
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 -o-f a professional/tectmical services contract over 
1so,ooo.oo. 

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photograrnmetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
· No.: 91710 

CFMS Contract Number: B-05883 

Project Duration (Dates): 08/16/07 to 09/16/08 

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 collect Aerial Color Digital Imagery and Aerial Vertical Color 
Film Photography to be used for documentation, forensic work and re.:.build of collapsed Bridge. This Contract was on 
an as-needed bases in order to expedite and help the process from documentation to plan & finally to re-build the 
Bridge. 

This project was for the Collapsed I-35W Brjdge over Mississippi River, Washington Avenue to 4th
• Street S.E., Metro 

District. 

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. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contract Amount: $1 00,000.00 I Source of Funding: T9968 7 

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 contracto(s timeliness, quality, cost, and overall 
. performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

Please see the attached evaluation form. 

t!au 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

~ J. / 0 - . 1:f - tJ 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 9 \ tc \ c, Type of Work ¾?"-'o±o ~( ~h--, MA r(J 
District/Office \\/\e, \----:rt.=' Work Type Code \ l\ . } d_ \ O . \ 

SP Number SJ? f. -~ TH N[umb~r [-3 ~ Location S::-3 ,51 Jb c, ·4t :if C, 3 C/0 

Contractor Ae (? K e....Tr, C L ... , c_ , _.-,-~-----~1}T 

Subcontractor ------------ J!?•ci''"· 
Subcontractor ---· /~~ 

Contract Period: ~ ,:-· (,6C:017 ; lo ·-3 c) ,...o'( ; er --l 6 - 0 g t;::~ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date :f:~:i 

Total Contract Cost:$ IC'(),, C1 o O .,-= Orig Cost:$ /t'o. (}C}iJ · ,-- + Amended Cost:$ g:f:(;.:). 
I f ,,.,-· ·': 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments __ ::z,~_/) 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. WorkPerformance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements · 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's ratin~ for this Contract: 
\ . 

Above 
Average 
4 Potnts 

/' 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

✓ 

Rating 

Total Points: , 3J 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

. /~ 
(Maximum points.%) 

c·-··-···---P ... ____ . ,, "· \ 
,... roJect ~m~ator: 

. cT· / 

··~-... ~~ 

Name .i..;;;_ '~~,. \,,..,~ N-.,,;;... ,_, u Name 
.:;.:·) 

·rr r;-/ 2 -( ~ -· c) ( 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Evaluation and Analysis of Mn/DOT Steel 
Bridges Inventory for Prioritizing Bridge I 81655, WO 170 
Maintenance Needs 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A78341 & A92024 
Project Duration (Dates): 

AUGUST 1, 2005 - JULY 31, 2007 

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

To assess fatigue problems in steel bridges and estimating their remaining life, including those related to 
1) assessing distortional fatigue, 2) load rating for increased truck weights and 3) other problematic details 
such as cover plates terminated in tension flanges, will be used for defining the criteria for bridge evaluation 
and ranking. A bridge analysis and rating scheme will be developed on the basis of these recommendations 
within Mn/DOT bridge management framework. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $55,000.00 

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: 

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 

CarolMoln~~~ 

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

ld - /0 - 0·7 
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. 81655, WO 170 

District/Office Inve_stment Management 

S.P. 88016 00716 T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------

Type of work Research· 

Work Type Code-~ 

Location Statewide 

Contract Period: August 1, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

July 31, 2007; · July 31, 2007 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

~fTtJ11·1r ,d~· .\'\ l:~ ~.,,.. ~ 1
~, l ~ ~J • 

:_/(6;,'-Y ' ,;,r,t_f:t "/If~~-
<.. £,.0'l..,J ~ 

(.':.;~-~t 1;_ . ·t) ~ 
0 

',', -~ ~ ..,.:,,,.~ . ... - . i 
··---~ i::'i'P::~. f::..·-..:-ri \:rn . ,r.,<'c'",!,;-.;,_·,,i;__.,,., •.• ,. -'''•J:. .. ('::::JJ'·o-' 
--r, .~,, ....,,7 

'\~ti11r,,r, u, ,11'¢-W 
To~I Contract Cost: $55,000.00 = Orig Cost: $55,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 ..:~.~~;J!~,.:\.-·• 

Amended costlfor: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 -~M"e.... 

Rating 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 

Above· 
Average 
4 Points 

>c 
X 

X 

~ 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

r~r~~ 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points .... ) I 
. (Maximum point~ 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

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 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Average 

excessive assistance or direction from Mn/DOT. 
_Contractor performs beyond expectations . 
Deliverables exceed standards . 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly . 
Contractor resolves any. problems that occurred . 
Contractor needs little or no direction . 
Contractor responsive to requests . 
Contractor suggests improvements . 

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

Below Average: 
• 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: 
/Jg:~ti v e,,,y-z;. '1 ~ S U) uA d h.4,v fl_ ~ ~ t»--t:;;;;J_ r ~ 
a Mo--,-:/L, _,-;~{y ~n~, 
Sh O \N .e-,-J t I'\,; -1-f A

7

M V €., 

f n ).,,~ wc,:5 3 o<J d, 

A/LVL R,vlJelJ: 
A~Q~~ ~:IS- a-\i ~~ ~~Iv>~ Q__IA_,:r P"'° L d- l.1-a 
~ t;'::3 04 L #v :±tu_ k✓.c4__._ ed2?n:9 .. 

'\ "'~ c _ • \ f <\ 
Av+ v~ •; \J.lfi" W ~~ ~ ~-,:(,._ -~ v~ ~ 
Js(.._ u:~t ~ ,2_,,,.,J_ J_J,,__ - - Th' 13 ~ el<{ c,y-f 

i->.._; 0--'{JP~ · ,0- ~f;S's sLJp )',~ 



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: 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Snow and Ice Operations Cost Analysis 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
82617WO 8 

CFMS Contract Number: 
.A8058 & A97163 
Project Duration (Dates): 
OCTOBER 6, 2005 -

AUGUST 30, 2007 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To conduct an independent evaluation of Mn/DOT winter maintenance performance indicators and LEM data 
collection and processing practices. The evaluation will seek to establish whether the correct data elements 
are being collected and to see if the appropriate analysis is being conducted on the available data. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $75,107.00 

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: 

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 

t!tw-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

//-,ru-o 1 
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. 82617, WO 8 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code __ _ ~·. 

S.P. 88016 00759 T.H. NA Location Statewide NOV 
Contractor Iowa State University 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

RECt:ivtD 
CTFlCE OF 

CONSULT 4:"'(i 5$:f. 

Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: October 6, 2005 

Work Start Date 

~ Co Jf f-f ,a tt M \r\,.;,, 
Cancelled August 30, 200 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $75,107.00 = Orig Cost: $82,035 + Amended Cost:. $75,107.00 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun □ Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 '""""-\ir'r)'(_ 
Item Rating 

1 - 6 by Project Manager 
7 - · 9 by Agreement 

Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Periormance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reauirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and. 
on time 

5. · Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
· Average 
4 Points 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ .. ~ 

· Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

.x 
>< 

;< 

)( 

Total Points (:_ \ 
(Maximum points ~ ~ Z,. 

Contract Administrator: 

~rb)J 

,.)° 

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: 
Mead and Hunt 
Project Name (if applicable): 
S.P. 3412-70 I 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
90761 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A9Si1S . 

Project Duration .(Dates): 
3-19-2007 to 11-14-2007 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it wa.s 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 resource 
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1256 

I 
Total Amount. Spent on I Source of Funding: D--8 Cof'6lL\~ 
Contract: $84121.06 Sp R ~u.nd ~ 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

//-~t:J -07 
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. _90761 __ _ 

District/Office _P;, __ · ,:;_-. ___ _ 
S.P.3412-70 T.H. 71 

Type of work architectural history 

Work Type Code cL 
~-- Location City:Qf Willmar 

Contractor Mead and Hunt 

Subcontractor ------------
Sub contractor ------------
Contract Period: 3-19-07; 11-14-07; 

I· 
~ t-e,-

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:.$.= 84,1_21.06 Orig Cost: $0 Amended Cost: $84,121.06 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments__¢_ 

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 - X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration -_-
cooperation 

8. Invoices arid.progtesSreports 
. . . · -. · .. 

9. Cost estiniation/bridget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

.. 
.. 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

1' .. 

. 

'1' ,- . 
·. 

·. . 

.'f 

Total Points ~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

. 

. 
I 

. 

_ref" H 
(K!risten Zschomler) HF11 .... ' 1 - _/.I __ .-·~ / ~---/e') - ) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Print Name UPrintND 
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 9r budget through no fault of Mn/DOT. 

Comments: 
The consultant performed all the tasks for this project very well. Work completed under an 

expedit~d schedule. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



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

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

Agency: 
Department of Transportation 
Contractor Name: 
City of Chanhassen 

Project Name: 
TH 101 Conceptual layout alternatives 1 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88185 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 86366 

Project Duration (Dates): 
3/3/06 - 3/30/07 

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

This contract was a joint powers agreement between Mn/DOT, City of Chanhassen, and Carver County. City of 
Chanhassen was the lead agency. Project was for a Phase 1 Preliminary design of Trunk Highway 101 from MN 5 to 
US 212, to include corridor scoping, environmental screening and conceptual layout. The result of the contract is a 
report to analyze available environment information for use in future Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
documentation. The project information will also be used for future grant applications. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 50,000.00 (Mn/DOT _Qortion) 

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: 
Project lies within City limits. City needs a corridor identified to include in a upcoming land use plan update. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

// - ~t:J-o/ 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. u v ~ (/..J Type of Work /12 f:. U rvt IN r+.>'?.. i &v6t/v i:3-c r:: 1 n- f; 
District/Office \~t\_ (-(""\1.,,.,0 Work Type Code 1' .D 
SP Number 1a "'I- / 6 TH Number / 0 I Location C Ju:.e n h t/4- ( 0?_. n_ ' { {£,1,, ;::,.,,.~;),1, ½ 

/\' . I .c C"/ I . r . . /4' ,,,. ic JiJ"~"•., 
Contractor \, i '-f-'-f (f t l <7 0 ~1 t-t.. r l e· I"- ;f<:{2 \ l \f.) d t.(~ <!~.,,_ 

.,., , C ~ -~ '" <-" / j - . ; ... \',',,. " ,., ' 
Subcontractor l t.t,v v -t'- t.-~ ?or ·1 ~ :;;_;:. M ,,.,-, '"~1~ 

/. . ·•,,_ "1 h'; -::::_. '>\ 
·· "' ,_u,-11 \7', 

Subcontractor____________ J::! \::.t:_.t.:i •1 d) r;,.--;j 
, ,, ·· "· . ' ..., "7 , · . :::--:- .· ·. ~ · R;t'oF ~~: 

Contract Period: /l~·l,l lt- 1/l,.OOV7 ; /J1a/i,C (;_ J,);v!CtJr /)1atrc f.._, ~v;i CoP: 1~r '"' -,-~v ;::-!j; 
work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \?':n coNSULi AN i 

5
-··· '' i;:;Xl 

Total Contract Cost:$ 5o,voo,,.. ¢.Xt= Orig Cost: $.?Qva; .. oo + Amended Cost:$ c).a.Y~~ J)>~ 
, ,,, V <;' C.1 " 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments O L.. • 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work P,erformance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Coritracf administration 
on 
nd 

ost estimati 
anagemerit 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Prnject Manager:, + 
I t /'! ,. l,, /J ~ .,.,-: , ,•;A , 
Vvf //V,)L, '--, L ~Jv ,~ !I l Ji~C&f.t 

Name· C Date fl 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

',( 

¼ 
y_ 
~-

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Total Points: ~ S 

• Contract Administrator: 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points~ 

')•'1 /"l .-/, '.£._ 
j.Q}y <;:J_ t~ /-WLU~ 

~e \ 
\s,1>7zlaf 

Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Short Elliott Hendrickson 
Project Name: 
Roundabout Design Guidelines Review I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90142 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95121 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/1/06/ -07 /31/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The consultant was hired to assist in the final review of the proposed Roundabout Design Guideline. These guidelines 
will be incorporated into the new Chapter 12, of the Road Design Manual, the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices and other relevant manuals and standards. The consultant provided expertise unavailable within Mn/DOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
446.3 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$79,499.23 

Source of Funding: 
270 

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 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/ /- Zt:J ~07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90142 ----
District/Office CO OTS - -

Type of Wor~\IVN.DO\ b,JJ 
Work Type Code ·~J3 

Location ___ NA __________ _,,, __ 
~,·• < ')· 

SP Number NA -- TH Number NA -- --
::: '\\'{l \~ i4] {.5 Contractor Short Elliott Hendriskson ------------

Subcontractor ___ RTE 
Subcontractor . t¼-) -A~------- f :l ,, r,s 2~~f , / 

4
, 

Contract Period: __ 11/1/06 _____ , __ 7 /31/07 _____ , __ 7 /31/07 t n \J.\· .. ~· c~.,_~ ;~:: 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ·\ _,le cot-isutT ,t,, .• {..::T ~,~ h " ,-:::: 

"'<(j "S?I 
'-:;:;, I,~, "',.;;\f 

'-.!;__,./'·1 i' r,;:-, ""' n4 \ C-1/ 
-~!i;~IQ(~~~~J-

Total Contract Cost: $_79,499.23 __ = Orig Cost:$ _____ + Amended Cost: 

~ef for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments OL 
Item Rating Rating 

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

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

1. Product Quality 3 

2. Work Performance 3 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 3 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 

7. Contract administration 3 
cooperation . 

'8. Invoices and progress reports 3 

9. Cost estimation/budget 3 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 
Project Manager: 

rll;dlJJ~ trfI/il 
Total Points: _ 27 ~ (~_axi' 

Co~~faa9ct:,tX Xd~rator: 

0 ~- ( -
:;..,A.,, u::-i A i-.......~. 

~/ 'fo'1 
Name V - bate Name 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

( 
\ 

l 

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: 
Landsca2e Research LLC 
Project Name (if applicable): 
S.P. 1301-98 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
90771 

CFMS Contract Number: 
qq ~2-, 

Project Duration (Dates): 
4-3-07 to 11 -5-07 

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 resource 
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 668 Total Amount Spent on. 
Contract: $66,708.82 

Source of Funding: M€.-fro eoo~\ 
'f Qd~a.L ~PR 

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 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

// ~Zo '--a7 
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. _90771 __ _ 

District/Office -~:;__ 
Type of work architectural history 

Work Type Code C~ 
S.P.1301-98 T.H. 8 --- Location City of Lindstrom, Chisago County 

Contractor Landscane Research LLC 

Subcontractor ----------~-
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 4-3-07; 

Work Start Date 
11-5-07; ale-S ~ , '~, ) 06 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$_= 68,338.75 Orig Cost: $53,089.00+ Amended Cost: $15,249.75 

Amended cost for: I"-' Overrun I"-' 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. WorkPerformance 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. Contract administration 
•·· 

cooperation.. . · 

8. Invoicesandpfogress reports 
.. . . . 

9. Cost estim.ation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

X 

X 

X 
. . 

.· .. 

>< -· 

. 
.. 

1'. : 

0 
Total Points ---
(Maximum points 36) 

I i 
Prin/Nm;he 

V 

. 

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. 
Cont1:"actor 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: 

• Conn;actor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
• Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
• Produc~/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 well done. 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
URS Corp. 

Project Name: 
Emergency Assist. For Construction I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89913 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A91744 
Project Duration (Dates): 
7 /31/06 to 7 /31/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials 
unexpectedly encountered at the State's construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the 
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays, and to avoid potential negative impacts to 
construction workers, the public or the environment. 

The conduct of this work through an outside contractor is cost effective for the state because in spite of the most 
comprehensive pre-project investigations, unexpected contaminated materials may be encountered dmjng construction. 
This Contract provides support ( excavation monitoring, sampling, analysis, safety monitoring, report writing, etc.) 
during these situations. The State does not have personnel trained and on-call to do this work. It is most cost effective to 
hire an outside contractor for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$65,787.67 

Source of Funding: 
Environmental Services Consultant Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

j/-~8 -CJ 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. :f8 q 13 
District/Office 6: (\/ ____;_ ____ _ 
SP Number M3: TH Number A/ J4 
Contractor ill< S Cbr- 12 ora)-( C>),--, 

l - . 
Subcontriictor y/l. 
Subcontractor &/Ar_ 

Type of Work 6111 ey-c; e,v1, LI 
u I 

Work Type Code E .;I; 

Location )'Bk.. lui'c~ 

4ss 1~.5 kf70<_ ~ r 
C0vi si-vt-1 cJ-, .vY"l 

. Contract Period: 7} 3), / o<c, 
1 

; 7 ~/ · ; "Jl 31 / 0 7 
w6rk Start Date Work Com letion Date ExpitatiodDate 

Total Contract Cost:$ 7 3, /bl/, Cf5' = Orig Cost:$ _____ + Amended Cost:$ 
. I -.----

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 'f-. 
2. WorkPerformance 'f-
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

X-Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and. 

X on time 
5. Project related cooperation 'f--
6. QA/QC plan conformance 

A 
7. · Gorttract a.dttt.fuistratfon: .. ·1z cooperation · 1: .. 

8. ·:Invoices· and progress reports. ·:¼ 
9 ... Cosfesthriatforill.Juc.lget · • "'A 111anageinet1t . . . . . .. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 S (Maximum points~ 

Project Manager: w~,Qad'~ 
ame 7 (0~ 

lDa 

~~. 0./ ~~:, Ii ~trac'I .Afr. mst . tor: :. . · · I/·,· .· fl 'l _ __, 
c.-1--l ..:::..,_. h v,,.-1...,..,~ tJ 1 L iJ 7-

Name 81 Date
1 

Gt.IQ~ c~:)T1-~J,~, 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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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: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A65644 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement. No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Investigation of Low Temperature AUGUST 9, 2004 - AUGUST 31, 2007 
Cracking in Asphalt Pavements I 81655 WO 128 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The current _Superpave specifications, based on the linear viscoelastic analysis of creep and strength data at 
low temperatures on both asphalt binders and mixtures, represented a major step forward in the selection of 
asphalt materials with improved low temperature performance. However, this approach is limited to a single 
event and cannot provide the tools to predict the evolution of cracks in time and does not allow taking into 
consideration the effects of traffic loading, of the variable aging through the asphalt layer and of the pavement 
system on the thermal behavior of the pavement. This type of analysis can be performed only based on 
fracture mechanics concepts, which have been successfully used to predict the fracture behavior of metal 
structures, rocks and concrete. There was no agreement with respect to what experimental methods and 
analysis approaches to use to investigate the fracture resistance of asphalt materials and the fracture 
performance of asphalt pavements. This comprehensive research effort brings, under the same umbrella, the 
different experimental protocols and analyses and. compares them based on a common set of asphalt materials 
and on well documented field performance data to determine the best combination of experimental work and 
analyses to improve the low tem_l!erature fracture resistance of asphalt pavements. 
Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 

Contract: $665,000.00 POOLED FUND 

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 

. d!lU--l~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

//- /-/ -() 1 
Date 



CONSULT ANT 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 128 

District/Office Investment Management 

S.P. NA T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code~ 

Location Statewide 

Subcontractor University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign 

Subcontractor Michigan Technological University 

Subcontractor University of Wisconsin at Madison ~~ 

lf %\u'li~;~~\ 

t~· -i 
tf~:. G~f/,'r ~j 
\t:;::::! r, .. ~t. ·--:- 0" , '.,j1 
1;, ·~ '"""'-Ji,,Js1 !J"' r ~y 
\ 

;·· : ""!, / ,4 J· t-,. ' \. ;j, 
• .. _/• •• ,, (':/J~- f:::::£11 \-, r , ..le;. ,r,, .,.... ..,, 
\o-J . VA ,.. C:<S-'l 
~/ ~ ;;/ 
'"'· q .. \\_, &'I' ~~,½_J]}~i' 

Contract Period: August 9, 2004 August 31, 2007 .,~gust 31, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $665,000.00 = Orig Cost:-$665,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 -4-i l'rlC.. 
Item Rating 

1 - 6 by Project Manager 
7 - 9 by Agreement 

Administrator 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation . 4 

6.~ QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for t~is contract: 

Project Manager: 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Total Points 30 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

Benjamin Worel - lv1n/DOT Kirsten Seeber - CTC & Associates 

Chrv.t1 D«uJ ,2--1~ 101-
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Dir~, 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. 

• 
Average 

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. 
• 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: 
This contract was completed as requested by tne participating stateDOTs. It did take 

some time to develop the pooled fund study and for the universities (University of. 

Ulinois. University of Wisconsin. and Michigan Tech (transferred to Iowa State)). which 

was the reason for the NCTE for this project. The states commented that the work 

completed is what they hoped would be accomplished and most of the states are 

participating in the secorid phase. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
U. ofM. CTS 
Project Name: 
2007 Towards Zero Death Conference l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89261-76 

CFMS Contract Number: 
B03127 
·Project Duration (Dates): 
7 /11/07-2/28/08 

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

Contract is for coordinating and managing the activities associated with planning and carrying out the 2-day TZD 
conference. Mn/DOT does not have the resources and/or abilities to manage this event. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 166,250 

Source of Funding: 
Federal Funding 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 
CTS is a partner in the TZD effort, they administer the TZD group and are the logical and most cost-effective choice to 
plan and manage the conference. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

j /~ ;Jj-(J~ 
Date 

.. .... 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89261 Work Order 76 

District/Office: OTSO 

Contractor: University of Minnesota - CTS 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Type of Work: TZD Admin Conference 

Work Type Code: TR 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Contract Period: 7/11/07 :1}~) u?r:- ; 041301200s 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $20,000.00 = Orig Cost: $90,000 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Ainendments:_0 __ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 

-Contract·administratiori 
; 

:s cooperation - _-

8; Invoices and progress reports 
~•-· . --- .. 

--
- -- - . - . --_ -

--
--

9. Cost estimation/budget 3 management 
-

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: -~6 (Maximum points ~\o) 

Project Manager: 

_Dave Engstrom ____ l 1/7/07 
Name Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
CH2M Hill, Inc. 
Project Name: 
3 5W /94 Commons Area Traffic Analysis 
and Design Concepts 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87824 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83011 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/05 6/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was to facilitate a public /stakeholder involvement to develop concepts to maximize the compatibility of 
the 35W/94 commons area with the Lake Street interchange, the Mississippi River Bridge and the 394 Lowry Tunnel 
High Occupancy Toll land projects. This included traffic analysis and examination of existing conditions, development 
concepts and feasibility, and conceptual design. 

This was contracted out because Mn/DOT was seeking new ideas and concepts, due to its unique problems in the area. 
The typical design development was not conductive to the corridor and wouldn't solve the traffic congestion and 
accident problems as effective as we'd like. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$739,628.48 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway 

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

Evaluate the performance of the work 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

JI /J- {)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. 87824 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Traffic Analysis, Design Concepts 

____;----------- Work Type Code PD 

S.P. 8825-204 T.H. 35W Location I-35W & I-94 Commons Area 

Contractor CH2M Hill 

Subcontractor SEH, E&K, Wilbur Smith, 

Subcontractor Charles Nelson, Joel Leisch, John Hourdos 

Contract Period: 11/8/05 6/30/07 8/1/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$739,628.48 = Orig Cost:$739,628.48 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun cg] 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/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: 

\/,0 e,naJ 
( Jerome Adams) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 
x 
;( 

Total Points 3 \ 
(Maximum points 36) 

,,ent Adm.inis851r or: . 
' ;:--jj ) 1/1 .,- 7 

~ /, (; , yvvv v \ . v t ,, '. i,{_)( 
( / ( Linn Mdli'ne ) 
''-/ 

Print Name 

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

Poor 
1 Point 



Definitions: 
A hove Average: . 

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

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

• 
• 

Contractor responsive to requests. 
Contractor suggests improvements. 

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: 
Doug Abere has delivered th~ work on schedule and on budget with a high level of client satisfaction and 

value. This includes recognition of the highly complex and high-profile study area, the need to coordinate 

and effectively lead a wide range of skills, personalities etc., and a large team (including several 

subconsultants ), and the ·need to control and appropriately invest the budget. 

Major accomplishments include the completion of 3 Visions Scenarios ( aka concept layouts), 

Technical Memos 1, 2, 3, and 4; Workshops I and 2; and 3 separate Focus Groups; and the Final Report. 

All were completed with a high level of satisfaction. 

All deliverables have been delivered on time and on budget. Doug has successfully managing the 

several subconsultants, and many personalities involved in the project. Doug will personally admit that 

he tends to focus on '_'process" and the reviewing previous work. The strength of this approach has 

allowed him to contain the many staff members on the project, focus them on getting each task done, and 

ultimately allows him to actually deliver the deliverables as envisioned in the scope. 

ser\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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Sentient Consultants 
Project Name: 
Leadership Institute Training Program I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87901 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A87381 
Project Duration (Dates): 
6/23/05 - 3/30/08 

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

Provide training for the State ' s managers to develop and enhance skills in the management of a diverse workforce. 
Provide the development and delivery of Diversity Forums for all State staff in relevant diversity topic areas. The goal is 
to assure the effectiveness of the State's workforce in an increasingly diverse environment by providing managers with 
culturally competent supervision and management skills, and acquainting all employees with culturally competent 
interpersonal skills. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$305,598 

Source of Funding: 
HR Con~u.,l-\-cuit- Fun els 

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 

'tt)/il--{_~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

I I ·- t) ·7 .. o ·1 
Date 

,,., 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. Mn/Dot #87901 

District/Office AAO 

Type of Work: Technical assistance/Leadership Development 

Work Type Code _TR 

SP Number ----- TH Number ___ _ Location ------------
Contractor _Sentient Consulting 

v~ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

/y';\ 
(, 1;\ 

/'·~.; ~i 
fr~·--·· ' ·.,., 

Contract Period: _9/3 0/05; 
Work Start Date 

8/31/07; 8/30/08 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

A·_1,_,. ~\ 

. r, C'$v, -t:.~··' 

\\;; cimc~ OF f
1
1~1 

'\t'_,~:- ~ \... • .J)/ 
Total Contract Cost: $305,598 = Orig Cost: $160,000 + Amended Cost: $145,598 \V:, > ,.o-t~~}~'r· 

·-,\~ I Yf r· rw r:? '1:t, ;lt'' 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _2_<,i:i.::.:::".'-~..,,J;~.;;,,·· 

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration u cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ~ 
9. Cost estimation/budget I\ management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: JJ (Maximum point~ 

Project Manager: 

_ Rosemarie Merrigan 10/4/07_ 
Name Date 

Contract Administrator, J.21 ./4 T 
:::::::::=-=----,t. Date 

eA-{,, ~~,,(f),~ 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Sentient Consulting does an excellent job!! I would highly recommend them. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk, Inc. 

Project Name: 
TH-60 I Bigelow _!o Worthington 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90627 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A99790 
Project Duration (Dates): 
03/30/2007 to 08/31/2007 

Summ,arize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To provide technical and surveying work tasks for the location and acquisition ofR/W parcels for the proposed 
realignment of TH-60 main line, passing lanes and intersection improvements. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1050 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$64,798.31 

Source of Funding: 
D7 Consulting Budget 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: This consultant has done MnDOT acquisition plat work in the past. No other consultant in this area 
has experience with this type 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: 

s·EE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. _9_0_6_2_7 ___ _ Type of Work Land Survey 

District/Office 7 ·------ Work Type Code _LS_ 

SP Number 5305-56 TH Number 60_ Location TH60 betw~en Bigelow and I-90 in Worthington 

Contractor Bolton & Menk~ Inc. 

~ 
. Or•r ,..., 20/1"? r.:::-· 
Pe· . . w ;v-, 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ---'--------'------- .• '~CiVLD [;::? 
Contract Period: March 3, 2007 ; August 31, 2007 ; August 31, 2007 \1i:;=---=: ;., ... '.""" O!:F1_c:: ,., ~ 

0'> 1?.,v/-, ,i:- ~ '-.1F -
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ;:0 · -~,.,:;ul't:1fvr'" {',~--;; 

\'-J ...,~\I "\f:~y 
Total Contract Cost:$ 64,798.31 = Orig Cost:$ 64,798.31 + Amended Cost$ OJ;fpD r' ,r-~~:w 

~--·r -; ,,.... _,, i t\-'{,. '-/ 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments __ ~Ll»~ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator . 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
I 

Poor 
4 P_oints 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality I 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT I 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and I I 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation I 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance I I 3· 

management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: __ 31 _ (Maximum points~ 

MaJilager: /:7--> ~ 

Date (o/t"8/o7 

istrator: 

~µ--
. Felber Date /0 /,-'7/4 7 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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: 

Peter Blethen and Joe Haefner were a pleasure to work with. Joe did an excellent job of communicating 

the status of the project and answering all questions in a timely manner. I wouldn't hesitate to work 

with either one of them again. 

YQ'{ orJ'i to :±b£ Cootru.tk Cq!Y)ount 

(CSS Reviewed l /26/2007) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 91640 . 

CFMS Contract Number: B-05108 

Project Duration (Dates): 08/02/07 to 09/28/07 

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 collect Aerial Color Digital Imagery and Aerial Vertical Color 
Film Photography to be used for documentation and further creation of Aero- Triangulation in order to process an 

. Ortho-Photo which is also to be completed by the Contractor under this Contract, and also, Collect LiDAR (Light, 
Detection and Ranging), in order to produce an Elevation Model for this project. 

This project was for the Collapsed I-35W Bridge over Mississippi River,,Washington Avenue to 4th_ Street S.E., Metro 
District. 

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 t~~~~t~ ,,..,~~ 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. I Total Contr8CIAriiOl.lnl: $98,000.00 I Source Of Funding: TERBRIDG 

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. 

I 

/J/1\ I J /) , 
' lVf...,U-L__ / ~ 

Carol M~lnau, Lt. Gover~/Commissioner 

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

II-? - 07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

o 1 " 4 ~ ~\ 1 Pi L C~nt~act No. 11 6 ~u _ Type of Work 11. 'Log (C. '--. ~----. e~ r..1-
D1stnct/Office fvle=\:=ro, WorkTypeCode 10 .. I /{J,2 /!J.3 U 
SPNurnberT3.,5\AJ.-~( TH Number 'S5W. ~f Location t- z,t 13 <ff"d/z73C(O . 
Contractor -P.,. .. e-r-{;:>' /'-j «i{---- 'o .C' V\ c_.. / ~~f '· 

/' ' ... 
Subcontractor - 1..... . .. . .. 

;·:- . . (~<~~J,~. '-~::.-".~·-
Subcontractor .---- . :,:. ...,.,~~ ~

1 
;.- .1;· 

Contract Period: ,4 t, ,Q , a 1c ; S::CP, .)'6 I 01 ; 7 - 3 \ - 08, .... \,,,."' 
W Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date. :: . . ., 

T 1 C C $~/"'). L" (' 1 "' . $~(2 /-'i/'D A d d C $ /~. . ·, ' ota ontract ost:v,, ~))<-./#_.= Ong Cost:J c.../ L./~,.....,..-¥" men e ost: f1- ·-~-.:::,'--_· . .-,,.- ·· 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

\1 

7 
/ 
-✓ 

/ 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating f ~r,~~is Contract: Total Points: 32j (Maximum points~ 

. ~ \J r-· ,1 /1 A':-· 
. vv---/\ J ll~vUt · 

Date 

Anministrat 
.~T ( 

... /bate- ,;, 

l'1 e 1-f I( (fA<;;/f I½ nf f_fY-.( 
10-- re -- o 8 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

,# 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

w=== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
The Dieringer Research Group, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Mileage-based User Fee Public Opinion Mkt 
Research 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90815 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Boo\24 
Project Duration (Dates): 
04/11/07 through 09/27 /07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The FHW A, under their Value Pricing Program initiative, awarded to Mn/DOT the task and funding to assess public 
attitudes and perceptions about implementing, a fee for transportation that would be based to usage of roads rather than 
usage of fuel. · 

Mn/DOT Market Research is a one-person sub-unit ( one certified professional that acts as internal consultant to the rest 
of the Organization). This project had to be contracted out because the 3-4 phases of it will include both qualitative and 
quantitative components to it for which we are not staffed. While an experienced moderator in my own right, when 
doing public perceptions it is more objective to hire from the private sector. It also makes the project actually do-able 
because the consultants have the numbers of trained recruiters and interviewers needed for any large scale project. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$94,775 . 

Source of Funding: 
$57,000 came from OIM (Mn/DOT) '07 
consultant dollars and the balance from 
theFHWA 

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 {lk 1Lf!___ I~ 1/l,lLU __ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

I tJ ~ ~ 1 ~{)// 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. __ 90815 __ _ 

District/Office __ CO __ _ 

SP Number ____ _ TH Number ___ _ 

Type of Work _Market Research_ 

Work Type Code _0253_\-1 p_ 
Location __________ _,,,, 

Contractor _ The Dieringer Research Group, Inc ___ _ 

Subcontractor ____ none _______ _ 

Subcontractor ____________ l·• 
'ii'O 

Contract Period: __ 4/11/07 __ ; __ 9/27/07 __ ; ___ 9/30/07 \i- c, 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \:_,,:.£ 

Total Contract Cost: $94,775 = Orig Cost $94,775 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended for: ~ Ove1rnn ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _O_ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. C9ntract administration 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 
~2 (n ,-- ' 

Total Points: cJ ~ (Maximum points &) 
~ /-

Pro~t r1anager 
1 

Contract Administrator: 
j . .\ 

f)t_) /0 lf!J_/Dl-:° 
, 1 

CtuuLul12~ \.JGtc ij'11LYr l o l,1 u o-7 
Name Date Name Date 

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

. (CSS Reviewed l/26/2007) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
ACCT, Inc. 

Project Name: 
S.P. 7702-42 CI'_H 10) l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

8958J 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A87952 
Project Duration (Dates): 
04/18/06 to 005/01/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter in too Contract: 

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P7702-42 (TH 10), 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 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$56,667.96 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agencydetermined 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 . "--- ·, c a/LtJ-f_ h ~'-[ 11A ,, ,_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
JeffBrunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

I c> , d. 1 ~ t ) 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. 89583 

District/Office D3 

Type of work _ Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code trtm _A f-> 
S.P. 7702-42 T.H. 10 Location Sta12les 

Contractor ACCT, Inc. 

Subcontractor ===~~~===-== 

Subcontractor ~-=~~~~~==== 

Contract Period: 04/18/06 · 05/01/07 ; 05/01/07 
Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: *$56,667.96 = Orig Cost: $56,667.96 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

~,""::7h A". r''i, ''-' ,U I b7:-,~ 
~; > ~.• ·~ ~? . r;. \ l.r .;, 

/f, \~} .,,,,,,.,. 

l'r; . ·-c:r:i /\.:'·. __..j t:.;· "'~ 
I' --J .,., ;;-;iJ 
t~;i )p '<'i , 
\;~., st'Rv ~, \ci\ . <)., 

\:;c> .. ?,.,. "'")L 
'\'- /;! _,. ~ - (" I \_; 

Ye( •• ,;·- / IC i O \1; ',. (.. :, 
,::,<f/:/(-!::'..A:.-c-",,/" 

* The contract was written for $100,000.00, but only $56,667.96 was used. See attached memo. 

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

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: 

. ~ 

. r··il o 
1

. Project~~-ge~:~d.•· ..... 1//· -.. · /}. 
I·. h . ../'/ T, /%,-"' / / / 

/ .. ?'.--}_.// " "'7 / ./1 / // ,,,r ?-~ /. ./ /,, /_./'/ // ,/ 
7 v . .. . / : 

( Mark Vogel )/>/ l,./ .. 
Print Name:>·· 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

'"/·, 

~ 

Y-

'I 

Y._ 

'f 
X 

X 

X 

Total Points (_,, 7 
(Maximum points 36) 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

. 

e~ 

1:>/ 
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: ACCT, Inc performed in a timely fashion, and for a reasonable cost. 

: \user\consult\fonns\ev al uati on. 89 8 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Sterling Systems, Inc. 

Project Name: 
S.P. 8602-40 (TH 12) l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89637 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A92042 
Project Duration (Dates): 
08/02/06 to 09/19/07 

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provideRegulated Waste Removal Services on S.P. 8602-40 (TH 12), 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 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 62,548.18 

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 Contr~t: 

SEE A TT ACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EV ALDA TION 

L1 [l;._J--t '--/7j_f{M£u,e_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

I{/ ~ d? I/ - O 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. 89637 

District/Office D3 

Type of work Regulated Waste Removal 

Work Type Code 0110 A6 
S.P. 8602-40 T.H. 12 Location Delano 

Contractor Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Subcontractor ============ 

Subcontractor ============ 

Contract Period: 08/02/06 ; 09/19/07 · 05/15/08 
Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: *$62,548.18 = Orig Cost: $62,548.18 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

{{ r(;::;~,~ 
'(d\ ~ 
{;;;, ~':;~~."/ 

\;··--:,, '> "' "';,1/ <.:-','?.., ..-('1 '(;)1/ 
-q_v',-· c·: ..... ~ ·;') \:,7 
~- '( J., .' i') !! .. _\\\_!)\) ;,' 
~-~~ 

* The contract was written for $100,000.00, but only $62,548.18 was used. See attached memo. 

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: 

✓ 61 
,., I { Pr · a.~e/J 

10 ~ ,;;f/ 
( Marl . 

"' Additional Work Number of Amendments _Q__ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 
'I--
y 

y 
'-t 
✓ 

r 
X 

X 

X 

Total Points 2 1 
(Maximum points 36) 

ct Administuitor: 

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 Recycling, Inc performed in a timely fashion, and for a reasonable cost. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



- 'I ' 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Hydro-Kleen Inc 
Project Name: 
TH 65 and TH 47 Video Inspection and Cleaning 

Mn/DOT Contract 
No.: 90429 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A99506 
Project Duration (Dates): 
3/21/07-6/28/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: , 
The purpose of this contract was to provide storm sewer video inspection and cleaning services on TH 65 from 43rd 

Avenue to TH 694, TH 65, and TH 47 from lrst Street South to Broadway and I-35W/TH65 to 10th Street South in 
Anoka County. The work is necessary to comply with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit 
requirements. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$89,533.00 

Source of Funding: 
State funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

(!(JM-f 7~,1 u&L, 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

/ t i . cJ; 4 t. {) 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 9 O~d, 9 
District/Office r'\e.4tza ------

SP Number ___ _ THNumber ----65 
Contractor 

Subcontractor 

Hid ~o - l< \ EA~ ..:r-~ 

------------

Type of Work Sloa.~ S:e..'8-.\E Q.. \)(clff!:4 It--lsp . 

Work Type Code •~ .) - l's'. 3 SV 

Location X-61~ ~(la 413 rd ) it:>"-"~ k> :r-~s;-w 
' ~ /21 \ 'J . < A -~~--;.:~~ \ 2 V 4· f./'•¾., 

Az-~ .J .._,, 6/'l),. 
,;(",~! ~ J .>': ,;:__v ..- • 

t'\J "· ci 
Subcontractor-------,----,------___,,"""""' ,~- <0(!? e; 

Contract Period:3/2; /07 £! .;;b1'7~ C'Otvs~:, ·;: 
Work Sta.rt Date Work Completion Date ~\.\ 1..iA.lvt 51~ 1

.. t::. 
'\ ... ;) ·-qr (~ 

Total Contract Cost: $ 82; 553, ()t)= Orig Cost: $ ______ +Amended Cost: $ ~~~~~";i) 
1 

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

"'1t'l, f;t 81 l I \:.Y:\,jt }7 
'--!'.'.!• i l•~ -~---

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

9 / Cos(estimation/budget.. .. management'. o: · · · ·· · 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Project Manager: ~ 

lee V(F'llc0€~ q /~£'"/tJ'r 
Name Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

Average 
3 Points 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

~ 

Rating 

Total Points: d._~ 

Contt.;act Admi · 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points °3fo· ) 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 Manager 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 orover 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: 

Co'('(\~l~+eJ \J \ <:\eo :C---1s ecc i'\0~ 0~ +, fl'd~~ (+) ~ood iu AH 4-j. 
f\u~-k>' S fuR. SQn-i~ aF +'he CA,~e.~ b~; ~s. ~ m'A-.,) l\e. \ E'. 

S4c-'3~dui:--tS ~C....'f"~ ~~+e. -- s~fll\E- d U ~ l, c: 'A,- ¾- io t---J ~ ~ ~ostJ\-s 0~ \'\'\,A:e, 
f SOM'£ h:A4-u,t-e,S ~~ ~\.. G ~s i l~':f.ci , t::F-12 ,!) r~~t?ec kJ. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
Department of Transportation 
Contractor Name: 
SRF Consulting Group, Incorporated 
Project Name: 
Overhead Sign Inspection l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89285 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 91065 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 5, 2006 - September 30, 2007 

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

This Contract was for inspection of the Metro Districts cantilever, truss-type overhead sign structures in order to identify 
and prioritize any structural deficiencies in terms of most critical to least critical. Some of these overhead signs are as 
old as forty years and have not been inspected, therefore creating a safety issue. The Contractor identified signs that 
needed to be repaired or replaced to extend the service life and functionality of the overhead sign structures. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 423,406.43 

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: 
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 

fl L · 
C ti 4_1-(!__ 7~ YL(~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/07) 

L--- /()-0~~ ()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. 89285 

District/Office Metro/Traffic 

S.P. T.H. 

