;iw i & ~:-

rrmt Name 1 

) 

,..... 
~Additional Work Number of Amendments _3_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
.; < 

. ¾ 
x 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

.. . 
. .. 

. . 

' . 

. 
.. 

~ 

Total Points 3 5 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

.·· ·· . 

.... 

~~ ( -cl r;£Ci M6b\ f\ \115 ) 
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. 
• 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: 
This is a top-notch firm for IT development. They quickly learned the how the business worked 

and understood the needs and then programmed the requirements to work within our business 

rules. Their project task estimates were accurate and products were delivered on time and 

accurately developed according to the specifications. I highly recommend this group and would 

hire them again for another project should the need arise. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
North Star Land Services ComQany, Inc. A28746 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
District-wide 82069 WO1 10/18/2001 To 03/31/2003 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide district-wide Right-of-Way (R/W) acquisition assistance as directed by 
the State Project Manager. The projects were assigned within State District 3 by District R/W personnel. It was 
necessary to enter into this agreement because no personnel with the necessary expertise were available. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: Dist. 3 Allotment of 
$100,000.00 Consultant Services Budget. 

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

This contract was utilized during a period of extremely high workload. Staff professionals were being required to deliver 
the districts normal program together with the additional IRC project demands. District staff was stretched to the limit 
and program delivery deadlines were not being permitted to slide. It was not reasonably possible to increase the 
workload on the district's professional staff any further; no other State personnel with the necessary skills were 
available; and there was no chance of increasing staff to accommodate the district's needs. The only acceptable option 
available to the district to deliver the IRC program as well as our normal program was to utilize consultants. The 

• alternative would have been to miss a letting, thus delaying jobs. The resulting efficiencies were factors of time. 

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 

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

/-~0-c) (:; 

Date 



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. 82069WO#l 

District/Office 3/Right-of-W ay 

Type of work R/W Professional Assistance 

Work Type Code~ 

S.P. District-Wide T.H. _N/_A __ _ Location District-Wide 

Contractor North Star Land Services~ Inc. 

Subcontractor NI A ---"--'----~------'--------
Subcontractor NI A -'---~----------
Contract Period: October 18, 2001 

Work Start Date 
; March 31, 2003 ; June 30, 2005 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 100,000.00 = Orig Cost:$ 50,000.00 + Amended Cost:$ 50,000.00 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation . 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

·ectMan 

( 
Print Name 

"" Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points JS 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

·strator: 

---

Poor 
1 Point 

_£lJ__f_l '-/- I 
...... ~...,..- fl h'- > ,..... t:)r;,,/, J-7_ ,f'f'?-)I ft~ 

) 
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. 
• 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: 
Contractor provided R/W professional assistance on several jobs in the district over the last 4 

years. They have handled field title reports and direct purchase negotiations. 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. 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Anoka County & City of Blaine (Subcontractor SEH) A42063 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Preliminary Design TH 65 & TH 242/CSAH 83352 12/19/02 -11/30/05 
14 in Anoka County 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
Preliminary design services for project to reconstruct TH 65 to a four lane freeway or six lane expressway from just 
north of TH 1 O to Bunker Lake Boulevard/CSAH 116 at 140th Ave. The services also included preliminary design 
services for reconstruction of TH 242/CSAH 14 to a four lane divided highway from TH 10 to Radisson Road /CSAH 52. 
Specific tasks included preparation of an Environmental Assessment, noise analysis modeling, air quality analysis, 
preliminary drainage design, geometric layout, cost estimates and Design Study Report. The contract also included 
reimbursement for project management, meetings and coordination. It was necessary to enter into this contract 
because it was a partnership project between Anoka County and the City of Blaine and Mn/DOT. All three partners 
shared equally in the cost of the project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): lTotal Amount Spent on 
8911 (Not all hours paid because over Contract: $696,630.88 
contract max) . (State's Share: $220,000) 

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: 

Anoka County was managing the design and construction of two projects on TH 242 west of TH 65. The County also 
owns the section of roadway (CSAH 14) to the east of TH 65 within the project limits. TH 242 to the west of TH 65 is 
also a potential turnback candidate roadway to Anoka County. An interchange was needed where TH 65 intersects TH 
242. The design of TH 242 has a direct impact on the design of TH 65. 

The projects of TH 65 and TH 242 are within the cities of Coon Rapids, Blaine and Ham Lake and all within Anoka 
County. To avoid duplication of the project management efforts already underway on TH 242 by Anoka County and to 
keep continuity of the projects, it was in the best interest of the State to have Anoka County manage the preliminary 
design for TH 65 and TH 242. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/-~ ·-00 
Date 



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. 83352 Type of work Preliminary Design 

District/Office Metro District Work Type Code PD 

S.P. 0218-118, 0212-44 T.H. 65 & 242/CSAH 14 Location TH 65 just north of TH 10 to 

Bunker Lake Blvd. /CSAH 116 at 140th Ave. TH 242 /CSAH 14 from TH 10 to Radisson 

Road/CSAH 52 

Contractor Anoka County (Joint Powers Agreement) 

Subcontractor SEH 

Subcontractor SBP Associates.:i Inc. 

Contract Period: December 19, 2002; 
Work Start Date 

November 30, 2005 November 30, 2005 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $696,630.88 = Orig Cost: $375,000.00 + Amended Cost: $321,630.88 

State's Share: $220,000.00 = Orig Cost: $125,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ 95,000.00 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 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 9 
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 ,J 
7. Contract administration 

3 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports z 
9. Cost estimation/budget z_ 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points~ 
· oints 36) 

·strator: 

( ) 
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, ~fficiently, 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: 

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: E 
jti~ ~1f-u2er~ft/2~~y r:!jo~;r~~u::tf~ A tu fJli~/11~ t uf u.Je~hJ&, mt · 

7 ~I 

fh 
;; u~ldo11 ::;~!rr;trb £;- 71/o?fQJ Lu7 

f-<'to 
:\user\consult\fonns\evaluation.898 ~ .re <;tuJ ,' odl- cs"" 

cCAu s "· ~~ a·· 1 knJc. -ro 

f\oJ. 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Mead and Hunt, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 104-139-05 (Oakland Ave 87778 4-21-05 to 12-30-05 
Reconstruction) 
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 FHW A) 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 ~n a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 678 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $65,227.48 

Source of Funding: 80-20 Split with City 
of Austin, Mower County 

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

The single source contract was used as part of Mn/DOT's Pre-Qualified system. All projects under $100,000 can be 
direct selected from the list of pre.:qualified individuals for cultural resources work. This project fell into that category. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&v-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1-~ - 0(o 
·oate 



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. _87778 __ _ 

District/Office 6 ----

Type of work architectural history 

Work Type Code ~ 
S.P.104-139-05 T.H. NA --- Location City of Austin, Mower County 

Contractor Mead and Hunt 

Subcontractor ARCH3
, LLC (Photography) 

Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: 4-21-05; 12-30-05; 12-30-05 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $65,227.48 = Orig Cost: $65,227.48 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: D Overrun □ Additional Work Number of Amendments _pf_ 
Item Rating 

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

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

$:r:'. mir~iG~~"(lll4J5fogr~~{ repqnf 
~•/::.::.:·~:~: :~ : ::.-•, :.:l.}-• .~'' 

9::···•·sost.•¢sti.ltl~tioplphdget':•··• ?"·· ~· •. 
management .• ' ,. . .· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ ·t;, ~ I I ~ LLA , :;lex {vYKv1<1t/ · 
( sten Zschomler) 

PrintName 

Above 
Average 

I 4 Points 

X 

X 
I 

X 
-
X 

-
X 

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 2.. °t 
· (Maximum po~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• 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: 
The consultant-performed all the tasks for this project very well. Products were on-time and well 

done. The above average scores were given because the end product was a type of analysis and 

evaluation that had not been previously performed for cultural resources work (alternatives 

analysis to help systematically identified an avoidance alternative). The consultant worked well 

to address the requests and concerns of our office and the city, and produced a good end product 

that can serve as a model for future projects. 

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

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

( Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. A48197 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Shingl~ Creek Chloride Stud 84061 May 6, 2003 - October 31, 2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to determine the effect of salt from highway runoff, state facilities and other 
contributors on the environment in the jurisdictional area of the Shingle Creek Water Management Commission. The 
reason why is was necessary to enter into a contract was that Mn/DOT did not have the resources (staff and 
equipment) to complete the required tasks. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
2001 Contract: $231,596.40 Trunk Highway 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1·-30-o(o 
Date 



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. 84061 Type of work Shingle Creek Chloride Study £ 
/~ 

District/Office Metro ------------- Work Type Code SS /(bQi 4~ -~i.:i). 

fr---., JAN 20 -.,,.-" 
Location Shingle Creek Water Shed.~0 · ... -~)6 ~ 

Contractor Emmons & Olivier Resources, Inc. ~:'- ,; g;j 
S.P. NIA T.H. NIA 

Subcontractor Pace Analytical Laboratories 

Subcontractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: May 6, 2003 
Work Start Date 

October 31, 2005; October 31, 2005 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

\:,-n CONS.ULT ANT SERV. . 

~ '-;-'✓ 
. / ~~ 

'1.t..ot s~ en Q, ~i ~ - ,.u(oc. 

Total Contract Cost: $231,596.40 = Orig Cost: $486,144.58 + Amended Cost: $(254,548.18) 

Amended cost for: "' Overrun "' Reduction in 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 f 
2. Work Performance '/ 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

Standards/Requirements '{ 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

'/ on time 
5. Project related cooperation 'I 
6. QA/QC plan conformance t/ 
7. Contract administration 

3 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports 5 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

~ management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points33 
imum points 36) 

( ) ( 

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. 
• 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: 
I was the project manager since May 2005. During that time the DOT decided to close out this 

contract before the expected 2008 timeframe. E and O was a pleasure to work with during this 

phase of the contracting process. Jodi Polzin (E and O's project manager) was very responsive 

to all of my requests and even suggested several improvements to their deliverables and the DOT 

approach for future TMDL studies. Overall I was very satisfied with this consultant. 



( 
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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 Section1 Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. A48197 

Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Shingle Creek Chloride Study 84061 May 6, 2003 - October 31, 2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to determine the effect of salt from highway runoff, state facilities and other 
contributors on the environment in the jurisdictional area of the Shingle Creek Water Management Commission. The 
reason why is was necessary to enter into a contract was that Mn/DOT did not have the resources (staff and 
equipment) to complete the required tasks. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
2001 Contract: $231,596.40 Trunk Highway 

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 

f!avJ__~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1-30-o(o 
Date 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Mead and Hunt, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
S.P. 104-139-05 (Oakland Ave 87778 4-21-05 to 12-30-05 
Reconstruction) 
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 ofFHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on 
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CPR 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 ~n a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 678 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $65,227.48 

Source of Fun.ding: 80-20 Split with City 
of Austin, Mower County 

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

The single source contract was used as part of Mn/DOT's Pre-Qualified system. All projects under $100,000 can be 
direct selected from the list of pre.:qualified individuals for cultural resources work. This project fell into that category. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE.EVALUATION 

&v-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/-;jo-O(o 
Date 
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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: 
Anoka County & City of Blaine (Subcontractor SEH) 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Preliminary Design TH 65 & TH 242/CSAH 83352 
14 in Anoka County 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A42063 
Project Duration (Dates): 
12/19/02 - 11/30/05 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
Preliminary design services for project to reconstruct TH 65 to a four lane freeway or six lane expressway from just 
north of TH 10 to Bunker Lake Boulevar9/CSAH 116 at 140th Ave. The services also included preliminary design 
services for reconstruction of TH 242/CSAH 14 to a four lane divided highway from TH 10 to Radisson Road /CSAH 52: 
Specific tasks included preparation of an Environmental Assessment, noise analysis modeling, air quality analysis, 
preliminary drainage design, geometric layout, cost estimates and Design Study Report. The contract also included 
reimbursement for project management, meetings and coordination. It was necessary to enter into this contract 
because it was a partnership project between Anoka County and the City of Blaine and Mn/DOT. All three partners 
shared equally in the cost of the project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
8911 (Not all hours paid because over Contract: $696,630.88 Trunk Highway 
contract max) (State's Share: $220,000) 
If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 

Anoka County was managing the design and construction of two projects on TH 242 west of TH 65. The County also 
owns the section of roadway (CSAH 14) to the east of TH 65 within the project limits. TH 242 to the west of TH 65 is 
also a potential turnback candidate roadway to Anoka County. An interchange was needed where TH 65 intersects TH 
242. The design of TH 242 has a direct impact on the design of TH 65 . . 

The projects of TH 65 and TH 242 are within the cities of Coon Rapids, Blaine and Ham Lake and all within Anoka 
County. To avoid duplication of the project management efforts already underway on TH 242 by Anoka County and to 
keep continuity of the projects, it was in the best interest of the State to have Anoka County manage the preliminary 
design for TH 65 and TH 242. 

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 

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

/-~·-00 
Date 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
North Star Land Services Company, Inc. A287 46 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
District-wide 82069 WO1 10/18/2001 To 03/31/2003 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide district-wide Right-of-Way (R/W) acquisition assistance as directed by 
the State Project Manager. The projects were assigned within State District 3 by District R/W personnel. It was 
necessary to enter into this ~greement because no per$onnel with the necessary expertise were available. 

Billable Hours (if applicable}: ~/A I Total Contract Amount: I Source of Funding: Dist. 3 Allotment of 
$100,000.00 · Consultant Services Budget. 