Location All Metro District Roads 

Type of work Cantilever Sign Inspection 

Work Type Code~ :C r.J_ / __ ✓•~7,. _ 
. ,r-}r.,i;J ·\ t\ ~) IO l I ~I~ 

~-., .... ,\· '·1:77"1 
,t5•,,l ,= , <~• -~ 

/'<, \:"" , ·:J.;, ~ :f~· r) ~ \<·J} £ .., t:.nl} ,.,)\ 

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Incorporated ~

tO). R : ~ ..,. ·,::· ,~ 
co '.... . c_•::J 

}>. CJ;.,,. . r-:\_:.::1 
\~~, .,- ,....···1 

Subcontractor Braun lntertec 

Subcontractor 

't":J CiB!)'tt c_;::;h 
-~ .. 'O.l•. ;;-_. /·-. • ·J 

\ ~1 ~··~:~>~~1/ 
() ...... '\.~. 'J f/ 

------------ ~ -~\-~/ 
_ c t "'I 1 \\~ '0/._,'fi,"/ 
~f:_J.~JV"' 

Contract Period: 7 /5/06; 8/16/07; 9/30/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $460,196.70 = Original Cost: $445,196.70 + Amended Cost: $15,000 

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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QAJQC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for_this contract: 

Project Manager: 

(1_,_j" \ -~ . / 
(Rebecca Fhbumni) 

Print 1'J ame 

□ Additional Work 

(traffic control) 

Number of Amendments 1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

■ 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 ·Points 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

X 
x 

X 

Total Points ,~8' 
(Maximum points 36) 

Agreement Administrator: 
~ . ~,f'• i--

/ ' . /. /~ . , I. ~ I'\ }, ·-~-1 uc.u:_ ·; L c_.,, UL. L-/1 
,77 (Julie Fiereck) \ 
1

'-'

7 

Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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 infonned 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 technical aspect of the project and final product were good. There were initial issues with 

Contractor project management. Lack of communication and project management on behalf ,~-/; 

Contractor did improve at MnDOT Project Manager's request. 

:\user\consult\forrns\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

rr== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Sterling Systems, Inc. 
Project Name: 
S.P. 8602-40 (TH 12) I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89636 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A91901 
Project Duration (Dates): 
07128106 to 08131107 

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provide Asbestos Abatement Services on S.P8602-40 (TH 12), 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 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$99,438.42 

Source of Funding: Consultant Services 
Budget Allotment for District 3 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the ageI£y 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 

f a1c I{ 7J4!!/Jll£Ll~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor1Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
JeffBrunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

I () ~ ,::1 /- (J 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. 89636 

District/Office D3 

Type of work Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type.Code (H-t6'- A5 
S.P. 8602-40 T.H. 12 Location Delano 

Contractor Sterling Systems, Inc. 

Subcontractor ============ 

Subcontractor ============ 

Contract Period: 07/28/06 ; 08/31/07 · 05/15/08 
Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: *$99,438.42 = Orig Cost $99,438.42 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

* The contract was written for $100,000.00, but only $99,438.42 was used. 

Amended cost for: 1-1 Overrun 1-1 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/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: 

~ ✓1j-Oc~ 
JC> ProiectM~?/?~ 

_,, __ . - t 

( Mark Vogel 
Print Na 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

0 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

A 
)c 

" 

~ 
f 

~ 

intra.ct Ad. ministr~-t-or: .. 

·~~ ~ (G#ifu~ n) 
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: Sterling Systems, Inc performed in a timely fashion, and for a reasonable cost. 

W4-.5 

1../-D h / a ,£ k iffrt I I:.. of. C ." Kt- <e'' t, RCSi 0 r 11 -/-. · ~or~g [ ~ /,11Jf,- VcJ,c ~?v"'/ 
As .~ a 'i l<t,ff!.f m 14 }{} -5 ..,J.-( lo i' ,k t/4.1:, 'l / b'M {!_ u p e?'--

...a J,Jq · J {/ d ( 6h11 ( fJ J--f.h + ,( (Of7 r 

: \user\consult\forms\ev al uation. 89 8 



( 

( 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
STS Acquisition dba STS Consultants, Ltd. A87176 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Contamination Assistance for Const. Sites 89486 3/31/06 to 7 /31/07 · 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in propt:rlY dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials affecting 
the St~te's construction projects as determined by the State's Project Manager. In these situations,'rapid response in 
dealing with the contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays and to avoid potential negative impacts 
to the public or the environment. This work requires knowledge and experience in dealing properly with all types of 
contaminated materials. This work requires the use of specialized field equipment that Mn/DOT does not own. This 
work requires specialized OSHA safety training. Mn/DOT has determined that it is not cost-effective to train and equip a 
workforce to do this specialized type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$99,064.60 

S9urce of Funding: 
Environmental Consultant Budget 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

( CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/t:J- I~ '-0 ~7 
Date 



CON.SUL TANT PERFORl\1ANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. ?) Cf Lf g ~ 
District/Office S~feLuich 

Type of work G~'1'11- lv,_ fac/ A .. /L_q •4-no-J s ;{Jss )-/v.,,-nee_ 

Work Type Code El -f;r CCJ;),,.._ 3 t'ru-</il''v, 

S.P. ~ T.H. _____ Location ___________ _ 

Contractor ST S fJ. c[) w2;,f b'a-.-. d)o c.__ ST S C,,n<, 1.v I k..-v-1-
51 

l--/ of_ , 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor-----------,---

Contract Period: 3/31 /o(o : .j.]2;,) 1o::=t- ; 7 3/ 0 7 
W ch-k stab: Date . Work CompleAon Date Exp· ation ate 

Total Contract Cost: $:/~, S1 /<D] = Orig Cost: $ ____ + Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

Amended cost for: --- Overrun --- Additional Work Number of Amendments . I -:·~ l.'r)·e °'1) y 
Item Rating 

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

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality ''f-
·2. Work Performance ''f.-_. 

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'· ,:· · · 
.. 

I 'I ••• .1: 

8 .. Iny·o.ic~s arid progress reports 

9. Cost est~ation/budget.. 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

__ ~~ec (jJ . t Manager:~ 
______.-~1 r . . ; I)._ 

. ' 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

~ 

X 

--'>( 

X 
.. 

.. .... I •! '• • ~ . ·· . 

-'f:•. I.,,• 

'"': ·: . 

_:• ... -:. 

'A .. 
' ' ., : . 

Y-.· 
Total Points a 30 
(Maximum points 36) · 

.~OD.tract Adrrunisttra.tor;.--1 
I 1 / .· /, . //, ,,..7 ,/ I /!2Jnttu1 ·· d ,211tt/1(_//L-

( 1'JiV1 C 'ti I f2,_J L,_, ) ( . l ; ) 
fu~~~ ~,~ 

l-,/ 

Poor 
1 Point 

4.:: 

Note: Ariy 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Braun Intertec Corporation 
Project Name: 
Falling Weight Deflectometer, etc, Data 
Collection and Analysis 

Mn/DOT Cqntract No.: 
89488 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A89768 
Project Duration (Dates): 
June 8,2006-July 31, 2007 

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

More and better data is needed to make structural pavement management decisions. Truck volumes, sizes, and weights 
are increasing and better pavement decisions "at the margin" are needed. 

This was a pilot (prototype) project to collect and analyze structural pavement and truck traffic data. A sampling of miles 
in each county was used for the data collection and analysis. The data can be used to analyze strategic and operational 
county roadway needs. A consultant was selected to collect and analyze the data since MnDOT forces did not want to 
deploy resources at this time. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract 
$529,928.04 

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: 

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 

(!,ftv--l_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

I tJ .-i ft:! - /Ji 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

l ::>Ce U a,r1ec0 
Contract No. 89488 Type of Work Falling Weight Deflectometer, Ground 

Penetrating Radar, Traffic Counts, and Coring 

Engineering Services 

District/Office State Aid WorkTypeCode NIA M0 
SP Number NI A TH Number NIA Location 10-15 miles in each Mn County 

Contractor 

Subcontractor 

Subcontractor 

Braun Intertec Corporation 

-----------
-----------

Con tract Period: June 8, 2006 ; May 7,2007~ July 31, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: ·$529,928.04 = Orig Cost: $517,589.20 + Amended Cost: $12,328.84 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 3 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 3 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration . 
·.'. 

.. cooperation ... _. 4 • .. .. 

8._ Ifrvoices and pr0gressreports L\ 
·. 

., .· .. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
~ . management 

Poor 
1 Point 

, . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 05 (Maximum points 3 6) 

Project Manager: 

James E. Koivisto 9127107 
Name Date 

Contract Administrator: 

\ Lt oJV/YX! cVro514,1;r 
..., Name . Date 

.· 

\0{ Lt,01 
c:. n (Jt P°'-V o 11e r ·f:ke 
CO \rt fyacf- {lfl'vt ../-. /l{l.f A1 (CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A80483 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Access to Destinations: Estimation of SEPTMEBER 1 O, 2005 -
Arterial Travel Times 81655, WO 188 AUGUST 31, 2007' 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
To develop, test and recommend methods for network wide estimation and prediction of travel time on 
arterials. The expectation is that the recommended method will produce plausible default estimates when 
given predicted demand flows and will update these default estimates where and when field measurements are 
available. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $60,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
TRUNK HIGHWAY/ MET COUNCIL 

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 

/!)-/ c, -07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 188 

District/Office Investment Management 

S.P. NA T.H.NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor 

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code v- --= 
Location Statewide 

-----------
subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: September 10, 2005 

Work Start Date 
August 31, 2007 

Work Completion Date 
August 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

~1 11 ~ ¢·\t, \ l l(j ID ;f; ..., 
.,. 1\J '' C...(J r.,~ A'--:."J , .,~_,., d-'·,»...' 'C ".I 

1_,:::;;_,... ~.'..)~) 
{('\_ ., r.--r· r;:"" , ...... ,.J "\ N 
I< (. :'r , .. ,ED '"!• [:--- Rt -1,1 , ~i 

,c::'.) ~-,r r: uF c:n1 
!;;-: OH·,·~~ - ("T!r.V. :',__,"I 
\n~ -A,;-.11 ;;~-' '-.:i. ~- ,', ""'r~t,~SUi, i I ➔ (0._, 
\0_. _i:..,vi ~"I.J 

\..- {'~ 

'\ 0 ~~~\!✓. •t~:-; £AZ:.\ 'l~~• 

Total Contract Cost: $60,000.00 = Orig Cost: $60,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

Above.· Below 
Av·erage Average Average Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

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

Standards/Requirements x· 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

X on time 
5. Project related cooperation k 
6. QA/QC plan conformance .x 
7. Contract administration IX cooperation 
8. In.voices and progress K reports 
9. Cost e_stimation/budget 

K · manaqement 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 
F)O. 

Total Points _k_ I 
(Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
LHB Engineers & Architects A73326 
Project Name: _Project Duration (Dates): 
Bridge Rating Services for Selected County 
and Municipal Bridges. 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86754 March 28, 2005 to November 1, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the ·Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
A new Minnesota legislation known as the "Timber Hauler's Bill" now allows vehicle loads up to 98,000 pounds gross 
weight. The Contract was for the Contractor to inspect and rate 241 selected in-place statewide County and Municipal 
bridges that were identified by MnDOT's Bridge Office and State Aid for Local Transportation Group. This is to 
determine if those bridges can support the new timber loads or must be load posted to insure the safety of the traveling 
public. MnDOT's Bridge Rating Unit is currently understaffed and is not able to perform the required ratings in-house. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$217,381.31 

Source of Funding: 
Managed Funds Org. 

260 5000 
250 5000 

Appr. 
222 -- 90% 
221 -- 10% 

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 CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EV ALDA TION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/o -15-07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 86754 •Q,, · • d "- . A95'•'~f'$y,:~·, 
Type of work u l ~~ ue s, °" If", «: rt \ 1,.·.l .... ,} ,i!,, ,J.i,l't~ 

i). D ~''i"\'.i V ., I ·i\. 

District/Office: Bridge Office 
//,.-,v' .,..:)~. 

Work Type Code B D /~..l -""· ' v>\, 
(::) 

SP Number: NIA TH Number: Statewide Location: Statewide 

Contractor: LHB Engineers & Architects 

Subcontractor: 

Subcontractor: 

NIA 

NIA 

Contract Period: March 28, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

July 31, 2007; November 1,. 2007 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

r; -~ 
1F~:J r:5/.;:, --.·· i,~ Cfr . ~·r 

\13 . ' \ ·r /;-. r4\ - ' ,~ ~· c,oi.-~s;_.l.. Ou,7: 
~.-'.}'? ro.t 
~~v 

Total Contract Cost: $339,053.90= Orig. Cost: $200,774.20 + Amended Cost: $138,279.70 

Amended for: □ Overrun XO Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: _1 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality '/ 

2. Work Performance X 1 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements X 

4. Del~verables Complete and V 
on time ('-

5. Project related cooperation X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance v· 

\ 

.. ••..• : I I ., I 11 ., •• , ••• I:••::; :c·• ... •·•·• : ··.•· :, ••. • •:• •..• ; ·•r:: :; ·:'•, ····· ..... , ·u,::;••··· 
,·,·: _.. : ,. 

·:·,•· .. ,;.: .. ,: :·: _... -:.; 
:.;::,.:.; ll lJ '.-'. ::.::: :.· ::.;:> ·,:, :::::;: :;:; ··• ::;: ·.·.· .. ,.,. !•: ·;;•,::·:"': .... :., ·::;::-

.. · ··••-:·.···:·: ;.;_:. ··: ·: '··· \.:-/(:( :· ;,: :-:· '.''.""" ;::· -, .... ...,.. _.; 

,,: $1:,v.:>.;:,. ,.,. •' ..• , '•·.·••·• .... , .... ,,. . . ···•·· : : : • • ;; . : ,, i ' • , 
., ,., .. ,, .,. .... ..,... . ....... ,. ... , ... ,. .. ,, .... . ..... ····· .... , .. ,.,. 

':: ......... ,. . ···• .· .. ., .. , ........ ,. : . ., .. .,,. .. , '••··"'· 
.I }-I ·.. ......... ::<:: •:•;::.; :. :.: .:.;:::::: ·:-: '.:):::..;:; .;:;:; .. ; :.: .. ::: .·: ·'· 

••• .:• •• 1< I .• ,. .., '.,L? • : ··• ....... ·.·, •t ·• •·•• :•• •. .,. • ......... •.:· ... • .. ,· ···' ., ... • ··••,.. f: 
1<,:•:.. ·~ '.,. .. ::: .. :.. , ••.• ; ,;:,,. ' .......•.• ,. ::• " .' ... ,.: , ...... ,., ... ., ,. ....... .., . ·., .... , 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3/_ (Maximum points :3 ~) 

Project Manager:/ , 

.~·,r,_~J// .f•/, ,(,oc---·--. /~~·,,:;>/; 
1LoweI(Jofinson ·i ~ Djte J 

Contract Administrator: 

~~~-:~~ ----=-~=--__!_1,/4-sfr'7 
Victor E. Crabbe Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section! Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Automated Winter Road Maintenance 
Using Road Surface Condition 
Measurements 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655, WO 148 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A70402 
Project Duration (Dates): 

DEC 1, 2004 - AUG 31, 2007 

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

The research objectives of this project are two-fold: 
1) To improve the existing vehicle-based tire-road friction measurement system by using additional piezo 
sensors mounted on the insides of the tires of the snowplow. These additional sensors will help improve the 
accuracy and reliability of the friction measurement system. 
2) To automate winter road maintenance using real-time measurements from the friction measurement 
system and a pavement temperature measurement sensor. To evaluate the experimental performance of the 
automated winter maintenance system on the Safeplow. 

Billaole Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $140,000.00 

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: 

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 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 

Io -- I S--•-()1 



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 148 

District/Office Investment Management 

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code __ 

S.P. 88016 00693 T.H.NA Location Statewide 

· Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor -----------
Sub contractor -----------
·contract Period: December 1, 2004; , August 31, 2007; 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date 
August 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

-J?--;:~~ 
~- '\l, lb ?./ r1 ,, f~n ~

£-f \A t"' ' r /,(j 1'::::-.. /4.:\~ \ 13/<i\, 
L~ v~} 
t~

1 OCT 2()!J! ~~, 
CD RECEIVED ~ 

.;,,_,.., ,-..~ 
,v.✓, OFFICE OF ~ 

.C--ONSUUANT S~VJ! ?} 
~ 

p ., -· ~-"' 

Total Contract Cost: $140,000.00 = Orig Cost: $140,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: D Overrun o 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan.conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

l 
i 

Contractor's rating for this contractt 

;>'~ect ~anager: 
.\ 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

{-
f· 

-j ?,/~ Total Points ;i 
. um points J:

1
_ h,.. (Maxim "~? v 

t Administrato .. 

Poor 
1 Point 

Con_trac_ '·, , (\ 

,(i. ) 'I-~~ F l\______ \l\ / L,, . . .· 
\) 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail · 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
STS Acquisition dba STS Consultants, Ltd. 

Project Name: 
Contamination Assistance for Maint. Sites I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90399 

CFMs· Contract Number: 
A95899 
Project Duration (Dates): . 
11/28/06 to 7 /31/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials affecting 
the State's maintenance operations as determined by the State's Project Manager. In these situations, rapid response in 
dealing with the contamination problem is necessary to avoid interruptions in maintenance operations, and to avoid 
potential negative impacts to the public or the environment. This work requires knowledge and experience in dealing 
properly with contaminated materials that are problems in maintenance operations. This work requires the use of · 
specialized field equipment that Mn/DOT does not own. This work requires specialized OSHA safety training. Mn/DOT 
has determined that it is not cost-effective to train and equip a workforce to do this specialized type· of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 75,464.51 

Source of Funding: 
District 1, District 2, Environmental 

· 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 

;J_ ,\. 
Carol M~ ~mor 

cc: P.Stembler, 1 liAdmin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

( CSS Revie~ ed 11/20/06) 

Jo ;_/5-o 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORl\1ANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. q 03 9~ 4 
DistrictJOffice D 1 ,_D2, E t\J V 

S.P. ~ T.H. .----

Type of work 0;Y\ :h,v_1,y1 ,· ,1-e_. /-/07 l}s ':J, ·;s fov1"1<?J? hi r-
- /J~ ,1.i I s-. lo ,,., 

nr kT Cd ],--, -· . .--(,- '-/ ,.-.__> vv or ype o e __, ....--. 

Location :S/c; ... ktcn~ 

Contractor STS l}u{f,l ,,~;· -h"c:,'r) cll20- St.5 Ce:,'h'/;/lv·{ 1c-~1.s I LM ~ 
Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: i l / 2-Ps--/ O(p ~ /-eo } 0 '1 
Wo;k StarlDate Work Completion Date 

Total Contract Cost $ ·77 bOb, 3 7 = Orig Cost: $ ____ + Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

Amended cost for: - Overrun - Additional Work Number of Amendments _0___ 
I 

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 A 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

Standards/Requirements ><: 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

X on time 
5; Project related cooperation A 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 
7. Contract adririnistration. · · •• 1.: .. · '. '. 

. . ··. .: : '/4,.-···_, - t,; • 

. ·:· cooperation'· · · · · l ·1 .. • .,.: -~-. · .. ': 
.. 

' ' 
•/ ..• , • I • : • 

8 .. Iny'pic~s arid progress reports X .: 
J '• • : 

9. Cost est~ation/budget,. >(, 
man,agement / . . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 
;;;o,, 

Total Points ::::, ----
(Maximum points 36) 

/ 
11·. ontract ~µminl~,tr.atof) . 

,1 . 9 ~/' , - Ir . / , -~; ,. ( .f'!Lt&111/8~/,~-✓ ___ /Of 2 > fu~-
c //; /) )' 

i / Priq.it_
1
1N~,ame 

V (_,_,/ 

Project 1v1an~ager:, 
n,11 ~ - l' l_ Y L 1\/~1~,, 

( /\}CL~-~-l/ ( /~ L ) 
Prin(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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
( Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Cambridge Systematic, Inc. 
Project Name: 
CVISN Maintenance Contract I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89688 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A23643 
Project Duration (Dates): 
08/02/06 through 07 /30/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
.The purpose of the contract was for Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (CSI) to provide maintenance and support to ensure the 
CVISN systems in Minnesota remain operational. CSI' s maintenance and support activities included ongoing monitoring 
and troubleshooting for Minnesota's CVISN systems, and they corrected defects for those systems covered by this 
contract. 

CSI has managed and supported Minnesota's CVISN systems since they were developed. They have provided and 
installed system updates and corrections as required by the USDOT. No resources for providing these needed 
maintenance and support services are available in Minnesota. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
$148,750.00 . · OFCVO Managed Funds 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 
CSI developed Minnesota's CVISN systems to the specifications defined by Minnesota and the USDOT. CSI developed 
software code, interfaces, and protocols for the CVIEW database and related legacy system interfaces. CSI also 
developed CVIEW so certain interoperability elements were consistent between Minnesota, the USDOT, and other 
CVISN states. The CVIEW database and legacy system interfaces contain proprietary CSI source code, and CSI has 
copywrited the system software and holds an exclusive license to the use of its property. CSI, having created and 
established the CVISN infrastructure for Minnesota, has the most technical and experiential knowledge of the CVISN 
systems, subsystems, interfaces and business rules, and is uniquely qualified to further enhance the capabilities of the 
CVIEW system and its interfaces. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

CMolMo~~~ 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/0 --/-:J- cJ-1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their infom1ation. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

' Lb \'Y"\ p U;tc/ Se tr-if i ~ 
Contract No. 89688 Type of Work IT Maintenance . 

r-. 10 
District/Office OFCVO Work Type Code L, r ,,,£-~;.2L;E)~:,~.>-

.r:;· .... ,. ., ·.· •'. 
SP Number NIA TH Number NIA Location Cambridge, MA .~~vv . :..<}\ 
Contractor Cambridge Systematics, Inc. ;;;:? · ,).~/-: , ~, ~.~~:\\ 

,,...._ , '·'\ 

Subcontractor__ l~G ~:'\ 
\f-? f.-.. ~:·.'/ 

Subcontractor____________ ~:;,~, c. .. t 
• ~ f 

Contract Period: 08102106 ; 07130107 ; 07130107 ~~}/ 
1 

(.,:·Y' 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~ 0( 6, 91~,..7 

Total Contract Cost: $148,750.00 = Orig Cost: $148,750.00 + Amended Cost: $_0._0_0 __ _ 

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

. Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

Andrea KamQ_a 
J~ame 

September 25, 2007 
Date 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

>< 
X 
)< 

:?J:j ' 
Total Points: _..::,......e::...::=-- (Maximum points3.b_) 

Contract Administrator: 

, A.A)~) AelYJCt l,L{ C9J111-0 
Name Date 

I 0( l/ /07 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Barr Engineering C_ompany 

Project Name: 
Drilling Inv~sti_gation I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90516 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A97222 
Project Duration (Dates): 
January 4, 2007 to August 17, 2007 

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

Mn/DOT plans to reconstruct approximately 1.45 miles of TH 197 from 3rd Street to 23 rd Street in Bemidji. The project 
includes reconstruction of the roadway and upgrading of the storm sewer. The City of Bemidji concurrently will be 
upgrading sewer and water service connections along this section of TH197. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
(Phase I) of the project area was completed in early 2006. That Phase I identified several potentially contaminated sites 
along the corridor. The purpose of the work completed under this contract was to complete a drilling investigation of 

. project areas with possible contaminated soil and/or ground water to identify the presence, magnitude, and extent of 
contaminated soil and/or ground water that may be encountered during construction activities in the project corridor. The 
information obtained .from this drilling investigation was used by Mn/DOT to determine final project design plans and 
specifications. 

No state employee was· able and available to perform the services called for by the contract. The identification of known 
and suspected contaminated properties requires the use of specialized field equipment that the state does not own, as 
well as specialized OSHA safety training that most Mn/DOT employees do not have. Additionally, while some state 
employees of Mn/DOT, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Department of Health, and Department of 
Administration 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. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
Not applicable. I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$73,333.85 

Source of Funding: 
D2 Consultant Services 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 
Not applicable. 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

t!Jv-l~· 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

//) - /~-- 01 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used in 
future consultant selection proc.edures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the Consultant for 
their infom1ation. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. 90516 

District/Office _2 _____ _ 

SP Number 0416-34 TH Number 197 

Contractor Barr Engineering Company 

Subcontractor Drilling 

Subcontractor Laboratory 

Contract Period: January 4, 2007 
Work Start Date 

Type of Work Drilling Investigation 

Work Type Code 5 .41 
EL 

Location Bemidji 

; August 1 7, 2007 
Work CompletionDate 

Janua~ 2008 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $87,256.61 = Orig Cost: $74,964.09 + Amended Cost: $.lb292.52 

Amended for: ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments l 

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
X 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract adrriiriistfation 
¾ coopert:ttio11 

8. Invoices· a.nd progress reports x 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

.-X management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: 3-S (Maximum point;s Ja_j 
./} 

Pr~~Ma11ager:. /, / , C a Con~ ~ Jo 
"fv:?i~- 1,1. 1,,u,,,,d r/1 r /trr~ ~ q ~) v-1 

Karlene French I Date Name Date Y 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

e Products/Service delivered co1Tectly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or 
direction from Mn/DOT. 

• Contractor perfom1s 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: 

Well-written and thorough report delivered on time: Report required almost no modifications to finalize. 

Daily reports from field were clear and concise and provided relevant information. 

Mn/DOT crews reported being able to work very well with Contractor field staff. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical ·contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: . CFMS Contract Number: 
Precision Appraisals of MN Inc. A98303 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Appraisal Services and Expert Testimony 89527 4/18/06 - 06/22/06 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

Updated appraisals for eminent domain hearings, requested by the Attorney Generals' Office. 

\ 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
NA $68, 750.00 Office of Land Management Budget 
If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 

The Attorney Generals Office makes the choice of consultant. 

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

SEE A TT ACHED CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&w_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 

· File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

ssioner 

.J'~ -- /0 -9'- 07 
Date 



CONSULTAfrr PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89527 

District: 

Type ofWork: Appraisal Update & Testimony 

Work Type Code EX 

SP Number 2901-18 TH Number 34 

Contractor: Precision Appraisals of MN 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------

Location .. ~,·v 
l ,.r' ' ,. 

,.._;1 oi0u~ sf, .-1"·::.o t-
r ... ~-.,p} <" ( , .. t."' ~ 

~
I=~ y.,t·v~· ~ Qt 

'?-':::'. Qt°\-\c~ c~-...~ 
Contract Period: 4/18/06 ; 6/22/06 ; 3/22/07 ·,;:-~ . ~u,,:.-ri ., .. 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date "'t~\. cJJ\~ 
~~~~~~~< / 

Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $68,750.00 + Amended Cost: $ _____ ~~0~/1. i l 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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-eoniract: 

Proiect.MJmager: //, / _/ /.};. · l'-r-----L,..,.. --

1 T -..-,- ~ p·""· '·";-1',.,,;;.' I . ;- t; 'lame: ~l{m it:zen ,.f uc:1te , I ( 

I 

Above 
Average Average 
4 Points 3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Poor 
2 Points 1 Point 

(Maximum points 3 6) 

r-1.:1 rl •. 
f 

·;.rv" l~ ...,,, J ·~7 J -t>L-- f _() 
- --''""c'.c.:,....c.....l'-"-',.,,,--'-"-.,,.;c.;i'i"''-'---o;;;:;i;;,....._.,-..,.-'i=j~=------------.~ ~ <:; 

Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
1 ~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 Manager is informed of project status regularly. 
G 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 :rv.In/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 ofJvfu/DOT. 

Comments: 

all of the money was not spent because some of the parcels have been settled. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section! Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A72926 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Resilient Modulus Dev. Containing 
Recycled Bituminous and Concrete for I 81655, WO 156 I MAR 18, 2005-JUN 30, 2007 
2002 Design Guide and Mn/PAVE 
Pavement Design 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To quantify engineering properties, such as resilient modulus and shear strength, of aggregate base/subbase 
containing recycled bituminous and concrete and shredded tire subgrades. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $55,000.00 

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: 

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 

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

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

/b.-,f-07 
Date 



r 

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the fina·1 invoice. This rating will be 
consideration in future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, 
keep comments factual. 

Agreement No. 81655, WO 156 

District/Office Investment Management 

S.P. 88016 00723 T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor 

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code 

Location Statewide 

-----------
Sub contractor 

((~::c:":5, 
-----------

Contract Period: March 18, 2005; 
Work Start Date 

June 30, 2007; 

> ,,:. c.Oi'->U' T, , " ,·04r, ,"'::;~ \i\ ' •~ , -,'d :;,i,, •'•• C:,:~,y 

·,. ,.;-:..~ ,, . ,~ .. fl 
J 30 

,~: /;," r, • c,\':':/ 
une '2007 '-:'.:,✓._{f'.:Jr.;1 tJ ~.\ ~)~\;)1/ 

Expiration Date "-'.:¼ t~~~:':t'::-,.,. Work Completion Date 

Total Contract Cost: $55,00.00 = Orig Cost: $55,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun □ 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I 
I 

IX -

I 

IX 

I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

?Project Manager: 
__ /· I 

Ix 
IX 

IX 

IX 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

I 

Total Points~ ( 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

f 
I ; JI"!'"\ • ,., ' - V "' •. 't ,Vb \. -·-· .. ~ ;;, ' c-,., 

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

. I 



Kelly Heffron 

Date sent: 
To: 

From: 

Thu, 20 Sep 2007 10:12:04 -0500 (CDT) 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us, 
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, September 20, 2007 at 10:12:04 

------------------------
_config: vendeval 
project: Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) Support 
id_part1: T79 
id_part2: 1479 
cfms: A67545 
vendor:. Tech-Pro, Inc. 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Elizabeth Hobbs 
eval date: 09/20/2007 
purpose: Provide techn_ical assistance for maintenance support, making 
minor modification enhancements and resolve technical issues related to 
Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS). The State does not have 
the technical resources available to address these issues. Resolution 
of these issues is required for improving the States streamlining of 
business efforts. 
accomplished: Yes 
accomplished_e: Most objectives were accomplished. However, after 
4/2/2007, the vendor did not respond to requests for assistance, and 
some small changed requested by staff have not been made. 
contract date: 06/30/2005 
amended date: 06/30/2007 
actual date: 04/02/2007 
contract_ cost: 19,980 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 20 Sep 2007, 10:37 Page 1 of 1 
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Kelli Heffron 

Date sent: 
To: 

Thu, 20 Sep 2007 10:25:17 -0500 (CDT) 
Steve. G ustafson@state. m n. us, 
Jake. Ca rson@state. m n. us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 

From: 
Subject: 

Steve. G ustafson@state. m n. us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form . It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state .mn.us) on Thursday, September 20, 2007 at 10:25:17 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
_config: vendeval 
project: Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) Support 
id_part1: T79 
id_part2: 14 79 
cfms: A67545 
vendor: Tech-Pro, Inc. · 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Elizabeth Hobbs 
eval_date: 09/20/2,007 
purpose: Provide technical assistance for maintenance support, making 
minor modification enhancements and resolve technical issues related to 
Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS). The State does not have 
the technical resources available to address these issues. Resolution -
of these issues is ·required for improving the State s streamlining of 
business efforts. 
accomplished: Yes 
accomplished_e: Most objectives were accomplished. However, after 
4/2/2007, the vendor did not respond to requests for assistance, and 
some small changed requested by staff have not been made. 
contract date: 06/30/2005 · 
amended date: 06/30/2007 
actual date: 04/02/2007 
contract_ cost: 19,980 
amended_cost: 29,940 
actual_ cost: 27,435 
cost_effective: The work done under this contract incorporated 
procedural changed in the Section 106 process as practiced at Mn/DOT 
into the CRIS application. This has enabled us to use CRIS to track 
projects through our reviews for the past three years, resullting in 
considerable time savings for our staff and preventing duplication of 
effort. We expect to continue to use the ACCESS version of CRIS for at 
least one more year, and perhaps more, as we develop a web-based 
version of the application to further expedite our review process. 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: Through five months of use of this application, we. 
identified additional issues that were not included in the original 
scope of work. Some of these were related to h.ow Mn/DOT users use (or 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 20 Sep 2007, 10:36 Page 1 of 2 



possibly misuse) the application. Others were related to changes in 
the review process and requests from the State Historic Preservation 
Office that will help make their use of CRIS more efficient. We also 
recognized the need for access to ongoing technical support on this 
application as new issues arose. Mn/DOT s IT Office does not provide 
technical support for ACCESS applications. 
terminated: No 
engage: No 
engage_e: Tech-Pro did a poor job managing the contract. The 
programmer was excellent, when he was available. However, when he 
became committed to another project full-time, the Tech-Pro did not 
respond to our requests for help in a timely or effective manner. In 
fact, they changed project managers, and it became impossible to even 
get a response from them for a period of time. 
comments: We have obtained partial funding and will be proceeding with 
the development of a web-based version of CRIS .to replace the ACCESS 
version. This version will have more time-saving features than the 
ACCESS version and will be supported in-house. 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 20 Sep 2007, 10:36 Page 2 of 2 
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Kelll Heffron 

Date sent: 
To-: 

From: 
Subject: 

Fri, 24 Aug 2007 10:20:47 -0500 (CDT) 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us, 
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Friday, August 24, 2007 at 10:20:47 

------------------------
_config: vendeval 
project: REALMS 
id_part1: T79 
id_part2: 1376 

.... cfms: A59393 
vendor: BearingPoint 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Kevin F. Leonard -
eval date: 08/24/2007 
purpose: To create a state of the art right-of-way work environment and 
data base to increase productivity and deliver better-more accurate 
information to decision makers faster. 

.. accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 06/30/2007 
actual_date: 06/30/2007 
contract_cost: !,998.000 
amended_cost: 2,284,990 
actual_cost: 2,284,990 
cost_effective: Internal resources were not available to complete this 
project on a timely basis and most likely not at all. Years of 

-·increased productivity and high quality decision making information 
would have been delayed for years. 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: To build enhancements to the system reflecting recent 
legislative changes including Eminent Domain and functionality 
requested ny the construction office. · 
terminated: No 
engage:Yes 
·engage_e: This project experienced complete changes in staff of . 
consultant personnel which lost consultant knowlwdge. They worked hard 
with us to overcome the issues and in the end built Mn/DOT what is 
recognized nationaly as the most advanced R/W work environment in the 
nation. Every consultant is good when there are no problems but the 
good ones work with you to achieve a successful outcome. 
comments: We built this system in about half the time and money that 
VDOT did. This includes enhancing the system 86% to meet Mn/DOT's 
·pfoduction model and reconciling the R/W process at an enterprise level 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 24 Aug 2007, 10:25 Page 1 of 2 



for the first time. 
-------- ---------- ------------------------

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 24 Aug 2007, 10:25 Page 2 of 2 
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Kelll Heffron 

Date sent: 
---To:--

From: 

Wed, 1t Jul 2007 12:37:41 -~500 (CDT) 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us, 
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Wednesday, July 11, 2007 at 12:37:41 

----------------------------· 
_config: vendeval 
preject: P76 RGCIP 
id_part1: 111 
id_part2: 1111 
cfms: A 78235 
vendor: Confluence International, Inc 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
-evaluator: Jim Close 
eval date: 7/11/2007 
purpose: See Certification Form This project will design, build, test, 
and implementa database application to replace the current Rail Grade 
Crossing Improvement Program (RGCIP). This project will produce a tool 
that maintains an accurate, timely and consistent grade crossing and 
rail infrastructure inventory as well as project, financial, and crash 
_information. This tool will assist in the assessment of safety at 
highway-rail grade crossings; sel_ection of projects designed to 
improve safety at highway-rail grade crossings; and, management of rail 
safety projects and trunk highway projects in Minnesota that contain a 
rail component - Product or Result: An upgraded, stable, usable, and 
maintainable database that follows the existing Access database model, 
but resides on an Oracle 9i platform. The upgraded database will 
improve existing functionality and contain new functionality to, among 
_other new functionality, allow users to simulate proposed improvement 
scenarios, including cost and benefit estimating, in order to project 
their safety impacts. · 1. No state employee·is (a) able and (b) 
available to perform the services called for by the contract A. How 
did you reach this conclusion: The project team and project architect 
requested an estimation of available resources from the Office of 
Information Technology to perform the necessary work on this project. 
The Office of Information Technology indicated that minimal resources 
would be available for the project (160 hours of a necessary 5,960 
hours). B. List other methods considered for accomplishing the 
work. The project team considered in-house resources for accomplishing 
the work necessary in completing this project. The results of 
exploring this option yielded a response that would not allow the 
project to move forward. Mn/DOT has dedicated 160 hours in-house to 
the project and the project team decided to have the necessary reports 
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written in-house, leaving approximately 5,800 hours of unmet resource 
needs. Thus, the project team realized outsourcing this project was 
the best course of action for accomplishing the work. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_ date: 12/31/2006 
amended_date: 7/1/2007 
actual_date: 4/30/2007 
contract_cost: 547750 
amended_cost: 565250 
actual_cost: 565250 
cost_effective: Short term resources were required to deliver the 
business requirements and it is more cost effective to deliver web base 
applications than the support and licence requirements of client 
server. 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: Refer to AMENDMENT PRE-APPROVAL REQUEST: The project needs 
to add an iteration to ensure that GIS location and State s Data 
Warehouse information is accessible through the new application. The 
application will be enhanced to access new county, city and town name 
database tables, for increase maintainability and accuracy. 
terminated: No 
engage:Yes 
engage_e: High technical skill, flexible and adaptable to change 
business needs, meets schedules and easy to work with 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, 12:41 Page 2 of 2 
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Kelll Heffron 

Date sent: 
To: 

From: 

Wed, 11 Jul 2007 12:36:02 -0500 (CPT) 
'Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us, 
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Wednesday, July 11, 200Tat 12:36:02 

--------------------------------------------------
_config: vendeval 
project: P76 RGCI P 
cfms: A78235 
vendor: Confluence International, Inc 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Jim Close 
eval date: 7/11/2007 
purpose: See Certification Form This project will design, build, test, 
and implement a database application to replace the current Rail Grade 
Crossing Improvement Program (RGCIP). This project will produce a tool 
that maintains an accurate, timely and consistent grade crossing and 
rail infrastructure inventory as well as project, financial, and crash 
information. This tool will assist in the assessment of safety at 
highway-rail grade crossings; sel_ection of projects designed to 
improve safety at highway-rail grade crossings; and, management of rail 
safety projects and trunk highway projects in Minnesota that contain a 
rail component. Product or Result: An upgraded, stable, usable, and 
maintainable database that follows the existing Access database model, 
but resides on an Oracle 9i platform. The upgraded database will 
improve existing functionality and contain new functionality to, among 
other new functionality, allow users to simulate proposed improvement . 
scenarios, including cost and benefit estimating, in order to project 
their safety impacts. 1. No state employee is (a) able and (b) 
available to perform the services called for by the contract A. How 
did you reach this conclusion: The project team and project architect 
requested an. estimation of available resources from the Office of 
Information Technology to perform the necessary work on this project. 
The Office of Information Technology indicated that minimal resources 
would be available for the project (160 hours of a necessary 5,960 
hours). B. List other methods considered for accomplishing the 
work. The project team considered in-house resources for accomplishing 
the work necessary in completing this project. The results of 
exploring this option yielded a response that would not allow the 
project to move forward. Mn/DOT has dedicated 160 hours in-house to 
the project and the project team decided to have the necessary reports 
written in-house, leaving approximately 5,800 hours of unmet resource 
needs. Thus, the project team realized outsourcing this project was 
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the best course of action for_ accomplishing the work. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 12/31/2006 
amended_date: 7/1/2007 
actual_date: 4/30/2007 
contract_cost: 547750 
amended_cost: 565250 
actual cost: 565250 
cost_effective: Short term resources were required to deliver the 
business requirements and it is more cost effective to deliver web, base 
applications than the support and licence requirements of client 
server. 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: Refer to AMENDMENT PRE-APPROVAL REQUEST: The project needs 
to add an iteration to ensure that GIS location and States Data 
Warehouse information is accessible through the new application. The 
application will be enhanced to access new county, city and town name 
database tables, for increase maintainability and accuracy. 
terminated: No 
engage:Yes 
engage_e: High technical skill, flexible and adaptable to change 
business needs, meets schedules and easy to work with ___________________________ , ____ _ 

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, f2:42 Page 2 of 2 
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----Kel ll Heffron 

Date sent: 
To: 

From: 

Wed, 11 Jul 2007 10:04:51 -0500 (CDli) 
'Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us, 
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us, 
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Wednesday, July 11, 2007 at 10:04:51 

------------------------------------------------------------. - . 

_config: vendeval 
project: US Bank - RouteBuilder Modification 

- id_part1: T79 
id_part2: 1785 
dms: A89475 
vendor: Bentley Systems 
agency; TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Shelly A. Meyer 
eval date: 07/11/2007 
email_list: shelly.meyer@dot.state.mn.us, 
melissa.mcginnis@dot.state.mn.us 
purpose: The Minnesota Department of Administration decided to have 
·state agencies use one payment vendor for the State. Because Mn/DOT 
was using EzGov as the payment vendor for its RouteBuilder 
Oversize/Overweight Permit Application (RBNT), Mn/DOT needed to have 
the vendor (Bentley Systems) modify the RBNT application to work with 
the US Bank payment interface. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract date: 01/17/2007 
amended date: 01/31/2007 
••· . -
actual date: 02/02/2007 
contract_cost: 249,398.00 
actual_cost: 203,875.78 
cost_effective: The RouteBuilder NT system provided by Bentley Systems 
is a proprietary system with source code created by Bentley Systems, 
Inc. Another vendor would not have access rights to alter or work on 
the system. The modifications covered by this contract are changes to 
the existing system developed under previous contracts. Bentley 
Systems has the background knowledge and expertise necessary to hit 
the ground running for this modification to RouteBuilder. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage:Yes 
comments: This was a very good experience working with Bentley on this 
contract. Bentley was very patient and accommodating as we_ worked 
through unforeseen issues we encountered with US Bank. Bentley 
provided excellent recommendations as we proceeded which allowed us to 
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streamline this payment process more than originally thought. Finally, 
the actual! cost of the contract came in under the contracted amount. 
--~------------------ --------- ---------------
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A74825 

Project Name: EIS along West side of Lake l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Mille Lacs · 87785 

Project Duration (Dates): 
April 25, 2005 to April 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract was to provide preliminary design for safety arid capacity improvements to Trunk Highway 
169 and Trunk Highway 18 from Onamia to the Trunk Highway 18/6 intersection northwest of Garrison in Crow Wing 
and Mille Lacs Counties. 

This was a very sensitive project in terms of risk for impacts to the environment (wetlands, Mille Lacs Lake, wildlife, 
habitat, etc), cultural resources, historical resources, State Parks, National Historic Landmark, communities on the 
corridor, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe Reservation, ... as well as other issues. Given the number and complexity of these 
issues, Mn/DOT did not have the necessary personnel available to perform the preliminary design nor the flexibility to 
commit resources for this length of time. Therefore, a contract was issued to perform the preliminary design duties. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$89,790.98 

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: 

SEE ATTACHMENT 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 

Caro!M~~ 

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

( CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

'i-11 -CJ 7 
Date 



Attachment A 

1) Short, Elliot, Hendrickson, Inc., was selected as the contractor for this project in February, 
2000 following an RFP process that resulted in a fully executed contract (Agreement No. 
79207). This contract expired in February, 2005. Due to numerous delays and substantial 
rework caused by untimely discoveries and coordination efforts, some tasks remain 
incomplete. Additional time was needed to complete the public involvement process, final 
geometric layout (north half), Final EIS (north half), and Supplemental Draft EIS (south 
half). The overall complexity and number of issues has continued to grow, again resulting 
in the need for additional time to fulfill the requirements of the original contract. 

2) The contractor worked on this project for the previous 5 years (February, 2000 to February, 
2005) establishing an understanding of the complexity of issues associated with this project 
and developed a working relationship with the affected parties. It would be much more 
costly to get a different contractor up to speed on the specific issues and create a loss of 
public relations/respect/trust as well as project in continuity. 

3) The scope of services has not change significantly from the previous expired contract. 

4) Mark Benson, P.E., remained SEH's project manager for the project development 
contracts. He has in depth knowledge of this project and will be able to efficiently and 
easily coordinate the project development activities of this project. Mn/DOT determined 
that leveraging SEH's existing expertise is the most cost effective and time efficient means 
of completing this project. · 

5) Mn/DOT has determined that it does not have the internal resources to be able to support 
this project. 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. ~8_7-'-7--8..c.._5 ___ _ 

District/Office 3A -~-----
SP Number 1804-50 TH Number 169 ~~--
Contractor Short Elliot Hendrickson:. Inc. 

Subcontractor ------~-----
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Type of Work Preliminary Design 

Work Type Code _ED 

Location West side of Lake Mille Lacs 

Contract Period: April 25, 2005 
Work Start Date 

; April 30, 2007 ; -""-A"""'"p--ri-'--l _30 ....... ,_2_00 __ 7 _____ _ 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

. Total Contract Cost: $127,841.00 = Orig Cost: $127,841.00 + Amended Cost: $0. 00 -..c..__ __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
· 1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract administration X 
. , . .· 

.· 

cooperation .. . •· . . .. ' 

8. Invoices arid progr~ss reports X 
. 

' 
·.· 

9. Cost ~stimation/budget 
.· 

X 
-: . 

management 
.. ·. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 35 (Maximum points ..l.§__) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

7:i1 roe_~ kta..,\ \ a v.r e_n 
0 Date 

Name (a ( 25 f O'l 

;(}J,bi _]:6)D{'he?tJ fo\9 3~,b1 thU ~-' ren 
Name Date 1 l~fo"1 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• • • 
• 
• 
• 
• 

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

Average 

• 
• 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Due to the complexity of issues and inability to reach consensus with Federal, State and Local agencies 

on a preferred alternative, Mn/DOT elected to stop work on the EIS for this section of TH 169. Although 

this project was never completed, the contractor's performance was admirable. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Urban Partnership Agreement Program 
Sup2ort 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90669W01 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A98983 
Project Duration (Dates): 
March 7, 2007 - May 31, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
1. The objective of this project was to develop a proposal for the Urban Partnership Agreement (UP A). The US 

Department of Transportation, as part of its congestion reduction initiative, is looking to partner with 
metropolitan areas and State DOT' s interested in pursuing aggressive strategies to reduce congestion under the 
umbrella of the "Four T's" - tolling, transit, telecommuting and transportation. Through the proposal, Mn/DOT 
has the opportunity to receive up to $830 million in grant funds to implement these strategies. Mn/DOT has 
partnered with local and county levels of government, the Metropolitan Council, and.the University of 
Minnesota to form a coalition which submitted a proposal for the UP A. The Contractor helped to facilitate 
meetings, developed strategies and produced the final proposal submitted to the USDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
$99,981.99 · State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: . Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7~/t--tJJ 
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. 90669 Work Order 1 Type of work: Urban Partnership Agreement 
Program Support 

District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. T.H. NIA Location --------------
Contractor: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------

Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: March 7, 2007 

Work Start Date 
May 31, 2007 
Work Completion Date 

July 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $99,981.99 = Orig Cost: $78,529.77 + Amended Cost: $21,452.22 

Amended cost for: Additional Scope Tasks 

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 tf 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 . 
. . -

Print Name ) 

Number of Amendments: 1 

•· 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

~ 

3· 

3 

3 
~ 

.. ·. .. 
·. 

3. ·.· ·.· .. 

3 
. . . 

Total Points d 25' 
(Maximum points 36) 

inistrator: 

uJ~ 

. . 

I( r ) 
, Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

·.· 

Date: 

-; /; ;;Lo1 

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



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 b_elow 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: . 
ClYl-f.~ ,- ~tL{'h(f.~ul f-er ;vt_? of-- COil. f--,-,,,. __ cf--

6' 

t- l / 1 
J - - -t,,r E.. ~- I f\,;L,t_c £/, 

s/ ' , J -
0) ~1 fl\.-~'"-" -t-'fA...f::.-· 
[2lf er· ~~t--rc 

:\user\consu!t\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION · 

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
URS Corporation A85659 
Project Name: 
Collision Prevention Strategies II I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86352W04 . 

Project Duration (Dates): 
February 15, 2Q06- March 31, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to integrate video based technology to reduce ·ac_cident rates at intersections, improve ed 
light running (RLR) compliance rates, increase enforcement effectiveness, and develop performance measures for 
identifying problem intersections. Rather than attempting to completely automate enforcement, this approach used 

. information collected through video to help traffic engineers correct flawed signal timings and roadway geometry and 
aid police enforcement with schedules identifying when the higher frequency RLR violations occur. The video 
technology was the integral part in measuring existing RLR compliance rates, conducting engineering studies to make 
changes to the intersection, and re-evaluating the intersection to check for improvements. With these visual tools, traffic 
engineers and police are able to begin reversing an increasing trend in RLR. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$127,996.52 . 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

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

t!twt~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stemofor, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7-/fe-CJ/ 
Date 



'-"''-'..l.,......,'--".A-,1.&..J...A..L, ..a.. .A. ..a.....l..L'-..L. '--J.,JL~f..JIL,,l..&..L ''-' ........ ---- ' ...... _.___ ... ______ .... , 

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. 86352 WO 4 
District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: Collision Prevention Strategies II 
Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. 8816-823 · T.H.N/A Location -------------
Contractor: URS Corporation 

Subcontractor: Traffic Control Corporation 

Subcontractor ------------'---
Contract Period: February 15, 2006; 

Work Start Date 
March 2007; 
Work Completion Date 

March 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

. Total Contract Cost: $127,996.52 = Orig Cost: $127,996.52 + Amended ~ost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: 1"--.1 Overrun 1"--.1 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 Comptete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan confonnance 

lW!!!ift 

~If ~'lli!l¼~~~~~r-~ 
Contractor's rating for this contract: 

!NJ Project Man·a-ger:-

Ah\31\/1&1 ~~ 
ClZW1hmi ta~~er 

PrintName 
) 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 
4 -

4 

i 
1 

I 

I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

Total Points 3 d-
(Maximum points 36) 

Print Name 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

Date: 

'/;;7/D7 
) 

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



A-''-'.&.AAA..&.&.,A'l.l.&..&.Ue
1 

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 Minim~lly or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
• Proje'ct 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 



( 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 

Project Name: 
Employment of the Traffic Management 
Laboratory for improving the Stratified 
Metering Algorithm: Phase III 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
81655W176 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83003 
Project Duration (Dates): 
November 7, 2005 -April 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This project was a continuation of the project related to testing and evaluating the effectiveness of the Stratified Ramp 
Metering strategy through rigorous microscopic simulation. The Stratified Ramp Metering strategy had been proved to 
be generally effective in keeping the wait time below the maximum allowed for each ramp after one year of field 
operation and a preliminary evaluation. Yet, some inherent limitations of the strategy needed to be further explored. 
This research project attacked these limitations by developing a credible, efficient and feasible methodology which 
balanced the control objectives of the freeway performance and the ramp delays and provided more accurate on-line 
. ramp queue size estimation. All the enhancements and improvements to the Stratified Ramp Control strategy were 
computationally feasible and their effectiveness was assessed by comparison with the existing prototype version using 
microscopic simulation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$75,000.00 . 

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: 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost and 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectiv·es of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

w~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7-1{, -t:J7 
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 WO 176 

District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: Stratified Metering Algorithm 
Phase III 
Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. NIA T.H.N/A Location -------------
Contractor: University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: November 7, 2005; 

Work Start Date 
April 2007; 

Work Completion Date 
April 30, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $75,000.00 = Orig Cost: $75,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

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 

t con:tractadministtatfori 
bo6Qetati6l1 ;r . 10 

• 

s.)··wy.9fces.··~fl.pt0~es·~••report~·•.••··•.• 

9.·.···•··.·.G.()Ft·•·•es.ti111atJC>fi(bud$Yf. 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 
PrintName 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

✓ 

✓ 

v 
✓ 

/ 

Total Points ) ~ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

inistrator: 

tud 1L,A_ 
ct 

Print Name 
) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Date: 

'7 /2 ~/DJ 

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. 

• 
0 

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 noffollow 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Urban Partnership Agreement Program 
Support 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90669W01 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A98983 
Project Duration (Dates): 
March 7, 2007 - May 31, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
1. The objective of this project was to develop a proposal for the Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA). The US 

Department of Transportation, as part of its congestion reduction initiative, is looking to partner with 
metropolitan areas and State DOT's interested in pursuing aggressive strategies to reduce congestion under the 
umbrella of the "Four T's" -tolling, transit, telecommuting and transportation. Through the proposal, Mn/DOT 
has the opportunity to receive up to $830 million in grant funds to implement these strategies. Mn/DOT has 
partnered with local and county levels of government, the Metropolitan Council, and the University of 
Minne~ota to form a coalition which submitted a proposal for the UP A. The Contractor helped to facilitate 
meetings, developed strategies and produced the final proposal submitted to the USDOT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
$99,981.99 State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: . Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7~/~-tJ1 
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. 90669 Work Order 1 Type of work: Urban Partnership Agreement 
Program Support 

District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. T.H. NIA Location --------------
Contractor: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: March 7, 2007 

Work Start Date 
May 31, 2007 
Work Completion Date 

July 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $99,981.99 = Orig Cost: $78,529.77 + Amended Cost: $21,452.22 

Amended cost for: Additional Scope Tasks 

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 r on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

6. QP.JQC plan conformance 

7. Contract .administration . 
cooperation 

·. 

. ··• ... 
•· 

8~ Invoices and progress reports 
.. . ·· 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
.. 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Proj~. ~ - -:;z_----··-
( 7 ) 

Print Name 

·. 

Number of Amendments: 1 

.. 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

~· 

3· 

3 

3 
~ 

;;., 
_.) 

. 
_,, 
5 .·. 

3 
. 

Total Points d 8' 
(Maximum points 36) 

)9ntract. A~i:trator: 

Jcu cu1 LJ [u_Jttf_kL 

.'. 

. 

r1 ( ) 
Print Name 

Poor 
1 Point 

. 

. 

Date: 

·1 It;} Lo-1 

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: . 
Cc:,n_fr~ ,- ~Ql-fifru<'. +er M-> of- coll_ f-r,u.,--f: 
// t7~1 ut:f 0- h le? lu e,,r e_ e».._: - · t-, 4-e-~ ~ 

Cha-( ( fAJ,/L~ ~ CJ}"-> I ~er t ~'f +~f_-
.CJ I -1-- - . i/ i / - . I ( / I / 

I r~/--c"C-1 L,,0'-fJ..-~ r)u-c:..-r p;::_41e.-t-< 
v 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION . 

Contractor Name: 
URS Corporation 

Project Name: 
Collision Prevention Strategies II I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86352W04 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A85659 
Project Duration (Dates): 
February 15, 2Q06 -March 31, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to integrate video based technology to reduce accident rates at intersections, improve ed 
light running (RLR) compliance rates, increase enforcement effectiveness, and develop performance measures for 
identifying problem intersections. Rather than attempting to completely automate enforcement, this approach used 
information collected through video to help traffic engineers correct flawed signal timings and roadway geometry and 
aid police enforcement with schedules identifying when the higher frequency RLR violations occur. The video 
technology was the integral part in measuring existing RLR compliance rates, conducting engineering studies to make 
changes to the intersection, and re-evaluating the intersection to check for improvements. With these visual tools, traffic 
engineers and police are able to begin reversing an increasing trend in RLR. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$127,996.52 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7-/fe-~/ 
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. 86352 WO 4 
District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: Collision Prevention Strategies II 
Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. 8816-823 T.H.N/A Location --------------
Contractor: URS Corporation 

Subcontractor: Traffic Control Corporation 

Subcontractor ---------~--
Contract Period: February 15, 2006; 

Work Start Date 
March 2007; 
Work Completion Date 

March 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $127,996.52 = Orig Cost: $127,996.52 + Amended ~ost: $0.00 

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

-12 G§fittacf :@rriii.iistratioii< <::c:. 
· 808:Qer~tidn/i\ ~.;, It:,i 
;1flYPts¢~;.~4··i?t2~~~,s:reI?oft~:·• .. •.•i 

•.. <sost·•.·~§tigiati§n/budgeW··.;:•·· 
. ·. managepjeriJ·.; . . . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

/N Project Manager: 

A~hvwi~~ 
(i(~~hVYli ta~~e( 

Print Name 
) 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 
4 -

4 

t I 
/I 

~ 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

Total Points (3 d-
(Maximum points 36) 

PrintName 

Poor 
1 Point 

Date: 

(lJ7/D7 
) 

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 Minime;1.lly or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
• Project is behind schedule or over budget. 
• Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. 

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

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

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Horizons; Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-99464 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90823 I Project Duration (Dates): 04/02/07 to 06/20/07 
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 numerous Districts & 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: $71,685.00 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. 
,,-·· 

(!tlll--lYl:it-l~au.__ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

7-/Ce -t17 
Date 



CONSULTANTPERFOR1\1ANCEEVALUATION cc: L((, L\ - \ -, 
Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

C ... t N o. ,~1 r,, I") ~ 
OillraC 0. \ V -0 r;;t--~

0 

District/Office \.) _ \ L . 1 
( f g 

SPNumber_-_-_-___ THNumber_. __ _ 

Contractor ~o r ,· h..? h A ~ l GC-. 

. ' . \ 
fw . I i'\ ~\ I \)(' * 6'-,,' _,'r.---,...1 Type o ork , u ~ ~ << , c. , c.::'r It>; v'lr\i;7e ·"\ · ([ 

~- ) \Y\ n /\ . f / c, , Work Type Code \ t ,, ·~ l 111 , Y f, e t~, Co( __ ~ v'i/1 c~, 

,, , ~ d: \ b#:·· -r;·;t·--c / Location\ ':) 1_c~.cc>i >~i:.(~-"q · 
l-~ 

/'-'' : .. 
Subcontractor --- · ~--._: 

I'-. ',-
Subcontractor - \o <\·f~~Jt}·, , "·· 

· 0 -r- r •1-,..-4- _.r-:: ,--. .f:~"t ~:,. ,:r, ,,, 
Contract Period: L( ·- t:-- -0 ( ; b -- ..:-" ,.,.- 0 ( ; · ( _ ~ \ \h" b ,~1 ; . / 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \~"J, ·-•·t,~ -~ Y 
~cJ..1 ,, 

Total Contract Cost:$ 7 \, h 85 .--= Orig Cost:$ r-c ~ ,(:,f35 ,,-+ Amended Cost: $'~li~l :;_~~4
::,/' 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average · Average 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 

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

I V Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

I v on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

I V 
6. QA/QC plan conformance I ~ 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 3 

.. ~roject anag>-rj -~'t \\ ,, 

/4 ?". / ' - ._;,) -~, &l''"'•W V Lk-,./4-- 1-1 (. 
Name/ · Date 

/rr1~re:c 
v✓ 

Name Pr <?-(-f /C 'l 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

) 

~ 
( 6 I-/ J~ i-J ;c( /o yd. c( L~q t/ t:.S 

'< - \ (j ,-ore 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-99426 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90828 Project Duration (Dates): 12/20/06 to 03/01/07 
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 , 
create a Digital Terrain Model (DTM) & also produce an Ortho-Photo for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 100, (from West 42nd
• St. to TH 394), located in our Metro West 

District. Project number 2734-33. 

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

Billable Hours (if,applicable): No. Total ·contract Amount: $99,770.00 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. 

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

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

7_;. ;t,-47 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION /\ DC, ( I c) / 
:~- I ( -I ~b 

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

C1 /~, r~ <1 IJ . . -- h"\i ,J ~" ,:,,, _,,.; . L , 
ContractNo. u_;c··~,el, C) ·J:--. Type of Work YL1c..'J'\ (,)I ( "'1 ~/,.yJe{/r, c_. . 

District/Office,~, v+,~,,,., ~/\(¢'\· Work Type Code f&:-'{ MP . . ('(f "t ;1;:>,;/ 
SP Number:;;;ii ( .3 <'./- s' J TH Number lo O Location \-&;, - 1/Vel + L/_;;r i+- ct-a . 

\ \_ 1 '2_ . f' :D _ _, 11 70L· .. 
Contractor"7"'C'C) r I Z::::-0 £1_i~ ~? L. \ lr" 0 I ~ .. ds'.::0,'.· '. :. ~ 
Subcontractor --·· ;·ct:) ·:,., 

L'. ~ 

Subcontractor ,_... . //;/\. 

. n o·)-/ ' 2 . ..,-- t--: '7'' 6rj;n Contract Period: L/ .- L ·- ' ( ; -. _ c:> :-CJ' ( · ; · ·. ·-:-~ -- ""1 Q::~~. 
. Work Start Date Work Complet10n Date Exp1rat10n Date -~ · •'. 

Total Contract Cost: ei 770 ~Orig Cost:$ 72 77a~~ended Cost:$ 0~[~ ,;. ~ 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments· ~">,:J::,,;~i:~ · 

"'-·,~· ,_; . 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

· 7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average.· 
3 Points 1' 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: .~7- (Maximum pointsJ,,C ) 

.,. 

Project Mfill~ger\C 7i - f 2.,-D? 
· ti ✓,,~ 1 · Date 

Name 

/Co~~<;M~ator: ~-.-.. ··~~- / [// /[jj?f ~ ,:,, 
/ '/' 

Name A A . . Z .,...__ "V Bate . L/ 
r --·/( E /-I~ 'I /4 S/-/ I~ E/f@:;A-1-

)-( i'7 ,,---,.J( 
-- I '-- ~-1....-..-' 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 90827 

CFMS Contract Number: A-99430 

Project Duration (Dates): 04/02/07' to 06/19/07 

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

The Purpose of this contr~ct was for the Contractor to complete Aerial Triangulations, Compile Planimetric Features , 
create a Digital Terrain Model and an Ortho-Photo for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 1-94, (from Clearwater to TH 15@St, Cloud), in District 
3. Project number 7380-223. 

"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: $99,720.00 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. 

~ ~,J~ 
~~, ............ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

7-/~ -tJ/ 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION :\-'lll/3C 
Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. °/ 0 B d, 7 Type of Work Pi,o -\roJ (nC----.--, ,.____,_<--+~ 'c_ _ . 

District/Office j::) - ;3 . Work Type Code ~ Iv\() l~ c. t ~ i ..-,d 
. SPNumberT3RO-2:15~HNurnb~r I~rl/ Location F02h-, cJe.arvwf.er_!°.m \5 

Contractor lle f£2 ~f'/l(2__::::cr (: c_ L1,c__ A'~~~4!c3Jou___"-. 
Subcontractor ·--,,- ',.ef}:::'1' • • · : ~)\ 

Subcontractor_-_-=-.________ :'"',.,, /-, ·>. 
rr ,, a \,? • • r-- . ~~,_; ·s:~11~. , ~ · 

ContractPeriod: 4-L- -0 C ; Cr; -- \ l,.Cf l ; · ( - So\ - 0 .hr~ ·%,'_;~;~ .. 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date. Expiration Date · t. <;:~,.~· 

Total Contract Cost:$ Cf'7r i1)Q,----== Orig Cost:$ '1'1, 72-Q, + Amended Cost:$ ,~.n, '\; 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

Proje~t-~ger: 
c£/~ 

l.--·' -· 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

l 

v1 

Average 
3 Points 

ef 

✓ 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 3_ ~ (Maximum point3b ) 

) 

Name Date ame .. ":- , <-'-/ .... W • 

fL-1 e r:-1-12 1 1~ s t-+ f\:--\ e:=H- re ,4 ('__( 
I' r'1 ~- h( 
f..C\ ,-c1-- ( -D 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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 Surveys Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-99431 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90826 Project Duration (Dates): 04/02/07 to 6/20/07 
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, 
create a Digital Terrain Model (DTM) and also an Ortho-Photo for this project. 
This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 11, (from Frontier to Indus), District 2/ Project number 
3604-69. 

"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: $88,400.00 I Source of Funding: UM, 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 

Date 

'l-1& -tJ l 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION /\ -9 l' l( 3 t 
Submit this fonn to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Perfonnance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address 9onlments on hJick, keep comments factual. 

' < 

L L a, /l'; (~) ~ / ,:~ - - 4 rn , -- , 0t L ""- ~J_ ' 
Con,rac, No. ! ; n g!,J,r:, ; ;_,·~-,I'>,, lype of Work\ v,.,., "- 04 Cc.. ~ ~ \ (', c_ 

District/Offic_: \ . ~ \ ¾::.,.1~- ,_ Work_Typ~Code ~ iJi._ p _. IV~ ~ H i ~,a 
SP Number ,.) ~( 1 L\,--b \ TH Numhe~ (\)\ ,' ' Lopat10n _'s::y-c kn 1,-ro ,y)r, re; r to ~i/\clvu 

r n r, .:;:\ . f' 
Contractor L ~ K \/4 / op 1~- : u"x{ .. ~-?~~lr;:,y7,,2-~ ~ - , 
Subcontractor --~------------
Subcontractor ---------------
Contract Period: L( --2_ _ o'f · C, _ ?_ o -0'\. ·; '( -:J''\ "'--Of"J 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ B 8, l/ 0 a~ Orig Cost: $SB (f ao-+ Amended Cost: $_(/)"'-' ---
' . r 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. VI/ ork Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reg_uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

Rating 

Average· 
3 Points 

/ 
~-

V 

✓ 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

. •7f . . ,"7/~ 
Total Pomts: ~) \ (Maximum pomts ,_) ~~.., ) 

lzX/)~et½ ~k(}:Q1~c 7 •- l ) -G{ 
Name Date 

~(~~/~ 
,,:!I!._, 

/ 
'--=-., 

Name 7 /Da~e 

1-1 E 1-+ er;:~<;µ ;lf ~111t19l--l 
j·? - (c} 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

.-0.:7. 



( 

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-99434 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90824 I Project Duration (Dates): 4/02/07 to 6/20/07 
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, 4, 8 & Airports for mapping and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as MN/DOT does not own an aerial photograriimetric camera and equipment 
necessary for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $72,320.00_ 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,~~ 

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

7-ld'-()7 
Date 



cuJ~~ULTANT 1'.1£.KFURMANCE EVALUATION f-\-11Lf->'-f 

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

C~n~actNo. q O 'o 2 Y . 
0 

Type of Work A ~i. · c)L¾>~~ ~c(J /o,c-.~ ~ 
D1stnct/Office b ~·J ?,,, lt4o WorkTypeCode g;r:;f} Mf=:/<r· '\ ·. ·,. V 
SP Number____ THNumber. Location f) ) , S l1.JIL5·· 

C. on tractor G \;( \/\. [ /(\ c.· r, 'c, t~\.,\_w "rL-f 1 . , ~-~.).; •c.~t 
Subcontractor -, - · U ·,~::~= ;::r;., 

:rt,, ~t,, 
Subcontractor ---- ",_;,, : • 

Contract Period: L( ·- 2 - 0 '7 ; 6 - '2o ,,_ Q7; ,r-( - 'l \ ·~;{!!? ~"7 ·.,. . ..( ,' . 
. Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~-~~&.~:J~.l~_>:~Jt·· · 

Total Contract Cost: $ 7?,,1 :J d{J ,.= Orig Cost: $ 7? J2 O 4 Amended Cost: $---cc/;;,-·._"" __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

· 7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

I 
Above 

I 
Below 

Average Average · Average 
I 

Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

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

Standards/Requirements I ·v 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

✓ on time 
5. Project related cooperation v,,. I I " 
6 .. QA/QC plan conformance I \// 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: :3 ··;)..__ (Maximum points 3 y: ) 

~

anager:., \" 
~;p >\ ~ 

., ,c-~/, ~::c:..v-17 Z=_ ··O t;/~:i~~ator:. / , ' .. 
110 

r!o_6? 
Name · Date ame ·- ~ g Dat ~ . · 

I 

L-, 'Y D<~V'tS; H e-1--f R:_\1 1~ r-1 ,~✓t G l-"4 (LR 1~r 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Y aggy Colby Associates, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Water Resources Engineering Oversight, 
TH 52/Oronoco Design.-Build 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89042 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A84900 
Project Duration (Dates): 
1/23/06 - 4/30/07 

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

This contract was initiated to provide Design-Build Oversight support in the review of contractor storm sewer and 
drainage plans. The Department decided to procure these services via a consultant contract due to the lack of availability 
of internal resources that would have been required for the duration listed above. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
913 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$83,804.43 

Source of Funding: 
100% State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Comifilssioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

?-//p-01 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Type of Work: Water Resources Engineering 

Work Type Code: _D_B _____ _ 
~_-.:r-r:r~~-,~,~~ 

Contract No.: 89042 

District/Office: _6 __ 

SP Number: 5508-84 TH Number _5_2 __ _ Location: Oronoco, Olmsted County //\·.'/~;; Cli CI r!UcV~~)'c 

if,~ ,,jiJ':\ ?Ski <:i,?i Contractor: Y aggy Colby Associates, Inc. 

Subcontractor: n/a -------
Subcontractor: -=n/:c....;a;.c_ ___ _ 

Contract Period: January 23, 2006 
Work Start Date 

; April30,2007 
Work Completion Date 

lf::: ~1~~'.'.~t 0~ 
f;:::.:::. • _ ~-·i s~t\f. 
,_.. ,.,.t ... N<:.U~,, Ai 

December 22, 2007 ~✓~· ••.ru · ~ \ c 
Expiration Date '\-S> >, r• Q,_ '1 

Total Contract Cost: $83,804.43; Orig Cost: $98497.30; Amended Cost: _$;.;...;0~.0.;_;;0 __ _ 
.. ,« t!. Zl. t ~ .~\ :) 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only; Number of Amendments: _$0.00 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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. fuvoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Project Manager: 

\ / 

c::::::==-C.: 

Name /'!J r / / ..,./ tt:o/u7 
" Da'te ' 