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

This contract was utilized during a period of extremely high workload. Staff professionals were being required to deliver 
the districts normal program together with the additional IRC project demands. District staff was stretched to the limit 
and program delivery deadlines were not being permitted to slide. It was not reasonably possible to increase the 
workload on the district's professional staff any further; no other State personnel with the necessary skills were 
available; and there was no chance of increasing staff to accommodate the district's needs. The only acceptable option 
available to the district to deliver the IRC program as well as our normal program was to utilize consultants. The 
alternative would have been to miss a letting, thus delaying jobs. The resulting efficiencies were factors of time. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&»J_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

I -.g;o--CJ ~ 
Date 



( 

( 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: A70403 
Confluence International Inc 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Financial Application Support 87151 12/01/2004-12/31/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The contractor provided technical assistance to complete complex enhancements in three major financial systems: the 
State Automated Materials Management System (SAMMS), Resource Consumption Application (RCA), and Cash 
Forecasting Information Tool (CFiT). In addition, the contractor assisted with resolving a variety of technical problems 
with these systems that were not identified as enhancements. The contractor also provided consultation to the key 
developers of another financial system that is undergoing a major enhancement for the State Aid Accounting System 
(SAAS). 

Mn/DOT did not have the resources with the required skills available to complete these enhancements in-house and 
within a reasonable timeframe. However, Mn/DOT does have the skilled resources to maintain the enhancements 
developed and will be -able to continue supporting these systems in-house. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): -1 Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
1809 Contract: $153,765 · Trunk Highway 

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

This contractor was hired through a competitive RFP process. 

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.// ,. /),. 
(~~~/ Lt4--[/)UU-<_ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

I - ~{)- {)0 
Date 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
University of Minnesota A46402 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Adaptability and DNA Fingerprinting of 
Native Plant Populations from Diverse Eco- I 81655, WO 58 I 11/11/2002 - 12/31/2005 
Regions 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To determine the amount and distribution of genetic diversity throughout Minnesota within and between native plant 
populations of species of interest to Mn/DOT using DNA fingerprinting with AFLP molecular markers. This information 
will provide Mn/DOT with pertinent information about the geographical range of adaptation of four native species and 
with a method to verify the origin of purchased ecotype seed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $105,094.00 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

/){l}u(L~,, 
Carol Molnau, Sc&overnor/Commissioner 

/ -c-X Lj·- tJ {o 
Date 

cc: File 

·' .,,, 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655. WO 58 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University: of Minnesota 

Type of work __ R __ e ___ s __ ea ....... r __ c ..... h ____ _ 

Contract Period: 11/11/2002 
Start Date 

Orig in al Contract Cost 

$105.094.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

12/31/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost(s) 

+ $ N/A = 

Final Cost: 

$ 105.094.00 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NIA 

X 

)( 

)< 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 1 iJ 
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

&<r g $-----
Robert Jacol:>son 

W- ~L 
Barb Loida 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

Comments: 
flloJ,tu 

C-cv,J To,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. 
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. 

/Ni:#J J/11 °o·THL <t - fl /JIVP t M# 11A-fl{_ Irv.tJ!Wr /;fl ,,4 

!Cliil'I.N? /Jtr.1,f,d ,MOJ//f)? fv1L V/l"A.-r.J _ 
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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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
City of St Paul Park A43394 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Wakota 83302 7/29/02 - 9/27/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To assist the City of St. Paul Park in obtaining preliminary and final design services on Marathon Road in the 
vicinity of TH 61 from St Paul Park to the North City Limits. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $313,151.01 

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: 

This project is within the design responsibilities of the City of St Paul Park. The State assistance with funds 
expedites construction of the Wakota project on TH 61. 

The City will own and maintain the local street. The City requested that they design their local street project. 
The City has unique knowledge concerning the design, the affected business interests, and the needs of the 
citizens. The City utilized their City engineering firm for provide the required 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

t fl w '--f )4 b-1!_ yl,(k_ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

j 

Date 

Jq- t)<_p 



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. _83302____ Type of work _Prelim and Final Design __ 

District/Office Metro____ Work Type Code _lli2 

S.P. 194-080-02 T.H. _61_(near)_ Location_St Paul Park ______ _ 

Contractor_ City of St. Paul Park 

Subcontractor MFRA and SRF ------

Subcontractor _American Engineering Testing Inc._ 

Contract Period: _ 7 /29/02 _____ ; _9/27 /05 _____ ; __ 6/30/06 ____ _ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$_ 473,110_ = Orig Cost: $_473,110_ + Amended Cost: $ __ 0 __ 

Amended cost for: "-' Overrun "-' Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 (no cost) 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

1. Product Quality 3 

2. Work Performance 3 

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 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation v 

8. Invoices and progress reports J 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management \I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points~ 

Project Manager: 

Vi'C\ etv\4, r 
( .Ada \IV\ ~cJSfl~hson 

Print Name 
) ( 

(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contra'ot Aamm1strar-0r: 

'i'\ 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

) 

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. 
• 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: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: 
City of St Paul Park 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Wakota I 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83302 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A43394 
Project Duration (Dates): 
7 /29/02 - 9/27 /05 

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

To assist the City of St. Paul Park in obtaining preliminary and final design services on Marathon Road in the 
vicinity of TH 61 from St Paul Park to the North City Limits. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $313,151.01 Trunk Highway 

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

This project is within the design responsibilities of the City of St Paul Park. The State assistance with funds 
expedites construction of the Wakota project on TH 61. 

The City will own and maintain the local street. The City requested that they design their local street project. 
The City has unique knowledge concerning the design, the affected business interests, and the needs of the 
citizens. The City utilized their City engineering firm for provide the required 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

/\ . 

i l' ' I) t,_ ~ )Q .,. /) L.,{l) i.t;t___, t I . ))-(__ ,,. )L()L u.__) 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

I --- I q ,_, tJ (p 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.08, subdivision 4 (c). 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
University of Minnesota A57563 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Deployment of a Tracking-Based Monitoring 81655, WO 42 11/1/2003 - 10/30/2005 
System for Traffic Safety and Operation 
Analysis at Intersections 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To develop and deploy a monitoring and data collection system for both rural and urban intersections. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $90,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway & Federal 

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 

{1 a 1,,1-e '-i ~/J'Lc l - J {j-DG 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No.81655, WO 42 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 11/1/2003 

Type of work _R_e_se ....... a __ r_ch ____ _ 

Start Date 

Original Contract Cost -

$ 90,000.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices ~nd progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

10/30/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost( s) 

$NIA = 

Final Cost: 

$~000.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NIA 

[( 

~ 
'I-

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 32) 

Poor 
1 Point 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

Average 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

Below Average: 

Poor: 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

Comments: 

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

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
Deliverables meet standards. 
Project is on time and budget. 
Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Right of way preservation for future 
development of highways 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655, WO 93 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A56166 
Project Duration (Dates) 
1/2/2004 - 9/30/2005 