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: 2-Q__(Maximum points: 36) 

~~~ 
ame/ 

er,,1(! /47 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• • 
• 
• 

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

Average 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Contractor worked well with State's staff and was very responsive to availability requests. The State's 

Project Manager recommends full payment for the services. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 

Project Name: 
Employment of the Traffic Management 
Laboratory for improving the Stratified 
Metering Algorithm: Phase III 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
.81655Wl 76 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83003 

Project Duration (Dates): 
November 7, 2005 - April 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This project was a continuation of the project related to testing and evaluating the effectiveness of the Stratified Ramp 
Metering strategy through rigorous microscopic simulation. The Stratified Ramp Metering strategy had been proved to 
be _generally effective in keeping the wait time below the maximum allowed for each ramp after one year of field 
operation and a preliminary evaluation. Yet, some inherent limitations of the strategy needed to be further explored. 
This research project attacked these limitations by developing a credible, efficient and feasible methodology which 
balanced the control objectives of the freeway performance and the ramp delays and provided more accurate on-line 
. ramp queue size estimation. All the enhancements and improvements to the Stratified Ramp Control strategy were 
computationally feasible and their effectiveness was assessed by comparison with the existing prototype version using 
microscopic simulation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$75,000.00 . 

. 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: 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost and 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectiv·es of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORiviANCE EVALUATION 

W~· 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7-1i-t:17 
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 WO 176 

District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: Stratified Metering Algorithm 
Phase III 
Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P.N/A T.H.N/A Location -------------
Contractor: University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: November 7, 2005; 

Work Start Date 
April 2007; 

Work Completion Date 
April 30, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $75,000.00 = Orig Cost: $75,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 1'.I 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 

t ·· contractaamitii.sttation: .. ·:' 
··".',fa6petit16ri lt-·· ''ft:-

s1 It1f 9f ces: aj:i4'pfe>gt~ss•rep9i;ts :, 

·~.·.·••·:•.~.?-~f.esti~~#oWudg¢f 
manageine11t> ; : ·. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Pr~ctMa 
~ 

( 
PrintName 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

v 
✓ 

v· 

✓ 

~ 

Total Points ;) rJ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

inistrator: 

tw.i id..t-L-
<7 

Print Name 
) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Date: 

-~b~/01 

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. 

• 
0 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
( Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Mavo Sytems, Inc. A ~7q55 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Asbestos Abatement - Dum_12 Site in Chaska 90646 · 

Project Duration: 
January 26 - June 29, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Mn/DOT has a contract underway to design and build Trunk Highway 212 through the western suburbs. When the 
design-builder began excavating at one location (site 8), buried demolition debris containing asbestos was discovered. 
This debris had to be disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations. Due to the legal requirements for 
performing the abatement, and the State's significant liability if those requirements are not followed precisely, Mn/DOT 
determined that it would not be advisable to make the design-builder responsible for the abatement. This Contract 
covers abatement of the materials at site 8 by a licensed asbestos abatement contractor on Mn/DOT's approved vendor 
list. 

Billable Hours: l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$236,299.41 

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: 
_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 obj~ctives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

f!twL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
JeffBrunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

/\J- !Co -c;7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90646 

District/Office Metro 

SP Number SP 1017-12 TH Number 212 

Contractor Mavo Systems 

Subcontractor Belair Builders,. Inc. 

Subcontractor 

Type of Work Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code AB 
Location Chaska to Chanhassen 

------------

Contract Period: January 26, 2007 
Work Start Date 

; June 29, 2007 ; January 31, 2008 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $240,735.00 = Orig Cost: $100,000.00 + Amended Cost: $140,735.00 

Amended for: Additional Work Number of Amendments ! 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 
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 't 

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

'f. management 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: ~ (Maximum points ~ 

~ro·o.J~~e.t1JJ.nage.ru!✓ ... / ·1,
1
1,,, ContractAd~nis.trator: / /. cf ~-ie • ·~L 7. glut /[1b-buL jl~ 7 Vi. 07 

v 1 Date t -N'ameDe6b~·e ro<::Lnel) Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to JeffBrum1er, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 
680 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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: 

Contractor's subcontractor delayed beginning the work several times. While the Contractor did inform 

Mn/DOT construction staff of its subcontractor's delays, the Contractor and/ or its subcontractor did not make 

Mn/DOT's project urgency a priority, despite the fact that Mn/DOT had to keep access open to the site for 

longer than otherwise would have been necessary. 

Contractor communicated well with Mn/DOT construction staff but did not keep the Mn/DOT project 

manager in the communication loop. 

Contractor and subcontractor fiel<l, operations and coordination with Mn/DOT field staff and design-builder 

staff were smooth and efficient, once the w_ork began. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A64251 

Project Name: T.H. 212 Wetland Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration: July 9, 2004 to June· 
Mitigation 86344 28,2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to address the mitigation requirements and obtain the permits for wetland impacts of 
the T.H. 212 Design~Build Project from one mile west of County Road (CR) 147 to County State Aid Highway 4 
including the area impacted by the interchange with CR 14 7. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
$627,593.53 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

7-/~ -c:;7 · 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No.: 86344 

District/Office: Metro 

S.P. Number: 1017-12 T.H. Number: 212 

Contractor·: Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. 

Subcontractor: McCombs Frank Roos Associates, Inc. 

Subcontractor: Lynch Associates 

Subcontractor: EVS, Inc. 

Type of Work: Wetland Mitigation 

Work Type Code _m 
Location: CR 14 7 to CSAH 4 in Carver County 

,(sxrr:~~~~~ 
:.:-•,.; ,,d,1 .... 
AC:? ,_, 2uu 7 °r:.J.~~ 
r - ' ,. 

Contract Period: July 9, 2004; January 31, 2005; May 31, 2009 v~-:~/ (;~ ;; .. 1 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \;"::., cr;,t"iSUiJ'AHT srnv'f-, ·-

Total Contract Cost: $631,281.00 = Orig Cost: $490,750.77 + Amended Cost: $140,530.2~~?-r .\ (r-~ '1 
'Z:.? f, !'\' • 

· 1 ~r ~:, J: ,;-.,~ ~ 1 \ \)·. 
Amended for: ~ Overrun 8 Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 1 \~ 

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
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: 2 7 (Maximum points~ 

Project Manager: 

Rob Maroney 

Contract Administrator: 

??¥~2~ 6 /zs)o? 
Name Date Name C:/ Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



fl 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
SOUTH CENTRAL TECHNICAL COLLEGE A91561 

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
JUMPSTART PROGRAM 89849 6/2 7 /07-6/29/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To Assist Small businesses the basic business fundamental education. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
$70,904.00 STATE FUNDS 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

-r/--1 f.e -~ 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89849 Type ofWork_Education __ _ 

District/Office _ CO ___ _ Work Type Code _TR_ 

SP Number TH Number Location ----- ---- -----------
Contractor SOUTH CENTRAL TECHNICAL COLLEGE ___ _ 

Subcontractor -------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 6/27 /07 6/29/07 7/30/07 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 86,840.00 = Orig Cost: $ 86,840.00 + Amended Cost: $ 0.00 

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

Item Rating Rating . 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
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 X 

7. Contract administration .·. 
. 

cooperation . . 
Ix 

.· .. > .. 

8. · lliVC>ices al}d progress reports 
. ,· 

.. )( . · .. . . . . 

9: · Costestimation/budget 
.· .. . . .. 

X management 

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

Project Manager: 

_ORLANDA KLINKHAMMER July 3, 2007 
Name Date 

Poor 
1 Point 

Date 
'/1-=====-✓ 

=1/2/or 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 
(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
Department of Transportation 

Contractor Name: 
CNA Consulting Engineers, Inc. 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
I-35W/I-94 Storm Water Tunnel lnsQection 90424 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 97076 
Project Duration (Dates): 
12/20/06 - ~/15/07 

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

This contract was for Storm water tunnel inspection on I-35W from the Mississippi River to 36th Street and 1-94 from I-
35W to Lyndale Avenue to determine quantity of cracks and voids, and to prepare an estimate ofrepair contract costs. 

State is responsible for a storm water tunnel that is constructed with a non-reinforced concrete lining. There may be 
significant void areas behind the concrete lining due to initial over excavation or loss of sandstone due to entrainment 
with groundwater leaking through cracks in the concrete lining or along the outside of the lining. It is possible that 
sections of the tunnel lining over void areas may fail when pressurized. There is presently a high degree of uncertainty 
about the extent and cost of work that will be needed. · The Contractor will inspect this storm water tunnel and quantify 
future work needed to repair this tunnel. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 98,163.32 (Mn/DOT portion) 

Source of Funding: 
State funds 

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

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

See attached Consultant Performance evaluation 

&w-e_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 
7-llo -~ 7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90424 

District/Office: Metro 

SP Number: 2782-281 TH Number: I-35WII-94 

Contractor: CNA Consulting Engineers, Inc. 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Contract Period: 12/2012006 - 5/1512007 

Type of Work: Storm water tunnel inspection 

Location: Minneapolis 

Work Type Code: SV _.,,--;ffiC7'Jir~, 
/_;:<~-,. U i,l\ _.,J \J(,, 'a,/~, 
' '~":i V) . J )~ 

,/::,,.:_,,,· ~ u,>}., 

ft ~~ 
i.--· ,i 0;1 
1c,,,; .. (Jr.;.''~ 

1 \:~\ .. ".. c:) 
\" ? r,j 

Work Start Date: 12120106 Work Completion Date: 5115107 Expiration Date: 5115107 "\(ttsll'.LL,;;:Y-, 
Total Contract Cost: $98,163.32 = Orig Cost: $90,084.14 + Amended Cost:$ 0.00 

Amended for: ,.., Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 0 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 

7. Contract administration 2 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 3 

9. Cost estimation/budget 2 
management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: TotalPoints: d8 (Maximumpoint;~ 

Project Manager: ~ l4 (21,/ ZOJ7 
)4 Date 1 Nae 

Contract Administrator: 
/~) . . 4. 

1
--J-.t,IV.L T !..£,~ fl_C-, 

~ 
0;/ 0G/D'7 

Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) . 



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 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: 

Contractor performed work necessary to complete project, however did not notify Mn/DOT Project Manager 

or Contract Administrator prior to incurring additional direct labor costs. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

( 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 

StoneBrooke Engineering Inc. A89566 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duratio_ n (_IJ_ates): 
New Prague 89750 . June 6, 2006 to M~:Y 1, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: This 
contract was to provide a layout for the reconstruction of a portion of TH 19, east ofNew Prague, CSAH 37 through 
CSAH 15 (Alton Ave). This project had a aggressive schedule, for which neither district (Metro, or District 7) had 
available personnel to provide a layout. This layout provides for 2 roundabouts and with the districts just beginning to 
train our personnel, it was our decision to go outside MnDOT for design expertise. 

Billable Hours 
682 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 99,419.88 · 

Source of Funding: 
District 7 Consultant 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 EV ALDA TION 

. !lwL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Commiss10ner . · 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

'l-/& -~1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

ContractNo. 89750. ____ _ 

District/Office 7 ____ _ 

SP Number 4003-21 THNumber 19 ----
Contractor StoneBrookeEngineering, Inc. 

Subcontractor Roundabouts & Traffic Engineering 

Subcontractor ------------

Type of Work Preliminary Layout 

Work Type Code PD __ 
✓--c::~'7;;~~';,,-_ 

_New Prague ~\~ \, iC id/¢;:,:\_,, __ 
I .. '-'\ . ,., //>{c, ':.r, V •cj,,,,,,~ 

fl'\ ·-~ ·>---~~. 
~~· ~-, 
{ -.:.,.,; ---. ..:.\ t, :..l'.-',t 

Location 

. r ----c c::::::;1 
c.::\- Of:-\(t U, r---,_)"i 

...._ - ··r· ,p ._,., 

Contract Period: June 6,2006 
Work Start Date 

~

I_() 1~,-1:/ 

\.: , COHSUL1 ;,,;,\ i :;cK ,i. l~J 
May 1, 2007 ; May 1, 2007 \~ ()._}v 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~#1r, __ 1,~i'~~:"' ,.,/ 

. ~~ 1~ 

Total Contract Cost:$ 99,419.88 Cost: $~640.00 + Amended Cost:$ R779.88 
~.-1.1i: ,007 L'?Q_\l, ,, 

~!lL.,..., 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _2~_ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT -X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

If > (n r !· ·.• ... ,., .,::·:· T:. ... .. 
... ;:• < ....... , .. .:,_ ;r ... :. ·.::: I< .. , .. 

·::: ... ::: . .. :.•:• •; :.• . , ... ,.:• </ ,. ········· ··. . ... ........ :: 

·····•'' 

> .· ;.; ,. 
:.:: ·.· I, 

·.•· .... ····: .. ·• 
. , < .. , ,,,,., ..... ·'·::· . 

.. ,. : ,. •: ... . ;• 

;•, : < \~''. 
.. ••,: 

' ·······•' , ..... ; 1:•.,::'•· .. :',: '"·:;.; ·•.: .. <.\ : . .... : / ... < '•• •,.: ..:•·· ... : 
I ·••:•.: .... •··•· ; .... \:•• <> \. ... , ?? ..... 

,. \ . < •·· .•.•;. > ET;) : .:: .... ·•·· < •' .. ·•: . :: •·• ': ;. ... .::'••···· :,:,. :::.,,:,•:::, .. , .. :•: . :) .: :.::: .:•:_,,.,, ... •,;:)\ 
.;:: ~ ••:•: .. , .. ,. . ,. ,;,-; ~.:;::.' ·····.· . < Ii····••·.··· ····• :> ···:::. ; <> >· >••:,:.·•.JC·.···\ ... ·····•··· ·> ••:::•··': < ~;11 •• ·.'-" •\ci:) <', U. "· -,. =.:::··::::· .. ,.· ... . .;. : :<• .. .: :':• .. . . .. ; 

<"' ;••·•·· ::::.~: ·.·,•.····'·'· \. 
I<·•:'••••·•••:•> • \ // ; it ....... · .. > .. :.: ....... •·. ··••· 

I• . • . 

.••···•· 
1£11 

. ... I ;: <,+.·< •>:·.:••···· •<••> . ,. : . : ..... •:.••·•· . : .,: .-.:, ·•···· •;:• ·.: ...... : 

Contractor's rating for· this Contract: Total Points: 29 (Maximum points _36~ 

Contract Administrator: 

07 
Name Craig M. Felber Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 
ommissioner of Administration upon completion of a professio-nal/technical services contract over $50,000.00 . 

...nstructions: Submit this form to Materials Management Division, 112 Administration Building, St. Paul, MN 55155, within 30 days of contract completion. 

Agency: 
Department of Finance 

Contractor Name: 
Salvaggio, Teal and Associates 

Project Name (if applicable): 

MAPS Replacement 

Project Number {if 
applicable): 

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

CFMS Contract Number: 

A92557 

Project Duration (Dates): 
August 14, 2006 to June 30, 2007 

The purpose of the contract was to assist the State in identifying and documenting the business requirements for the eventual replacement of the existing Minnesota 
Accounting and Procurement System (MAPS). MAPS is a mission-critical application that provides accounting and procurement services to all agencies within the 
State of Minnesota. It was necessary to enter into this contract because of the large scope of this effort and the specialized nature of the skills required to perform the 
assignment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Contract Amount: 

$570,904.00 

Source of Funding: 
General Fund 

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

Identifying and gathering requirements for a system of this scale is a specialized field and required the State to contract for these services with a vendor with expertise 
in the area of large, public sector financial management systems. This allowed the State to efficiently conduct the research and document the necessary data in a 
reasonably short time-frame. 

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: 

The overall performance of the vendor was excellent. The contractor met agreed to project deadlines and provided a quality product that went through a series of 
reviews and feedback loops with management and appropriate subject matter experts. The project achieved its objectives and was completed for the contracted dollar 
amount. 

., ... ..----· ') 
,.,r•,.-·· ,/41 

,.,. ..... ~•'' 

Agency Head Signa(2__ µ Title: 

J~~,~ 
r~/V"\ '~"-

Date: 

"+~ I b- o~ 
(Rev. 6/03) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Mavo Sytems, Inc. A98889 
Project Name:· . ., -, . - -~· - . - - -- . -- . M0:/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration: 
Asbestos Abatement - Dum_g Site in Chaska 90624 February _7 ~ May 25, 2007 

' - - -· . - ~ --- --------.-. - --. 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Mn/DOT has a contract underway to design and build Trunk Highway 212 through the western suburbs. When the 
design-builder began excavating at one location (site 8), buried demolition debris containing asbestos was discovered. 
This debris had to be disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations. Due to the legal requirements for 
performing the abatement, and the State's significant liability if those requirements are not followed precisely, Mn/DOT 
determined that it would not be advisable to make the design-builder responsible for the abatement. This Contract 
covers abatement of the materials at site 8 by a licensed asbestos abatement contractor on Mn/DOT's approved vendor 
list. 

Billable Hours: 
I 

Total Amount Spent on ~ontract: 
$174,998.29 

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: 
The abatement of asbestos-containing soil and debris was to commence in February 2007; at that time, design-build 
operations were breaking for the winter season, and the abatement could be completed as quickly as possible before 
design-build operations began again in May. In that manner, the abatement could be completed without interfering with 
the design-builder's critical path work, and delay claims by the design-builder could be avoided. Additionally, because 
of.an adjacent school property, it was preferable to complete the work during the colder and wetter months, when 
asbestos fibers would be much less likely to become airborne. 

Although Mn/DOT could have done a solicitation for the work, Mn/DOT would not have been able to do the solicitation 
in a timeframe that would allow Mn/DOT to avoid delay costs or, more importantly, avoid the potential harm to the 
nearby school property that could resul!Jrom working in dryer and hotter summer weather conditions. 
Evaluate the performance of the work 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ -~,--~7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. "-9=-06.;:;..:;2=-4:..,._ ___ _ Type of Work Asbestos Abatement -----,. 
er-·,., ·:,' ·") ~t'•~ 

Work Type Code A l3 ·.<,-;.(,'~.:,' , ;':.!,::}}ub~ 

Location Chaska _(.t ·... : 1-:;~~ 
I/., vJ 

!(? ~ 
\~:-~~~ ~1 

District/Office _M __ e_tr_o ______ _ 

SP Number 1017-12 TH Number =-21----'--2 __ 

Contractor Mavo Systems, Inc. 

Subcontractor Belair Builder's, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------ ~<>r / °-:iT 
Contract Period: February 13, 2007 ; May 25, 2007 ; July 31, 2007 ",~~~/~/ c7 71 \ \ ~\W 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~~ 

Total Contract Cost: $175,000.00 = Orig Cost: $175,000.00 + Amended Cost: $_0 __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with.Mn/DOT 
X 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and X 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 'X 

8. Invoices and progress reports 1' 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

'x management 

yontractor' s rating for this Contract: Total Points: __ (Maximum points~ 

-·7 

Project M_ <:mager: /l_ #,, . _ 
•'.r" / 4 L ,,..,f<_ ·"l J I l A , _,_' A'",,, ,-· ,A l· 

-I- ' £._,.....,..· ·'I I. , //~<--t--' --

I( rlene A. French t Date 

Contract Administrator: 

5/x/27 1/J.elli ~ 
' Na'me°JJ2bbie_ For:sc.her) Date (o /s I 07 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
e 

• 
• • 

Contractor perfom1s 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: 

Contractor's subcontractor delayed beginning the work several times; only the first delay was justifiably due 

to weather conditions. While the Contractor did inform Mn/DOT staff of its subcontractor's delays, the 

Co.ntracto~ and/or its subcontractor did not make Mn/DOT's project urgency a priority. The work did not start 

until A,2ril 2007. 

The understanding of the area from which materials were to be removed under the contract was understood by 

all parties prior to preparation of the contract. The Contractor underestimated the volume of soil to be removed 

from the given area, and, once they realized that, would not accept responsibility for their calculations. The 

Contractor threatened to stop work on the project, if Mn/DOT did not agree to cover the difference between the 

scope and the estimate. The issue ultimately was resolved. 

Contractor and subcontractor field operations and coordination with Mn/DOT field staff, design-builder staff, 

and City and MPCA representatives were smooth and efficient, once the work began. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bolton & Menk Inc. 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90631 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A98301 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/15/07 - 5/18/07 

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

HARN Observations - Phase 3 

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

flaw_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

{p-d( lo-~ 7 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90631 Type of Work: Control Surveying to Harn Phase 3 

District: Brainerd and Willmar districts 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor: Bolten and Menk Inc. 

Location 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: 2/15/07 5/18/07 8/31/07 

Work Type Code SR :~N7>~:·~ 
((1\_ \ \ \(._. L.. '·1 Is t;•·,, 

/'_ \\_'} \) /, .,,,_ /O, ,. -o/>} 
/~~t) -. ;, ; It,. rr, - • c•·~f,.:;~j 
r~ - -' (Ji.! l.utJ7 -:,.!'..:;\ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~~ii,~(~'.!~:::;~P 
Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

-

;c;p,a;i~:l(;;~~ft~t 

I~:., ~~~&;; 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: al Points: 36 (Maximum points 36) 

Name Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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

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

( 

r=== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name: 
11 Parcels for Demolition in N St Paul I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90218 · · 

CFMS Contract Number: 
Aq44'72-

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/29/07 - 5/29/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the removal of regulated 
materials prior to building demolition. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this 
type of work. Mn/DOT needed to -demolish buildings for road construction. 

Billable Hours (if appllcable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$75,480.37 

Source ofFunding: 
Metro Consultant Allocation 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EV ALDA TION 

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

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

~-.J..Co- 0 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. 90218 

District/Office Metro 

S.P. 6211-81 T.H. 36 

Contractor Retrofit 

Subcontractor 

Type of work Regulated \Vaste Removal 

Work Type Code A 6 
Location N. St Paul 

------------
Subcontractor------------

Contract Period: f29/06 5/29/07 5/31/07 
Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 75,480.37 = Orig Cost: $ ____ +Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator · 1------------,---------r-----~11 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
S tandards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. 
CQO 

s.<Inv 
Cost ,estimation/btid.g~t 
management 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

X 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points _J_51_ 
(Maximum points 36) 

iiec~"ann~¼·· .-.. ) J ~ • ~r,:-o 

.,// / /~/' ~ •_ . - -

/ 

( 
Print Name 

Contract Administrator: 

/49.LUJ,i 9;rmdlfUJ0 
C batti~ Fo f~l Co / Co ! O'/ 

Pnnt Name 

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



uenmttons: 
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: Disposal records not ledgible. 

:\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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Edwards & Kelcey, Inc. 
Project Nam.e: 
St. Croix River Crossing Visual Quality I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86998 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A75282 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/10/05 - 2/01/07 

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

This contract was to develop a method for stakeholder and public input and a manual for aesthetic quality. This 
included scheduling, organizing, attending, and facilitating a project kick-off meeting; forming ·a Visual Quality Review 
Committee; facilitating a Design Workshop; preparing exhibits for a public open house; coordinating and directing a 
public involvement process to articulate community values and objectives to ensure sensitive visual quality and aesthetic 
design results; and documenting and illustrating visual quality, architectural and aesthetic design recommendations. 

By using a facilitated process and a few different firms (to give different perspectives), we ensured an open and therefore 
more publicly accepted methodology to determine the visual quality of this project. This helps meet the mission of the 
agency in addressing public interests. 

We considered doing this in-house but it wouldn't lend to the objective of getting as many perspectives as possible in the 
hope of alleviating as many concerns as we can and be more pro-active to the public concerns. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
9,703.5 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 1,268,954.10 

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 

&uL~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

G, -~~-IJ7 
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. 86998 

District/Office Metro __;:.;.....;;;;,..;;.;;..;;;..._,_ ___ _ 
Type of work Visual Quality Planning and Manual 

Work Type Code f' D 
S.P. 8214-114 T.H. 36 Location St. Croix River Crossing _ l)\',J~SS31l / ;; 

:•f\ \}-l µ <: (_}>' 
---~-r--c;)·,.• 'i<' Contractor Edwards & Kelcey 

Subcontractors: TY Lin International Martin & Pitz Associates, Inc.£±:/ M~'; _20D? '-" 
Savanna Des1?11s . f~ R1:1..,.t1v~ ~· Wilkinson Eyre Architects Limited 

Kevin Hart Architecture CNA Consultmg Engmeers, Irlc;j OFFICE ~F Q'-) 

Hess Roise and Company \\;\ coNSULTANi sEJ.V;i CO Jones & Jones 
Modjeski and Masters, Inc. 
CH2M Hill 

Illumination Arts, LLC ~-ef'/ ;,?; "-" ~~· 
" ;_/1 I I I'' l,"Y 

' ",. I I u I (' ! ,➔ \ '/ \, y 
~ ... ~~ 

Contract Period: May 10, 2005 ; February 28, 2007; February 1, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 
~ 1;2..(,:,~> q54. JO 

Total Contract Cost: $1,2~2,733.86- Original Cost: $1,232,733.86 + Amended Cost:~> 220-2 lJ 
Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments _a__ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 · - 6 by Project Manager Above Below 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator Average Average Average Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

L Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 3 • 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
4 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 2 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation 3 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 

1 \,-::, ,,- •• _,, ' ,.-. ·.,·.,· .,.. ._, ' ... -_- .,.. -•• -·•-: , :y:,/,,< :: ' _;:,;;,-::: 
~1,1 IUJ = 

:. ' ' "'. , .,.,._.... ': C . F > ·.. ·•--·· , .: > 'i' .. :•,: _..... ., ... , t:n 
··- ... , .... . : : '::•• ;;: ': .. ,.. . .. :•· • :.::: " , .• , .. : : .. , + •.• ... 1.,: ....••. ·,•••·':,: +<: ·· ..... •. 

,., ::.. :: ,,, .. ,., .. _ ... . ... •:: 
J J '• I l 'L -• ·: .... •-:::: .. , ... . •. ... . .... _., .; T: .,,.~ -' l_,1.,, ·- .:- :;;::,,., ?-:'.'·?:\ •: . ::• :'/i,-: -- ,. -•- , ... · : "'" .... :·.,.,_... ··• _ .. , 

,i -,.. :::._ ·: ::·:·:·:·:::-· ·.:.:, 

,, ·-· '._:: .... :• ., ' :;:·: •:: _: .::: ::':: :: : ., .... ,:' .. , ... ,. . .. •:: ... : :- "!')''? 
•·· 't :-: ... i ·.: .. ,_ -::. :·:•:. ' .. · .,.::: -.: .•::: 

,. t:c,, ''< " ' - '' _.. ;-.; - , ·. , ., r: ,.,:: •. , ' ··:: ,.. . ,. y·- :: · ,, ,,, 
::: ·• • i i: --c:: ••• ''' .. : ,. ,:: :' '': '·.: ', • ,.. •-- ,:· :• \ • .\ .. , • ·,:· ; L ' ;' : :-• _ .. :·.<,_., .. :•.•·· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: S / :3,c / () 7 

- PrintName 

Total Points d, i 
(Maximum points 36) 

-~nt A~in\strar~r: i 

, wvdl 'fhr:gh,Q 5 / 3o / o l 
v '( Linn Moline) 

Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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 somewhat unique to both MnDOT and the consultant team. The end product, 

the Visual Quality Manual, was well done and well received by the Visual Quality Committee 

members, WisDOT staff, and MnDOT staff. However, a great deal of review and editing was 

required by WisDOT and MnDOT staff to adequately address many of the issues covered in the· 

document. This level of participation on the part of the two DOT' s should not have been 

required, but it was necessary to reach the level of quality desired for the final Visual Quality 

Manual. 

:\user\consult\fonns\evaluation.898 
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l, Linda M~line - Re: St Croix Perf Eval 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Val Svensson 
Moline, Linda 
5/24/2007 2:29:38 PM 
Re: St Croix Perf Eval 

I am sorry for the delay and do have some thoughts that I would like to have documented. 

In the end, the product that was deliverd for this project met with the needs of the department. I would like 
to point out however that it took an extreme amount of effort on the part of the project manager to ensure 
delivery of the work products. 

Very early in the project, acquiring deliverables from the prime was an issue - this continued throughout 
the project. Ultimately, the subs were directed to provide draft deliverables to the PM when they went to 
the prime so there was better understanding and documentation of the timeline for the deliverable reviews. 

It was challenging to see some that the prime was reluctant to use department staff in addressing what 
appeared to be teaming issues. And it was unfortunate that two of the teaming members walked off the 
job part way through the project. 

Hope this helps. 

VAL 

Valerie K. R. Svensson, P. E. 
Resource Engineer 
Mn/DOT - Metropolitan District 
Program Delivery, Waters Edge 
1500 West Co. Rd. B-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 
Office: (651) 582-1344 
Cell: (651) 775-5730 
Fax: (651) 582-1302 

val.svensson@dot.state.mn.us 

** Effective April 30, 2007, my new phone number will be (651) 234-7603 and my new fax number will be 
(651) 234-7709 ** 

»> Linda Moline 5/24/2007 8:41 AM >» 
I'm send the St Croix Visual Quality contract for close out. Did you have any performance comments you 
wanted to add? 
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l ~ind a Moline - RE: St Croix Visual Quality Manual 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Pederson, Terry" <terry.pederson@dot.state.wi.us> 
"'Linda Moline'" <Linda.Moline@dot.state.mn.us> 
5/18/2007 3:48: 10 PM 
RE: St Croix Visual Quality Manual 

Linn, thanks for the opportunity to submit my comments on the Consultant 
performance Evaluation. It is attached. I didn't indicate where the "QA/QC 
Plan Conformance" should be rated. If you need a column checked to include 
my comments as valid, put it in the "Below Average 2 Points" column. 

Terry C Pederson, P.E. 
NW Region Planning Projects Engineer 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
718 West Clairemont Avenue 
Eau Claire WI 54701 
(715) 836-2857 voice 
800-991-5285 voice 
(715) 836-2807 fax 
terry. pederson@dot.state. wi. us 

-----Original Message-----
From: Linda Moline [mailto:Linda.Moline@dot.state.mn.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2007 2:59 PM 
To: Todd Clarkowski; Val Svensson; terry.pederson@dot.state.wi.us 
Subject: St Croix Visual Quality Manual 

We have the final invoice for contract 86998 and are getting ready for 
closeout. A few have asked for the opportunity to comment on the 
performance eval. I am collecting those comments at this time. Please send 
them to me this week. If you'd like to use the standard eval form, that is 
attached. 

Thanks everyone for your input. 

Linn Moline 
Senior Consultant Administrator 
Mn/DOT Metro District, Waters Edge 
1500 West County Road 8-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 
Phone: (651) 234-7687 
Fax: (651) 234-7689 
E-mail: linda.moline@dot.state.mn.us 
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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. 86998 

District/Office Metro/WisDOT 

S.P. 8214-114 T.H. 36/STH 64 

Type of work St. Croix River Bridge Project VQPP 

Work Type Code NI A 

Location TH 5 (Minn.) to 150th Ave. (Wis.) 

Contractor Edwards & Kelcey 

Subcontractor Various - too numerous to list 

Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: N/ A N/ A N/ A 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: NIA= Original Cost: NIA+ Amended Cost: NIA 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments NI A 

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: 

WisDOT Project Engineer 

Terry C Pederson, P.E. 
( ) 

Print Name 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points __ _ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Agreement Administrator: 

( 
Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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 think we ended up with a Visual Quality Manual (VQM) that is above average, 

but it was like pulling teeth. Every draft version that the DOT' s received to review looked like 

no one at Edward's & Kelcey (E&K) had reviewed it much before we got it. Many times, the 

DOT' s had to repeat comments from previous drafts that had not been revised. I know various 

sub-consultants were writing different sections of the VQM, and the editing by E&K really 

didn't correct this until near the final version. 

The quality of the work done by the sub-consultants was good, but the management by E&K 

was disappointing. At times, it was like "they just didn't get it." A VQM can be more difficult to 

do than, say, a road design, but if you don't have the capabilities/experience/talent to do a VQM, 

don't send in your proposal. Without the DOT staff, most especially MnDOT's, we wouldn't 

have the product we ended up with. 

On the good side, I'm impressed with the quality of paper that the manual is printed on. 

: \user\consult\forms\eval uation. 89 8 



LLinda Mdine - Re: St Croix Visual Quality Manual - performance evaluation of E&K 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Todd Clarkowski 
Linda Moline 
5/17/2007 9:16:38 AM 
Re: St Croix Visual Quality Manual - performance evaluation of E&K 

here's my evaluation. thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

»> Linda Moline 5/14/2007 2:58 PM»> 
We have the final invoice for contract 86998 and are getting ready for closeout. A few have asked for the 
opportunity to comment on the performance eval. I am collecting those comments at this time. Please 
send them to me this week. If you'd like to use the standard eval form, that is attached. 

Thanks everyone for your input. 

Linn Moline 
Senior Consultant Administrator 
Mn/DOT Metro District, Waters Edge 
1500 West County Road B-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 
Phone: (651) 234-7687 
Fax: (651) 234-7689 
E-mail: linda.moline@dot.state.mn.us 

CC: Dave Hall; Pederson, Terry; Val Svensson 
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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. 86998 Type of work St. Croix River Crossing Project -- VQM 

District/Office Metro Work Type Code-~-

S.P. 8214-114_ T.H. 36/STH 64 Location from TH 5 in Minnesota to !50 Ave. in Wisconsin 

Contractor Edwards and Kelcy 

Subcontractor __ --multiple subs -11-- see agreement for listing ________ _ 

Subcontractor 

Contract Period: ~ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ ___ = Original Cost: $ ___ + Amended Cost: $ __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 2 

2. Work Performance 2 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
2 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

2 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 2 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 2 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 12 
(Maximum points 36) 

Mn/DOT' s· Area Engineer 

Todd Clarkowski 

Agreement Administrator: 

----------
( ) ( 

Print Name Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations .. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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: 
--Ended up with a VQM that is average. But to get to a final version, numerous iterations of 

incomplete drafts of poor quality were reviewed by MnDOT and WisDOT staff. This was after 

direction was provided by MnDOT and WisDOT to E &Kon the content of the draft VQM 

submittals. 

--Deliverables were below standards and needed excessive rework to get to a final version. 

--E&K underestimated effort in project coordination with Stakeholder Group and range of issues 

to efficiently end up with a VQM for this complex project. 

--Agreement was amended for time and cost. 

--Subcontracted firms all produced above average products/services and one (CNA) with average 

Qroduct/service. 

: \user\consult\f orms\evaluation. 89 8 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

w== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 

StoneBrooke Engineering Inc. I A95231 
Project Name: 

I 
Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

New Prague · 90229 October 20, 2006 to June 1, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: This 
contract was to provide a final construction plan of a portion of TH 19, east _ofNew Prague, CSAH 37 through CSAH 
_ 15 (Alton Ave). This project had a aggressive schedule, for which neither district (Metro, or District 7) had available 
personnel to provide a construction plan ready for letting. This construction plan included 2 roundabouts and with the 
districts just beginning to train our personnel, it was our decision to go outside MnDOT for design expertise. 

Billable Hours 
1274 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$98,975.50 

Source of Funding: 
District 7 Consultant 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 apprais_al 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ -o26J -t:J 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90229 .. __ _ Type of Work Final Design Construction Plan 

District/Office 7 -~-----

SP Number 4003-21 THNumber 19 

Work Type Code _DD_ 

Location New Prague -~-

Contractor Stonebrooke Engineering 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 10/20/2006 

--'---'--'-~----'---'-"-------

\- ~ ~ 
6/01/2007 ··\·">. .. ,,t·~,'j' 4/30/2007 

Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ ~975.50 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date "Z!lJ23z.1.~ 
= Orig Cost:$ 98,975.50 + Amended Cost: $ 0.00~--

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

9. Cbsfestillia.tion/pliclg~t 
t11.anagen1ent 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

llrtM .. an~r rJJ/4 .J?ay, 
Name I(tary Dieken 

1Q-\\-(J1J, 
Date 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Rating 

Above 

I 

Below 
Average Average Average 

I 
Poor 

4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

I X 

X 

I X 

X 

X 

I X 

Total Points: _29 (Maximum points ___lQJ 

Contract Administrator: 

~,rClifu RJ.~Ar' ~lnl 
Name Craig M. Felber Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
0 

e 

• 
• 
• 

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: 

Stonebrooke Engineering did a great job with the project. They were easy to work with, very 

cooperative, and extremely responsive to requests. They were timely with their deliveries, and we had 

no problems working with them. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Coleman Engr. Co. 
Project Name: 
HARN Observation I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90911 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A99928 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/25/07 - 5/14/07 

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

HARN Observations - Phase 4 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $98,000.00 Office of Land Management !3_udget 
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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

ID-~4 - ()7 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90911 Type of Work: Control Surveying to Harn Phase 4 

District: Various Mn/DOT Locations 

SP Number 5508-84 TH Number 52 Location 

Work Type Code Sl!/ . 

"'' ;;,;!!~~i:)~/\ 
/."' ' _.,.:• <:-''~ 

Contractor: Coleman Engr. Co. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

u->.;., 

~:~ 
011 

~, ( 2;.:_}[/7 
v· .!, 

'it- ·,.c:: 
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 4/25/07 5/14/07 
'lj, ... ·•· !i:•1·,.; ~ ~ ~ t E ": ~ C(:r ~ 

-~· C'..) 
, , Cr L(~ ~'.: .. :.~:~j:~· • 

8/30/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

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

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

Proj~ct Manager: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

C
''. Total Points: 36 (Maximnm points 36) 

Thl!A.Lo ~ s-:J.0--ol--f 
Name Cathie Ashlin Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: · 
Toltz King Duvall Anderson & Associates 

Project Name: 
Lafayette Bridge Renovation Stuc!y l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

86425 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83622 
Project ~oration (Dates): 
11/21/2005 thru 4/28/2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to conduct an engineering study to evaluate a range of options for the 
renovation/replacement of the Lafayette Bridge, a major TH 52 structure that spans the Mississippi River in St. Paul. 
The bridge has significant structural deficiencies and sub-standard geometry rendering it incapable of meeting projected 
traffic volumes. The contract was necessary because we did not have personnel available to dedicate to the project over 
its projected 18 month span. We also did not possess the technical expertise to evaluate some of the superstructure types 
and geotechnical issues identified in the contract. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
3 >Co"'Z· I 0 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$413,118.69 
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. Govemor/Commis.sioner 

-~: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ -o<' _;.I) 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 86425 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

Type of Work: Lafayette Bridge Rehabilitation Study 

Work Type Code: BD 

SP Number: 6244-(9800STUDY) TH Number: 52 Location: TH 52 over Mississiimi River in St. Paul 

Contractor: Toltz King Duvall Anderson & Associates, Inc. if t'-rrn?t,1:~1}:1 Subcontractor: Dr: Jerome Hajjar 

Subcontractor: Dr: John Fisher 

Subcontractor: Braun Intertec 

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

i~ RV.E'VED t.,i 
~t~ ~~;.;:\ OF Jt~ 

April 28, 2007; Dec. 1, 2007 \Ci) CONSULTANT St:.:t.\l ,:;}/ 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date ·~,;::,::., · · /:;j/ 

'-:< .~. \~~:~ 
Total Contract Cost: $440,051.66 = Orig Cost: $ ______ +Amended Cost: $ NI~~~, 

11 
(' t \ ~i~i~"" 

~"-:-..:~_:~.,ft--

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

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above -Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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: 32 (Maximum points _J_§_) 

. -12-1 c72MistrHJ2J2.- . ~ /15/0 7 
RobertJ. 4er Date I I 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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: 

TKDA was very good to work with as the project developed, they made suggestions as to improvements, 

and they were consistent with keeping us up to date on how the project was developing. The final product 

needed a fair amount of review and comments by MnDOT Staff, which took longer than was anticipated 

by both parties. TKDA was willing to work with MnDOT staff to insure that the final product was one 

that we were happy with. In general, the staff at TKDA was competent and a pleasure to work with. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



{ 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
URS Corporation 
Project Name: 
Final Design Bridge 27V65 I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86967 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A72181 
Project Duration (Dates): 
March 4, 2005 to December 29, 2006 

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

The Contract was for final construction plans preparation for Bridge 27V65, a segmental concrete box girder bridge that 
is included in the T.H. 35W -T.H. 62 Crosstown Rehabilitation Project in the Cities of Richfield and Minneapolis." 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: 
$350,696.90 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget - Bridge 
Office Allotment 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

.,_ Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~-a2~ -()7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 86967 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

Type of Work Dri c\.%,e_ De Si<=t, I') 

Work Type Code~ 

SP Number: 2782-27V65 TH Number: 35W Location: Ramn from 35W N.B. to TH 121 N.B. 

over TH 3 5W in the Ci_ty of Richfield. Contractor: URS Cornoration 
/.~~/~1'> Subcontractor: NIA -<1\\ (..\J\J 1• (d/{~,,_ 

,d.<;;·~~) iv , , V v{t;,··~~~ 
Subcontractor: NI A ,.Z\/~ .,. (--!-;:,:t,,, 

~~"._/ ,..._~ \ ~ ✓>, 

ContractPeriod: March 4, 2005; December 29, 2006; January 15, 2007 ,;;/ .. .i, '1>_1v·\·-·J, \ ~J\ 
. . . ...;:· ", y-' ;,\. .~f -~· c., .... ~ 

Work Start Date Work Complet10n Date Exp1rat1on Date ~~ "'i.•<·1.:--u:-/'· -~- ::_;. -~~i 
........ ' ~'· ' f 

Total Contract Cost: $350,696.90 = Orig Cost: $262,912.50 + Amended Cost: $87,784.40 V~ 0 .-3>~ yL·71 
~,P, ~-;; OJ 

Amended for: □ Overrun X □ Additional Work X- Time Only Number of Amendments~/, t , cP c;\ > 
-" r-, 11\ <a ;7 rr================;========================~-~(., tl \hµ/ 

Item Rating Rating · :--
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality I 4 I I I 
2. Work Performance I 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT I 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and I I 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation I I 3 

6. QA/QC plan conformance I 4 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: -....c3c.....clc.-_ __ (Maximum points:~) 

Pl[ect Manager: _ 
~ 5 --2-"l--~7 

Keith Molnau Date 

Contract Administrator: 

u1~?,:/c, ~~ 
Victor E. Crab be 

0:i;41 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
Aoove Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• • 
• 
• 

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

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 Consultant designed 2 precast segmental bridges for the Crosstown project. and participated in discussions 

with the segmental designers offering up expert opinions when needed. Mark Maves did a great job of 

submitting complete high quality plans on schedule for this complex project letting date. 

The segmental designers, Bob Anderson and Richard Beaupre did a great job with providing input and 

direction with the segmental bridges. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

., f' ' 

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 

. Project Name (if applicable): 
Determining Economic Strategies for 
Repair and Replacement of Low Slump 
Overlays of Bridge Decks 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655, WO 140 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A66784 
Project Duration (Dates): 

8/26/04 _. 5/31/07 

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

This project will begin with an effort to collect information from Mn/DOT concerning past practices associated 
with overlays. This effort includes retrieval of bridge information for the Mn/DOT bridges that received the 
overlays. The data will be evaluated relative to the information collected during a literature review and time 
spent with Mn/DOT staff conducting a select number of deck condition surveys. This body of data will be 
analyzed for trends in overlay performance with a view towards anticipating service life. Cost information will 
be collected and strategies will be formulated to minimize the costs associated with maintaining acceptable 
performance of these bridge decks. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $137,500.00 

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: 

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 

, ,1~-----------------------------,,-------------------,1 
· f!tJML~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

"-dlt -If 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.: 81655, WO 140 

District/Office: Investment Management 

S.P. No.: 88016-00668 T.H.: NIA 

Type of work: Research 

Work Type Code: NIA 

Location: N/ A 

Contractor: University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor: 

Contract Period: August 18, 2004; 
Work Start Date 

May 14, 2007; 
Work Completion Date 

May 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $137,500.00 = Orig Cost: $137,500.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 --t-, f\1 't 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality X 
2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 

I on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

r- Project Manag~r: . .... ~ ~f?~?it 1~~ 
( p (l...~ ( fv1 I (< ; V ,- S, fo) 

Print Name 

I 

Rating 

I 
Below 

Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

>< 
X 

I X 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

I 
Poor 

1 Point 

hv\n mete t l~ h 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

e 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: 
Ci)_ fr0J 'lcf- -l-v~ '1 Y % c~f~0 ~+ ~ -h~4L c,{ 

0 ':) ;.,_..R:__ ~ ,,__J- -E-11"1.d d ..:k , f; .. rf-- d. u .,__ -fu d..,¥ ,.,,,_-f-v r-e.. 
of- 11'.1 ...;n. J c::....J s-f,.,d..,_J-- cts.g,,,.,___,-J-.,.,,...,.-.. ~ -G & .d •~ & 
t:'~$ ~.--c..h.,_ ferol:::- G\ /of I(;)';:! -U- ~ f.7 J--), ~~ 
~~w~ 

AL: l><u'l e.d wf h> -1--k,_ F\ ~ ~""1-f ~ w?AA ~ cl 
\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 ~¾,1M 'f)l, ~~ T~V\.Cc.J 

~~~~-\tu $..e . . 
\v-.~~~-,V'lv\i) ~ 1F-v:=.J~;J--bj1113V/O{,, 
'vJe ~-t'D ~-tk_ .~-fz;~ 
\JV\.ff\J2---\{ ~ ~ ~ p 1--~ 14 