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

To identify circu·mstances under which it is optimal to purchase ROW in advance, and those in which it is not. Parcel 
sale prices for a sample of rights of way where land was purchased over a period of time (by Mn/DOT or private parties) 
will be analyzed. This will provide understanding of how the prices changed over time, how this depended on other 
factors such as development patterns, and whether and how prices paid by Mn/DOT were different from those on the 
private market. From this information implicit rate(s) of return on land purchased can be deduced. (This analysis must 
also consider cases where ROW has been purchased and never used, or used only after a very long delay.) 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $50,000 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

itJ,~e '1t!J1-t;1,{LU/ ) - ;q -t)~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 93 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 1/2/2004 

Type of work .;....;R;.;;..e.;;...se;;:;_;a;.;;..;.r..;;..;ch:...;;.--___ _ 

Start Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$50,000.00 

Item Rating 

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 
(NIA) 
7. Contract administration 

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

management 

' 

'-,..:: 

9/30/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost( s) 

$ N/A 

Final Cost: 

$ 50,000.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

N/A 

~/~-- ·fv ~,~~ 
( 

"' ~ 
~~ -'L 
~,~ 

\ ~...._ I 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _24 __ 
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: 

~~~. 
Rabinder Bains 



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 improve\Tlents. 

Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
Deliverables meet standards. 
Project is on time and budget. 
Project Manager is informed of key milestones. 

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
University of Minnesota A57559 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Adequacy of Future Road Funding 81655, WO 89 11/15/2003 - 6/30/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the_ contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To examine the adequacy of the state motor fuels tax, vehicle registration tax, and vehicle sales tax to fund road system 
needs. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
N/A Contract: $89,100.00 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

l la ~ 'f JLb-erLovu __ / l-11 -c) ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No.81655, WO 89 

District/Office _Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 11/15/2003 

Type of work .;...;R;;..;;..e ___ se-'-'a'"'""r-'-c;......h ____ _ 

Start Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$ 89,100.00 

Item Rating 

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 
(NIA) 
7. Contract administration 

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

management 

6/30/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost( s) 

$, __ N/A 

Final Cost: 

$ 89,100.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

~✓ 
~✓ 

I 

j/ 

j✓ 
I 

L-/~ 
NIA 

1r-
·i 

--r ( 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points ~ ( 
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: 

~L 
5l[~~~o:: 
~ala 1 

• '\Y'------



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 Mariager 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. 



( 

( 

, I 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, Inc. A49268 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Grade Lowering at the Jct. of TH 169 & 
Mille Lacs CSAH 11 I 83171 (W.O. # 2) June 20, 2003 - July 31, 2004 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide for construction administration and management, including the services 
necessary to assure that proper coordination and management of construction inspection, materials testing, and 
contract administration activities were coordinated with all parties involved in accomplishing completion of this Mn/DOT 
construction project. It was necessary to enter into this contract because Mn/DOT did not have the personnel available 
to provide construction administration, inspection, and testing on this project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
002 . 5 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $86,964.83 

Source of Funding: 
District 3 Consultant Budget 

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 

f!aw_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/-17-e>b 
Date 



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. 83171 (W.O. # 2) 

District/Office District 3A - Baxter 

Type of work Contract Admin. & Const. Inspection 

Work Type Code~ 

S.P. 4812-73 T.H. 169 Location At the Int. of TH 169 and Mille Lacs CSAH 11 

Contractor Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates 

Subcontractor American Engineering and Testing and Consulting 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: June 20. 2003 ; December 1, 2005 ; July 31, 2004 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 86,964.83 = Orig Cost:$ 86,964.83 + Amended Cost:$ 0.00 

Amended cost for: ,_ Overrun ,_ Additional Work Number of Amendments l 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~an:o~ . 
( Darren Nelson ) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points 23 
(Maximum points 36) 

~tract Administrator: 

v~ ~ 
( Darren Nelson) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 
The on-site staff that was present was qualified but inexperienced. 

Mn/DOT was required to provide substantial direction in regards to contract admin. decisions. 

The Schedule of Materials Control testing rates were not met. 

Timeliness of final documentation was lacking, as the December 1, 2005 completion date shows. 

The addition of Mark Daly to the project team resulted in a marked improvement in project 

organization and management. 

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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
City of Newport 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Wakota I 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
83301 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A42430 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/11/02 - 11/10/05 

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

Preliminary design service for five local Federal Aid projects in connection with the TH 61 Wakota project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $574,257 Trunk Highway 

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

This project is within the design responsibilities of the City of Newport. The State assistance with funds 
expedites construction of the Wakota project on TH 61. 

The City will own and maintain the local street. The City requested that they design their local street project. 
The City has unique knowledge concerning the design, the affected business interests, and the needs of the 
citizens. The City utilized their City engineering firm for provide the required 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

) - 12-o(p 
Date 



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. 83301 

District/Office Metro -------
S.P. 98-080-15 T.H. 61 

Type of work Design 

Work Type Code _D_D __ _ 

~~-- Location Newport (Wakota Br) 

Contractor City ofNewport 

Subcontractor BDM -~----------
Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: 2/11/02 -~~~----· 11/10/05 ; 2/10/07 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 574,257 = Orig Cost:$ 574,257 + Amended Cost: $_~0~-

Amended cost for: ,..._, Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 
d . ./'J -( 
• .. · \ C{ c:: (IV\ Q I 

( Adam Josephson ) 
Print Name 

,..._, Additional Work Number of Amendments _o_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points 24 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

i~~'})?r_: 
lt)!tl 

(L/ · Linn Moline ) 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to JeffBrnnner, 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. 

• 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: 
All deliverables were completed for detail design services. Project Coordination was expected to 

extend into 2007, however bulk of needed coordination occurred prior to 11/05. Contract is 

being closed because state portion of contract was fully used. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 
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R---- .. .a. -- n .. -z.---=----•JT--1---=--• ~---..... -~ ... - n .. - .. «f"~n nnn t::t,JUI L UI I r-1 Ult::::>::>IUI IC:11/ I t;;\,I II ll\,CI.I \.,UI ILi cn.,L::> VVCI ~"u,uuu 

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

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section1 Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, Inc. A49268 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Grade Lowering at the Jct. of TH 169 & 
Mille Lacs CSAH 11 I 83171 (\/f.O. # 2) I Jun_e 20, _2003 - July 31, 2004 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide for construction administration and management, including the services 
necessary to assure that proper coordination. and management of construction inspection, materials testing, and 
contract administration activities were coordinated with all parties involved in accomplishing completion of this Mn/DOT 
construction project. It was necessary to enter into this contract because Mn/DOT did not have the personnel available 
to provide construction administration, inspection, and testing on this project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

002.5 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $86,964.83 

Source of Funding: 
District 3 Consultant Budget 

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 

~ .7J:11~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1· -1~-e>b 
Date 



( 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
City of Newport A42430 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: ,. Project Duration (Dates): 
Wakota 83301 2/11/02 - 11/10/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Preliminary design service for five local Federal Aid projects in connection with the TH 61 Wakota project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $574,257 Trunk Highway 

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

This project is within the design responsibilities of the City of Newport. The State assistance with funds 
expedites construction of the Wakota project on TH 61. 

The City will own and maintain the local street. The City requested that they design their local street project. 
The City has unique knowledge concerning the design, the affected business interests, and the needs of the 
citizens. The City utilized their City engineering firm for provide the required 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~,n~/)~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

) - /~ -o (p 

Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
University of Minnesota A59559 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
INV 645 (2003-2005) (RIC Task 10): Truck 
Weight Compliance Education Program I 81655, WO 73 I 6/9/2003 - 9/30/2005 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Education program for freight shippers, over-the-road freight carriers, and public agency personnel on the proper 
application of Minnesota Commercial Vehicle Weight Laws and Enforcement Policies. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
N/A 

Total Amount,Spent on 
Contract: 270,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency det~rmined 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 

~~ I - I;;>_ - tJ~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

cc: File 



CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No.81655, WO 73 

District/Office Investment Management 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 6/9/2003 

Type of work --........R....;...es-'--e'---a_rc_h ____ _ 

Start Date 

Original Contract Cost 

$120,000.00 

Item Rating 

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 
8. Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management 

9/30/2005 
Expiration Date 

Amendment Cost( s) 

+ ~000.00 

Final Cost: 

$ 270,000.00 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average. Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

X 
> 

X 
,. 

X 

X 

X 

N/A 

X 

X 

X 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _28 __ 
(Maximum points 32) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

c/J /Mu?(b. £lr-K;ro--P<Aj \ 
Rick Kjonaas ,; ;vt. 1/11/05 e;,,,J 

~Jjjk 
-., ryNIOe l'ft 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Sto~ 680 _itlong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: City of Bird Island CFMS Contract Number: A69535 