t~~~ -\~,,__~s c+-tka__ ~ 
~~~ °'--~ ~-e ~-\-¼l-~ 
~~-.~~~-~{~/31/01 ), A-tol-1 . 
..e ~ l~JV\ (1 0~ \~ -\4- ?~ ~ (,v,,_~ ~ 
~ '-'.JfV'V"'-~ ~l-/,r~~ h\O'\ ()..,\ \'YtDsi- o.. ~v1'"0~1ft:r~Y'e.0~o~ 



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

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section! Mail Stop 680 along with the final invo1ce. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A78383 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Commuter Bicyclist Behavior and 
Facility Disru~tion I 81655, WO 179 I 8/5/2005 - 5/31/2007 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this research was to determine (1) what disruptive factors affect route choices among bicycle 
commuters. (2) In what manner do bicyclists make route choice decisions when faced with disruptions. (3) in 
what manner do the behaviors of commuting bicyclists correspond to results from previous travel behavior 
research for automobile drivers. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $69,618.00 

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: 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 

(e-dj~-~7 



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 179 

District/Office: Investment Management 

S.P. No.: 88016-00769 T.H.: NIA 

Contractor: University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor: 

Type of work: Research 

Work Type Code: NI A 

Location: NI A 

Contract Period: 8/5/2005; 
Work Start Date 

5/22/2007; 5/31/2007 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $69,618.00 = Orig Cost: $63,118.00 + Amended Cost: $6,500.00 

Amended cost for: --- Overrun G Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality t-/ 
2. Work Performance ~r 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

'f Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

3 on time 
5. Project related cooperation 3/ 
6. QNQC plan conformance '-/ 
7. Contract administration h -, 

'A cooperati 011 -- -- - -_ ---- _, -

8. Invoicesand progress reports X 
' --

- ' - -
- . --

9. Cost estimation/budget 
~-

' 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~:fo/"·-·-
( Dan"" 

Print Name 
e(,-1°"") 

Total Points :J'Z--- ~· / f1 
(Maximum points 36) /\ , ti/ ,_ l_ (/il ~ ~rt 

1 /J ulv fi \- _,J 3», 
f on tract Admi~istranor: (j&Jl / 1 f 
,}.t\NV\ v)<\ LJ_y O Q itt !/ _/ 
( h,"'1"- VY\L ~ { \ \ 6', "' ) 

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 ofMn/DOT. 

Comments: 

fll ✓ • 2-1- ~ VY/ {J1 aY JYZ> r.J~ qi..eµ I V\K (1 -e l\ IJf Vi-{ Jt0,QL), 

: \user\consult\f orms\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 lmown as MD I CFMS Contract Number: A-99432 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, 
Dettwiler and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90825 I Project Duration (Dates): 04/02/07 to 06/21/07 
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 14 (from East side of Mankato to Eagle Lake). District 7 
/ Project number 0702-116. 

"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: $81,000.00 Source of Funding: Land Mgmt. 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 

-~~ ---- - -- e.--1~-~1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ,A - c\ c( L ( 5 2 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrat()r with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedµres.Aff~•6Jnpleted Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. f,.c{dl".es·s, commentS':on .back, keep comments factual. 

rf· , , .. ~!.. \ 

/·:'. ,1/i fr i · O , 1. ': ,,.: ' · '" c,. · · 1 , / ,., /i · 
Contract No. C, 0 ,;~5 f. • ~ , Type of Work P,u,':, tf nc; ,-. , ,__",. \ r; c. JV/ 'f /~ t-~ 

District/Office b ~ ( ', , .,,\S· ,'."'_..•:r>' Work Type Code /it-f: rn f' 
SP Number O 'fD;2 - /I~ TH .. N,~mb1/'/ I-( . JLocation 1= ..-;." ,_.____., A;yJf <;; cfe: 1,,, //'--{'i.i.., kdu f. 
C I ·- e-c·' L r' ' '' , ~~ I r ~,,-;.a ( t I.'.?/~ on tractor ( ) tv\; L,Te;.,,,_ v1,, 4 / 1~ 'c_ 1 1- ,:..

1 
c_ , G -~ -~ \.._!-• V.: ~ 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -------------
Contract Period: l.( - Z - 0 7 ; {;, - '2- { -(] 7 ; r( - 3 ~ ··- D \( 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 8' f 
1 
(JO()-~= Orig Cost: $ {j, ( , ()UQ + Amended Cost: $ --- (/ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 

I I 
✓ 

I I 2. Work Performance ✓ 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT I I ✓ Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and V on time 
5. Project related cooperation t/' 
6. QA/QC plan conformance 

-~ 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 52 (Maximum points 

Project Manager: ~ - 2.S -67 
'-""-~. . 

Name 

/ C.'.;ntr~dmIDistiih<' I ,/'C•. -_ 

LA tY / 'Name ,,, ~ 

& ~~s -o:7 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

I 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Lake Superior College 

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90020 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A93654 
Project Duration (Dates):)October 2, 
2006-June 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Lake Superior College was hired to obtain the services of experienced instructor's to prepare for and teach the 
Bituminous classes for certification in the Mn/DOT Technical Certification program. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$70,875 

Source of Funding: 
Bituminous W orksho_2 Account 

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 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

I~ 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Agreement No. 90200 ____ _ Type of work _Hiring teachers to teach the Technical 

Certification training program classes _____________ _ 

District/Office - Construction & Innovative Contracting. ___ _ --work Type Code l 
S.P. _____ _ T.H. ---- Location 

..<,~\: {;;f:TT1f?~: l;., 
Contractor - Lake Superior College_____________ . l,:(~}y·. · '"'(?\"'. l::f\' ·-/ ~-.\ Jt::Y C:.:)\ 
Subcontractor t·, \----'>, 

IC:::::, U--'.:t: f-.:. r·- ,\ 

Subcontractor_____________ ~m . ~:~j 
c[_; • ,C~·r;J 

Contract Period: October 2, 2006 ____ ; May 7, 2007 ____ ; June 30, 2007 :\~ t;C{·
1
LL:G)'.'iT :7?1 1

./, _.{J7 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date '~~,; ,,, ,, -0:~>// 

TotalContract Cost: $70,875.00 = Orig Cost: $83,250.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 ~t~,:w~};""· 
Amended cost for: ~ Overrun 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Perfom1ance 

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: 

-~ lt/V1b lf ;;,{;/(LI fl T1U'5 
( ~ ) 

Print Name 

~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points - 27 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

c.J 11 , !' [\ ~ -- ? . , /J ·r- { f!s '-,- h/L· iA/ .J-L /::_ /(_ll)T L v
1 

( 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Cook Research and Consulting 
Project Name: 
Bare Pavement 2007 1 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90639 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A97753 
Project Duration (Dates): 
1/19/07 - 6/4/07 

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

Cook Research conducted self-administered, central location interviews at 12 sites. Seven of the sites were in 
Greater Minnesota and five were in the Twin Cities Metro. Following the interviews, 12 focus groups were 
conducted -- one per site. Deliverables included a data file and data tables, a report of findings and 
presentations to the work team. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$76,400 

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 

L, 
/a~7Jlt~na.,~~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 
7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90639 

District/Office OIM 

SP Number 

Type of Work_ Market Research 

Work Type Code r1£ 
TH Number Location ----- ---- ------------

Contractor Cook Research and Consulting 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 1/19/07 ; 6/4/07 ; _7_/3_1_/0_7~-----

W ork Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 76 400 = Orig Cost:$ 76 400 + Amended Cost: $_0 ___ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7, Contract admfaistration 
·. . .·· · .. 

4 
. 

cooperation · ··. 
.· . 

8. Irivoices andprogress reports 'i ,. 
. .. 

9. Cost estimation/budget 

~ management 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: 3 ~ (Maximum points 3bJ 

Project Manager: 

Lori Laflin 6/4/07 
Name Date 

Contract A!!_miniS!raL • b/ 5/ 01 
v-u,wnca l ~ate ame 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

( 

.• 
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: 
Dl:PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Pavement Design using Unsaturated Soil 
Technology 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 103 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A576?2 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/1/2004 - 4/2712007 

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

To characterize the unsaturated properties (shear strength, dielectric, resilient modulus, and soil-water 
characteristic curves) of four soils. The experimental database of four soils along with pore network model 
will be used to provide a theoretical framework to develop models for predicting unsaturated soil mechanical 
properties. The focus of the study will be to propose techniques for predicting resilient modulus of the tests 
soils using the soil-water characteristic curve and the shear strength. The results of the study will be used to 
develop procedures for estimating unsaturated resistance factors for Mn/DOT and AASHTO pavement design 
software. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $195,500.00 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway 

If this was a single source contrqct, 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 

~ fo-l-aJ 
Date 

JI, . 

~-" 



CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 81655, WO 103 Type of Work: Research 

District/Office of Investment Management Work Type Code __ _ 

SP Number 88 016 00749 TH Number NIA Location -----------

Contractor : University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor =-N'-'-"/ A;;_;;;,__ _________ _ 

Contract Period: 2/1/2004 ; 4/27/2007 ; -'-'4/....;;;::;2...:....;7 /....;;;::;2....:;_00_;:;__;7c.,__ ______ _ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $195,500.00 = Orig Cost: $195,500.00 + Amended Cost: $_N"--/A~_ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Onl_y Number of Amendments ~3 __ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 
C 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time ', 

5. Project related cooperation 4- c· 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 
\ 

7. Contract administration {,' cooperation 
8. Invofoesand progress reports ' 

~ ·. 

9. Cost estimation/budget y:,· I 
management 

£..-7 

Proiect Manager: -S::::::~ ~ 

c_ ~-
Shongt.az'Dai & John Siekmeier 

~ kd1o; '- '~~ 

Name Date Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 
• Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
• 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: 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 

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

Do you recommend implementation of the research results? 
Yes 

Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this 
research? Yes 

Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7X8 9 10 - ------ --

Poor Great 

Was the information from the research available in time to be useful? 
Yes 

On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project. 
0, Not at all satisfied 
2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained 

_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped 
6, Satisfied, non-useful results 

X 8. Satisfied, useful results 
_ 10, It was great! 

Did you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost? 
Yes 

If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again? 
Yes 

Additional Comments: 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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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: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A-99423 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90829 Project Duration (Dates): 4/02/07to 5/30/07 
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 Aerial Triangulations, compile Planimetric features and 
create a Digital Terrain Model (DTM). This Photogrammetric mapping project is for Trunk Highway 1-94, (from 
Monticello to Clearwater), this Project is located in District 3, project No. 2780-66. 

"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: $74,000.00 · Source of Funding: L.M./Consultant Budget. 

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. 

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

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

i- 6 - CJ7 
Date 



\....V1'~UL.lAl~ l r.~.K.lfUKM.ANCE EVALUATION 

8ubmit this fonn to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Petfonnance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

ContractNo. Cj(()~~9 
District/Office i'\ _ s 
SP Number :) 7 gn Gb TH Number r _ ~ y 
Contractor k1 g r r\- ,' i.,., ~ ?- C-:?cf , 
Subcontractor . ------------

Type of Work hlA~;to}rc.. ~ ~~Jr /e;_ ft..1 c,/)(~~' 
' \j (; I 

Work Type Code ~ P 
Location f=' c;., ':::7-<1 IL,((!)1;:\::; c -e_ l \<J \-@ c__Lu:,_ r Y¼' 

_-;---·-

/ 
/~ 

,/ .'91 
/~,.., 

l .. 

~~ 

, '· 

Subcontractor --- ,:.,' ,' 
r, r-r 5 '7 · rr- ,..._ ? :r-::rr• Contract Period: L( •- L- - () '-- ; .- ..) 0 ~ 0 \ ; ·. ( - ) - CX: . ~,:- ... )f;-i ,< ~· • 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \~ _/ . "" _:.,,r;J:.;:..:_:':i:.:;J b 

Total Contract Cost:$ '(l/ DOU = Orig Cost:$(~ O OU- + Amended Cost: s;y_~ ._ . _ 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments '•'.~::/(: __ ;::;,; .. ·~;;,.,._-';: ... 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

. M 7 Project,_ al).9-ger: /// 
/~,-;:;/ /,..;/ , ,· / ,, ~::::'.:::?"' /'7 ,,•'/:7 .-7 L.,,..,. i;::: e:;::r~ ~£--.,.,.v ,,......,,.-::ft-=-,:, {/y/07 

Name Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

v.,,. 
/ 

\/ 

Average 
3 Points 

v· 
V 
(/ 

v 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 'J O (Maximum points,? b ) 

(7p,~ ~) 
Name Date G ~ c, - c,7 
/-1 c 1-1 IL TAS /-I IY f-::}-t {(_ AN 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Precision Appraisals of MN Inc. AC\2.SOL( 
Project-Name: _ l Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Apprai~a_l Services ___ _ _ 89950 8/11/06 - 9/25/07 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

Appraisal Services 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $55,500.00 Office of Land Management BAdget 
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 coQ.tractor'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 

-:c: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~~~ - t)7 
Date 



CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No.89950 

District: Duluth 

Type of Work Appraisal Services 

Work Type Code AP 

SP Number 3104-51 TH Number 2 Location __________ _ 

Contractor Precsion Appraisals of MN Inc. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 8-- i I - 0 Co 4 ,. 2 S ~· 0, 0 Y ~ ~ I · 0 b 
Work Start Date 8Fi tfett Work Completion Date Q9{25,'06 Expiration Date 4/3 l/08 

Total Contract Cost: $96,500.00 = Orig Cost: $55,500.00 + Amended Cost:$ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 confonnance 

8.'•Jii,v()ic~s an,:tprogiyss reports , 

9.·_•-So8:t;~st~atio11/b~clget,·~ 
manag_ement _. 

Contractor's ratin;Joflhfj Contract: 

, / 

Pr~je~t a .....--..:.,,.,,c:;:...-..-- /~~ 
.·' /4/ 

Name. 
I 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Name 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

____ 36_ (Maximum points 36) 

~ 0---) 0-01 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN A61121 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

86536 

Project Duration (Dates): 
INV 81 O: Demonstration of Ash 
Utilization in Low Volume Roads MAY 24, 2004 - APRIL 30, 2007 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to·enter into a contract: 

To establish coal ash stabilization as a common technique for road construction. The benefits are: 
1) Reduce cost of constructing local roads and state highways on soft soils 
2) More timely and simplified construction during inclement weather (fewer delays!) 
3) Longer service life/lower long-term costs 

Billable.Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $212,995.00 

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: 

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 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

I 

Date 
7 



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. 86536 Type of work e C S-ec✓,,£[ h 
o L ,---'<7---

Work Type Code f-C__. .::<0. !C:·::."f?>,> .... _ __ ,,?S:\\ .. . ._. '-v, --~~·_:;'.:\, District/Office Investment Management 

Location Statewide l:::::,>· ··;-j.j\ 
p:, -.~ \_5\~ 

S.P.NA T.H. NA 

Contractor U111versity of Wisconsin 

Subcontractor -----------
f ~ ~o ('J ' ,)f ~i 
\S:::'- ;...vJ,!SULT.,1,NT \'..:A.i.1 !':::::--;:/ 

\ -~' ~ .. 1",, V . '-•vj 

Contract Period: May 28, 2004; April 30, _2007; A~ril _30, 2007 ·~~6) . _ <;,~~-
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Exp1rat1on Date · 1< 1) 1 \~?' 

·0 C 1 <:' / 
Total Contract Cost: $212,995.00 = Orig Cost: $212,995.00 + Amended Cost: $0 ~~-~ 
Amended cost for: □ Overrun □ Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 - ·+-1 fYi e 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation · 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration '1 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress 1/ reports 
9. Cost estimation/budget i/ management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3 

3 

3 

Total Points 3 3 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

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. 

Com
ments: .I k . , .0o..1:> 

(' ?/r;., v ....,.....,~-~-,~, i'""-,;>, • Ji I _.- -""""' l,r,.t_,./J ¢--Q_ '")0.:;. .,._ s -~ ,,J~~ 

b J~r f~ /h:J~ \.Q)y-1-'?d; 
, ._. ~ ~ 

,, ,, -- ' ' } ~ . ' :, . . ' .. _ '- --0 ;/('_, {:e_ S ,") \.Q.v~ vV'l -"-V'n'ni,:.,,, ~ ~~, 
z 

,;-

6 ,_,__._ . E\ ,,,-e_ ::.-\-1•"'... s. -. ... , --

f ,- - l 
-~ _ c.J 0/ ~ CY' .. ---<..) {_,~, ~! o_.f tk ~ J.~> ~ ~...,, 

.t "' __.JI' 

r~ l J or ~S:::> --<; <( , J-e ~,.__i -~ ~~- 5 . .7 
G" '\ .., . 

90·(!; c) ,i ,j ½ 
c;;i __ >~ 



'4 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: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A69982 

Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): . 
Bridge Designs for Crosstown Renovation 86627 Nov. 8, 2004 thru Sept. 29, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

There are six precast segmental post-tension concrete box girder bridges included in the 135W & TH 62 Crosstown 
Renovation Project. Contractor provided final design services on two of these bridges. They also coordinated the 
designs of the remaining four that were designed by other firms to standardize the design and detailing of the six 
bridges so that construction issues and costs would be minimized. Mn/DOT does not have personnel on staff to provide 
design services for these type structures consequently outsourcing to private design firms was required .. 

Billable Hours (if applicable) : 

I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: l,'--158 ,Co<oS-03 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

s-~() -o 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 86627 

District/Office Bridge Office 

Type of Work: Final Bridge Design 

Work Type Code: BD 

SP Number 2782-27V75 and 2782-27V79 TH Number 35W Location Final Design Bridges 

27V75 and 27V79 and Project Management of four other segmental bridge designs included in the TH 

3 SW and TH 62 Crosstown Rehabilitation Project 

Contractor : Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade, & Douglas, Inc. 

Subcontractor NA 

Contract Period: November 8th
, 2004; 

Work Start Date 
September 29th

, 2006; October 1, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $1,381,896.14 = Orig Cost: $1,005,058.71 + Amended Cost: $376,837.43 

Amended for: Overrun ~ Additional Work Time Only Number of Amendments 2. 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 

,. 

Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality I 
2. Work Performance I 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT I 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and I 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation I 

6. QA/QC plan conformance I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Pf!ctManager: L . 
~*~~~9/01 

Name Date 
(Keith Molnau) 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

I I I 

I 3 

Total Points: 33 (Maximum points 36) 

c;,1dministrator: ) 

.-~- 11J!,tl_ 
Name ~ 
(Robert J. Miller) 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

Average 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• • 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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.· 
• 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 Consultant was responsible for designing 2 precast segmental bridges for the crosstown project 

and for providing precast segmental bridge standards for other consultants to use of 4 other precast 

segmental bridges. PB provided the needed expertise with this bridge type (new to Minnesota) and 

successfully presented and discussed complex design issues and resolving by a consensus building 

approach. Laura Amundson is a pleasure to work with as a project manager, and Joe Tse demonstrated 

his expertise by leading the Group through resolving complex issues and new LRFD code requirements. 

Some issues with substructure designs may have been avoided by utilizing more experienced designers. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
I 
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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 StoQ 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: · 
Duluth Archaeology Center E, F S 
Project Name (if app-licable ): _ I Mn/_ DOT Agreement No.: I Proje9t Duration/ Dates): 
Red River Bridge (SP §1_-639-?gL ~07~ ~ q /Ol.D - 5 0'1 · 

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

Phase I archaeological work for a proposed bridge crossing over the Red River for compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. A contract was used since neither Mn/DOT nor another state agency had the 
expertise and resources to conduct the work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 869 Total Contract Amount: Source of Funding: · 
$98,742.07 . S ~~~G~M-~ 

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

The funds expended for this contract where necessary for the project to receive further funding from FHWA and to 
prevent the unexpected discovery o_f National Register eligible prope_rties late in the planning process. 

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

This was done under our Certified List contract, which was assigned to the consultant on a rotational basis. 

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

The consultant completed the project on time. Their work was good in quality and was within the cost projections for 
this and similar projects. 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 
$ -~o -1J7 



l Craig -Jc:>bns917 -E\f ALU.A.TIONf QRM :qc~c;_ 

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

ContractNo. qoo·7 4-
District/Office C6 · 

------,-~-.,-$....,,...1·\i+ _ ~ 
SP NumberSf.-63q - 37-T.H Number 3 ... / 

Contractor _Q V""L-v ,.-u- A (lLC,k~cS=,H .... tF·,1 C.~{-,Vl~YL 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor __________ _ 

Type of Work _i\t2ti~.?\GZ)t...,;,~, ?i C,.;:_..;-p\nf!.pifif~-J 

Work Type Code Ch-
Location t,rc{l/ir'-1.,N Ci.:: v.1•J, t 

Contract Period: qJ I 7..)7...rYO C, t_; / {I) Ji,.,, J 7 ; 1 / 3 i / ,z.::: ,_. 7 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ q ~i 141-, 0 7 = Orig Cost: $ _____ +Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality ✓ 
2. Work Performance ✓ 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
✓ Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and v on time 
5. Project related cooperation v 
6. QA/QC plan conformance v 
7: Contracfadministration -~-

cooperation. . ,- .. 
I ... · 

8> Invoices and progress reports 
. 

•· 

✓ . .. -. .-- .. , . -_, 
--

9. Cost estimation/budget ✓ _____ management - --- -- : ---- -- -- - -- -

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 2 ':=t- (Maximum points ~ 

Ptj ect Ma ag~r: 
., /j 
'1/4(;.W. y\,'vv-V.iA,V----

Name ( 

aa .... 
Na 

2-b/cft 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

pag<3J 
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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: 

A_(..,,(... _ _r_ v NO$ t-v6 tL .f. tJ ;;;-t $ f>,,£N·-r {5c;:c.,,~v$.d. 'il+~ f*~SE .£L 
t3:a.ct+;Qi-~1,n ..... .;X..-t wJfl.\c Lr.> ~s N(.;;·1 /u"o~o, 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90365 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95590 
Project Duration (Dates): 
12/4/06 - 5/8/07 

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

HARN Observations - Phase 3 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
NA $60,000.00 Office of Land Management 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. Govemor/Commiss10ner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 
.5-M-IJ) 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No.90365 

District: Willmar Phase 3 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. 

Type of Work HARN Observations 

Work Type Code sV 
Location Willmar 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Sf&i~ Contract Period: \ 2-[ 4 I ('.) \o ~,~0/07 

ii~: <:4:~Z"!Jl1~~ 
r ~:· ',/l\ 
(_I..' ., ,e>). 

\>- . ~' 4 r···, .: Ui ~j 
\~ cot~5.llL: p,N1 s,..t.f.\.&, !::::i1 
\/,, /..,"\./I 

",,i/ .. :j, !\f\J ,,.//-. ,,..~-· ~; r::·, ~--•'v;1t· 
~.,Oc:'8) ;70.1 ";t" 
~~ 

Work Start Date l"Zi4766 Work Completion Date 5f.&/&7 Expiration Date 6-/Sft/ffl 

Total Contract Cost: $60,000.00 = Orig Cost: $60,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

r'.·~-

9.~'·•·•:·~ost.esU111atiotybµdget 
· 1nanagemeht . . 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: otal Points: ----=-___ 36_ (Maximum points 36) 

~r,aj ect Manager: 

,/';]~.... -5/11/141)( 
/ ' 

'= U'·::i,::- u_;:x;;,.:,v~ ,_, -::,-~ / i, - 0 7 
/ /Nime: John Barke Date 
(_/ 

Date Name 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

w== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Crow Wing County 
Project Name: 
Safety Rest Area Architecture l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

83812 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 41933 
Project Duration (Dates): 
January 14, 2003 - January 31, 2006 

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

Mn/DOT does not employee an adequate number of Architects on staff to provide complete design services for a project 
of this scale. 

The use of a contract with Crow Wing County was authorized in statute for this project and benefited the state by 
allowing an easy way to mix Mn/DOT funds with donated funds from the Brainerd Lakes Area Chambers of Commerce 
for their requested additional design studies and cost assessments. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ lq8,320 ·Co1 

Source of Funding: 
State TH Funds 

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

The State determined a need for a new rest area on trunk highway right of way on TH 371 in the vicinity of Brainerd. 
The County, and other local "partners" were interested in working with the State to develop a joint Rest Area/ Travel 
Information Center. The County served as the lead agency for this project, including procuring architectural, design and 
construction inspection services. 

Under Minnesota Statutes section 15.061, Mn/DOT entered into a Joint Powers Agreement to engage assistance as 
deemed necessary. Minnesota Statutes section 471.59 and Laws of Minnesota 2002, Chapter 364, section 40 authorize 
the State and the County to enter into this Agreement. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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!auL~ S -cRdi-67 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Perf01mance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. _8::...::3'-"'8-=l=--2 ___ _ 

District/Office ---=3=A-=------

SP Number _1=-==8::...:::.0..:::....9-.....::::6_:,l __ _ TH Number 371 

Type of Work : Architectural Design and CM 

Work Type Code DD 

Location Crow Wing County . ~;:a-:-:~;·:r>." .. 

Contractor 

Subcontractor 

/, ~--~·: .. i ! :~j ~;·._; '~' i: ' _) t 
Crow Wing County____ .:/.\.t> ·· 

j,;·r._:. ~:;t.,, 

Widseth Smith Nolting - Mechanical Engineering and Architectural Servic6's -~,· 
,c- .. ·-~ 

Subcontractor Krause Anderson Midwest- Construction Management Services - .. j v.-:_; · · ,, cul 
\83 CoA,,-1 ,, ccJ 
~;1> ;;,, Ji/i¾; s;,~ :,\'f ;} Contract Period: January 14, 2003 

Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $~000 -

; January 31, 2006 ; January 31, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

= Orig Cost: $--2:illbOOO + Amended Cost: $ 
~ 

5 OOQ c:;.· / 1 ., ' cl ~ \. 1/:. · 
2 '--t;___-•• ;. •1t ... .i._~..-f_;· 

lditional Wor 
-

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration 4 
cooperation . 

8.· Invoices and progress reports 3 

9. · Cost estimation/budget 4 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 34 (Maximum points 36 ) 

Project Manager: 

Carol Reamer 

~ff?u14111v-

1/2/07 

~a/4 /4 
;12;n 

C';91'pact AdrninistrJJor: 1/J 
u~();C2a1~ tq/01 

Name / Date , 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Use of a construction management (CM)firm of the quality of the Krause Anderson staff to provide value 

engineering and quality control from early design to final punch list work improved the overall quality of 

the project. Mn/DOT should consider development of a pre-qualified list for CM work, set standards for 

services and apply this process to other project work types. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 

TBE Grou12 
Project Name: Subsurface Utility 
Engineering (SUE) 

Mn/DOT Contract No..: 
89245 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
3/20/06 to 3/15/07 

A87055 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: To 
provide accurate utility locations, ownership of utility, mapping, elevations, plan view and tabulations to Detail Design 
for projects scheduled for letting. Discussed the information and schedule with District personal, it was determined to 
meet the schedules an outside agency would be needed. · 

Billable Hours 
108.25 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 83,258.48 

Source of Funding: 
District Consultant Budget 

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

NA 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 

~<;p, -CJ 7 



tr 

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89245 Type of Work Underground Utility Locations 

District/Office ? /Mankato 

SP Number 4003-21(19) TH Number _19 __ 

Contractor TBE Grou12 

Subcontractor Boonestroo and Associates - CADD 

Subcontractor NA "----------

Work Type Code _£_D 
Location City of New Prague 

Contract Period: 3 · 2 0 ,. 0 "' ;~-\1. .. 07 ~-O\-- 0~ 

:;.S'~ t:%, ; ' 0 ':J (if ;"'f>:,', t{'° '{:~, 
\?- -· ,r, Of ::C 

i,,,:·) -

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date ~::,,.,. i:~-:.tt/ 
Total Contract Cost:$$ 164,015.97 = Orig Cost:$ 164,015.97 + Amended Cost:$ 0.00 ,._~,<~'.~5~3).Ji~-;:,'.-· 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 0 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

ect 1~anager: 

t.~ ( J!-lJ{_ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Average 
3 Points 

3 

3 

Total Points: 

Rating 

34 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points~ 

.... - , - -- --...__...- \..,-- _,,,. 

Date S/17/() 7 

Contta:6t Administrator: , - _s/;7 /,J,? 
( - / .f N. 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• • 
• 
• 

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

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 project manager on this project, Jeff Sowers, is excellent to work with and is very cooperative. 

Their costs are higher than average surveys but their product is very good. Always handled 

themselves professionally and delivered in a timely manner. The CADD product delivered by their 

. sub consultant was very good as well. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 
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\1 ... 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
-DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
WSB & Associates, Inc A78822 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
TH 15 Corridor Study 87344 8-1-05 thru 3-31-07 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Mn/DOT needed to develop a long-range vision and management plan for the TH 15 corridor through the St. ~loud 
area. The study would address the need for additional capacity on the corridor, changes in the amount and type of access 
to the corridor, and operational improvements. The state did not have staff with the necessary traffic modeling expertise 
available, which is why the consultant was hired. 
Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 

$129,899.73 District 3 Consultant Allocation 
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 

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

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

d -~~ -()7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87344 

District/Office 3 / St. Cloud 

SP Number: 8823-61 TH: Number 15 

Contractor: WSB & Associates, Inc. 

Subcontractor: None 

Type of Work: Corridor Planning Study 

Work Type Code: 7:t1· ~ 
Location: From CSAH 4 7 /CR 13 6 to Jct TH 10 

Contract Period: August 1, 2005; March .31, 2007; March 31, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $129,899.73 = Orig Cost: $110,439.90 + Amended Cost: $19,459.83 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Perfonnance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

.5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan confonnance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

[!!;;;,"$~ 
Name 

5-7--07 
Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 33 (Maximum points 36) 

Co tract Ad~inistrator: 5· '1-07 

a 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 
• Project 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 belqw 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 no.t follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations. 
• Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT. 

Comments: 

The only issue I had was the use of the FTP site for distributing concept layouts. Some of the committee 

members were unable to use the FTP site due to large file sizes and/or the lack of color printing 

capabilities. In the future I would specify that hard copies of all handouts and layouts would be provided 

to committee members before the meetings. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
INFORMATION SPECIALISTS GROUP, INC. (ISG) 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
· CORE SERVICES TRADE OFF STUDY 89736 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A94071 
Project Duration (Dates): 
9/18/06 - 5/3/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
AGENCY LEADERS WANTED PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS (RE: HOW DO WE CONTINTUE TO DELIVER 
SERVICES AT SATISFACTORY LEVELS, WHILE BUDGET IS NOT INCREASING). THE LEADERS HAVE 
BEEN MAKING "TRADE~OFFS" FOR SOME TIME, BY REDUCING THE EFFORT/RESOURCES IN SOME 
AREAS AND NOT IN OTHERS. STEHR, GREY, HALVORSON AND WINTER ALL AGREED IT WAS TIME TO 
SEE HOW AND WHAT SERVICES THE PUBLIC WOULD "TRADE-OFF" WHILE MAINTAINING BUDGET AT 
CURRENT. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NIA l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$97,100.00 
Source of Funding: 
TRUNK HIGHWAY FUNDS 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

s ~~~t!Jl 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EV ALDA TION 

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

Contract No. )iC, rJ30 
District/Office Cf) 
SP Number ____ _ TH Number ___ _ 

Contractor l 5G :J;,tc,., . 
7 

Subcontractor ~ d 

Type of Work (V\a.J-hl ¼~"c' /4,,,._J 

VJ ~;.f :~i':9¾~~~~\ 
Af ~ Rec" , c.J ;:,;1 

Work Type Code O 253 
Location D ( rllL 

l·_~_-·~·_ QCi=i' i; OF -.,1 \ 'r?? I , • '-. ..- 1. ~ ~') 

Subcontractor M./i)\JI!.) / / \9?, ___ e-o_. :~SUL"i'A\··H s~VJl _.::.:;_} / I ,=..-:""- .... . ,,:, ... _ «i 

Contract Period: . q I I ~{J b 5 3 a r ; ·•;t:;:_~ !·~ r-,··/~)~~71 

1 1 ~ I •1:,1,.-, r) -. ·" \:-.,~,:;,-
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date -. .J,~}2£27//·~;;-, 

Total Contrnct Cost: $ Cf 1) l otJ = Orig Cost: $ q'0 { O"Z) + Amended Cost: $ -(3 . 
Amended for: - Overrun - Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments -G-

Item Rating Rating 
I - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points I Point 

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

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

I on time 
5. Project related cooperation 3 
6. QA/QC plan conformance ~~ 

7. Contract administration 3 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ,"'9 

0 
9: Cost estimation/budget \3 management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 
') 2.,. -'7/ 

Total Points: -~--'CC---- (Maximum points~) 

· Manag~
11

r: I _ _ J 
Pr c 'l,fA.dVU 

Name 
5/LiµJ 1-

Date 

Contract Administrator: 

UA c Q1/4()0 lUCqryvu10 
Name (Jfj O/D]ate 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/ 16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• • 
• • • • 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project 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: 

Explanations for lower ratings: 

2. Work Performance: While very customer-service oriented, ISG was pretty unfamiliar with report writing 

and analysis in my opinion. This may have been due to loss of a key half of our project team near the end of 

data collection. They did their best to compensate, but needed much direction on how to describe graphs and 

actually report findings. I had no problems with data collection, but had no clue until the end that certain 

demographics were far off the mark .. wish I had known sooner. 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT Standards: I applied this to the reporting format that Market Research has, and 

the multiple other reports that we gave them to use as examples. Because some of the basic things were not the 

same as our expectations, and didn't get caught until the near finish of the report, it slowed us down terribly. 

4. Deliverables, Complete and on Time: While I said from the beginning that topline data did not need to be 

delivered in November, the huge time needed on our end pushed design into Christmas. This was not their fault. 

However, I had hoped that getting the analysis and report done by February would still be a top priority to them, 

but by the end of March, it clearly was not. Several requests made by me to get timelines and dates for the 

report and presentation went ignored. The report was not finalized until May and some of that was due to me, 

but if timelines had been created earlier on for reporting, we could and should have had the report in early April. 

It seemed as though the Project Mgr. had too many other things going on, to make the report ( and the last $5k 

invoice) a top priority. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



'II 

" 

( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: · 
HOR Engineering, Inc. 

Project Name: 
TH 14 Roundabout Construction Plan I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88132 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A86695 
Project Duration (Dates): 
9/25/05 to 3/31/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this project was to develop and design 2 ramp intersections with round-a-bouts, 1 on each side of the 
CSAH 7 bridge at the interchange of CR 7 and new TH 14, approx. ½ mile west of 3 5W @ Owatonna. 

Districts 6 and 7 received Advance Design money to develop this project. Since this was in addition to our normal 
program, there was no staff available to actually do the work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1467.25 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 153,420.38 

Source of Funding: 
Mn/DOT Advance Design Funds 

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

~ . 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ S-~~-CJ? 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 

District/Office 

88132:. __ _ 

7 -------

Type of Work Roundabout Design 

Work Type Code _DD_ 

SP Number 7401-34 TH Number _H__ Location Jct. TH 14 and Steele CS_j\M,w~ 

,t!{f{f-i\: ~· ;;; (~:\,, Contractor HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Subcontractor Kittelson & Associates~ Inc. I.::.::/ . <z> ;, 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 
~

.:: F ~ •• L:JQ? -~<:: 
t ,_~ 1<,1 (' _f\ c .... .. 

~""' .. \_,.,.,,.~" { LiJ f ....... ;~ 

I:~ r.r I,· ~ ,~~;: ..::.r: J 

March 2007 Contract Period: _ _;;.9--'-'/2=5'--'-/-'--05'-----
W ork Start Date 

v...- --'•,. - . '""• ri 
_9/9/07 ~~5~- ,C,Oi-.jSUf.7P.:'·Fi' 5~1.v~ !.~~! 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date · ~\<?<... d::X 
~ 

,-·<.i.t 

Total Contract Cost:$ 153,420.38 = Orig Cost: $_21,307.35 
r-. . . ,.,-~..,,j/ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun 

+ Amended Cost: $ 60, 11 j;; f;, C' 7 \ 'ft:Y" 
~ 

~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _2~-

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

I 
1. Product Quality Ix 
2. Work Performance IX 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT IX 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and IX 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation IX 

6. QA/QC plan conformance IX 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

i t Manager: / 

~1n/:e(~ 
me/ 

// 

Rating 

Above 
Average 

I 
Average 

4 Points 3 Points 

I 

Total Points: 3 ~ 

g :Wt. Ajmitiistr 

~{ I , ,, 

Name 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points 3~) 

s-/i /o·7 
~ 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
BRKE Apl)raisals Inc. AB'hooo 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Appraisal Services 89542 4/14/06 - 4/30/07 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: . · 

S[[tsods; Drtbovrd om Wright County 

Billable Hours (if applicable): r Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $80,000.00 Office of Land Management 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

.:S'-~:J, --c; 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89542 

District:Brainerd 

SP Number 8602-44 TH Number 12 

Contractor BR.KW 

Type of Work Appral Services 

Work Type Code AP 

Location __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor------.----,-------

Contract Period: q { \ q I C (,; ; L/ L"::>o / 0 '] ~ /t '-I/ 0 '-6 

~ /f.:_~ 
/,._ •)' - lj ;.;--:, ' A. •u- h ,, 

I-
.,.. -· . ~~;,::-.. t',,f ·~ 
'· \, t·.. ,/" \' -:--" r~- . 200; -~ 

/!'q h .,) .t-

~ . . ,c: . ' ~ 
\7,,,p, COr-,S.Jd f',~•! 1 9:«,V. <: 
\,?.:-.,,,.,. {' ;......., 

(~/) ;;•-<• ... · 
Y?c'J c·'l '<.::,'• 

-'C., ;be?~· 

Work Start Date Q4'1W00- Work Completion Date 04/30/Q+ Expiration Date 0~ 

Total Contract Cost: $80,000.00 = Orig Cost: $80,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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. Contractadnili:ristratfo11 ·-
coo 

~.,_-Iy.y~ice(and pro~~~~•--~~;:;;~-~ 

Q/ Costestimatioii/budget•--•·· 
. inanagenient 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

fr~·ect Manj{l: _• 4~/ ( 
j U1A x:.S /' 
-~ • ,....,,,r p .__.,.,f 
zpn D~te / · 

.) I I 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: ____ 36_ (Maximum points 36) 
"\, 

~on&_a_.· ct Ad1:·~,~-_ ....... _ L~(' \. , \ ! . . ~_.., 7',._'1 
{L,. ···- \ ) i u....- ( K - l ,... L.) 
\\. il..__l ··.,_ . ,' '-.:.J 

Name Cathie Ashlin Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

•I 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
WSB & Associates, Inc A78823 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
TH 23 I CSAH 75 Corridor Study 87345 8-1-05 thru 3-31-07 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Mn/DOT, the City of St. Cloud and Steams County needed to develop a long-range vision and management plan for the 
TH 23 I CSAH 75 corridor through the St. Cloud area. The study would address the need for additional capacity on the 
corridor, changes in the amount and type of access to the corridor, and operational improvements. None of the agencies 
had staff with the necessary traffic modeling expertise available, which is why the consultant was hired. The contract 
costs were shared between the state, the city and the county. 
Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 

$106,804.50 District 3 Consultant Allocation 
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 th~ terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

I 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

~,;1 c9-0a - 07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORl\1ANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87345 

District/Office 3 / St. Cloud 

SP Number: 8823-62 TH: Number 23 

Contractor: WSB & Associates, Inc. 

Subcontractor: None 

Type of Work: Corridor Planning Study 

Work Type Code~ PS 
Location: On TH 23 from Jct r~94 to Jct TH 1.5, and 

on CSAH 75 from Jct. TH 15 to Jct. I-94 

Contract Period: August 1, 2005; March 31, 2007; March .31, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $106,801.50 = Orig Cost: $99,855.13 + Amended Cost: $6,949.37 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ AddiiionJll Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 1 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

.5. Project related cooper3:tion 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

·1Rhi+~fot ·administhitroft ,,., ,,, ..... . 
lti6n · . . ", ... -. 

, ··'Jmd pf6~~s~ £e1@ts : 

'on/bud et . . .. ,, . g 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

. tManager: Pro • 

Name 

Rating 

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

= 
X 
-
X 
-
X 
-
X 
-
X 

X 

Total Points: 33 (Maximum points 36) 

or: 

~-t-5-..?-07 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

• • 
Contractor respo:psive 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 umesponsive 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 only issue I had was the use of the FTP site for distributing concept layouts. Some of the committee 

members were unable to use the FTP site due to large file sizes and/or the lack of color printing 

capabilities. In the future I would specify that hard copies of all handouts and layouts would be provided 

to committee members before the meetings. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
ESRI 
Project Name: 
701 Final Right of Way User Interface 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89590 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A89988 
Project Duration (Dates): 
7/10/06-3/15/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To design, build, test, and implement enterprise ARCIMS web interface template customized for final right of way maps 
with textual indexes. Mn/DOT did not have the necessary skills available to do this. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
281.25 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$59,749 

Source. of Funding: 
Central Develo_2ment Fund 

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 EV ALDA TION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

S-~d-tJ7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

(- t1-. n , . .1
1

:.:, 1,- C.o 1nfl( PS 
'- \.,; i:..A,..•'\j \-._/4 ~· t \! '• ._. V 

Contract No. ___ 89590 Type of Work :Build web interface template for 

R/W Maps with textual indexes 

District/Office Land Management __ _ CD 
Work Type Code __ n/a_ · J 

SP Number n/a TH Number n/a Location n/a --- -- -- - ------
Contractor ___ ESRI £n \i \ Y7) n 1'.Y)e V)t-Ov\ Rt St aY d11 0 'fv+e ~Ye \ n C ~ 
Subcontractor /a ----------
Subcontractor n/a ----------
Contract Period: _7 /10/06 ____ ; __ 1/31/07 __ _, 3/15/07 ------

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

,, Total Contract Cost: $_59,749 ___ = Orig Cost:$ _____ + Amended Cost: $_-0-__ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7i Contract administration ... ·. 
•·/foo:2er~tioA· , · 

8.•'Invgices an&progresStep~rts<···. 

9/ <Jost estirnation!,budget . management · · ·. ·· · · · · ·. 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

-
X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

X 
-
X 
-
X 

X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 30 ____ (Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

__ Kay McDonald ___ S-9-07 ___ _ Melissa McGinnis 5-9-07 
Name Date Name , Date 

~a 'LM_~ J (/ O( D 7 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



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: 
· • 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 consultants were very professional and good to work with. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Delta Environmental Consulting 
Project Name: 
Phase I ESA and Drilling Investigation l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89460 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A87173 
Project Duration (Dates): 
AQril 11, 2006 to October 28, 2006 

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

A mission of this agency is to build highways. During highway construction, contaminated soil and groundwater which 
must be properly treated and/or disposed can be encountered. The Contract work involved the investigation of current 
and proposed highway right of way that was known or suspected to be contaminated. The intent of this work was to 
identify possible sources of contamination that could impact soil and groundwater in the project area, thereby enabling 
Mn/DOT to identify contamination problems early in project development, thus reducing potential liability and 
construction delays. 

The identification of known and suspected contaminated properties requires specialized knowledge and experience. 
This work requires the use of specialized field equipment that the state·does not own, as well as specialized OSHA safety 
training. It is not cost-effective for Mn/DOT to train and equip a workforce to do this highly specialized type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$59,544.09 

Source of Funding: 
D8 Consultant Services 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 
Not applicable. 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

e~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ -o?~-07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89460 

District/Office -=-8 _____ _ 

Type of Work Phase I ESA and Drilling Investigation 

Work Type Code 5.41 and 5.42 r-{;;) 
Location Marshall SPNumber4210-38 THNumbern.S__ 

Contractor Delta Environmental Consulting 

Subcontractor Data Research, Sanborn Maps 

Subcontractor Direct Push Probe 

Historic Records 

Heritage Environmental 

Laboratory 

Contract Period: April 11, 2006 
Work Start Date 

; October 28, 2006 ; January 31, 2007 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $61,104.73 = Orig Cost: $38,257.01 + Amended Cost: $2b847.72 

Amended for: Additional Work Number of Amendments 3 ---

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 
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 a11d progress reports )(_ 
9. Cost estimation/budget t management 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: 3 \ (Maximum points 6 lo ) 
_/1 

.I .... ' 

Pt?. ~~c. t 11.· anager>) ✓' , / S/Lj fo7 ~ r··., . / ~ -; l-( i A,,(,,/!1 ll l • ;~ 
c~\lt, u( .CAY / Date 
Kirlene A French I 

JO fo-+ 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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: 

Contractor products and services are above average, as described above, particularly with regard to 

technical aspects. Contractor required some direction to provide PM information on budget status, contract 

expiration date, and final invoice. 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY A81900 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreeme'nt No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Field Validation of Intelligent 
Compaction Monitoring Technology for I 82617, WO 9 I OCTOBER 10, 2005-APRIL 30, 2007 
Unbound Materials and Hot Mix Asphalt 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To solve the construction of pavement structures problem through intelligent compaction. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $125,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway/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 CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

5 ~;z :2 -- 07 
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. 82617, WO 9 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code ~ 
S.P. 88016 00785 T.H. NA 

Contractor Iowa State University 

Subcontractor 

Location Statewide 

-----------
Contract Period: October 10, 2005; 

Work Start Date 
April 30, 2007; 

Work Completion Date 
April30,2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $125,000.00 = Orig Cost: $$125,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: □ 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

I X 

X 

X 

I X 

I X 

I ·x 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

/l / (/ 111 { /"r-:ro J.. .... S1e i<-Mefe,--) 
~ {/(/4_ fVl0'l, (/.,b P<A s/o e Ma-, I 

I 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

I 

Total Points ob 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

I 

WtM~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

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

vi~\ o-=t 



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. 

• 
Average 

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: LL 

"f3oTY\ fr c T L p ('g Cl ,.o-c.- l fiifl__ ~R<-.r- b , < 
,JGtaAsa.v-y h 

f • 

f"0 J_..., c.e A-- $c; Ct.c:.S5#v- I />v-o j -e_t.,f• Ck,.,.._ 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
INV 812: Resilient Modulus & Strength of 
Base Course with Recycled Asphalt I 81655, WO 132 
Pavements 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A70430 
Project Duration (Dates): 

12/1/2004-1/30/2007 

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

This project tried to determine resHient modulus and shear strength for recycled asphalt pavement materials 
used in combination with other aggregate materials in the production of the base course. The resulting data 
will be useful in helping Mn/DOT develop specifications for the use of salvaged bituminous mixtures. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $94,000.00 

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: 

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 

CarolM~~ 

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

s-~·f)-0 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. 81655, WO 132 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code ~ 

S.P.NA T.H.NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: 12/1/2004; 
Work Start Date 

Location Statewide 

1/30/2007; 
Work Completion Date 

1/30/2007 
Expiration Date 

/ 

i ':::.:. 
1~=-
\:::;.. ''-'<.J/..; r~f"" ~. ·; 

'f_3- , C;~,, A] 
;(/· ,,, \.'./ 

",.(Ji . X1 ~, 
,,~6' o L q cy '-~J:.:~~ 

Total Contract Cost: $94,000.00 = Orig Cost: $94,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4 

14 · 

I 

I 

I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3f, 

13 

13 

13 

Total Points 7 l 
(Maximum points 36) 

I 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 
'\ 

I \ ,~ f \ ), I ,,[ / 
ft~·· 
;{~--~ 

Poor 
1 Point 

~/LO(U:i~ 

a9.'~-5~w(6\l\IT ~\-
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: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A63514 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Implications for transportation policy of 
recent large increases in commute I 81655, WO 129 JULY 12, 2004- JANUARY 31, 2007 
durations 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The objective of this project was to understand the large increases in commute times that have taken place in 
the last 10 years, which would start out with the standard influences such as congestion and land use, 
including changes in the locations of jobs and housing due to land price differentials and other factors, but 
would go further by incorporating analysis of such factors as increased awareness of distant job opportunities 
because of the internet, greater vehicle safety and reliability and constraints created by job specialization. It is 
important to know if this recent unpredicted increase represents the beginning of a trend that is likely to 
continue and, if so, what the reasons are and what implications this might have for the type of transportation 
that will be needed in the future. 

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

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: 

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 Moln~ r~ 

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

Date 

5-,q~-()7 



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 129 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code ~ 
S.P. NA T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Contract Period: July 12, 2004; 

Location Statewide 

January 31, 2007; January 31, 2007 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

(f;, ~ J?i 
\' ,,,_-::- .1t~ v /\ -, l 
\-{.,;,, ~· ~ ~ 
\.~.a✓ , ,.. )1 ,v 

''·,~6 () l OS , 
.... +,~~~:..L ,~,;:f_t 

Total Contract Cost: $50,000.00= Orig Cost: $50,000.00 + 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. Sontract administration 
coo12eratio11 

a.•--•·Invoices.andprogress 
reQdfts 
9. Costestimation/budget 

management 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 - ,, rn-e Onl \.,.J 

I 
Above 

I 
Average 
4 Points 

4.,' 

4-,,· 

4 

I 13 

14.-

INA 

• I 

Ratmg 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

·-i: 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 0D . 
(Maximum points~),., 

4:Jv 
Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

l)«LWL?i ]J ~ 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant~ 



( 

., _ 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Coleman Engineering 
Project Name: 
HARN Observations l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90629 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A98386 
Project Duration (Dates): 
3/21/07 - 4/16/07 

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

GNS HARN Observations for various Mn/DOT Districts - Phase ill 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $65,000.00 Office of Land Management 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 

~c: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

0-/-'/- 07 
Date · 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90629 

District/Various Districts 

Type of Work HARN Observations 

WorkTypeCode1Jll SR 
SP Number NA TH Number NA Location _________ _ 

Contractor Coleman Engineering Co. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

4 { t ti, f 07 Contract Period: 3 ( 2. 1 l O 7 __ _ e,/30/0--, 
Work Start Date 3/21/07 Work Completion Date 04/16/07 Expiration Date8/30/07 

Total Contract Cost: $65,000.00 = Orig Cost: $65,000.00 + Amended Cost:$_· ___ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

8. mY1ic~fa1J? ptogre~freports','; · · 

?♦- ~()~f~sti~tipn!t,11gg~~ ·· 
- management -

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

,,.,-l'otal Points: ____ 36_ (Maximum points 36) 
( ·\._ ~ 

\ Co~: tdrd, . . . \, J 
~ra~t. --J~lllS~-~l\ ·u\) 1 

-0 f .. u..-,' JL .. -¾ . / ~ 
--------·····"·················~ . .,.. 

Name Cathie Ashlin Date 3- f - 01 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
N ossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP A63950 
Project Name: 
FAST Lanes Procurement l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

86662 . 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 1, 2004 - June 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide support in developing the State's FAST Lane Program including analyzing 
various methods and preparing a procurement process paper. Deliverables received as a result of this contract were: 

1. Corridor Selection Evaluation Methodology · · 
2. Report on integrating FAST Lanes procurement process with the design-build process 
3. FAST Lanes Request For Qualifications 
4. FAST Lanes Request For Proposals 
5. Request For Proposals Evaluation Methodology 
6. Revised Design-Build Books 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$290,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Comnnssioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

6- gi-o~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. 86662 
District/Office: OTSO 

·-frt\ t M11YAV~ D-es·tgn 
Type of work: FAST Lanes Procurement 
Work Type Code ___r_f2 

S.P. NIA T.H. NIA Location --------------
Contractor: Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: July 1, 2004; 

Work Start Date 
June 2007; 
Work Completion Date 

June 30, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $290,000.00 = Orig Cost: $290,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: N/ A 

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 

1.·•cbn#-act.adfu.itiistra.tion:- ;• · 
tiJ-cd8p.ei-a.tiori _>· 

§.:fJJiy9Jq~.~--. __ 'ffic1_:1?t ogre~rr~i?.9ifs••.-··· 
?D •• ;.,c=~.9~testirlj*iori/bu.dg~t ·· 

··management· 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Number of Amendments 2 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

~-

'i 
X 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points cl rJ 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

.,,., Project Manager: Contract Administrator: Date: 
f/ / . ,· , 

;/~Y,0:1A:(, ,J/tli' tllil1 lA6-t11
£
1
1t'l 0,YJ.Jt i I 0' T 

P 
. ) 

nntName 

\Jl~l1l)'U ~o UC Ci;lNVuO '5/ 3\ ff7 
( M-e \JSSCt.\-110:~\ \"\VJ\J ) 

PrintName 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
.op 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
Eastern Business Software Inc. 

Project Name: 
Program & Project Management System 
Work Management System SUJ)_I~ort 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87616 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A74957 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/2/2005 - 3/31/2007 

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide development and support for the PPMS system. This system is written in a 
language that is not widely used and therefore is not cost-effective for Mn/DOT to maintain internal development and 
support resources. 

Billable Hours (ifapplicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$80,732.50 · 

Source of Funding: 
Mn/DOT 

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 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

::1- ~-07 
Date 



CONSULTANTPERFOR1\1ANCEEVALUATION 

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

Contract No. __ 87616 __ 

District/Office Decision Support 

SP Number ----- TH Number ___ _ 

Contractor : Eastern Business· Software Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------

Con1pufil Serv(u5 
Type of Work_ Professional/Technical 

Work Type Code L.2 
Location ---------

Contract Period: May 5, 2005 ______ _,, _3/15/2007 · 3/31/2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_100,000_ = Orig Cost: $50,000_ + Amended Cost: $50,000 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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·~. C<?iifacfadni:iiiistrati<>n. 
. cooner~ti8ii: c . · .. <. 

'.~; )r1voices' ~11cl,)5tpgr¢ss:reports \:'. 

QLiGpst .. ·~$tim~tign71:>iidget 
' riiariagertjent 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
·3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

--

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points·: ch (Maximum points ~ 

Contract Administrator: 

_Kathy Hofstedt __ 4/16/2007 ____ _ 

~-~ 4/19107 
Name Date Date 

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



( 

.. u,E·-o ~ . . E <f-' ,('::f Vv ~ 

\ 

R ...... t, B. .... ~ .,..,.;_.-r.

1 . · Report on Professional/Technical Contracts O r ij~,p~o
2007 

Required by Min~esota Statutes Section_§16~.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this fitrm t~on~~~~~i~e~ -- ail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final IDVOICe. OEPAHTMER; i:;y i.lf)N,i:~m-.t.~f~.1 ION i 

()r.:r;1 c·'EOF'; ',. ,-,<1,1,;:,,J,\,NEH _J 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bentley Systems Inc. 

Project Name: 
US Bank - RouteBuilder Modification I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89475 

,- i ~•- .._ •~, ._ ... ' ·•- ... _.,. _i, .. ,a,•.a-.,..u.,.,.--,;c~'Y 

CFMS Contract Number: 
ABqo s 4 

Project Duration (Dates): . 
6/29/06 - 1/17 /07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was necessary to convert Mn/DOT' s current payment service of EzGov to US Bank ( as required by the 
Department of Admin.) RouteBuilder used EzGov and now needed to be modified to work properly with the US Bank 
payment solution. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
I 1-'o2.-5 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 203,875.78 . 
Source of Funding: 
Office Budget 

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

Bentley Systems, Inc. built and maintains OFCVO' s RouteBuilder application. · The software is proprietary and OFCVO 
could not hire anyone else to work with the application. Additionally, OFCVO was under an extreme time crunch to 
complete these modifications and to put the new solution into production. 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal or' 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. Gov~mor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

5-8--o; 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. _ __,.;;;8..;;...94...;...7;..;;;5 ____ _ 

District/Office OFCVO 

SP Number_____ TH Number ___ _ 

Contractor Bentley S"l s+e r,)S; Tnc" 
Subcontractor -----------
Sub contractor __________ _ 

Lle-\~~·l.LQ.J~.©l 
Type of Work IT Co (Y1 p cc½'. ~,,,. ~e Y v 1 (f s 

?')'''";~ 
, " L /1 ,)t.f •,~ Work Type Code (, P . f~ l \"' -0 

... 1 (.) .,_~ 

~~" <o ,;;3.\ 
Location St. Paul .-~~ 4'A ('"Jl. 

!~-~---~·-· ·. n l(>_"c/4~. 6?~ tSt:_

1

/t;.1 __ : 
.. ~ ,~ ~ ---

~ . ' {?- ~<O t~ 
i·,- ~~- O.,c- -.. , 
~ ,.,.~, \\' 
\~. '07· \,~ -t,t,.. r. . 
~~. ~~ ~., 
~//. .. '!I "/ 

Contract Period: 6/29/06 01/17/07 ; 1/31/07 · -... ~ ,{ /i; f' '"'- /'f? 
~~!.Rn r <" .... ~✓ ~2~_y" Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 249,398 = Orig Cost:$ 249,398 + Amended Cost: $ __ 0 __ _ 

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

Item Rating · Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 3 

2. Work Performance 3 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
3 

Standards/Requirements 
4 .. Deliverables Complete and 

4 · on time 
5. Project related cooperation 3 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 2· 

7. Contract administration 
3 

cooperation 
8. fuvoices and progress reports 3 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
3 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 27 (Maximum points _Jfil 

~-Nam ~ 
~-zs-o, t\-'2s--01 

~ U - , . Date 

Lt{JJJ/JJJl cAJCD[Vf)f') 
Date 

6f~(d7 
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Bentley continues to struggle some with their QA/QC. However, Bentley acknowledges this weakness 

and has stated they are working to improve this area$ 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP A63950 
Project Name: 
FAST Lanes Procurement l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

86662 . 
Project .Duration (Dates): 
July 1, 2004 - June 30, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide support in developing the State's FAST Lane Program including analyzing 
various methods and preparing a procurement process paper. Deliverables received as a result of this contract were: 

1. Corridor Selection Evaluation Methodology · · 
2. Report on integrating FAST Lanes procurement process with the design-build process 
3. FAST Lanes Request For Qualifications 
4. FAST Lanes Request For Proposals 
5. Request For Proposals Evaluation Methodology 
6. Revised Design-Build Books 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
'$290,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
State Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Comnnssioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

6- gi-0·7 
Date 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

-•-Agency: · -

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bentley Systems Inc. 

Project Name: 
US Bank - RouteBuilder Modification 1-Mn/DOT C~ntract No.: 

89475 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A8qos4 

Project Duratio_n (Dates): . 
6/29/06 - 1/17 /07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was necessary to convert Mn/DOT's current payment service ofEzGov to US Banlc (as required by the 
Department of Ad.min.) RouteBuilder used EzGov and now needed to be modified to work properly with the US Bank 
payment solution. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
12.'o'2...-S I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 203,875.78 
Source of Funding: 
Office Budget 

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

Bentley Systems, Inc. built and maintains OFCVO's RouteBuilder application. The software is proprietary and OFCVO 
could not hire anyone else to work with the application. Additionally, OFCVO was under an extreme time crunch to 
complete these modific·ations and to put the new solution_ into production. --

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal or" the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost and 
o·verall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

C!flJUJ_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Gov~mor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

5 ._ g·--07 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Eastern Business Software Inc. 

Project Name: 
Program & Project Management System. 
Work Management Sys~~ Support 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87616 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A74957 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/2/2005 - 3/31/2007 

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

The purpose of the contract was to provide development and support for the PPMS system. This system is written in a 
language that is not widely used and therefore is not cost-effective for Mn/DOT to maintain internal development and 
support· resources. 

Billable Hours (ifapplicable): · 1 Tota·l Amount Spent on Contract: 
$80,732.50 · 

Source of Funding: 
Mn/DOT 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined t.here 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 . "~ 
C11JV-f_/~/4__/l~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

::f- g-07 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Trunk Highway 371 Nisswa to Pine River Study 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
82672 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A34467 

Project Duration (Dates): 
April 18, 2002 - December 31, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract was to provide engineering services to develop project to improve the safety and capacity of 
Trunk Highway 3 71. The Contractor was to develop a required Environmental Impact Statement for four lane expansion 
project between Nisswa and Pine River in central Minnesota. At the time this Contract was initiated, Mn/DOT's District 3 did 
not have staff members able and available to perform the services needed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Fundin .. g: 
IO'c,7q .25 $ 1, 012, 4 S'-\ .Ll3· ,ru.Y\_!i l-h'~wCl.'1 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source fo
1

r 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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

6 '- 3 - 0 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. Sa.Qi 
District/Office _ .... 3 ...... A _______ _ 
SPNumber fllt'o-a~ TH Number 32! 
Contractor Shod: ~JJ;o±t Hc.Jr~cbr..-., :ft,c. 

Subcontractor A.C;,C... De.ve.\ooh~ ,.:\:5 1:1\<\c:... 
I 

Type of Work Prn1!rd- De-1tlorw,trl: 
Work Type Code ~ D 
Location Nis<v,,,., -h:, p;...,t.e R,;..,e..t: 

Subcontractor be Q\"~O o .... ii ; ...... 2' 

Contract Period: 4/f8/ ~oo;;... ; 12.}bl }ol{] ; l;}../3d;>.oO{p 
l .02J1 S,'e>3,,'5~ o;k Start Date Work Completion Date Expiktibn Date J ~2-, qz9 . 1 ~ 
Total C~ntract Cost: $ ij§; i z , f rl.tb= Orig Cost: $ 8' 1

1 
t,-z.t/. 'le./ + Amended Cost: $. ffi6. '.fl 3 C P!J 

~ditional We 
- __ _.. 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

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

Standards/Requirements X 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

X on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

X 
6. QA/QC plan c~nfonnance )< 
7. Contract administration ~ · cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports .>( 

9. Cost estimation/budget 'I management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 6 2- (Maximum points~lo ) 

Fa~-<-v- Project Manager: 

~Y,.dh<. 
J.'ja.ur' J ~ ate 

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

( CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

r 



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 l\t!n/DOT. 

Comments: 

:&!: "'195 Ve.v-y e.i.i~~ +(.') lveir{ "-n'tla -J-.he... Vc:;v-iov.s ..,.,e "'°':)J) II":'\° ,..,-£: ±h D 
I I 

Sett -1:e,A,AA "''"' -J-l..;-s. pv--.1~e d--. Ghri ti /../;hik,,e-,c J ;J a\-\ e'ka /li!..•,,J ~ob 

wadc..;...,:S v,db. looe ±o ktf +ht io~ 0 ~/ d:: h~'''b ::S o- \o.,_J a..,,.J Bob R~y.-r$ 
J\ j J <> MO J ~ I,_, • f ;:r -}-L • ,\ •• ",_\ • e, ,-,, • ½ ~ ,£ -1-L • @,joVioa!'.l ..._~.As,.\ cl<>&u,-,1 Js 

~ ·"r -
N:'.' · -h,c1,. J: \.yot..U,v. he..~,:trd:e. +¢ b~"('lL +ht w, £:w· A Sii,.;{o.v f"\)~d· 
; \:') .+h L .. ~Jv..,N..- . 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Overf;spfii¾:,Ji.;1vEo 

Required by Minnesota S!atutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form tor onr it,t~~e1r5es,~:;i 
top 680, along with the approved final invoice. 2007 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
HNTB Corporation 

Project Name: l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Final Design Bridges 03007, 03X02, 03510 87077 

-~--J DE-...-PA"R ... ... r·-r•vnlE"Nr OF AOM/N/STR,;r,11Ji~ 
LJ[[JQ[.OF THE COMMISSINW 1 

CFMS Contract Number: -~·•~u-~ 

A74396 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/11/05 thru 3/27 /07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This project involved final design services for Bridges 03007(TH 10 over Roosevelt Ave.), 03510(BN RR over 
Roosevelt Ave), & 03X02 (TH 10 & BN RR over DNR Culvert). It included the mechanical and electrical design of a 
pumping station common to Bridges 03007 & 03510. It also required significant coordination with external agencies 
including the Pelican River Water Shed District, the Minnesota DNR, the city of Detroit Lakes, Becker County, and the . 
Burlington Northern Railroad. It was necessary to enter into this contract because Mn/DOT did not have personnel with 
expertise in mechanical and electrical design required for the pump station or the structural expertise for the_ design of a 
rairoad structure. We also did not have personnel available for the time frame necessary to coordinate with the various 
outside agencies. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
5,~'2..0 -0() l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 429,848.00 
Source of Funding: 
TH 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: Under a previous contract the Contractor was to provide preliminary and final design services that would be 
~nded as an IRC project. Prior to issuing that contract IRC funding priorities was revised resulting in the scope of work 
of that contract being downsized to preliminary design only. When new BAP funding was received we went forward 
with final design under this contract. It was in our best interest to select Contractor as a single source for this ·contract 
because of their extensive knowledge of the project due to their previous preliminary design work including· the 
relationships and degree of trust they formed in dealing with the various external agencies described above. It was also 
the fair thing to do considering we eliminated final design from their previous contract through no fault of theirs. 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

r:9-3-07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87077 Type of Work: Final Design Bridges 03007, 03510, 03X02 

District/Office Bridge Office Work Type Code BD 

SP Number: 0301-03007, 0301-03510, 0301-03X02 TH Number lQ_ Location: TH lOinDetroitLakes 

Contractor: HNTB Comoration 

Subcontractor: Bloom Engineering 

Subcontractor: Jack Sehlin 

Contract Period: 4/11/2005; 3/27/2207; April 1, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date -Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $429,848.00 = Orig Cost:$ _____ + Amended Cost:$ _. ,._ 

Amended for: □ Overrun □ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments O ,., ·: .. . " 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Project Manager: 
,21;::. ""\-./J/,r/)/7· 

..Q/J~ VII• t~ 
Name 
Steven Ellis 

¥JrYoT 
· Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

>< 
)( 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 30 (Maximum points 3~ ) 

Con.tract Administr. ator.: /)/; /. 
·?~._c__T )i~ l---1 d)il"'- ·3 ~ 0 / 6 7 

ii 
Name lj Date 
Robert J. Miller 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

, \ 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bonestroo, Rosene; Anderlik & Associates, Inc. 

Project Name: 1 Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Design plans for State Project 6511-37 88037 . 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A78269 

Project Duration (Dates): 
-, /2.0/0'5 - 1/z.ct /o-, 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This Contract provided final design road plans for State Project 6511-37 on Trunk Highway 212, in the City of Bird 
Island. This Contract was needed due to the State's inability to meet the project's scheduled letting date with existing 
State staff. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
ZlJ,iP'-/ 1 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$261,272.17 (final billed amount) 

Source of Funding: 
Mn/DOT District 8 - Willmar 

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. Bnmner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

1-cff?-6 1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Type of Work: Final Design Plans 

Work Type Code DD 

Contract No. 88037 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar 

SP Number: 6511-37 TH Number: 212 Location: At Bird Island 

Contractor: Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, fuc. 

Subcontractor: Edwards and Kelcey, fuc 

Janua~2007 Janua~2007 Contract Period: July 20, 2005 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Max. Cost: $324,985.48 = Orig Cost: $324,985.48 + Amended Cost:$ NIA 

Amended for: Overrun Additional \Vork Time Only Number of Amendments: 1 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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. QAJQC plan conformance 

C0OQetation •. 
s:.I11yoices.aridpfogress tepoi-t~ 

9;····.·csostes.timation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: Paul Jurek 

{~3/4o/47 
· Name . Date 

Rating 

Above Below 
Average Average Average 

I 
Poor 

4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

X 
-
X 
-
X 

X 

X 

X 

Total Points: 33 (Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: Gene East 

~~ksi;ofo1 
Name Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 
Project Manager: 
This project required the Contractor to provide the detail design for the reconstruction of an existing two 
lane highway into a three lane through the City of Bird Island. This was a one mile long project that 
included utilities, storm sewer, concrete pavement, sidewalk and landscaping. 

The Contractor's Project Manager, Terry Ragan, was experienced with urban projects and resolved any 
issues with the city, utility companies, landowners, etc. There was good communication and coordination 
between the City, the contractor and Mn/DOT offices. Terry did a good job on following up with the 
utility companies involved on the project. The contractor was responsive to public, City and Mn/DOT 
concerns. There was one amendment required to extend the contract time at no fault of the contractor and 
was just a matter of extending the contract to the letting date to allow for final minor revisions. There 
were some mistakes made on the final plan set that required revisions. The errors were generally simple in 
nature, and could be considered common mistakes. One error of note ( earthwork spreadsheet link issue) 
did result in a rather large quantity (therefore cost) error that was not discovered until after letting. 
Overall the contract went smoothly and the contractor was successful in completing a good plan set for 
letting. 

Contract Administrator: The Contractor showed above average cooperation in establishing the contract, 
and in all dealings throughout the contract term. They did wait too long to request a time extension 
amendment, causing work to stop for a short time, but the overall effect on the work was very minimal. 
Average ratings on budget management reflect under-estimating (approx. 24%) the contractor's hours. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contradtor Name: 
Landscape Research LLC 
Project Name (if applicable): 
S.P. 233-020-01 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
88849 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11-1-05 to 01-31 -07 

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 resource 
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 824 Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $66,708.82 

Source of Funding: 80-20 Split with City 
of St. Joseph, Minnesota 

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 

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

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

Date 
,;./-41-07 



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. _88849 __ _ 

District/Office -------

Type of work architectural history 

Work Type Code Q R 
S.P.233-020-01 T.H. NA __ _ Location City of St. Joseph, Steams County 

Contractor Landsca12e Research LLC 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 11-1-05; 1-31-07; 1-31-07 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:.$.= 66,761.00 Orig CostJ+ Amended Cost: $0.00 

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

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 X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

t 
~· 

f 

Total Points -&) 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

l. • fr/al-

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. Progucts were~~~~ll d()J!~ 

especially considering that the evaluation dealt in part with a property type that has not been 

identified before in Minnesota. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

( 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Bolton & Menk 
Project Name: 
HARN Observation I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90230 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A94544 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/11/06 - 3/15/07 

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

HARN Observations in Rochester Phase 2 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $98,000.00 Land Management 
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.{VW_/11:_~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

4-~7-07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90230 

District/Office Rochester & Willmar 

Type of Work HARN Observations 

Work Type Code CI SR 
SP Number NA TH Number NA Location __________ _ 

Contractor Bolton & Menk 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: l O / 11 I O C.O ; 3 /IS [ () 7 ; "1 / 3 ° / 01 

t) 0Fff(t 

""'Sl.tr~, OF 

. "'( oz"?"'•,-"'· ~;}:::>,~ 

Work Start Datel0/11/06 Work Completion Date3/15/07 Expiration Date7/30/07 

Total Contract Cost: $98000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

.L ~-

.C,o_sJ--e~tiiriatiowbp.dget 
··· 111.ana:gement. 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Protect Manager: 

/Name: John Barke 
(/ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: ,.3 (o (Maximum points 36) 

-,-rt• •·.,r--f A,J.,. ~ ~ -~~--1=, , ---; ;;;. -D 7 
:;.:.: . ..:.,,.,,, ........ \ 

Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

C I 



( 

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

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §\6C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Duluth Archaeology Center . 

Project Name: 
Red River Bridge (S.A.P. 54-603-10) I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89726 

CFMS Contract Number: 

Project Duration (Dates): 
6/20/2006 to 7/31/2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Phase I and II archaeological and geomorphological work for a proposed bridge crossing over the Red River for 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. A contract was used since neither Mn/DOT nor 
another state agency had the expertise and resources to conduct the work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
958 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 60,614.50 . 
Source of Funding: ~eo~, 

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

This was done under our Certified List contract, which was assigned on a rotational basis. 

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

SEE ATTACHEJ? CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&ivtt~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

q_~ 7 - 6/7 
Date 



I Grafg" J9~n~on): EVAL]_;\JIONJ: ORM:doc 

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 't/(7 U Type of Work ,V2--CitA-€0 t.~--r lC../:::.);.,q/lVttvv;,,C..-r 
,,,...0 J 

District/Office C, o. Work Type Code-~--

SP Number 54~Gos- lo nlNumber CSA \t 3 Location NcYL/V\/!i iJ utJ r-.J·11 

Contractor Ouw·rt-r /1,;!L_c.{)rl?r~ut..~1 C.b..J~f\-

Subcontractor -----------

Subcontractor 

Contract Perio-d: -lf?-) 2-0---.--l 0-\...o--Y } q Jo ':f ; 1--J 6) ) 0 3: 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ L,6,1.oP•--) -~6 = Orig Cost: $~CtS3=J .O~ + Amended Cost:$\ O'; {£1~.6 2-
Amended for: D Overrun ¢:Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments I 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 
ation 
s and progress 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

/ 

Average 
3 Points 

"\/ 

/ 
✓ , 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: '2-<:J (Maximum-points -50) 

----- 4-/ /1 /ri,v~ 
Date 

Coritract A~tr-J } / 

(l2/~L/ '-I _ic,a=+ 
Name 7) Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

__ Pc1ge 1 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Century Technical College A92476 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Systematic Development of Informed 
Consent (SDIC) Public Involvement 89997 September, 2006 to March, 2007 (3 · 
Training Program separate training classes) 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

Century Technical College was the contractor for this training program. This training was the foundation 
training as a prelude to the Mn/DOT Hear Every Voice (HEV) Public Involvement Training Program that is due 
to begin in Fall, 2007. Mn/DOT employees and external Mn/DOT customers participated in all training events 
for the purpose of gaining a consistent strategy when engaging the public for consensus on transportation 
projects. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I
. Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$52,525.00 . 

Source of Funding: 
OTS Consultant Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

-1-~7--t) 1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89997 Type of Work Training Contract 

District/Office Office of Technical Support Work Type Code ,-e_ 
SPNumber ~- THNuniber tl-J· 'A · Location_/r\1~ }.4Lils 
Contractor ~ o Til'/(ll'!J- {Joj~ 
Subcontractor NA · 
Subcontractor f..J)/1\-
Contract Period: September, 2006; March 29, 2007; March 31, 2007 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date_ Expiration Date 

Total ContractCost: $52,525 = Orig Cost: $30,000 + Amended Cost: $22,525 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

•9/ rgst.~stfril~tiori/ptidget_~· ·. 
·• manag~11,1ent ..•. 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 0., (Maximum point;3 0 ) 
Project Manager: 

NormPlasch 
Name 

4/18/07 
Date 

N,. , -~ 4f 9~7 
C~o /4_1,711 !:,[Y\I Zfte 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
City of Detroit Lakes 
Project Name: l. Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

87903 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A76915 
Project Duration (Dates): 
5/05-4/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was detailed final design of water and sewer construction plans for S.P. 0302-64 & 0301-
47. This project was contracted out to obtain a final set of water and sewer construction plans. The conduct of this 
project through an outside Contractor was cost effective to the state because of the type of work rteeded and lack of 
available state resources. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$83,753.00 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway 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 

fJwt_~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff.Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~~~ 7---0 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87903 

District/Office 4 

Type of Work Final Design 

Work Type Code ~ DD 
SP Number 0301-47 TH Number lQ 

Contractor City of Detroit Lakes 

Location Detroit Lakes 

Subcontractor Ulteig Engineers (City Engineering Firm) 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: June 2005; February 2007; May 31, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $83,753 = Orig Cost: $0 + Amended Cost: $0 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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 administratfon 
·· ... :: .. . -·· .. , ..... 

... 
X· 

cooperation .·,.:;<: .. > 

8 .. fuvoices and pro.gress reports .· jf}·· 
. /;\ . 

. ,.·. 

9. Cost estimatioil/buct}iet : 
·\···. 

-\f_ . :·t: _; 
.. ........ .. '· 

X 
-:_ ~1!t. .-.. man.,agement: · 

. •. 
.. '.,:; . 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: Total Points: 29(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administra Pr~ Manag~ _ O .J 
t t/r(J1tWJ. --I. 7'1.1-"'t ?9 3-/(,-07 
Name Date 

aUVv1M -:[ 
Name 

3-lb-Ol 
Date 

Note: Any rating; of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant S.ervices Section, MS 
680 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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 umesponsive 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: 

Ulteig Engineers worked for the City of Detroit Lakes on this project. They had worked with Mn/DOT on 

A previous project and learned what we needed and this next project went well with them. 

( CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 90566 

CFMS Contract Number: A-97278 

Project Duration (Dates): 01/09/07 to 04/10/07 

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

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

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 100, (from TH 394 to TH 94/694), Metro West District. 
Project number 2735A & 2735AO. 

"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: $99,680.00 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. 

ftud "/J: 1 u/}UU(__ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. GovernoWC~ mmissioner 

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

1~~~-0 1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

.· . · .. ~ ,,;~~\} . •' , 

Contract No. Cj{)_lfb 6 
District/Office ~ ,,? t? f,,,. o (/Ve { f 
SP Number ;27 ·-·\ 5·/4 TH Number _/_C}_Q 

Contractor A er✓ - fv--1 e b,... r 'c_ r1,,., c.. . 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------

Type of Work P/2 tf ,t; rt; /1,-, &,e__ /r1::r:ti·· .. /L{ c:, ;) /J. 1 
· ty:J 

, --. - lcj: , r, u 
Work Type Code l&-d fv\ P-- · · . '"<~ · .-
Location Frw n," y/.J :Z 1?( i-;-·-7/91~/~1lf 

Contract Period: I - a,· - C' 7 ; '-/ - I c.,"' ·,- cJ.;--( ; -"( - '3 r -01: 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 9 9 & 1~ t1 -- = Orig Cost: $ 0 7, G f:;O --· + Amended Cost: $---'-(/ ___ _ 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

~j.ect Manager:/). { ? , f 
'J;:;wv,A.v <;; all"'-''-'--:l 

m ~ 
N~e O D~ 
\':l /1_ iL?-y· X::);-t LclL 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

/ 

/ 
✓ 
✓ 

Average 
3 Poin,.ts 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 32,, (Maximum points? b ) 

/on_tr~ctAdm~~_tr~\/-~ / 
~ v/Y 71 

Name '""' Date -L-;_
1 

·- z. { --t-1 
;vJ c:::: (-I 12 T)9_S,/-J /v-? C /-I !2 IJ-N 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
Project Name: 
MnP ASS I-394 High.Occupancy Toll Lane 
Evaluation Project 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86759 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A69720 
Project Duration (Dates): 
October 2004 - December 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was necessary to obtain an independent evaluator to evaluate the MnP ASS I-394 Hot Lane project for 
performance and effectiveness during the field deployment phase after one year of operations and maintenance. The 
results of this evaluation provided Mn/DOT with feedback on the performance of the system, particularly in relation to 
the overall goals of the MnP ASS Project. The evaluation also provides an independent assessment of the benefits of the 
system that will be used in determining the feasibility of expanding the MnP ASS concept to other corridors. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$220,816.89 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal 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 

Ct11d~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

,</-/ 1/' - cJ 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. 86759 

District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: MnPASS 1-394 High Occupancy 
Toll Lane Evaluation Project 

Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. NIA T.H.N/A Location --------------
Contractor: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

Subcontractor: Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. 

Subcontractor: LJR, Inc. 

Contract Period: October 22, 2004; 
Work Start Date 

December 2006; . 
Work Completion Date 

December 31, 2006 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $248,286.00 = Orig Cost: $248,286.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

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

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1 ~ ~9ntiJcfa<lnliiilstratiq11 /=t:}Y 
,,,:8odp~raHBii.-;\ · · · ,,. ·· · 

-~:jC;9st•··~.~tilliatiowbudg~f .. ' -· \ :inanagement · -

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( .S.\A.S d-n h l.U1..a .. _y, ) 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

f 
y 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points ~ '7 
(Maximum.points 36) 

Co:Q.tract Admi~strator: 

L~Mlc.J/1 151 /1..CLc __ fltd. .. rJ 

( { StlSc.J;.Pl 0A.tt,htLt1 ) 
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 require~ 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. 

Coinments: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
URS Corporation A85053 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
ITS Safety Plan 86352W03 January 19, 2006 to December 31, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
It was necessary to enter into this Work Order Contract so that an Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Safety Plan 
could be developed in order to strategically target ITS initiatives for safety applications. This plan is integrated as a 
component of the Minnesota Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan. The now completed ITS S4fety Plan will assist 
decision makers by providing an analytical framework for prioritizing various ITS strategies and a three-year deployment 
plan~ 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
$99,786.84 State & Federal Funds 

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 

f!a1d_~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

/ 

~/-Fl-t17 
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. 86352W03 
District/Office: OTSO 

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

Contractor: URS Corporation 

Contract Period: January 19, 2006; 
Work Start Date 

Type of work: ITS Safety Plan 
Work Type Code __ _ 

Location --------------

December 2006; 
Work Completion Date 

December 31, 2006 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $99,921.00 = Orig Cost: $99,921.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration. 
'cooperation. 

8. lllyoicesand;pi-ogressreports-. 

Qost esti111atiori/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( ) 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points J 1 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

J,(,lJ1U1 J /;i.1_.eJUJLt1 c· , ) 
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: 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form o Cc nsuef! i er~ic~~~iv.iat 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Mayo Clinic Rochester 

Project Name: 
Mayday Field Operational Test I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

83816 

DEPARTMENT OF ADM!NISTRA"flO".,' nr'.l""lf'\r ,17' T, ,,... - r • , • •• • I', 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A48737 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 14, 2003 to March 31, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was executed in order to provide a medical emphasis for input into the development of technology that 
reacts with commercial Telematics Service Providers, such as OnStar. This interaction enables information sharing 
between vehicles involved in a motor vehicle crash and emergency responders. This project developed a voice routing 
mechanism to send information from the Telematics Service Providers call center to a variety of emergency response 
providers. A leader in the medical field was needed to research the potential benefits this information provides to the at 
large public. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$148,541.04 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: This contract was part of an award from the USDOT, in which Mn/DOT and Mayo Clinic submitted a 
partnership proposal. Mayo possessed the expertise and personnel necessary, was experienced through the initial 
Mayday project conducted in 1999-2001, and is the only Level 1 trauma center in the State of Minnesota with working 
experience utilizing the Mayday devices required for this project. 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

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. 83816 

District/Office: OTSO 

Type of work: May Day Field Operational Test 

S.P. N/A T.H. ___ _ 

Contractor: Mayo Clinic Rochester 

Subcontractor 

Work Type Code __ _ 

Location· --------------

------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: July 14, 2003; 

Work Start Date 
March 2006; 
Wark Completion Date 

March 31, 2006 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $291,456.00 = Orig Cost $291,456.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: ,,_.._, Overrun ,,_.._, 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7: Corifract admiriistration 
c6c)e:ration, · 

9j Costestirn~tion/budget < 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

f 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points J,J 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

f u vr:&.J,'1 l N lP }._J..fu."'--' 
( ~ ' ) 

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. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Cop.tractor 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. 

Beiow 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\consul t\f orms\evaluati on. 8 98 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
City Of St. Paul 
Project Name: 
Computerized Traffic Signal System 
Upgrade 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86201 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A65382 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 28, 2004 to May 31, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
It was necessary to enter into this Joint Powers Agreement to upgrade the City of St. Paul's TCS-II computerized traffic 
control system to the Econolite PYRAMIDS System. This upgrade was essential to adequately maintain and expand the 
functions of its central computerized traffic control system. The upgrade accommodated growth and ensured a needed 
level of support as well as expansion to other Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) modules included in the 
PYRAMIDS system. The upgrade benefited signals on Minnesota Trunk Highway Syst~ms maintained by the City. It 
also brought Saint Paul's central system into compliance with ITS National Architecture Standards. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$220,816.89 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determine_d there was only a single source for the 
services: This project involved an upgrade to the computerized traffic control system owned and operated by the City of 
St. Paul, including those portions of the Trunk Highway System within the City. The City utilizes a sole provider to 
maintain and upgrade the system. This provider owns the rights and licenses for the equipment/system which was 
upgraded. In order for Mn/DOT to have its share of the overall system upgraded, it was necessary to enter into this 
single source agreement. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

l/ L cau~~~,<__, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. A69720 

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
MnP ASS I-394 High Occupancy Toll Lane 86759 October 2004 - December 2006 
Evaluation Project 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was necessary to obtain an independent evaluator to evaluate the MnP ASS I-394 Hot Lane project for 
performance and effectiveness during the field deployment phase after one year of operations and maintenance. The 
results of this evaluation provided Mn/DOT with feedback on the performance of the system, particularly in relation to 
the overall goals of the MnPASS Project. The evaluation also provides an independent assessment of the benefits of the 
system that will be used in determining the feasibility of expanding the MnP ASS concept to other corridors. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$220,816.89 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal 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 

/!_,:· L 
/ ,.,A /J '-12/J ~) (. ... ,ee1J.-c. / /-(:/l>JttZ--l~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Commiss16her 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

-</--/'/-cJ7 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
3top 680, along with tht! approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
URS Corporation A85053 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
ITS Safety Plan 86352W03 January 19, 2006 to December 31, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
It was necessary to enter into this Work Order Contract so that an Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Safety Plan 
could be developed in order to strategically target ITS initiatives for safety applications. This plan is integrated as a 
component of the Minnesota Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan. The now completed ITS Safety Plan will assist 
decision makers by providing' an analytical framework for prioritizing various ITS strategies and a three-year deployment 
plan. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
$99,786.84 State & Federal Funds 

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

;? . 
l/'a1J--l ~/J4&!u._ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop.680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

-'l- 1//-0 7 
Date 



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

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
1top 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Mayo Clinic Rochester A48737 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Mayday Field Operational Test 83816 July 14, 2003 to March 31, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract was executed in order to provide a medical emphasis for input into the development of technology that 
reacts with commercial Telematics Service Providers, such as OnStar. This interaction enables information sharing 
between vehicles involved in a motor vehicle crash and emergency responders. This project developed a voice routing 
mechanism to send information from the Telematics Service Providers call center to a variety of emergency response 
providers. A leader in the medical field was needed to research the potential benefits this information provides to the at 
large public. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$148,541.04 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: This contract was part of an award from the USDOT, in which Mn/DOT and Mayo Clinic submitted a 
partnership proposal. Mayo possessed the expertise and personnel necessary, was experienced through the initial 
Mayday project conducted in 1999-2001, and is the only Level 1 trauma center in the State of Minnesota with working 
experience utilizing the Mayday devices required for this 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 

i!Av-l!Utt~A_ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
City Of St. Paul 

Project Name: 
Computerized Traffic Signal System 
Upgrade 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86201 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A65382 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 28, 2004 to May 31, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
It was necessary to enter into this Joint Powers Agreement to upgrade the City of St. Paul's TCS-II computerized traffic 
control system to the Econolite PYRAMIDS System. This upgrade was essential to adequately maintain and expand the 
functions of its central computerized traffic control system. The upgrade accommodated growth and ensured a needed 
level of support as well as expansion to other Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) modules included in the 
PYRAMIDS system. The upgrade benefited signals on Minnesota Trunk Highway Systems maintained by the City. It 
also brought Saint Paul's central system into compliance with ITS National Architecture Standards. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$220,816.89 

Source of Funding: 
State & Federal Funds 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determine_d there was only a single source for the 
services: This project involved an upgrade to the computerized traffic control system owned and operated by the City of 
St. Paul, including those portions of the Trunk Highway System within the City. The City utilizes a sole provider to 
maintain and upgrade the system. This provider owns the rights and licenses for the equipment/system which was 

, upgraded. In order for Mn/DOT to have its share of the overall system upgraded, it was necessary to enter into this 
single source agreement. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

; law_~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

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. 86201 

District/Office: OTSO 

Type of Work: Computerized Traffic Signal 
System Upgrade · 
Work Type Code: ITS 

S.P. NIA T.H.N/A Location --------------
Contractor: City of St. Paul 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: July 28, 2004; 

Work Start Date 
May 2005; 
Work Completion Date 

May 31, 2005 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $150,000.00 = Orig Cost: $150,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1.- e0ntracfadministratioii: "; · C • • 

; i{/ctdpb1:~ti8b.x .·• . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Mflager: . 

jLLULI\ Jlu.,t}.._tJ,t , 3/ :z.2)tJ7 
( f ) 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

'I 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points d-t 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

bu. UltJ1 /J fu,J1-...cttC 
( ' . ) 

PrintName 

Poor 
1 Point 

Date: 

3/~7--/r§? 

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). 

nstructions: Submit this form to Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 a ong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: URS Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Supplemental Environmental Design 
Documents 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 86624 

CFMS Contract Number: A67151 

Project Duration (D.ates ): 
March 25, 2005 - May 26, 2006 

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

The project developed a new manual for guidance to meet the conditions of the DNR General Permit issued to 
Mn/DOT. The manual, now titled "Best Practices for Meeting DNR General Public Waters Work Permit GP 2004-0001" 
contains notes and examples to design and construct crossings of watercourses. They meet applicable regulations for 
DNR, MPCA, and Mn/DOT. The manual is not intended to be utilized in its entirety for every project, however, there 
are pages that will be applicable and helpful as the projects final specs and designs are developed, thus streamlining 
the entire project, from concept to completion. The contract was let since there was not the expertice within the 
department to complete the project in the timeframes required. 

Extentions of the project were do to the evolving nature of the product. Early concepts were rejected and the document 
evolved into a much more user friendly and has greater applicability that originally thought. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1,006 hours I Total Amount Spent on 

Contract: $82,549.69 
Source of Funding: 
Consultant Funds 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

~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 §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name: Moorhead House and Shed I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Cleanout 90400 

CFMS Contract Number: 
Aqqt,LIO 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/13/06 - 3/9/07 

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the .removal of regulated 
material. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT 
needed to remove remains of burned building, by vandalism, that Mn/DOT owns. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$76,053.67 

Source of Funding: 
District 4 Consultant Allocation 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANTPERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

. · ~~ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Com1mss10ner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

J/-11-() 7 
Date 



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

Services, Mail Stop 680i along with the approved final invoice. 
!Agency: 
~EPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Florin Cultural Resources 

~

roject Name: 
hase _I ~chaeological and Geomorphological 
vestigat10n 

!MnJDOT Contract No.: 
88496 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A1'2>2lo3 

[Project Duration (Dates): 
8/05-7/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
[All undertakings receiving federal money must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. No money will be released from FHW A or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT can 
'document compliance with the federal law and its implementing regulations. The Cultural Resources Unit determined a 
!Phase I archaeological study and geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of the upgrade of TH 65 to. 
cultural resources. 
!Professionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 must meet the Secretary of the Interior's qualificati9ns 
standards at 36 CFR 61. The Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit staff meet these professional qualifications standards; 
!however, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining current workloads reviewing 

1

all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations. Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit 
and Consultant Services staff have expended a great deal of time and effort in developing a pre-qualified consultant program · 
so that a pool of qualified consultants able to perform this type of work are identified and available. 

!Billable Hours (if applicable): 

!
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$80,764.50 

Source of Funding: 
80% FHW A and 20% District 3 

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

1Evalu~te the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost and overall 
~erformance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~· 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govemor/Comm1ss10ner 

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

-V-11--()7 
tDate · 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Gemini Research 
Project Name: 
Phase I & II Investigation of Historic 
Structures along TH 10 Alternatives through 
Wadena, SP 5605-18PE 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89455 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A ~727~ 

Project Duration (Dates): 
4/21/06- 1/30/07 

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 in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
740 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$60,622.00 

Source of Funding: 
D-Y -n+ yu,V\<ls 

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 ~he Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 
J./-11 -tJ7 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPART:MENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. 
Project Name: 
HARN Observation l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90189 . 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A94538 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/20/06 - 3/02/07 

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

HARN Observations in Willmar Phase 2 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $98,000.00 · Land Management 
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, quali.ty;P.cos·fo~)ldi · 
overall performance in _meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: '""nf it ~~tl r.Ui•r··,--

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

/..J-11 -() 7 
Date 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

. Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
HNTB Corporation 

Project Name: 
Stillwater Lift Bridge - Iris2ection I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87520 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A72953 
Project Duration (Dates): 
3/05 - 9/06 

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

Purpose of this contract was to provide construction inspection to ensure compliance with standards. 

This contracted was needed because 1) there was a shortage of internal resources and 2) it required expertise in electrical 
and motor aspects unique to a lift bridge that Mn/DOT did not have on staff. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1111.,5 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$171,325.07 

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: P.J1ul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ "'I-//-~ 7 
Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: · 
DEPART1\1ENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor· N anie: Coleman Engineering Co. 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90366 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95591 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/21/06 - 3/20/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To establish precise North American Vertical Datum of 1988 heights in the area of the Height Modernization Project. 

HARN Observations for various Mn/DOT districts - Phase 2 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NI A $98,000.00 Land Management 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 PERF.ORMANCEEV ALUATION 

&w_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 

.1./-11-d 7 



RECE]VED 
Report on Professional/Technical Contracts O 

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

( ~nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Sto 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Application of Precast Decks and Other 
Elements to Bridge Structures 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655, WO 146 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A69616 
Project Duration (Dates): 

10/28/2004 - 11/30/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This study looked at two bridges with precast elements to develop an instrumentation plan to enable 
investigation of the performance of the bridges. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: 
$551000.00 

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 

Date 
1--11- ()7 

ION 
:R 



( 

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 146 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code \2-.E::. 
S.P. 88016 00689 T.H. NA Location Statewide 

........ Ci\i 

(1F-: 1• :. ,.)F 

COt✓sw .. TANT 
·t-

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: November 8, 2004; 

Work Start Date 
November 30, 2006; November 30, 2006 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $55,500.00 = Orig Cost: $55,500.00 + Amended Cost: $Q 

(.("lA. 
t'ffl 

·~f?fl.l 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun □ Additional Work Number of Amendments -1=:._-)1 \"\,(? 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

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

1. Product Quality 4-

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4' 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration 
. 

' 

cooperation 
~· ' 

·. ., ,,: •·· 

8. Invoices and progress 
... 

' 
.. l 

reports F, 
' ' 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
.· 

f-. management 

j 

j/7 
¾\1~o1 

Keith Molnau 
'· 

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. 

• 
Average 

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: 
This research project went very well considering we needed to act quickly to get an 

Instrumentation plan put together. We depended on the U of M researchers to provide 

the instrumentation plan as an early-on deliverable so we could include it within our 

project letting date for Bridge 13004. The researches participated in several meetings 

early on to identify the behavior aspects of the bridge that we were most interested. 

The instrument plan came together nicely, and the final report was excellent. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 



Report on Professional/Technical Contrac 

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an arsen 
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technidal s 
$50,000.00. 

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final in • · 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-96880 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90496 Project Duration (Dates): 12/20/06 to 03/01/07 
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 for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 21, (from New Prague to Jordan), located in our Metro West District. 
Project number 7002B. 

"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: $.551 9Jl1. 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 ofwork·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, qµality, cost, and overall 
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

Please see the attached evaluation form. 

~-Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/ 

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

Date 

:3-:q-o 7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

-,_,:, 

ContractNo. '1o l/1 C, 
District/Office \\/\ e + r~ w·. 

Type of Work £LA 0(11.-Cdi~ _..-,-efc1 H4 N•~ 
Work Type Code ("'tf-f' / tv\ .P / 

SP Number 1(0 () '.) J3 TH Number _2j 
Contractor \Aar. '?::? V\ (j T ¢'1 C--;, 

Location Fr.;2~ &le~ \) r~ (A~ ·t- o \ 

-srrrki.. 
) 

b= 7 
Subcontractor __ - _______ _ 

Subcontractor .---
---------- . Jr J-: 

Contract Period: \ ?. - :) U ,- 0 {::; · · 'I - / -- 0 ~ ( ; · C -11 - O 7 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $.S'~ 5 :;2 o~-Orig Cost: $\ 5;5: J 9 tJ 4Amended Cost: $ __ , __ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 :.. 9 by Contract 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 

co 
8'.Jnv, 

9. Cost estima 
manageme 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~~-_ _er: -----------··· .. 

·~ .~. ✓ - 1-~a-b--;; 
Name D ate 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

V 
✓ 

Average 
3 Points 

\,/ 
.j 

·✓ 

Rating 

Total Points: 3 / -, 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points. 's (; ) 

ate 

( 

m;1,4e_ Bl""'J HEl-1 IZ~tASl-1 ,0 E/.-l-/2✓-J1'( 
1 ,- 'l....2-- 0 7 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSSR.eviewed 8/16/06) 



.r 
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: URS Corporation 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Supplemental Environmental Design 
Documents 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 86624 

CFMS Contract Number: A67151 

Project Duration (Dates): 
March 25, 2005 - May 26, 2006 

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

The project developed a new manual for guidance to meet the conditions of the DNR General Permit issued to 
Mn/DOT. The manual, now titled "Best Practices for Meeting DNR General Public Waters Work Permit GP 2004-0001" 
contains notes and examples to design and construct crossings of watercourses. They meet applicable regulations for 
DNR, MPCA, and Mn/DOT. The manual is not intended to be utilized in its entirety for every project, however, there 
are pages that will be applicable and helpful as the projects final specs and designs are developed, thus streamlining 
the entire project, from concept to completion. The contract was let since there was not the expertice within the 
department to complete the project in the timeframes required. 

Extentions of the project were do to the evolving nature of the product. Early concepts were rejected and the document 
evolved into a much more user friendly and has greater applicability that originally thought. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1,006 hours I 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $~549.69 

Source of Funding: 
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 

;.,/-11-1)7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this fonn 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. #86624 Type of work: Enviromnental Design Documents 
. . ~~T~;:;\~~'" 

D1stnct/Office OES Work Type Code Ml- /:q:~:(0 •~:.: LU.:.,-., ,{?::'A:c,, 
. ;,ff>-'"'- ·\~,:·'~\ 

S.P. _______ T.H. ______ Locat1011 1.(< _4 .,._, ~.J~ 

/J\J '(:';--." ..%). i:.{{ u-J.)i 
Contractor URS Corporation [:-~-~ '-~;{ -?,J 

!~~~ ~6 Ulj 
Subcontractor \(t3- <) C})} 

'f(1'.'.). ··,. ,,' 

Subcontractor \\;~;> .. .-. qy? 
'?t.,:~~;✓ (i; 1 \ \\\ 11=-~~7 

Contract Period: March 25. 2005 ; May 26. 2006 July 31, 2006 "·,'.0;_}•/ q :::\._ \\JS~•✓ 
~L ..... ~.~c.r..:,.--;,.> 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date -~-

Total Contract Cost:$ 82,549.69 = Orig Cost:$ 68,407.52+ Amended Cost: $~142.17 

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 
S tandards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7: •••Contract• adniin.istratioll 
········ ....... . 

coo12eratibti 
8;•· l1ivoic~s a,ridpr9gr¢ss fepbrts· .. 

9. • • • Cq$t • ~stiriiatiorvbudget· .. 
:t11anage111erit 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

~) ;=:tee) 
Print Name 

I"./ Additional Work Number of Amendments _5_ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 3 ~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

~~i~ 
c' ~ NrScheh 

mt'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: 

Amendments were required due to the evolving nature of the project. The final product did not 

end up the same as the original concept... Which is a good thing. The final document is much 

better than originally proposed (its better organized, more user friendly, and integrated into 

Mn/DOT specs and other agency regulations). URS was great at providing input and responding 

to changes in design as they occurred. Pay up to Contract amount. (peter) 

: \user\consult\fonns\evaluation. 8 9 8 



f 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Gemini Research 
Project Name: 
Phase I & II Investigation of Historic 
Structures along TH 10 Alternatives through 
Wadena, SP 5605-18PE 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89455 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A<o727G\ 

Project Duration (Dates): 
4/21/06- 1/30/07 

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 in a timely manner due to 
work load. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
740 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$60,622.00 
Source of Funding: 
D- Y -n+ y\.A.~ s 

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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

J../-11-()7 

(CSS Reviewed t'l/20/06) 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89455 ----

District/Office D-4 -----
SP Number 5605-18PE THNumber 10 

,,r,;~~~iq~,.~~ 
..4,t·,\i ,l., 'L• ..frp r,~ ~,,;~1 ('t);_:J •.! )V,'t} I·,.~'\ .... 

Type ofWork_Phase I & II Architectur~~l;lF\Tey_ <~~\, 
1! r--{~~ A ...... \ 
•·\~-.-~✓ ""1A "'' !" 

Work Type Code _ CR__ t-<·:: .li/~ ,-; • ... ::·'-\ 
. ('} 'i'();/~Z?,9- ('',;, 

- -- Locat10n Waden, MN i;•.-., · 1'1/.~\, .~:; 
- -- V ~~ 

Contractor Gemini Research 

Subcontractor_ Kay Grossman __ _ 

Subcontractor_ Tami Plank and Liz Morrison_ 

1
{· _ Cc,.J 

·,,;t:~ii,VtjJi/ 
Contract Period: _4/31/06 ____ ; _12/15/06 _____ ; _1/31/07 ______ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_60,622 __ = Orig Cost: $_60,622 ___ + Amended Cost:$ ____ _ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments -fZ2-
Item Rating 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation . 

8. Invoices and progress reports 
.. • ·. .. . 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
. · 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

P~ge,:: 

~ '-If a/o, 
Name Date 
Teresa Martin 4/2/07 

Rating 

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

3 

3 . .. .· . 

.... · .. 

.· 3 · . ! 

. 

2-

Total Points: ~ (Maximum points SU; ) 

1'1 /07:f--. 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• • • • 
• 
• • 

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

Average 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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 went over budget. They said the budgeting error was on their part and they will not ask 

for more budget hours. 

c<?CA:~c\ot. v-,er:i:t:Qucl-. Cc~ \o\62\ v-1--lrhou-\-- r)Oti½,i,r:ij 
A>,K!\o\L-12el:) 2..e\?~O:\-o?:b\Je · 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

( 

t -
C , 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
HNTB Corporation 
Project Name: 
Stillwater Lift Bridge - Inspection I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87520 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A72953 
Project Duration (Dates): 
3/05 - 9/06 

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

Purpose of this contract was to provide construction inspection to ensure compliance with standards. 

This contracted was needed because 1) there was a shortage of internal resources and 2) it required expertise in electrical 
and motor aspects unique to a lift bridge that Mn/DOT did not have on staff. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1111.,5 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$171,325.07 
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, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~ "l-1/-~ 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. 

I 

Agreement No. 87520 

District/Office Metro-Oakdale 

S.P. 8214-141 T.H. 36 
~~-

Contractor HNTB Comoration 

Subcontractor --

Type of work Construction Inspection 

Work Type Code~ C. S 
Location Stillwater Lift Bridge 

-----------
Subcontractor ----~------
Contract Period: 3-J~05 ; 9-30 -Oh ; 9--30-of, 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 11 \ _, 3l5 = Original Cost:$ t;2~ Lj t6+ Amended Cost:$ ~1, lOb 

Amended cost for: D Overrun 'ti! Additional Work Number of Amendments 2_ 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

I 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
X 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

I X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

I 
X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance ·x 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

/l . c t!l~ge. ·· --v/ , ; ProJ e . ,, ,, ·•--',,. fl l'.l/111'1 S';' /,r ,,._;;,,:;, ... )L '--· - '-· 

),_. . . v) '3 / 3o J 07 -✓ ( 

Print Name 

I 

Rating_ 

I 
Below 

Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

I Poor 
1 Point 

Agreement Administrator: -,i. 
L;hn Mc lt/J-e. 2 0 

( 
Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
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: 
Very satisfied with service provided by H.NTB. Calls were always returned promptly, answers 

were provided timely, and inspection information was always accurate. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. 
Project Name: 
HARN Observation I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90189 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A94538 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/20/06 - 3/02/07 

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

HARN Observations in Willmar Phase 2 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NA $98,000.00 Land Management 
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,;teost:,~:nd 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: ~ '"""")~ ,. •1ri , 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

~-11 -() 7 
Date 



CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90189 

District/Office Willmar - Phase 2 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson 

d~ffttffJ:?f~·~·.\,~, 
Type of Work HARN Observatiol]f/;:, .· ·;: 

l\~~J 

Work Type Code S~ tf::t 
. f;:~] 

Location ------------t~~·;j 

\~i ~ 
~?-// ·, ' '-<tl!J // (• 1,•".'·· <',~~tl-.11:,J,?.;." · 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: LO ( 2..0 l O(p ; 3 li-/ Dl ; ~ / 3o /07 
Work Start Date 10/20/06 Work Completion Date3/2/07 Expiration Date6/30/07 · 

Total Contract Cost: $98000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 
-~ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: ~ (Maximum points 36) 

I . 

l \\ Cor'(Ct Ad#nistrlO 
~ \(_~ _ ... ! , ~~ ) t • · ii 1 . ~-( ~---g·,C:_,/,1 1- ) ~:< . / b _,,.. .J.1 - 'cl..... -0 \ 

Name Cathie Ashlin Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

·trne 0 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

rr== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Nallie: Coleman Engineering Co. 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90366 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95591 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/21/06 - 3/20/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To establish precise North American Vertical Datum of 1988 heights in the area of the Height Modernization Project. 

HARN Observations for various Mn/DOT districts - Phase 2 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NIA $98,000.00 Land Management 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 EV ALDA TION 

&w_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

sc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

Date 

.J./-1/-d 7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90366 

District/Office Duluth 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor: The Coleman Engineering Co. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Type of Work: NGS Observations - Phase 2 

Work Type Code SlR. 
Location---------=-----,-.,...._-_,..._ 

~ .-.-., 

Contract Period: 11/21/06 3/20/07 6/30/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: 4' ... - __ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Average 
· 3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

____ (Maximum points _36_) 

•aL • ~.,iflct Manager: 4-~~vtf 
~-c:2 --o7 

onn tsarke Date Name Cathie Ashlin Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name: Moorhead House and Shed l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
Cleanout 90400 

CFMS Contract Number: 
Aqq~qo 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/13/06 - 3/9/07 

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the removal of regulated 
material. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT 
needed to remove remains of burned building, by vandalism, that Mn/DOT owns. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 76,053.67 

Source of Funding: 
District 4 Consultant Allocation 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Caro!Moilla~ o~~ # 

-:;c: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

~-11-t) 7 
Date 



:,Ai, 

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. 90400 

District/Office Dist 4 

Type of work Regulated Waste Removal 

Work Type Code A ,{j 
• 

S.P. 1414-02 T.H. 336 Location Moorhead 

Contractor Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Con tract Period: 11/13/06 ; 3/9/07 ; 7 /31/07 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 76,053.67 = Orig Cost: $ ____ +Amended Cost: $ ___ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 1------~----..--------.--------1i 

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 

t • • Contra.ct administration•··· 
200:Q~rittfori. • •: •• • • • • • • · 

80: I11yojqes aiid pf9gi-~ss repprts • · • · · · 
9. •• qost • e$ti111aiiorj/blldg~t 
••••• 111.anagetneht • 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

fl1 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

-
X 

-
X 

-
X 

-
X 

-
X 

Total Points 2 7 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

/tJitlll 9mo~ 3{2ct / 07 
CJJebb~;in~~c.h~) 

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). Submit this form to Consultant 

ServicesL M_!lil ~top 680, along with the approved final invoice. 
!Agency: 
toEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Florin Cultural Resources 

~

roject Name: 
hase _I ~chaeological and Geomorphological 
vesttgatlon 

!Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88496 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A1€>2to3 

!Project Duration (Dates): 
8/05-7/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
[An undertakings receiving federal money must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. No money will be released from FHW A or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT can 
document compliance with the federal law and its implementing regulations. The Cultural Resources Unit determined a f hase I archaeological study and geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of the upgrade of TH 65 to 
pultural resources. 
tprofessionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 must meet the Secretary of the Interior's qualifications 
standards at 36 CFR 61. The Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit staff meet these professional qualifications standards; 
!however, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining current workloads reviewing 
all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations. Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit 
and Consultant Services staff have expended a great deal of time and effort in developing a pre-qualified consultant program · 
so that a pool of qualified consultants able to perform this type of work are identified and available. 

!Billable Hours (if applicable): !Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
j$80,764.50 

Source of Funding: 
80% FHW A and 20% District 3 

~f 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 

Caro!Moln~~ 
cc: P.Stembler, 112 Adm.in 

J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

!Date 
,Y - I I -- .tJ 7 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 88496 - - Type ofWork_P I Archaeological and 
Geomorphological Investigation 
District/Office _3______ Work Type Code _CR __ _ 
SP Number _3004-55____ TH Number _65___ Location _Isanti County 
Contractor Florin Cultural Resources -----------
Subcontractor_ StrataMorph __________ _ 
Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period: 8/31 /2005 _ 7 /31/2006 __ ; 7 /31/06 __ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 
Total Contract Cost:$ 80,76_4.5~ = Orig Cost: $_76,117.00 + Amended Cost:$_ 4,647.5 __ 

\ . - ~ 

-
Item Rating Rating 

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

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

1. Product Quality 3~ :s 
~- Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 ~ 3 Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 4 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 '--7 3 
7. Contract administration 3 cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ~ 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

~ management 

~~ntract: Total Points: 50 (Maximum point~~ ) 

toject Manager: l / 
_ Teresa Martin ~ ~ Is' O 1 'I ,~ ,.., - - -,-, - - I ( - ,'B 
Name Date Date 

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. 
Contra9tor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 



( 

( 

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 §?O, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-96880 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90496 Project Duration (Dates): 12/20/06 to 03/01/07 
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 for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH21, (from New Prague to Jordan), located in our Metro West District. 
Project number 7002B. 

"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: $.551 9Ja. oo 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 ofwork·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, q_uality, cost, and overall 
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

Please see the attached evaluation form. 

&»l . . 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Gover~ 

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

Date 

3 -~1-0 7 



( 

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: 
UNIVERSITX OF MINNESOTA A57436 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete 
Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under I 81655, WO 69 I JUNE 2, 2003 - FEBRUARY 28, 2007 
Lateral lm_l!act - Phase II 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To further develop and verify modifications to girder cross-section details and connection configurations for 
prestressed concrete pedestrian bridges. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $160,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
TRUNKHIWAY 

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 

Date 
<3 -4D -D/ 



( 

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 69 

District/Office Investment Mangement 

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code _g b 
S.P.~NAcc..=...__ T.H. NA Location Statewide 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor -------------

Contract Period: June 1, 2003; February 28, 2007; February 28, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

\'1i.~Y '2\J~1 
.r.r i:\-JtD 
\~' . (/: _.. or rnJ1 

.._, - , ,,-. t-, 1--l.i Sf, .. ~•I ~ "-J.!I 
c,Ol-...,',)v~• •'· 

,-1-1 

:~v,~\ ... ...;;~ 

Total Contract Cost: $160,000.00 = Orig Cost: $160,000.00 + Amended Cost: $Q 

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 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments~ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 
-
X 
-

X 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

=b 
X 
-
X 

Poor 
1 Point 

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

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

jz~. ~ \/\.JlaMCS~ 

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: 

1~4.~1 '2f ~ , A4f24: ~ r./--fu.. ¥fL'e-ev-f,:W , 1-_ t/,..e... 
A.U4~~ ~ ,aAJL. ~-Cu 7'.&L ~ J!.,J_. ~ 4----

> ~ b. . d: Lk ~ qm.A...' 1 /u_ &4-R&L~ We/4f2.--4M RA./! ~ , 4-o/A 
- r ~ d ~ 5~¾.~Z~~~~i1~ 



( 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 

If this is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide 
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally 
identified w}e'n the project was funded, which was _____ ? 

V Yes No - -
IfNo, Why? wlu7:~ ~ A • 

If Yes, How? W,'// -0 <A1.,, ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ 
~~;6,t:k_ · . , ,i;AJ,~µ<.,~=-~ 

· Do you recommend implementation of the research res Its? :..€.-~ 
0 es _No IfNo, Why not? (/ , 

Are there measurable impacts (monetary 9'- non-monetary) that were a re.Sult of this 
research? _ Yes ~ No If Yes, what were they? 
(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.) 

Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator. 
_ 1 _2 _ 3 _ 4 _ 5 _ 6 _ 7 _ 8 _9 .@ 
~m ili~ 

W.)ls the information from the research available in time to be useful? 
07es _ No Explain: 

On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project. 
0, Not at all satisfied 

_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained 
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped 
_ 6, Satisfied, non-useful results 
-~ 1_ Satisfied, useful results 

. \(' l 0, It was great! 

Di9-- you receive benefits .that correspond to the project cost? A~
1

., "'....., ~~ ,. / 1 _ _ ./L 
k(Yes _ No Why or why not? /~ b-n'JF- t!..4Wt ~ ~•- - w/ pJareA.--

~~ ~J. ~ ~~ . 
.frgiven a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again? 

lr::::"'Yes _No Whyorwhynot? A .. ~ j-oJ, . 

Additional Comments: 

T lu-AL41?AMA-~ ~ 4 --ti> S- f~ tfu1=ht4k- &A-S/110 
LR.Fl) /3rt'f P.. P~ ~~-6~~~ A&<Ji.&-€.- tlt.ud « c~ tk,L 
1Yl4k ~aly~ (}tlm(~~ ~+ ~ ~ . 
ICArYZh?Y(,Lc... . 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A57436 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete 
Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under I 81655, WO 69 I JUNE 2, 2003 - FEBRUARY 28, 2007 
Lateral Impact - Phase II 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To further develop and verify modifications to girder cross-section details and connection configurations for 
prestressed concrete pedestrian bridges. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA 

Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $160,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
TRUNKHIWAY 

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 

d 

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

Date 

c3 -dr,() -{) 7 



FINAL PAYMENT ON A LUMP SUM AGREEMENT 

Date: March 30, 2007 

Agreement No.: 81655 Work Order No.: 69 

Contractor's Name: University of Minnesota 

S.P. No.: NIA 

M.P. No.: NIA 

Title: Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under Lateral 

Impact - Phase II 

Total Costs Billed: 

Paid this Invoice: 

Amount Previously Paid 

$160,000.00 

$10,000.00 

$150,000.00 

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

have been submitted. 

Send Form to: 
Bruce Kalland, Audit Manager 
Mn/DOT Audit Section 
Mailstop 190 
Fed Aid 

Name: ~~JvJ__ 

Date: 6/c-30 /ttJ 
~ l 



,,.. 

( 

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 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Safety Effects of Left Turn Phasing 
Schemes at High-Speed Intersections 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 44 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A57586 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/1/2004 - 1/31/2007 

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

To improve left-turn safety by studying the effect approach speed, traffic volume, and left-turn phasing have on 
accident risk. Answers to the following questions will be explored. 

• Do high-speed approaches cause safety problems for permitted left turns? 
• At what (if any) opposing speeds do permitted left turns become unsafe? 
• Is there a difference in left-turn accident risk at signalized versus un-signalized intersections? 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $65,000.00 

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: 

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 

,cl.U-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Goverl')or/Commissioner 

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

c..3 -c5)J) -()7 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 81655, WO 44 Type of Work: Research 

Work Type Code __ _ District/Office of Investment Management 

SP Number 88 016 545 TH Number NIA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Location __________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: _2/4/2004 __ ; _1/31/2007 _____ ; __ 1/31/2007 __ _ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $65,000.00 = Orig Cost: $65,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 3 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality , . X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and X 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract administration <i cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports lr 

) 
9. Cost estimation/budget 1 management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: ~ (Maximum point&) 

Prow~= .. ~ , 4 ff:1uJa. dWL 
t)CL . t]ia 

Ben Osemenam · <3, .__ ( 1 ~(12{61 
Name Date Name Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 

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

which was ____ ? Yes No 
If No, Why? 
If Yes, How? 

~ou recommend implementation of the research results? 
~~ _ No If No, Why not? 

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

Rate the quality of technical work of the Pr~pal Investigator. 
_ 1 _2 _3 _ 4 _5 _6 _ 7 (J2_9 _l 0 
Poor Great 

~s the information from the research available in time to be useful? 

-c,t _ No Explain: 

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

7. Did you receive benefits that correspond to th:· t:rnject cost? 
{!)s _ No Why or whynot? 

8. . If given a choice, woul.d you recommend hiring this person/firm again? 
··~ _ No Why or why not? 

Additional Comments: 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section! Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 
Project Name (if applicable): INV 784: 
Guidelines for Using Rumble Strips 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 71 

CFMS Contract Number: A47436 

Project Duration (Dates): 
4/15/2003 - 11/30/2006 

Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 
The objective of this study is to establish restrictive guidelines that will facilitate standardized rumble strip usage 
in Minnesota. A multi-stage approach will be used to address the question of whether or not rumble strips should 
be included in the standard repertoire of tools used by county engineers. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $149,659.00 

Source of Funding: 
STIP 

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

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 

((VJJ_ '-1kJtt/}~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

..3 -c d,,t) ~ {) 7 
Date 





CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Type of Work : Research 

Work Type Code __ _ 

Contract No. 81655, WO 71 

District/Office of Investment Management 

SP Number: NIA TH Number: NIA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Location __________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 411512003 ; 11130/2006 ; 11/3012006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total.Contract Cost: $149,659.00 = Orig Cost: $149,659.00 + Amended Cost: $...::;_;0•:...::..0.c:..,.0 __ _ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 2 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 

9. Cost estimation/budget 
management 

- - - . 

¥{ r: 

~& enz 
~\g,{N Name 

6/21 
Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

h 

( 

,, 

I' 
~ 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

3 

3 

3 ,, 

3 . ' -

3 '. \i ~ 

', 

' 

x·· 
/ ! 

'Y-7/) 

Dan Warzala 
Name 

Below 
Average Poor 
2 Points 1 Point 

- - ,., / I 

Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 





1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 

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

which was ____ ? Yes No 
If No, Why? 
If Yes, How? 

~you recommend implementation of the research results? 
( .Les _ No If No, Why not? 

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

Rate the quality of technical work of the Pri~pal Investigator. 
_ 1 _2 _3 _ 4 _5 _6 _7 @-9 _10 
Poor Great 

~~he information from the research available in time to be useful? 
~ _ No Explain: 

6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project. 
_ 0, Not at all satisfied 

7. 

8. 

_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained 
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped 
~ Satisfied, non-useful results 
l:J1 Satisfied, useful results 

_ 10, It was great! 

D~ou receive benefits that correspond to the project cost? 
_ ~ _ No Why or why not? 

~given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again? 
t_:J _ No Why or why not? 

Additional Comments: 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 





11 

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 A45793 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Reconstruction of Crosstown Commons 83347 2/14/03 - 1/7/07 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was for the preliminary and detail design for the reconstruction of the Crosstown Commons area on l-35W 
and TH 62 in Minneapolis and Richfield. This was a complex and sensitive project that involved many public contacts. 
Mn/DOT elected to consult out this contract due to the large effort and number of personnel needed for a successful 
completion. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
I\..\ ri , G\ 2 B _ '1 Contract: $11,915,441 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 

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

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

0 -0[{) ~(f ( 
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. 83347 

District/Office Metro -------

Type of work Preliminary and Detail Design 

Work Type Code -~P_D~~-

S.P. 2782-281 T.H. 35 Location Crosstown Commons 

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor HDR, Evergreen Land Services, The 106 Group, 
, •.;-, 

Subcontractor Studio Z Imagery, Appraisers 

Contract Period: 2/14/03 ; 1 L 7 / 0 --Z ; 1/7 /07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$11,915,441.22 = Orig Cost:$8,342,028.17 + Amended Cost:$3,573,413.05 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments _lL 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4+ 

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: 

r: 

ohn Griffith ) 2. \ '2.l€ [ Ol 
nntName 

Above 
Average_ 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

3.5 

3 

3 

3 
'J ~ 1-.._,,/ 

:)_ 

Total Points __c2_9 
(~aximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

. ,.. ,.,,,_, - ,, ,,, - ::>/7 IO 7 
nntName 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations . 
Deliverables exceed standards . 
Project 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: 

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: 

Progress Reports were not accurate, causing some budgetary problems, project schedule and 

review problems as well. Need to improve monitoring the state of completion of each task. 

Rick Brown did a good job communicating/administratively with exception to projecting on 

three occasions that we were well within budget and that no amendment would be needed after 

September, when if fact, we were over budget and did need an amendment. Also, review time 

was not what we would have wanted/expected. 

W No+ Pa_'-/ 00e_e_ Toe Co\'\+r~ MO)( 
: \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: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

89666 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A89597 
Project Duration (Dates): 
6/7 /06 - 1/10/07 

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

This contract was for traffic signal optimization of 27 intersections along TH 55 through Median, Plymouth and Golden 
Valley. This was contracted out because State employees were busy with other timing projects. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $85,152 

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 

n ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

t.3-cRa - d 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

ContractNo. CZ1~ {o ·~ 
District/Office /if\ ------
SPNumber N_A THNumber.--5-5 

Contractor S& '0- ~ S cJ \-.\i"'cJ 
Subcontractor 5\?be, , Or\ Cd If 
Subcontractor ---------

Type of Work 5to, j\Q l 
a,,,- 'J 

Work Type Code ~b 

Location Q \v m O uih 
\ I , 

Contract Period: G-J -00 ; l ~( ()-Q] ; l -( CJ -n J 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

~ 

Total Contract Cost: $ Z5 ( 5j = Orig Cost: $ D5 { 5:J- + Amended Cost: $ A/A . · "' 
I J 

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

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

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

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

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

'f on time 
5. Project related cooperation y 
6. QA/QC plan conformance '{ 
7. Contract administration j 

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

Contractor's rating for this contract: TotalPoints: 2-J (Maximumpoints~ 

7CS:1§ 
Name 

t,4 v~~\ ~ dl\wcAk t 

3-1-0·1 
Date 

~travt-r~ s .,\J--01 
~ ~V"\. Mo l-z-11/_~ Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

l{equired by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
~op 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
URS Corporation 

Project Name: 
Final Design Bricl_ge 27V73 I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86968 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A72185 
Project Duration (Dates): 
February 17, 2005 to December 16, 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 27V73, a segmental concrete box girder bridge that 
is included in the T.H. 35W -T.H. 62 Crosstown Rehabilitation Project in the Cities of Richfield and Minneapolis. 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): 

1'S ~ ,:>L\q 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$305,031.99 

Source of Funding: 
Consultant Services Budget - Bridge 
Office Allotment 

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

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

(! tlu-L ~/J~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

.3 -qC) -c) 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 86968 

District/Office: Bridge Office 

SP Number: 2782-27V73 TH: 35W 
Contractor: URS Cor12oration 

Subcontractor: NI A 

Subcontractor: NLA 

Contract Period: February 17, 2005; 

Type of Work '&ri ~ ~'%0 
Work Type Code <fa) .Q 
Location: Ramp from TH 3 SW NB to TH 62 Elf . 

over Ramp from TH 62 EB to Lyndale> 

December 16, 2006; Janua~2007 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $305,031.99 = Orig Cost: $250,550.24 + Amended Cost: $54,481.75 

Amended for: □ Overrun XO Additional Work X Time Only Number of Amendments:_]_ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
I 

Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality y-
2. Work Performance + 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

tf Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and I 3 on time 
5. Project related cooperation lL 

I 

6. QA/QC plan conformance + 
I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 ;:2... (Maximum points 3 & ) 

Pf oj ect Mana~er: 

l~c'cJ- I vl&-f?A-bL 
Keith Molnau 

::S- '6 -07 
([?7Thi 

Date 

Cont~t Ad~ini~trat~r: . ~, 
,ef~?f;·?. IC ~~,J£,. ~· 

Victor E. Crabbbe 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

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

Average 

• 
• 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Contractor's Total Contract Cost is $312,724.9~0 but pay only up t9 ~th~~contract a1.11ount of $305,03 L99. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

~nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. A89715 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Signal optimization 89579 6/8/06 - 1 /15/07 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was for traffic signal optimization of 26 intersections along TH 952, 110 and 1-494. This was contracted 
out because State employees were busy with other timing projects. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $64,693 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 

{ttlU-L 3 dtJ ·-o ~7 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. @; q S" 1 j 
District/Office /1/1 _____ ...,__ __ _ 
SP Number __AJ_}l_ 
Contractor S [ l.-\-

THNumber \l() 
~ 

J.-t~C 

Subcontractor /\/A 
Subcontractor -----------

513001 Op"tJrn 
Work Type Code 5 G . 
Location Me rv:\cfo kgh ~ et<;,;y.;17; /f\,'' .,,, 
Type of Work 

~·-, ,.\ \ 
=•·'"l 
"'' ,::~ 

Contract Period: 6-3 -0 b \ --\5-07 \-\5-0 7 ,~: ·. ,_\-\-: :Eft.V . . £\I 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date _r:.:~/ 

Total Contract Cost:$ GLf 6 °lJ = Orig Cost: $ 6 L( b 0) 3 + Amended Cost: $ A/A ., · ~ . . . ·; \.]J:;>Y · 
) ··.· .... , .... _,,~-· 

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

Item Rating _ Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 
2. Work Performance X 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ·x Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and ·-x 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation X 
6. QA/QC plan conformance X 
7. Contract administration y cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports 

')( 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

. 
y management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3_Q (Maximum points~ 

Pr~na~j~ 

Na1)17 c~ i t· L [4 Vl; ..:;>CV\vuv c 

Date 

3 ·-l--o, 

Contract Administrator: 

Unn Mo ltne. 3{ 13:.j 07 
Name Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: A51084 
BDM Consulting Engineer PLC 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Wakota . 84066 7 /22/03 - 11 /30/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: The Wakota Project 
required the reconstruction of impacted City of Newport utilities (water, sanitary, storm sewer). The City of Newport 
(population under 5000) did not have the resources to inspect Mn/DOT's contractors work on their utilities. Mn/DOT 
utilized HPP funds to cover 80% of inspection costs and city provided 20% match. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $164,814 HPP with city match 

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 

(~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

s -cxa -cJ1 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 84066 --- Type of Work _Prof.- Tech ____ _ 

District/Office_ Metro ___ _ Work Type Code~ 

SP Number 8205-99, 8285-79, 8285-80 TH 61 and I-494 Location Newl!ort 

Contractor BDM Consultin~ineers PLC 

Subcontractor_ Isthmus Engineering. __ _ 

Subcontractor na ---------
Contract Period: 7/22/03 _____ ; __ 11/30/05 ___ ; _11/30/05 ___ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_164,814.00_ = Orig Cost: $_164,812_ + Amended Cost: $_0 __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 3 

2. Work Performance 3 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 3 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 2 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 1m' 3 
7. Contract administration 3 

cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports 2 

9. Cost estimation/budget 2 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 24.- (Maximum points _fb~ 

Project Manager: 

V '(! € roa, \ . t { Z(a [ O I 
Name AdQ\Y\ 0oseph,sori Date N 

., ·iJl 317;07 
lo ( ,ne Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• • 
• • 
• 
• 

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

Average 
• Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less. 
• D.eliverables 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: 

Contract was set up to provide funds for city oversight of Mn/DOT' s contractors work on city utilities. 

Invoices have been an on-going problem, the last invoice (#20) was not resubmitted~after comments were 

_erovided. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

,. 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Groundwater & Environmental Services, Inc. (fka Enecotech Midwest Inc.) A49280 
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Water quality monitoring services on State 79615 work order No. 1 June 10, 2003 to December 29, 2006 
Project 3408-14 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This contract provided water sampling and testing needed to monitor water quality during, and following, the 
construction of State Project 3408-15, on Trunk Highway 23 in the vicinity of Green Lake, and Spicer Minnesota. This 
contract was necessary due to the lack of available, qualified State staff to perform the sampling and testing work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
1'-tllo $167,216.61 (final billed) Mn/DOT District 8 - Willmar 

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!tvJ-l~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

J--dcJ ·~67 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No.: 79615 work order No. 1 Type of Work: Water quality monitoring 

District/Office: 8 - Willmar 

r~ 0/:)' f1t:nr~t1y:'t 
I I_:·.,... , ... ,\ 

Work Type Code "l X 
SP Number: 3408-14 TH Number : 23 Location: Spicer 

Contractor: Groundwater & Environmental Services. (flea Enecotech Midwest Inc.) 
. t\ . .Q ; ,,·' .· · . 
Lr.i ~~- J 

. \ts::·· t;1 
Contract Penod: June 10, 2003 December 29, 2006 January 31, 2007 '(,-r, ,, ,-.!·, ::.:,~"!', r-~:/ 

Subcontractor: Eco-Agri Laboratories Inc. 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \:::·-'• _ .. ,. · · '" · · · ::,Y 
··\.:·<.-.\·_~ '.,:•.:,, qt 

Total Contract Cost: $167,216.61 (billed)= Orig. Cost: $103,957.70 + Amend.(s) Cost: $66;'6.if14 . :f1'/~·: ')' 
" . ' • • • L;, ~• 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~-Time Only Number of Amendments: 2 

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contra.ct admiriistra~ion 
. 

_:: 
.. 

X . 
cooperation -: .· . . ... . . 

.. 

8 .• -.. Invoic;es arid progress .reports X 
. 

... · . .. · .. . · . . .. · . .. 

9 .. Costesti111ation/budget • 
. 

X 
. management ·. 

. ·. ·. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 27 (Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: 

,,'~ ~7 ~--
/,/ ~ ~~-

Paul Jurek' 
J/4/2·7 

Date 

zact Administrat,cr: 

. j) ~~¾ 5/p/c1z 
~1 

Gene East Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

· . 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Project Manager-This was a contract that extended over a long period of time to conduct water quality 

sampling during and after the 4 lane project through Spicer. There were two amendments on the project 

that were due to the unforeseen increase in equipment costs and an increase in water sampling. These 

issues were beyond the Contractor's control, and the decisions were made by the Department to proceed. 

· The Contractor was-responsive to any concerns we had in reports and documented things accurately. 

Overall the Contractor and the Contractor's Project Manager, James Simonet, were good to work with 

and fulfilled the needs of the project. 

Contract Administrator - Contractor's cooperation in general was good, but with some difficulty in 

providing information needed for amendments. Invoices for the project came to the State at erratic 

intervals, causing some difficulty in predicting spending. However, this may be due in part to the nature 

of the work. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

1

lnstructions: 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 A85332 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Traffic University & Snelling 87941 2/5/06 - 9/1/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This contract was a joint powers agreement with the City of St. Paul to conduct a traffic and transit capacity analysis of 
the University and Snelling Avenue area. Mn/DOT participated with the City, Ramsey County and the Regional Rail 
Authority in conducting this analysis. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $50,000 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 

{!LvJ-l YJ~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

$--d,?0 - ()7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87941 ------

District/Office: Metro -----

SP Number TH Number 51 ----- ---

Contractor SRF --------
Subcontractor ----+A-.f-1\_ _______ _ 

/1/ p: 
Subcontractor ------------

Type of Work: capacity analysis of this 

intersection 

Work Type Code \ 5 
Location: _ at University Ave in St . · .. ~""'~ .. ;,.,;;.\ \\ ii l',"Jn ,-,~ 1 ,.. 

' ('). \\) - J • 'V ~-,..)..., r:/~ IJ,~~i\ 
ContractPeriod: 2/9/2006_____ 12/2006 _____ ;12/2006 \\< ·.:,, .f:':i 

work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \r-:·. . /< ~§ 

Total Contract Cost:$ $0;600_ = Orig Cost:$~ __ + Amended Cost:$ ~ 5~:.:-· ·-·~ ,·;·• ~-;;·:·
1

1:~d);/ 
""{J..Cf.J, GOO 'd--G<J, Od() '·✓~:'(,,:f .. ~/ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. · Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and x-
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

7. Contract administration I cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ✓ 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

'1 management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 ( (Maximum points ~ 

Project Manager: r: 

_Marc Goess _____ 3/7/07 
Name Date 

V10 e\'nO~ \ 
(r1E:_ Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professio~al/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: URS CFMS Contract Number: 

A86844 
Project Name: District Homeland Security. l Mn/DOT Contract No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Exercises 89038 . 3/13/2006-2/16/2007 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The goal of this contract was to develop eight different exercises providing Mn/DOT's eight Districts with an 
opportunity to exercise systems in response to a Homeland Security related incident involving domestic or 
international terrorism attacks against transportation infrastructure targets. Mn/DOT didn't have the staff to 
be able to design, develop, and control that many functional exercises within a six month time frame. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

hlC\°'-1... I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$299,978.78 

Source of Funding: 
Managed 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: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

s -cx{) -07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

t\2Q.L'\'1 .\ ng 
Contract No. 89038____ Type ofWork_Functional Exercise __ 

District/Office: Homeland Security & Emergency Management Work Type Code \l<-
SP Number_____ TH Number____ Location __________ _ 

Contractor: URS ------------
Subcontractor EG&G ----------
Subcontractor SEH ----------
Contract Period: 03/13/2006 ____ ; 02/16/2007 · .3/31/2007 ____ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date . Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $299,978. 78_ = Orig Cost: $299,985.19 + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 adtrii:riistfation 
· ..... · CO0Qeration 

~~ Invoices and pro 

9 ~ Costesti:rhatio~ 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Susan Walto ______ 02/27/07 
Name Date 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 3 (p (Maximum points 3-b_) 

Contract Administrator: 

\.AA tluDe\ ~'.'.11 iA ,f!J 
Name 

6 { ( Cj/ IJ; 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• • 
• 
• 
• 
• • 

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

Average 

• 
• 

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Overall the quality provided by "Team URS" was exceptional. The exercises were well designed, 

developed, and implemented. The only fault I can identify is' the quality of the written after action reports. 

I had to do much more editing of these reports than I had originally anticipated. In several instances I 

could tell that no one on the consultant team had actually proof-read the reports as they would contain -

incorrect dates and place names. f communicated my concerns to the consultants and, although, I did see 

some improvement, the reports continued to contain errors. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 

Y aggy Colby Associates 

Project Name: Right of Way Assistance l Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87872 

CFMS Contract Number: A75910 

Project Duration (Dates): 
June 3, 2005 to A_2ril 15, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of the contract was to provide Right of Way Assistance for SP 2901-18, TH 34 in Pak Rapids. It was 
necessary to enter into a contract because there were a large number of parcels to acquire and with the limited District 2 
Right of Way staff, assistance was needed. Also this project had two relocations and District staff was not able to 
devote time to relocation and still do direct purchase work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
1,137.5 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$103,487.26 
Source of Funding: 
District 2 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 

{)tvu,L ~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

0 - aa - ()7 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87872 

District/Office District 2 

Type of Work: Right of Way Assistance 

Work Type Code RW 

SP Number 2901-18 TH Number 34 

Contractor Y aggy Colby Associates 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Location Park Ran.ids 

Contract Period: June 3, 2005; ________ April 15, 2007 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $99, 988.94 = Orig Cost: $99,960.94 + Amended Cost: $28.00 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Other- Correct error in total 

Number of Amendments 1 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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. 

9. · .. · Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

,.:. ., 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 / (Maximum points 3 ~ ) 

Project Manager: 

Ua~J) 
Name 

#--$-62 
Date 

Contract Administrator: 

~J( '5 111-~~ 3-,;--07 

Name Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



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. 
Agericy: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A76156 

Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates) : 
Bridg~ 27V66 Final Design 87841 March 4, 2005 thru Sept 29, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Contractor provided final design services for Bridge 27V66, a pre-cast segmental post-tension concrete box girder 
bridge that is included in the I35W & TH 62 Crosstown Renovation Project. Mn/DOT does not have personnel on staff to 
provide design services for these. type structures consequently outsourcing to a private design firm was required .. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
l.\, o 3C\ Contract: $367,392.34 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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

.j-~a-07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87841 Type of Work F1µ(-lr-- ~rLtO 6.-iz Orts 1~(.... 

District/Office Bridge Office Work Type Code 6D 
SP Number 2782-27V66 TH Number _,3"'-"5'---'-W..:..__ __ _ Location : Final Design of,;,,::~::;~~T:'.??-;;-\>--

/f:(·,:· \J ~ ·~ J .] f.:~ F / c ... 
Bridge 27V66, Ramp from NB TH 35W to EB TH 62 over 66 th Street on Ramp to NB 35W ,{~~:'.:::>\•., -'/.,{~}~ 

. Contractor: Parsons Transportation Group l:~:)·-:· ,y 
1.·, 

Subcontractor NA i; 
r.i: 
·:....; •: 

Subcontractor NA ---------
Contract Period: March 4, 2005 

\{\, ' .. ,_' - ~/ '!' /<:·( 
September 29, 2006 October 1, 2006'. , . ,- ,:;\~ > 

Work Start Date 
•,.· C \ ' J,; 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date ·•.~~-. _•;_, ~ ,:,:;;;"{,};>.,, 
¾,~ :.,_ ~:::.:-i:::,;; ,/;;_:>~ ;:-:..r 

Total Contract Cost: $ 367_)92.34 Orig Cost:$ 295,242.14 + Amended Cost:$ 72,150.20 

Amended for: ~ Overrun XAdditional Work Time Only Number of Amendments _2~_ 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. WorkPerformance 

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: 

\lu)s:r ~ 3 - 7 - D 7 
Name Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

'I--
Lf-

. tf 

4-

4-

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 3.± (Maximum points ..3..6._) 

Contract Administrator: 

~~i ~, &CJ'(_ 
Name 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

• • 
Contractor responsive to requests. 
Contractor suggests improvements. 

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Pa.('S,1)1'\.'.::, Jl-,,_.-,.s f',..fuc_-{-:; i,,,-- {5,,:_o., p ::p C' ,-:G,,- .......,,_,J G '-' f.:; fu,..,.d' <l:f< WO" I:::. 
wt~ t-4., >-'?@ ~Vvkf 6"' ~¥ des~ 0-S, , t\rej" <.tit: ~~r 1 

~~ ~ Gec.s.4'1. ~- L~ ct p \.pqS\2v-£ - ~ v..?o.-l:- W~~ -e.,.µ:,ee..{~ :'~b'-c~ ·• 
Jeff Ca u, U ; "' 1rw;;.ied /;..s~Af= l't:\ S!?j--lz..t 6 .- :-.Jg,7 ts:&., es , 
e~ l~ g:J.v~~.e of-: (d!~.r seep"':'?rvkl das}7"'1?.-rs. , 

J.,~ 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

( 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Coleman Engineering Company 
Project Name: 

I 
Mn/DOT Contract No.: · 
90188 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A94536 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/11/06 - 3/01/07 

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

To establish precise North American Vertical Datum of 1988 heights in the area of the Height Modernization 
Project. 

HARN Observations for various Mn/DOT Districts 

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

Source of Funding: 
Land Management 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 

vL~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

3 -c:?o -a7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90188 

District/Office Various Mn/DOT Locations 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor: Coleman Engineering Co. 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Type of Work: HARN Observations 

Work Type Code@ SR. 
Location _________ _ 

Contract Period: 10/11/06 03/01/07 6/30/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $50,000.00 = Orig Co~t: $50,000.00 + Amended Cost: $ ~ :~?-· ~ 
-"-',<>:~·. 

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

Item Rating 
6by Project Manager 
: dbfitractAdministrafor. 

~f{~J!~t ;:·; ;j 
'"-;:; ;;".( 

Jfl?~~l?~::?f 
. Del1\rerables Complete and 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this Contract: 

Pro_~M Manager: 
/~~ -=Ys1Ub7 

e John Barke Date 

Above 

x 
X 

X 
~ 

Rating 

-·ntmnce \.tyh htJn/UOT 
.s/RcQL-1\rernent!: 

X 

/T~tal Points: J... L/ (Maximum points~) 
l ., ('\ : 

II l ·, ;\ ~ 
-, . • • .' \ 1 } 

I c_ontract · . _dn11.111str f __ ,or: '_.\ . / // 
· l " -··'··•·· .. ' \ 1 • ,., ,;::-~ 0 J-1 

··-··- . , 1 0 ~ ...,,;, · 1 : .,.-C,L .k.-u / .. -' --·--::> ,. .. 

Niine Cathie Ashlin~-- Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



. , 
'."L 

. t l ! t tr~ ; 

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 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: 

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 expectationsJ 1,r' 

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

Comments: i . ..: · · · :: .. ,· . . • 