Project Name (if applicable): Hydraulics pre- I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
design for storm sewer system through the 87191 

Project Duration (Dates): 
Oct. 21, 2004 - Sept. 30, 2005 

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

This contract provided preliminary design, and some final design, for storm sewer construction related to a city-wide 
sewer and water re-construction project and State Project 6511-37 on highway 212. 

This work was performed under this contract due to the need to have this work done in conjunction with the city-wide 
(City of Bird lsalnd) sewer and water improvement project. The State did not have resources available to meet the "out­
of-sequence" timing of the work, therefore requiring the work be done under this contract. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

h 027 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $77,730.00 

Source of Funding: 

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

The City of Bird Island had started a complete redesign of their sanitary sewer and water systems. The State's planned 
highway construction project (2007) includes reconstruction of the State's storm sewer system, and will follow the City's 
primary construction work. 

Due to the City's need for hydraulics analysis for their work, and their dependence on the State's requirements for storm 
sewer drainage on the upcoming highway project, it was deemed prudent to enter into this contract with the City to 
conduct the hydraulics pre-design for the City and State's work in conjunction with each other. Conducting the work 
under this contract alllowed the City project to stay on schedule, and also provided the storm sewer pre-design work 
that the State needed for its highway project. 

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 

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

;- 3 - 042 
Date 



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.: 87191 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar 

S.P.: 6511 - 37 T.H.: 212 

Contractor: City of Bird Island 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Type of work: Storm sewer pre-design 

Work Type Code: .PD 
Location: At Bird Island 

~­/:(\" 'l ,;:,i .,+ j 2;~ 

~f ~>::it,~ :~\, 
Contract Period: Oct. 21, 2004 Sept. 9, 2005 Sept. 30, 2005 .,-:~_-f/ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date , ->·• ~-:•·/ 
v,.._ /,~ . . . : ~ , :; ;: ~ :;.:_ \ ·.• '., ;,~. '· 1 

Total Contract Cost: $77,730.00 = Orig Cost: $42,490.00 + Amended Cost: $35,240.01r:.~s,, ''::_, '.>:.- . 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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. .€6:ritraofadrniri.istration · · . 
. \ :be>dketa.tibn } 
8 •. · .. · .. Inyoipes .. •'11J.d..J)f9gre.s$?r~pQijs'··• · 
. 9.• C9$fe~tipatiQij/bilclge( 

:rnru.1agement · · · · 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ (~ 

~ Additional Work Number of Amendments: 1 

I 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points _2b. 
(Maximum points 36) 

I 

Contract ~strM 

--~J -
(~ Gene E"ast ) 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 
• 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: 
* This contract provided alternatives for a storm sewer system outlet and storm water pond for 

the City ofB~rd Island, and for the State's SP6511-37. It also provided the preliminary 

hydraulics report for the alternatives. 

* The contract was amended at the State's request to include detailed design of the State's 

portion of the preferred alternative. 

* David Palm, an employee of Bolton & Menk Inc., and the City Engineer was the contractor's 

project manager. 

* The Contractor provided good cost estimates that were needed for the cooperative agreement 

work and for PPMS. Project tum-in was not handled well, but as a whole, the work was well 

done. The partial government shutdown during this contract period created some stress. Overall 

the contractor did a satisfactory job, and met the requirements of the contract. 

* Getting detailed information for creating the initial scope of services, and the associated 

budget, from the contractor's Project Manager was difficult. The same was true as we assembled 

the amendment and its budget. Communications took extra effort, and there seemed to be regular 

misunderstandings of the State's requirements for consultant contracts. 



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: I CFMS Contract Number: 
City_ of Osakis A68095 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Water Detention Pond in Osakis 86694 8-1-02 to 12-31-05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to provide MnDOT with detailed design comps that the City completed for the design 
of a water control pond as well as obtaining R/W for construction of the pond. 

The contract was needed as the result of an action with the MPCA on a project adm_inistered by the City for MnDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $139,633.36 District Allocation 

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

The project takes place within the City liniits. The City will be the owner and maintainer of the designed pond after 
construction. No other City or entity would be interested in the work. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

c~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/ - 3 - ()6 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. _8;;_..;;6-"-6"--94 ___ _ Type of work Design Services and Land Aquisition 

District/Office 4- Detroit Lakes 

S.P. 2106-36 T.H. 27 

Work Type Code DD_ 

Location City of Osakis 

Contractor City of Osakis 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: August 1. 2002 

Work Start Date 
________ ; December 31. 2005 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $141,342.88 = Orig Cost:$ 76,151.00 + Amended Cost: $~92.88 

,....., 
Amended cost for: ~Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performanc·e 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re_guirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

y Pro-~ect M~-age7 __ J: / ~ // 
.YUJ,tl /b~i,X___, 

( Lori V anderhider ) 
Print Name 

1'/ Additional Work Number of Amendments ____1_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

2.5 -
2.5 

3 

2.5 

3 -
3 

Total Points 25.5 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

~tractA~ 

LIP~fn~ 
(Lori Vanderhider ) 

PrintName 

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



Definitions: 
Abcve 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: 

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: 
This project was taken over from the City at the request of the MPCA. The design work the City 

provided was in AutoCADD. It required extensive rework. However there had not been a contract in 

place defining project expectations. 

The City struggled with making the R/W offer. The District's R/W supervisor had to step in to make 

contact with the land owner in order to obtain a permit to construct in time for the. letting. 

There were minor problems with invoicing. 

:\user\consu]t\forms\eva]uation.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 Sto_2 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bolton & Menk Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Land surveying for PLS corners in the 
Marshall area. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87719 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A74246 
Project Duration (Dates): 
April 6, 2005 - September 5, 2005 

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

The State required Land Surveying services to provide Public Land Survey information needed for the acquisition of 
right-of-way for several future highway construction projects near Marshall Minnesota. State staff was not able to 
perform this work in time to keep the right-of-way acquisition process on schedule. 

This contract provided land surveying for PLS corners in the Marshall area. PLS corner coordinates and the related 
surveying and documentation are required for right-of-way acquisition on various State Projects on highways 19, 23 and 
68 in and around the Marshall area. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
h7 llf Contract: $124,598.30 . T t:MK \-\-,~W<X.'1 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single sifurce for \he 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 

CarolMoln~~ 

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

/ - 3 - 0~ 
Date 



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.: 87719 Type of work Land Surveying for PLS Comers near Marshall 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar Work Type Code: '5f\ 
S.P.: various T.H.: various Location: Near Marshall Contractor: Bolton & Menk Inc. 

Contract Period: April 6, 2005 
Work Start Date 

September 5, 2005 
Work Completion Date 

October 1, 2005 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $136,01.85 = Orig Cost: $136,01.85 + Amended Cost:$ 0.00 

Amended cost for: ,-...,I Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

1t qg:ntra9f.~~iliistratio11· 
.ttc66Qefatio11~·- ·· 
s~ :.Jnyoipes~@d.•p:rogress reports ; 

•.::,•., · . . :· ':. '. ,_:- .. • •• '.,:.·" • .. ·: :..· .. ,',. • ,: . _. ·• :• ., -··. , :C ': .. - . ;. :: . ; : :.:.·· .. '..? : '.. '.• 

9~_jC;gst§sfim~ti9fqlju.qget,: .. 
. • 'imanagement .. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 

,-...,I Additional Work Number of Amendments: None 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I I 
I 4 

I I 

I 4 

I 4 

I I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

Total Points: 31 
(Maximum points 36) 

~~s~ 
( Gene East ) 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

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



Definitions: 
Above ':A. verage: 

• 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: 

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: This contract was for land surveying for PLS comers on several SPs on different 

highways around Marshall. The work involved all phases of surveying needed to provide land 

comer information for platting and R/W acquistion. Peter Blethen was the contractors Project 

Manager. Most of the work was performed from the Sleepy Eye office of Bolton & Menk, under 

the direction of Larry Zeig. The land comer work was delivered on time with little assistance 

from Mn/DOT. Bolton & Menk resolved any problems that occurred and needed little or no 

direction. Bolton & Menk responded to a Mn/DOT request to add 7 additional comers to 

contract. They were able to perform the extra work without additional money. Bolton & Menk 

was very good about using email to communicate, which cut down the "phone tag" element. 

They suggested some good ideas to use in the future. Excellent overall performance. 



( 

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 StoQ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Braun lntertec Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): TH 101 
Bonding Project Foundation Borings 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87784 

CFMS Contract Number: A75336 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/15/2005 - 10/31/2005 

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

This contract was for subsurface investigation work to be perfmmed for a State Project involving the construction of four 
new grade separated interchanges on TH 101 between CSAH 36 and CSAH 39 In Wright County. This project was 
funded as a Bonding Project and includes the construction of 9 bridges and 10 retaining walls. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $174,511.12 

Source of Funding: 
BAP 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 

(!fJ/2M_~ 
Carol Mqlnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1-3-t)~ 
Date 



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. 

··--i~..:.)--.. 

Agreement No.: 87784 Type of work: Subsurface Investigation 
~ "'· L, . .. ) ,:,-;•,. 

/f . :P,~~ •J >;j~ 
District/Office: Office of Materials Work Type Code: GT '{'\. 1 ' .. ...,, V "'f)O, c,.. t 

~,l:~) ), , ., c:-,~;o --~s~~f) S.P.: 8608-21 T.H.: 101 Location: Wright County 

Contractor: Braun Intertec 

Subcontractor: Landwehr Construction.,, Inc. 

Subcontractor 
··~c ,,,, l 1 ,·1- r,1 ,r--;\ \ \,, 

.. J4._t~;· 

------------
ContractPeriod: 5/15/2005; 10/31/2005; 10/31/2005 

Work Start Date Wark Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $174,198.24 = Orig Cost: $196,511.12 + Amended Cost: 

Amended cost for: ,_; Overrun ,_; Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

/ 2.- r -e:::-s­
~~~~~:..:.::....:.._ __ ) 
( Rich Lamb 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points: 29 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

~dministrator: 

gz~ 12-r-cJ.r-
c Rich Lamb ) 

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. 
• 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: 

: \user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 8 98 



·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 StoQ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 

Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc A69137 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

494/694 Sign replacement 86992 10/6/04 - 10/31 /05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to provide Mn/DOT with construction plan to replace all signing and delineation over six 
years old on identified segments of 1-494 and 1-694 from Rice Street/694 interchange to Carlson Parkway/494 
interchange. This is due to a shortage of program delivery resources. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $82,224.09 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Mol~4lrd;l -a!tc~ c{:ryv j 

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

J- 3 - 6& 
Date 



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. tk)gg ~ Type of work S:ua;, Ee.plAft'mJJft ~Zz,, 
District/Office \\Ac.tro lru Hie Work Type Code b ,,-tSh/'llLh L-VL M I 

Location ..qg 4 / (cg 4 Loe(:> _ .... ,~:??~~ S.P. 'b o'Z.,S' - I D \ T.H. ----
Contractor SI:;;]± - /~ 

/,.', 
:.•-:.,,. \, - rr 

10G/os- ; Ld--/3, LoJ:,- ~i~ 
Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period: 

--"--=--1---=-=-4---"---#-

Work Completion Date Expiration Date \;~>,, \ .. J/ 
,. ,,: i'll 0, \.7 

Total Contract Cost:$ '82, t.i4, D'i' = Orig Cost:$ ro, q,4,1,--=,-+ Amended Cost:$ 1, 3o~l~2fi~?.Y/ 

Amended cost for: "' Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

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 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~~~ ~)Q 
( ~~v Lo++- ) 

Print Name 

"' Additional Work Number of Amendments / 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

( 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

>( 

X 
)l 

'f 

'f 
f 

\( 

v. 
✓ 

Total Points _2J 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

str~or: 
n llf& 
{ - 'J 
I~ 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

) 

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). 