~~~~~el;~~~~-~~-
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
EVS, Inc. 
Project Name: 
Maintenance Manual U_Qdate I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88628 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A85667 
Project Duration (Dates): 
2/01 /06 - 11/30/06 extended to Dec 3 0/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
This consultant was retained by Mn/DOT to assist in updating four chapters of the Maintenance Manual. The 
contractor, with assistance from Mn/DOT personnel, reviewed existing data, purged obsolete material, and updated it 
with the latest best management practices at a local and national level. Mn/DOT lacked the necessary resources to do 
this job exclusively with internal staff. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
803 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$ 90,940.71 
Source of Funding: 
State 

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

It 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 CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

$--do- OJ 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

\v1\S((:;l(Q,\tlf(Jl,{ S, 
Contract No. 88628 

District/Office C.O. Maintenance 

Type of Work: Intellectual/consulting 

Work Type Code M 0 
SP Number NIA THNumber NIA Location Metro --- ----------
Contractor _EVS, Inc. ________ _ 

Subcontractor NI A --------
Sub contractor NI A ---------
Contract Period: _Feb 02, 06 ___ ; _Dec 30, 2006 ___ ; _Dec 30, 2006 ______ _ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_90,940.71_ = Orig Cost: $_90,950.46_ + Amended Cost: $_NIA __ _ 

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

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 

7. Contract administration .4 
cooperation . 

8. Invoices and progress reports 3 

9. Cost estimation/budget 4 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: _34_· __ . (Maximum points _36 _) 

Proje g;r: . ·. /4 ;:;- Contract Administrator:. . AD 3( I Sy 07 
\ k AJ .t A/D61 \..JA A J . V 
Name 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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Vendor Evaluation Form 

Jake Carson 

From: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2007 4:19 PM 

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Monday, March 12, 2007 at 16: 18:53 

_config: vendeval 
proje.ct: Java Application Development and Support 
id_partl: T79 
id_part2: 1708 
cfms: A85778 
vendor: Confluence International 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Kathy Hofstedt 
eval_date: 03/12/2007 
purpose: Mn/Dot was in need to technical support for the ongoing 
support and maintenace of exiting web based Java applications. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 7/30/2006 
amended_date: 5/01/2006 
actual_date: 2/06/2007 
contract_cost: 25,000 
amended_cost: 40,000 
actual_cost: 40,000 
cost_effective: Mn/DOT was not able to hire staff in a timely manner to 
support the existing Java applications 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: It took longer to hire qualifjed staff than originally 
anticipated 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 
engage_e: They did an excellent job, very responsive, highly qualified. 