( .nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Cambridge Systematic and SRF Consulting Group A 5 lt,S 3 S 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

Minnesota Statewide Freight Plan 86688 12/04 - 3/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to develop Minnesota first comprehensive performance based Statewide Freight Plan. 
It was necessary to enter into" to contract with Cambridge Systematic and SRF Consulting Group to obtain data analysis 

and forecasting expertise that did not have. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1,072 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $285,850 State Consulting 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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J-3 - t>' 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. g'5·0g~ Type of work _?___._/_ttN._N--=--:...\, t'\------~-------

District/Office QF'Q,_\[0 Work Type Code __15 _J 

S.P. ----:::--- T.H. _____ Location ____________ _ 

Contractor CAl,,n lo('i ef\5 e ~-s fo,v<-f'ri- it.... 

SubcontractorSi\ E cch.l s.., 1 +r\n::) G.rucf 
Subcontractor __________ _ 

ContractPeriod: \~-03-03> 3-~I-D~ ; l\-~o-o~ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ Z<t~ ~5o = Orig Cost: $Z'2ZAf3Y: + Amended Cost: $ Z ~ 1 6 t b 
I . I I . 

Amended cost for: "' Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Proquct 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 estimati_on/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

. 7i%/;/ 
,- / 

_./-~ I P/'Jf:;y.J.uan2 -er: -

-It-. 
/'( ~cit){\ (~,~ ~ ) 

"' Additional Work Number of Amendments _J _ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

)( 

i-

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

'-I-

x 
x 
~ 

~ 

t 
t 

Total Points 2.C\ 
~points 36) 

tact Ad~ 

( <;Me\\'-\ A~ !Je'-\t' ) 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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. 

• Project is on time and budget. 
• Project Manag~r 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. 

~mments: 
It • . 

t '--0 ('e 

Le...t-c-...x~ 

: \user\consult\f orms\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 Sto 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: HNTB Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Bridges 03007, 03510, & 03X02. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No. 
85687 

CFMS Contract Number: A54390 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/30/03 thru 10/01/05 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
Provide preliminary design services for Bridges 03007, 03510, & 03X02, that are included in a T.H. 10 Renovation 
Project in Detroit Lakes. State's preliminary bridge design personnel were unable to. provide the preliminary designs in 
time to meet contract schedules. The Contractor had been selected by the District to design the project's road plans and 
were already well under way. They were selected for the preliminary bridge designs because their overall familiarity with 
the project, including contacts with the many interested agencies such as state, local, and private, made them best 
suited to provide the necessary project coordination with these agencies and complete the preliminary bridge plans on 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
,, '30 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $119,544.04 

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 objecti~es of the contrc3ct: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J - j - tJ{e 
Date 



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. 85-687 

District/Office Bridge Office 

S.P. 0301-47 T.H.10 

Contractor HNTB Co.moration 

S.ubcontractor NA 

Contract Period 9/30/03; 
Work Start Date 

Type ofwor~: Preliminary Bridge Design 

Work Type Code BD 

Location: Detroit Lakes 

;;'t,,_~ ,}/o·?,. 
/c,, -

, ... ;,:,b~, 
,.,., .....-·-:,~\ 

l}f:'A"" ~_, 
" ..., lo t:::Vlft S c;:'.:J.__ ·g; ... ·•·: .:.,, :-·:::J 

t' D . ,_) ,·. q,!, 

10/01/05; 10/01/05; 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $119,544.04 = Orig Cost: $119,544.04 + Amended Cost:$ 
\~~~:::~:,:u:5;[ t¾9ll 

Amended cost for: D Overrun · D Additional Work Number of Amendments 0 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
I on.time 

5. Project related cooperation 

I 
x. 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

i!tl:!!it,ai 
Contractor's rating for this contract: 

/~roj~ 

/ ( Ray Cekalla) 
Print Name 

I 

I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 
'X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points 28 
(Maximum points 36) 

I Poor 
1 Point 

~~Dint/~ 
( Bob Miller) 

Print Name 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to. Jeff Brunner, Director, Consuhant 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. 
• 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 UI}.able 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: 

Was Cl- d Hlcv Ir 0/.- (/ h [/:;I/a I p y O I e CT re;1vw/ VI 7 a_ Su J,J;t,t? cf ,t? {J ~/) i }1 (7 

syf/ew, dve. t; Jue. Y-ti~ttet.✓ !Pei;,'f/ /;el()(// z½e_ fJ/YtJc,-J ?l,r::i7Pr ~1,/e,, lt: 111//,zlu~ 

Mvc/2 Coovdc'rtefi'@ WI tfz J"/4e Yell !vtJaet e/127rt'c °0-+ov~/47itn.S, l--ly-efr4?J;cs; . 
Covt5&ve-1l1> nl c tf-t 94:: aeef he77c. ~/1/J r-flee_ 7/2e ra; fro/2'/ ~d4e t-t/t:c> )Jt?#ct{ec-/ 

tvef/, -rler~ w-eee. s:o:n-ze ,1<?re~le1A-t s w/-r/2 ;he.. a£c--~e£f-tl/q/4: en ~e.. lt.r?:lt tvcLy 
br; oly:e 1 /!t1tt s: J?o -I- .Q./Jc;7f1 Ct?&le:4,i fl-- me Co{T e97J /lhq~., 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 
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( 

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-82181 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 88826 I Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/05 to 12/20/05 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography 
services in Districts 2, 3, 6, 7 & Metro, for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contract Amount: $58,315.00 I Source of Funding: District's Consultant 

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide fts 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. 

CtwL~ 
Carol Mofnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/- ~ -o" 
Date 



( 

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 fi~al invoice. 

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-82181 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 88826 I Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/05 to 12/20/05 
Photogrammetric Aerial Services 

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 provide photogrammetric Aerial Vertical Photography 
services in Districts 2, 3, 6, 7 & Metro, for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photogrammetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contract Amount: $58,315.00 I Source of Funding: District's Consultant 

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. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/ - ~ -o ~ 
Date 



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. - . -· · 

A~e~ment No. £!8 8')_fo . Type of work P"' "'~ o (1'lt'.\i--, ~ef:r, C Au,,~ 
D1stnct/Office d,1 3, (;/ 7 ~ 1':tf,0 Work Type Code /() Q - <; e7ru' c. e s 

S.P. A.luV0.ec11½, \ S:P'c T.H.· !vU.vvvrou 1 Location ,"\..-, l),\ +-. 4, 1/ k, 1 ( a He._+-ro J I . T\-V! 
Contractor -\ , o r, · 2::--2 ~ <: / I)\ c 
Subcontractor ----------
Subcontractor -. ----------
Con tract Pe ti o d: fo-<J.·o~o5; /:) ;;)o,Q5 ; b--30-0b 

Work Start Date Wcrk Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: s58 3/Y = Orig Cost: $$3' I"(,--+ Amended Cost: $-+;i?"'-----

Amended cost for: -.1 Overrun · -.1 Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager r 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

.I. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
· Standards/Re_quirement_s 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

P;-pject Man~ 

. ~, -~'/. ~~ ~Yl 
( L/-0\/cf 0, Dav,s) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

✓ 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

✓-

Below 
Average 
2 Po-ints 

Total Points.3____./ __ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

.. 2:22 e H {Z__A/\J 

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 StoQ 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
City of Osakis 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Water Detention Pond in Osakis I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: . 

86694 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A68095 
Project Duration (Dates): 
8-1-02 to 12-31-05 

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide MnDOT with detailed design comps that the City completed for the design 
of a water control pond as well as obtaining R/W for construction of the pond. 

The contract was needed as the result of an action with the MPCA on a project adm_inistered by the City for MnDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $139,633.36 District Allocation 

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

The project takes place within the City limits. The City will be the owner and maintainer of the designed pond after 
construction. No other City or entity would be interested in the work. 

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 

(!~j~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J- 3 -()6 
Date 



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: 
Bolton & Menk Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Land surveying for PLS corners in the 
Marshall area. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87719 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A74246 
Project Duration (Dates): 
April 6, 2005 - September 5, 2005 

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

The State required Land Surveying services to provide Public Land Survey information needed for the acquisition of 
right-of-way for several future highway construction projects near Marshall Minnesota. State staff was not able to 
perform this work in time to keep the right-of-way acquisition process on schedule. 

This contract provided land surveying for PLS corners in the Marshall area. PLS corner coordinates and the related 
surveying and documentation are required for right-of-way acquisition on various State Projects on highways 19, 23 and 
68 in and around the Marshall area. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
h 7 \Lf Contract: $124,598.30 Tr-u.nK \-\,·a.,.\,w<A..\J 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single so'urce for \he 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol MolnC.4t.~~ 
cc: \ Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

I- 3-o(, 
Date 



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: Braun lntertec Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): TH 101 
Bonding Project Foundation Borings 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87784 

CFMS Contract Number: A75336 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/15/2005 - 10/31/2005 

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

This contract was for subsurface investigation work to be performed for a State Project involving the construction of four 
new grade separated interchanges on TH 101 between CSAH 36 and CSAH 39 In Wright County. This project was 
funded as a Bonding Project and includes the construction of 9 bridges and 10 retaining walls. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $174,511.12 BAP 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 

(!t1M-L ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

1-3·-t)~ 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 1 GC.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: City of Bird Island 

Project Name (if applicable): Hydraulics pre­
design for storm sewer system through the 
City of Bird Island. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
87191 

CFMS Contract Number: A69535 

Project Duration (Dates): 
Oct. 21, 2004 - Sept. 30, 2005 

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

This contract provided preliminary design, and some final design, for storm sewer construction related to a city-wide 
sewer and water re-construction project and State Project 6511-37 on highway 212. 

This work was performed under this contract due to the need to have this work done in conjunction with the city-wide 
(City of Bird lsalnd) sewer and water improvement project. The State did not have resources available to meet the "out­
of-sequence" timing of the work, therefore requiring the work be done under this contract. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

h027 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $77,730.00 

Source of Funding: 

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

The City of Bird Island had started a complete redesign of their sanitary sewer and water systems. The State's planned 
highway construction project (2007) includes reconstruction of the State's storm sewer system, and will follow the City's 
primary construction work. 

Due to the City's need for hydraulics analysis for their work, and their dependence on the State's requirements for storm 
sewer drainage on the upcoming highway project, it was deemed prudent to enter into this contract with the City to 
conduct the hydraulics pre-design for the City and State's work in conjunction with each other. Conducting the work 
under this contract alllowed the City project to stay on schedule, and also provided the storm sewer pre-design work 
that the State needed for its highway project. 

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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

r!OvV-l~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J-3-06 
Date 



( 

_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: I CFMS Contract Number: 

Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc A69137 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

494/694 Sign replacement 86992 10/6/04 - 10/31 /05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to provide Mn/DOT with construction plan to replace all signing and delineation over six 
years old on identified segments of 1-494 and 1-694 from Rice Street/694 interchange to Carlson Parkway/494 
interchange. This is due to a shortage of program delivery resources. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $82,224.09 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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

l l ~ -
C~/J ;~,1Ll/ I~. 

Carol Molnau~ Governor/Commissioner 

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

J- ~ -{){p 

Date 



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 _6_80 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: . I CFMS Contract Number: 
CambridQe Systematic and SRF Consulting Group A 5<.o53 S 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT-Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

Minnesota Statewide Freight Plan 86688 12/04 - 3/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to develop Minnesota first comprehensive performance based Statewide Freight Plan. 
It was necessary to enter into· to contract with Cambridge Systematic and SRF Consulting Group to obtain data analysis 

and forecasting expertise that did not have. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1,072 l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $285,850 State Consulting 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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

J- 3 -{)' 
Date 



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: HNTB Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Bridges 03007, 03510, & 03X02. l Mn/DOT Agreement No. 

85687 

CFMS Contract Number: A54390 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/30/03 thru 10/01/05 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
Provide preliminary design services for Bridges 03007, 03510, & 03X02, that are included in a T.H. 10 Renovation 
Project in Detroit Lakes. State's preliminary bridge design personnel were unable to. provide the preliminary designs in 
time to meet contract schedules. The Contractor had been selected by the District to design the project's road plans and 
were already well under way. They were selected for the preliminary bridge designs because their overall familiarity with 
the project, including contacts with the many interested agencies such as state, local, and private, made them best 
suited to provide the necessary project coordination with these agencies and complete the preliminary bridge plans on 
schedule. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on 
I, '30 3 Contract: $119,544.04 

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 objecti~es of the contra.ct: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

7 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: 1._ Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

/-:3; -tJ(e 
Date 



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 
~mnmissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over $50,000.00. 

1structions: Submit this form to your Department's Contract Officer, Office of Fiscal & Administrative Services, 444 Cedar St., Suite 126, Town Square, St. Paul, within 
30 days of contract completion. (A copy of this report will be forward to the MN Dept of Administration & on to the lef!islative reference libra 

Agency: Department of Public Safety, BCA, CriMNET 

Contractor Name: Deloitte & Touche LLP 

Project Name (if applicable}: 

Security Architecture 

Project Number {if 
applicable): 

CFMS Contract Number: 

A74525 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 2, 2005 - November 30, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The State is in need of professional/technical services to assist the 
State to create and assist in implementing a plan for statewide criminal justice security architecture. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: 

$265,000.00 

Source of Funding: 

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

The contractor has provided resources, skills and knowledge that was not available internally. This is a specific work for a short period of time. 

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: 

Very professional work, delivery on time, in budget, to specs. Very good, comprehensive and high quality deliverables. 

Date: 

0 