5/9/2007 

Page 1 of 1 
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Vendor Evaluation Form 

Jake Carson 

From: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Sent: Monday, March 12, 2007 4:18 PM 

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Monday, March 12, 2007 at 16:17:57 

_config: vendeval 

project: Java Application Development and Support 
id_partl: T79 
cfms: A85778 
vendor: Confluence International 

agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Kathy Hofstedt 
eval_date: 03/12/2007 

purpose: Mn/Dot was in need to technical support for the ongoing 

support and maintenace of exiting web based Java applications. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 7/30/2006 
amended_date: 5/01/2006 
actual_date: 2/06/2007 
contract_cost: 25,000 
ainended_cost: 40,000 

cost_effective: Mn/DOT was not able to hire staff in a timely manner to 

. support the existing Java applications 
amended: Yes 

amended_e: It took longer to hire qualified staff than originally 
anticipated 

terminated: No 
engage: Yes 

engage_e: They did an excellent job, very responsive, highly qualified. 

5/9/2007 

Page 1 of 1 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts 

~~rf~is, l Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this for(! 
( Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

rr== 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Beltrami Soil and Water Conservation District 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
TH 197 Shoreline Veg. Management Plan 85432 

F ADM)'.'iW~•'f~AT10r1 
~-. ·-·- _ _ _ -~ CuM:_•',:.~-- -_._1, .. 1 __ -·L..J 

CFMS Contract Number: 
. 5:>7<t 

Project Duration (Dates): 
· Se_2t 29, 2003 to Dec 31, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Develop a shoreline vegetation management plan that included recommended vegetation replacement planting and 
maintenance methods. It was necessary to enter into a contract because MnDOT district staff was not able to work on 
this project during the time required. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
3,434 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$67,998.50 

Source of Funding: 
District 2 Consultant Allocation 

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 determined because the Beltrami SWCD works on a regular basis assisting the public and other 
governments with shoreline re-vegetation efforts. The SWCD is also aware of local natural resource issues as they relate 
to Lake Bemidji. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

f1u_i 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

( ;c: P.Stembler, 112 Adm.in 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

r::J - I ;J. -6 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION· 

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

Contract No. 8, t.f 3 -Z... Type of Work _________ _ 

District/Office I),· S -t -z... Work Type Code A+=- ~ fJ 
SP Number e>"{lf.t .. 35" TH Number I Cf-' Location &wll'd/;' 

,· 

Contractor [3e[ft-"6Wi/. 1a,'I e.i11.d w~t:fr l()n~ef'vC,t.h
1

cJ11. l>t'$frlc., t 

Subcontractor __________ _ t
r?· 

--.-.·, 
i:-·. __ ; 

-~ ._ 

,, 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: .S-e.,o t- z. 4 -z. c> "3 
.,_l~~t'; , t. 

Cle_.e, ~ I '?. '9 t:,15" Q..o_c... '!:> t 

Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ .JgL If 'f f. S" o 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date ·· ::({~1/i :ii r--: \;~-:\~:·,:::· 
'·-:.~~:~~t, . .-: 

= Orig Cost: $ ft 7✓ Cf1 f · 5 tJ + Amended Cost: $ 0 · 

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 administration 
coooeratiori 

8t Jnv9ices and progres~reports 

9; Co~t estimation/budget 
. management 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 

I 
Average 

I 
Poor 

3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

;, 
-
.3 -
~ p 
l -
:, 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: "l,.,'i (Maximum points -1..L) 

Project Manager: , / . . 
1 

_ l '2.- z.oo 7 
~ 5 M"~ 

Date Name 

Contract Administrat~1/. 1- 1-z.- 'Z.t>07 
I S !V\.c...~ 
~ Date Name 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

,. 
··,,/··:· 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

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

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

1 

• 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: 

Tue.. C.on-\-ro..(iol'" w o__S I: e 1,LuYedL Tu pr od.u.. c e CL hf oc...lnllV-(1. 
.J 

-E:,)tplC\..rn,f\% ±be.. \Je~-e .. .+CU"l'on V'<)CA..rt~etneo·b Jbe__ bvcc.J1u.ve_ WCLS 

'bc;?ad Cl LL~u+\.\ b~ t+ WO-~ c\e..,uv~vee\ o_f:kr -the. exxl C)~ ±be 
co ltiYu.P±:, 

The. Cof\+ro.d-t)r WCl..S> \Je.-v'{ la.fe.. in C.ooop, ktJ% the. -Rr)O._.L ,·nvo,c,e J noi
--y.1oce<:>-s\V1:J tt u..V\-kl one \:\ea.x-- 0-f+e.r fvle.ffno..l&>nfro..c..:t-do.±e.. .. The ~·000,c-e__s 
weye c\-€...-\-oJ.. \-eel_ bu.:\: -the.. f, I na.J. WCI..> ve,y"l tcJ-e ~ 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name: Terra Terminal Building, 
Stillwater - Regulated Waste Removal 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90194 

CFMS Contract Number: 
AC\lo2 ,o 

Project Duration (Dates): . 

11 /16/06 - 2/8/07 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$52,642.57 

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: 
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 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

_;j -I.;/ -t) 7 
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. 90194 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Regulated Waste Removal 

Work Type Code /\ B 
S.P. 8214-99A T.H. 36 Location Terra Terminal Bldg - Stillwater 

Contractor Retrofit ~'{0h1~) IV') c.., 
Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 11/16/06 ; 2/8/07 · 7 /31/07 · 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 54,212.07 = Orig Cost:$ ____ + Amended Cost:$ ___ _ 

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/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. {:ost estitnation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

□ Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

' 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

'A 
y.. 

"' 
Total Points 2 5 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

/4~~~ 
(r DebJ;?hfNfngYsdi~ 3 /lo/ 6 7 

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 did a very good job managing the waste in a timely manner. 

The paperwork, especially section 2 for the final report was not up to past quality of this 

com~. 

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

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

Agency: 
DEPARTtvIENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation l .Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90122 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A93671 
Project Duration (Dates): 
09/21/06 - 01/12/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To establish precise North American Vertical Datum of 1988 heights in the area of the Height Modernization Project. 

HARN Observations for the Rochester District 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: I Source of Funding: 
NIA $98,000.00 Land Management 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, cosl,and, qm:i1,~ 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: · ·1·1s :'1::,,: .~, ,· ,,, , ···· • 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

.,;3 - I~ -ZJ 7 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 90122 

District/Office Rochester 

SP Number NA TH Number NA 

Contractor: Bolten & Menk Inc. 

Type of Work: HARN Observations 

Work Type Code SU 

Location __________ _ 

Subcontractor __________ _ 
.~4 

Subcontractor __________ _ 

Contract Period: 9/21/06 01/12/07 6/30/07 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

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

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

X 

K 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

;r-•.Total Points: 7) (.o (Maximum points~) 
f '\ . 
I \ 

~

~.l. U.\.,I,. r-;1-u..Ull.l\.l,:)U\V.l.J)\l 1\ • 't:-( 
~ \ _L, ·. ]._ _:, __.-z::--_ O' \ 

,-,-, .. Fl 
• I D •-ye:f•'" "'t: ate 

~,,j\ ' ),_ 0~ 

Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 
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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 Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Traffic ModelinQ TH 169/94 l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

82137W06 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A55214 
Project Duration (Dates): 
1 0/03 - 12/05 

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

The work in the contract is needed in the transportation projects' development process. The traffic modeling results are 
to be used to prepare Federal Highway Administration's Interstate Access Modification Requests (IAMR) for the above
mentioned projects. The project development process cannot be completed until the IAMR is approved. It is reasonable 
to use a contract for this purpose because the expertise needed to complete this work is only available in the consultant 
community. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
145'\ Contract: $120,677.72 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 

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

1~ .3 -1~~07 
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. 82137W06 

District/Office Metro -------

S.P. 2716-02 

Contractor SEH 

T.H. 169 

Type of work Traffic Modeling 

Work Type Code __ T---'S'-----

Location TH 169 & I-94 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 10/22/03 12/31/05 12/31/05 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $149,570.70 = Orig Cost: $100,072.55 + Amended Cost: $49,498.15 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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 progress reports tl/JJ I 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

management ✓ 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points XJ 
-'----

(~ximum points 3 6) 

~c~ger: 

• 7 

( Kevm Sommers ) 
'/3a/47 

Print Name Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
• Deliverables exceed standards. 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly . 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred . 
Contractor needs little or no direction . 
Contractor responsive to requests . 
Contractor suggests improvemel}ts . 

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: 

#3 rrn1 bebu - t',r-al 11'1\/Gi'CE subm±-fu-1 0 yeac o+'ter 
(l omp!drc, n 

:\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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
HNTB CORPORATION 

Project Name: 
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD 
DOCUMENTS - TH 52 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
83591Wll 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A70481 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/18/04 - 09/29/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
THE PURPOSE OF THIS COTNRACT IS TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE IN THE PREPARATION OF THE TH 52 I 
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENTS, TO ASSIST IN SHORTLISTING 
TEAMS, AND FOR ASSISTANCE WITH EVALUATION OF SUBMITTED PROPOSALS DURING THE 
CONTRACTOR SELECTION/PROCUREMENT PROCESS. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
2797 l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$419,134.95 
Source of Funding: 
BAP/STATE FUNDS 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

.3-/~ -c>7 
Date 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. _lr9048 l• 8 3~ft l W i \ 
{)re,i\ Im tY)CU1J ~s·,g h 

Type of Work _Design-Build Procurement 

District/Office __ 6 ___ _ 

SP Number 5508-84 TH Number 52 __ _ 

Contractor 

Subcontractor 

Subcontractor 

HNTB ---------
Terracon -----

------------

Work Type Code PD 
Location Oronoco 

Contract Period: 11/18/04 ___ ; _9/29/2006 ___ ; __ 9/30/2006. 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $419,134.95 __ = Orig Cost: $345,993.67_ + Amended Cost: $73,141.28_ 

Amended for: X Additional Work X Time Only Number of Amendments 2 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

~ =-1. 
Name ~ ~~ lb 

~~k 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

)(' 
· . . .. 

. . 

:x I 

. ... 

\ )( 

Total Points: 3 \ (Maximum points cj{J ) 

Contract Administrator~,, 

~~MD 
Name '3l '?'( 01 Date 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Beltrami Soil and Water Conservation District A5:,7 'l7 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
TH 197 Shoreline Veg. Management Plan 85432 · 

Project Duration (Dates): 
· Sept 29, 2003 to Dec 31, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Develop a shoreline vegetation management plan that included recommended vegetation replacement planting and 
maintenance methods. It was necessary to enter into a contract because MnDOT district staff was not able to work on 
this project during the time required. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
3,434 I Total Amount Spent .on Contract: 

$ 67,998.50 . 
Source of Funding: 
District 2 Consultant Allocation 

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 determined because the Beltrami SWCD works on a regular basis assisting the public and other 
governments with shoreline re-vegetation efforts. The SWCD is also aware of local natural resource issues as they relate 
to Lake Bemidji. ..,. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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!dM-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. 

Project Name: Terra Terminal Building, 
Stillwater - Regulated Waste Removal 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90194 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A C\lo2., o 

Project Duration (Dates): . 

11/16/06 - 2/8/07 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): · I Total Amount Spent o·n Contract: 
$52,642.57 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation I _Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90122 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A93671 
Project Duration (Dates): 
09/21/06 - 01/12/07 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
To establish precise North American Vertical Datum of 1988 heights in the area of the Height Modernization Project. 

HARN Observations for the Rochester District 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
NI A $98,000.00 Land Management 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, ,cost1~d;; :,1.{<.! P,:i ;;_-., , ...•. 

' overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: - .,..., ~; ;·-,,n . i~ 0:f .. ,;,,,. , .. ·. 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ov-er $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 a ong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A55214 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Traffic Modeling TH 169/94 82137W06 10/03 -12/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The work in the contract is needed in the transportation projects' development process. The traffic modeling results are 
to be used to prepare Federal Highway Administration's Interstate Access Modification Requests (IAMR) for the above
mentioned projects. The project development process cannot be completed until the IAMR is approved. It is reasonable 
to use a contract for this purpose because the expertise needed to complete this work is only available in the consultant 
community. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
145'\ Contract: $120,677.72 Trunk Highway 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency d~termined 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 oyerall 
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 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
HNTB CORPORATION 

Project Name: 
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD 
DOCUMENTS - TH 52 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
83591Wll 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A70481 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/18/04 - 09/29/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
THE PURPOSE OF THIS COTNRACT IS TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE IN THE PREPARATION OF THE TH 52 / 
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENTS, TO ASSIST IN SHORTLISTING 
TEAMS, AND FOR ASSISTANCE WITH EVALUATION OF SUBMITTED PROPOSALS DURING THE 
CONTRACTOR SELECTIONIPROCUREMENT PROCESS. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
2797 I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$419,134.95 
Source of Funding: 
BAP/STATE FUNDS 

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 

f!JJ_;r_J-L>/J4f:e~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Vendor Evaluation Form 

Jake Carson 

From: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2007 1 :21 PM 

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submiited by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, March 68, 2007 at 13:20:41 . 

_config: vendeval 
profect: Facilities Management Building Section Application Support 
id_partl: T79 
id_part2: 1450 
cfms: A66961 
vendor: Confluence International 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Glenn Heapy 
eval_date: 03/08/2007 -
purpose: To Cleanup some functional errors and add additional reports 
to facilitate usability. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 08/13/2004 
actual_date: 6/30/2005 
contract_cost: $24,898.00 
actual_cost: $24,898.00 
cost_effective: The department/State did not have the expertise or 
labor available to get this project done on time, as I understand. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 
engage_e: Easy to work with, Can do attitude, Reasonably skilled, low 
hourly rates 
comments: Responsible Contractor, I would hire them again with~ut a 
question. 

5/9/2007 

Page 1 of 1 



Vendor Evaluation Form 

Jake Carson 

From: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Sent: . Thursday, March 08, 2007 1 :16 PM 

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us. 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, March 08, 2007 at 13:15:37 

· _config: vendeval 

project: Facilities Management Building Section Application Support 
cfms: A66961 
vendor: Confluence International 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 

. evaluator: Glenn Heapy 
eval_date: 03/08/2007 

purpose: To Cleanup some functional errors and add additional reports 
to facilitate usability. 
accomplished: Yes 
actual_date: 6/30/2005 
contract_cost: $24,898.00 
actual_cost: $24,898.00 
cost_effective: The department/State did not have the expertise or 
labor available to get this project done on time, as I understand. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 

engage_e: Easy to work with, Can do attitude, Reasonably skilled, low 
hourly rates 
comments: Responsible Contractor, I would hire them again without a 
question. 

5/9/2007 

Page 1 of 1 



Vendor Evaluation Form 

Jake Carson 

From: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2007 1 :17 PM 

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 

Subject: Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Thursday, March 08, 2007 at 13:17),6 

_config: vendeval · 
project: Facilities Management Building Section Application Support . 
id_partl: T79 ' 

id_part2: 1450 
cfms: A66961 
vendor: Confluence International 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Glenn Heapy 
eval_date: 03/08/2007 
purpo_se: To Cleanup some functional errors and add additional reports 
to facilitate usability. 
accomplished: Yes 
actual_date: 6/30/2005 
contract_cost: $24,898.00 
actual_cost: $24,898.00 
cost_effective: The department/State did not have the expertise or 
labor available to get this project done on time, as I understand. 
amended: No 
terminated: No 
engage: Yes 
engage_e: Easy to work with, Can do attitude, Reasonably skilled, low 
hourly rates 
comments: Responsible Contractor, I would hire them again without a 
question. 

5/9/2007 

Page 1 of 1 



_RECE!VED 
Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ove1 $5 ~,CWi 1 2 2007 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to r, __ ··
1 

... _""'lt ~ervices~ Mail 
Stop 680, along wJth the approved final invoice. - u18{ .•,g; --·.!.. ~~ ,..":... ,;: ,,~ ~ 

\, •vL. VI 1 1 IL Vl.i ,v •VI" ,, ~ "- -, 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 

Project Name: 
2006 Towards Zero Death Conference 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89261 WO 28 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A92222 
Project Duration: August 7, 2006 to 
Decembe~ 1, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The Mn/DOT Office of Traffic, Security and Operations, in cooperation with the Minnesota Department of Public 
Safety Office of Traffic Safety, seeks the support of the University's Center for Transportation Studies (CTS) to plan and 
carry out the two-day Toward Zero Deaths Conference. The University's CTS will bring to bear skills ~n conference 
planning, management and outreach to deliver this workshop. 

The p~rpose 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. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$75,000.00 

Source of Funding: 
Federal 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 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 89zt_.J W 2..B 
District/Office T~~ c_ 
SP Number TH Number ----- ----

Contractor -L""'"'/4'-"-'-J""---'~'-=· .;.....,~--=£~/2Z'--, -'-"'W"-"-IJ.;:..:~~IL=--

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor___________ 'l 
Contract Period: ~ • 3 · O\,e l '2--)b 7 /41 /47 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 35: C()Q c.CJ = Orig Cost: $ 5" CC), + Amended Cost: $ 1' 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments --fl!,_ 

Item Rating Rating 
1 .. 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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. Con.tract adfuiriistratiori · 
· .... cooperation 

?OCosf e~timafi()ri/bµciget·• 
nian.agenienf 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

4-

Average 
3 Points 

3 

Total Points: 2°'. 
~¥om 2lslo7 

Name Date 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maxi~um points~ 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
STS Consultants, Ltd. 

Project Name: 
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 
Maintenance Sites 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88848 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A82467 
Project Duration (Dates): 
November 1, 2005 - January 27, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater,. petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazar.dous waste materials 
unexpectedly encountered at Mn/DOT's construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the 
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays and to avoid potential negative impacts to construction 
workers, the public or the environment. 

The conduct of this work through an outside contractor is cost effective for Mn/DOT because in spite of the most 
comprehensive pre-project investigations, unexpected contaminated materials may be encountered during construction. 
This Contract provides support ( excavation monitoring, sampling, analysis, safety monitoring, report writing, etc.) 
during these situations. Mn/DOT does not have personnel trained an on-call to do this work. It is most cost effective to 
hire an outside contractor for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
940 Hours I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$99,932.54 
Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway Funds 

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 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 

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 

Agreement No. :3· o~ '-l i Type of work ~, iq.-s-s-,~~/\~ {oY"' 
District/Office f== • /\j -------

,-_ j_ 
Work Type Code _c::. __ 

S.P. ____ _ T.H. ----- Location __ 8_±:: ...... v_'-_k_Lu_· _·'\_J_J_., ____ _ 
Contractor 5 T S A:c 'ti LL ; :;, ,· h c,y, Co , cl bo.._ S Ts Ce""' ';L-<.. ( fcw.h / L fol , 
Subcontractor __________ _ 

Subcontractor ____________ _ 

Contract Period: l'\JoV ' 2,o 0 (5 ,}2.. '-f-/o:f--; 7 / t:, I I O J 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Dafe 

Total Contract Cost: $ 9'19l'.f 7~5t;;;; Orig Cost: ft3fE,-f. J J + Amended Cost: $ 0 • 4':-\ 

Am.ended cost for: --- Overrun (:)Additional Work Number of Amendments J_ 

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. . Iny9.i~~s arid progress reports 

9. Cost est~ation/budget .. 
management . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

~ -~ ~a)J!_Q~ 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 
)( 

·~ 
X 

,.·: •1 •• 

,:1 ... 'i· 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2Points 

X 
X 

·: ){., 
... '·. 

:: _1:: 
. . 

.. 

x_.,;·, •: . . . 

~ 
Total Points _6_\ _ 
(Maximum points 36) 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
~top 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. 

Project Name: 
I3 5W /TH 62 Crosstown I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89179 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A ~4qs\ 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1/5/06 - 1/16/07 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 65,619.68 

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: 
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 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 

_g. 4>-IJ 7 



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. 89179 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Oversight 

Work Type Code A B 
S.P. 2782-281 T.H. I35W/TH 62 Location Crosstown 

· Contractor Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 1/5/06 ; 1/16/07 · 1/31/07 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 65,619.68 = Orig Cost:$ ____ + Amended Cost:$ ___ _ 

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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

1. Corifractadmiriisfratfori ............... ... . .... · coor,eratfon. 
8 .• J.1ivqices and.pr.ogtesS r¢ports 

9. • Co.st• ~stimation/budget 
rhan.age111ent .. 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

,, / c'1 
·'2,:· J .,. P_roject~~er; 

//'lif6 -
/ . - / 

( Mark Y_ogel ) ~ 
PrmtName 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Rating 

-------------"T"-----------11 
Above 

Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 2 'l 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

;!)~~ 2./2,1/07 
cDe.,bbie_ 0~ 

Print Name 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERISTY OF MINNESOTA A76573 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
MnROAD Lessons Learned -Synthesis 81655, WO 175 JUNE 20, 2005-FEBRUARY 16, 2007 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this research was to formally review 1) MnROAD's accomplishments thus far; 2) how Mn ROAD has 
contributed to reserach in pavements and 3) the indirect effects of MnROAD on the pavement community in general. 
To accomplish this review, the research will survey and summarize significant research at MnROAD while accounting 
for other less-known or unaccounted for research incorporating MnROAD data. The research will also assess 
MnROAD's operations over the past decade relative to its initial research objectives and will briefly propose future 
objectives as the MnROAD facility moves into its second decade of operation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA I Total Amount Spent on 

Contract: $57,500.00 
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: 

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 

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, WO 175 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code t6' 
S.P. NA T.H. NA Location Statewide · 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor -----------
Sub contractor -----------
Contract Period: June 20, 2005; 

Work Start Date 
February 15, 2007; 
Work Completion Date 

May 31, 2007 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $57,500.00 = Orig Cost: $57,500.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun 

Item Rating 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 - )\ CV)e_ 

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 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

_B_e_n_ja_m_in_W_o_re~l ___ 2_/27/07 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 2- B 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

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 . 

• 
Average 

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: 
Derek and Lev did the task as requested - no problems. 



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 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Capacity expansion in the Twin Cities: 
The roads-transit balance. 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

81655, WO113 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A92846/A58008 
Project Duration (Dates): 
FEBRUARY 2, 2004 -

DECEMBER31, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This project built on previous work by the researchers (Davis and Sanderson 2001) that solved a network design 
problem for the Twin Cities, but that work will be extended to include transit and incorporate more standard travel 
demand model procedures that are used in the Twin Cities. After preparing data files to run the regional model and 
adapting the model to incorporate candidate solution methods and reworking sub-models of the regional travel model as 
necessary (the assignment will likely need to be translated into a stochastic user equilibrium to take advantage of some 
numerical characteristics) the adapted regional model will then be used to solve the multimodal network design problem 
to provide a lower bound of how much and what mix of transit and roadway investments would be required to 
accommodate forecast travel demand in the Twin Cities. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $50,100.00 

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: 

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 

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

Date 

7- 7 



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. 

Agreement No. 81655, WO 113 

District/Office Investment Management 

S.P. 88016 00583 T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor ----------
5 u b contractor ____ ,---z_..------

Type of work Research 

,Work Type Code 12.f::
Location Statewide 

Contract Period: February)(, 2004; December 31, 2006; December 31, 2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $50,100.00 = Orig Cost: $50,100.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: □ Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 3-TI m C... 

Item Rating· 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

4 

4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements , 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

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

management 

Abov~ 
Average 
4 Points 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

3 

Rating 

Average 
3 Points 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 3d-
(Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

___ 23 lii,Ja. Z:molt 1(b'"? \ -Zl / D 
7 Q, 13 JJ11w n-i/~id · · 

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 . 

• 
Average 

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: 
The project took so long to complete, mainly due to Mn/DOT's change in administration. 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A67290 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
The Safety of Pedestrian and Bicycle August 31, 2004 -
Travel in Minnesota: Inventory, Analysis 81655, WO 134 January 31, 2007 
and Prospectus 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This research aimed to advance the state of the knowledge of bicycle and pedestrian safety in Minnesota by 
analyzing available data and suggesting best practices for future planning. It will determine how agencies and 
municipalities collect crash data and how it is categorized. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $69,973.00 

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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

/-11-t>7 
Date 



CONSULT ANT 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 134 

District/Office Investment Management 

S.P. 88016 00673 T.H. NA 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor -----------
Sub contractor -----------

Type of work Research 

Work Type Code 2,t 
Location Statewide 

Contract Period: August 31, 2004; January 31, 2007; January 31, 2oof:>'--., 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date · · · 

Total Contract Cost: $69,973.00 = Orig Cost: $69,973.00 + Amended Cost:·$o_· 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 --\-1 rr,e_ 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality 4 

2. Work Performance 4 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 4 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 4 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

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

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

_Darryl Anderson _________ _ 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 

..., 
5 

3 

3 

3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points 3'3 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Minnesota 

Project Name: 
2006 Towards Zero Death Conference 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89261 WO 28 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A92222 
Project Duration: August 7, 2006 to 
December 1, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The Mn/DOT Office of Traffic, Security and Operations, in cooperation.with the Minnesota Department of Public 
Safety Office of Traffic Safety, seeks the support of the University's Center for Transportation Studies (CTS) to plan and 
carry out the two-day Toward Zero Deaths Conference. The University's CTS will bring to bear skills ~n conference 
planning, management and outreach tq deliver this workshop. 

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. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$75,000.00 

· Source of Funding: 
Federal 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 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
STS Consultants, Ltd. 

Project Name: 
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 
Maintenance Sites 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88848 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A82467 
Project Duration (Dates): 
November 1, 2005 - January 27, 2007 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to Mn/DOT in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater,. petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials 
unexpectedly encountered at Mn/DOT's construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the 
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays and to avoid potential negative impacts to construction 
workers; the public or the environment. 

The conduct of this work through an outside contractor is cost effective for Mn/DOT because in spite of the most 
comprehensive pre-project investigations, unexpected contaminated materials may be encountered during construction. 
This Contract provides support ( excavation monitoring, sampling, analysis, safety monitoring, report writing, etc.) 
during these situations. Mn/DOT does not have personnel trained an on-call to do this work. It is most cost effective to 
hire an outside contractor for this type of work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
940 Hours I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$99,932.54 . 

Source of Funding: 
Trunk Highway Funds 

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 CONSULT ANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, 112 Admin 
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680 
File . . 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. 
Project Name: 
I35W/TH 62 Crosstown I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

89179 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A ~LlqS\ 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1/5/06 - 1/16/07 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 65,619.68 

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: 
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 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERISTY OF MINNESOTA A76573 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
MnROAD Lessons Learned -Synthesis 81655, WO 175 JUNE 20, 2005--FEBRUARY 16, 2007 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this research was to formally review 1) MnROAD's accomplishments thus far; 2) how Mn ROAD has 
contributed to reserach in pavements and 3) the indirect effects of MnROAD on the pavement community in general. 
To accomplish this review, the research will survey and summarize significant research at MnROAD while accounting . 
for other less-known or unaccounted for research incorporating MnROAD data. The research will also assess 
MnROAD's operations over the past decade relative to its initial research objectives and will briefly propose future 
objectives as the MnROAD facility moves into its second decade of operation. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
NA I Total Amount Spent on 

Contract: $57,500.00 
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: 

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 

(!/tM:,U-:f/Jv-l!ffe~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

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: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Capacity expansion in the Twin Cities: 
The roads-transit balance. 81655, WO113 

CFMS Contract Number: · 
A92846/A58008 
Project Duration (Dates): 
FEBRUARY 2, 2004 -

DECEMBER31, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

rhis project built on previous work by the researchers (Davis and Sanderson 2001) that solved a network design 
problem for the Twin Cities, but that work will be extended to include transit and incorporate more standard travel 
demand model procedures that are used in the Twin Cities. After preparing data files to run the regional model and 
.adapting the model to incorporate candidate solution methods and reworking sub-models of the regional travel model as 
necessary (the assignment will likely need to be translated into a stochastic user equilibrium to take advantage of some 
numerical characteristics) the adapted regional model will then be used to solve the multimodal network design problem 
to provide a lower bound of how much and what mix of transit and roadway investments would be required to 
accommodate forecast travel demand in the Twin Cities. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $50,100.00 

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: 

NA 

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

/i ( ' 
( :~//' rl.. fi_j) ."-1~·· )/1 ~ /J~£i-~ 
I ·"" ~ v'° l .... I..,-, -/::::!''_[_,,-' 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/CommTssioner 

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

?-, J ,,7·- 0 7 
~~ ~ 

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, M.iil Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
University of Mirmesota 
Project Name (if applicable): 
Developing ITS to Serve Diverse 
Populations 

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
81655, WO 99 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A60215 
Project Duration (Dates): 
4/1/2004 to 11/30/2006 

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

The research objectiv~ is to identify gaps between the emerging needs and existing services, and to propose 
ways of using technology to bridge the gap. 

We will continue efforts to understand the needs of non-auto-driving groups and propose technological and 
institutional innovations that will facilitate the adoption of ITS technologies that will improve the transportation 
services available to these groups. In particular, we will work with a number of organizations that currently or plan 
to provide the following services to evaluate some of the software and related institutional innovations that prior 
research has identified as necessary for the types of coordination that would be necessary in a larger scale, more 
flexible system. The services to be evaluated are: community-based transit (or paratransit), car sharing, road 
pricing and Advanced Traveler Information Systems (ATIS) 

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $ 714,650.00 

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: 
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 

f!au.L 't'JI) ~ jr !1--U _ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Com n'Ttssioner 

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

Date 
~-~1-a7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 81655 WO 99 

District/Office Traffic, Safety and Ops 

TypeofWork :Rebt!-f>..K(.,h 
Work Type Code __ _ 

Location SP Number ____ _ TH Number ___ _ -----------
Contractor University of Minnesota, Sponsored Projects Administration 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: April 1, 2004; 

Work Start Date 
November 30, 2005; November 30, 2005 
Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $714,650.00 = Orig Cost: $714,650.00 + Amended Cost: $ -----

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

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

Pro~ ct M.la~ r: f ~-
Kenneth Buckeye 
Name Date 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

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

✓ 

✓ 

/ 
✓ 
✓ 

, 

' 
~ 

Total Points: _(Maximum points 36) · 

Coin act Admiiy~trator: 

('., _ Ji_ 11 £lu.J,uu 
- I 

Susan Sheehan 
Name 

2/12/07 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



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 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: 

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. 

Project Name: 
Terra Terminal Bldg - Stillwater I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90193 

CFMS Contract Number: 
AC\<o-Z.01 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/16/4,0- 1/24/07 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 93,685.83 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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. 90193 

District/Office Metro 

S.P. 8214-99A 

Contractor 

Subcontractor 

Type of work Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code AB 
T.H. 36 -------

------------
Subcontractor ------------

Amended cost for: D 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 

1•~ •:•Contract admimsfratfori;; u •, • '· · • · · 
•:n:•888•• btriH6Ji•••<••"··· 

9. • • • Go~t ~$~iµ1a.tion!ljti4get ·· 
· · · • • · . management·• 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

Rating. 

Below 
Average . Average Poor 
3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

X 

X 

X 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points 33 
(Maximum points 36) 

.•z.-D1 
.tz_:I project Manage · ,;7 ~ 

ar ogel ) 
Print Name 

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



C 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 nieet requirements or 

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

Comments: Very good job getting done early winter. VCI changed schedules to meet the 

deadlines of other contractors. 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Inc. 
Project Name: 
Asbestos Abatement TH610 Dump Site I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90257 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95016 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/17 /06 - 2/02/07 

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

To meet MPCA/MDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos 
containing materials cleanup at the TH 610 dump in Brooklyn Park. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise 
and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish building for road construction. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 100;000.00 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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. 90257~ ~ 

District/Office Metro ------
S.P._2...;...77;....;;;;1--"--9---'02=-

Contractor VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 10/17 /06 2/2/07 7 /31/07 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 100,000.00 = Orig Cost$ 42,495.14 + Amended Cost:$ 57,504.86 

Amended cost for: D Overrun X 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/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7.. • Cbnfract •administration•••··· 
•••I••<ioopef~tipri•::•••:•·•••·•·•···•···'·· 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Average· 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Total Points 21 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

~~JiJ 2/1s/07 
( })ebb1t Forsc,,\1aj · 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Irie. 

Project Name: 
Asbestos Abatement TH610 Dump Site I Mn/DOT Co.ntract No.: 

90257 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A95016 
Project Duration (Dates): 
10/17 /06 - 2/02/07 

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

To meet MPCAIMDH/OSHA requirements/regulations and minimize Mn/DOT liability for the abatement of asbestos 
containing materials cleanup at the TH 610 dump in Brooklyn Park. Mn/DOT personnel do not have the expertise 
and/or certifications required for this type of work. Mn/DOT needed to demolish building for road construction. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
. $ 100;000.00 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional(Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. 

Project Name: 
Terra Terminal Bldg - Stillwater I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

90193 

CFMS Contract Number: 
AC\ <o-Z.01 

Project Duration (Dates): 
11/16/4',- 1/24/07 

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

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

· Bill~ble Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 93,685.83 

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

) 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A- 96817 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90501 Project Duration (Dates): 12/18/06 to 02/02/07 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

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

The Purpose of this contract was for the Contractor to complete Aero-Triangulation, compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain Model for this project. 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 12, (West County line to Jct. of TH 22) /Project number 4704-47, in 
District 8. 

"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: $64,450.00 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 . 

. /v-Ci=?dd-- µ-4;y\,~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

oz/9/CJ? 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. C/0/iQ / 
District/Office D- 8 
SP Number lj. 70?( _Cf 7 TH Number _,_/...,,__J __ 

Contractor· /Y C:<,rt, 'i-, e.9:- Coe{). 
Subcontractor -----------

Type of Work p/201/afJcc. mtwfc C /-{c:f f 10 
Work Type Code IO. I mp V 

Location 141e,cf a: l, la e. I? 3.cf. ~ . 
A,;·-·•,(. lJ '.,~-If\ :,) V > '° ; , /c',?i~i;\ . 

l~ . ~~, 
Subcontractor --- • t,-"';:... \;: -:<:) ----------- ~; ,,' ::::, 
Contract Period: ('2 - / 8 ~- 0 f:, /._ - 2 - 0 L ; 17· - 1 \ 0 e OH\'·., ,:.'.) 

. Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date '{?\. ,_·?) 
Total Contract Cost: $ (;, ¼ '(So ,...--;;. Orig COst: $ (:/-( Y 1 (J ,----- + Amended Cost: $ d, "~c,;:,; , . "ct'ti:Y! 
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments ,.:i::,{(~?J]}:._<~:~"

7 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager . 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

l. Product Quality 

2. Work Perfonnance 

3. Confonnance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

J 

J 

Average 
3 Points 

J 

J. 

,J 

J 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 ) (Maximum points3-h_} 

ProjectManager: r;·c/Ontr A .. ator: . // . )' 
(Y\',\~-c_. 3\«~\~ ~-9-o') --~ 

Name Date ame Dat 

--;?·J ... • IL1 E 1-1 /2-T/f;/-I /l--1 c-1--/ ;e_. If N 
P/p?' // ·2 -'?-OZ 

Note: ~atini'ofbelow average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



r 

~ ~------ - -_.,........--_ 

Report on Pr.ofessional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A- 96817 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement No. 90501 Project Duration (Dates): 12/18/06 to 02/02/07 

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 Ter~aiD. Model for this project · -

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH 12, (West County line to Jct. of TH 22) I Project number 4704-47, in 
District 8. 

"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: $64,450.00 I Source of Funding: Consultant Mapp_ing 

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. 

/_;r--Ci=?d,d- l,UJ~ ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

oz/9/tJ7 
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 Section1 Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Group1 Inc. A76484 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Collar County Travel Demand Modeling 86528 6/05 - 12/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Develop travel demand forecast model to forecast travel demand in counties adjacent to the seven county twin 
cities area. Model will be used in corridor studies, project planning studies and project environmental 
analyses. 

Expertise required to develop travel demand models does not exist in house. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

LfSIS-0 I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: · $466,220.43 

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 

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

Date 
~- ,-~1 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

ContractNo. ~~/5-y TypeofWork ffa1i17;heJ! 
District/Office/0Zf D · _ Work Type Code ff TS / _,r.; '"TJD~;'t;,. 
SP Number Nit TH Number /VA Location Ot '5 f It "cf Wt cli:;/' - , / --~~}, s~ ,J 1~ :{)/- ·\:.\ 
Contractor , /\. _ 1,-., ,.- ,..~ 

Subcontractor Ct1-1n tf n° L:1,. e .f v:/er,._ al'.-c S ~~:[ ~,~ lt/4 I I/ f1 r 7:£. #/ • J :~-,.::.., (Ohit:, ... . ·,:•./ I 

Subcontractor ,'t?,-.rne l It e. ~eS~t[ fc, \:> . ··-U, .• ~,:-q 5b~\~ t~:~y 

ContractPeriod:&·,~/~--or ; /l-28--ot ; /;Z--3/·-0t '<z,j_,,>r- _,\~~::)Y 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date --~\// /;el r \ 'f\_;::'f 

Total Contract Cost:$ ,'u$ JS :f:tf Orig Cost: $;ii'( J)J, 'tT ,KAmended Cost:$ "i./f! / J J. f:f·"' 
- bb • CJ q· I 
Amended for: ~ Over¼h 'J 3 ,~ll!l! Worlji ~ Time Only Number of Amendments / 

f Cf e.C/ I£' --

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standatds/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7; .C.°,~~ayfa1rninistration 
coo_Qeratiqn: 

8. -TrxyoicesJllld progt~ssJep6rt$/ 

9:., ...• <p()$t._-.,~§tjrµ~tigzjlbudg~t 
manag~ment 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

·X 

Average 
3 Points 

X 
x· 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3.(;l (Maximum points~ 

Conf'"J~d 

/-:J..6 -o,,? 
Date Na 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. 
• Prnj ect 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: 

&y- df- ta_ fje_ CO I/ U-cu 1 a In O l{ Ii I 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



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 Section1 Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): St. Croix River I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Crossing Supplemental Environmental 83355 
lmQact Statement 

CFMS Contract Number: A43840 

Project Duration (Dates): December 31, 
2002 to July, 31, 2006 

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide completion of the preliminary design portion of the project, including the 
amended scoping decision document, supplemental draft Environmental Impact Statement, layout and study report for 
the proposed St. Croix River crossing near Stillwater. 

It was necessary to enter into a contract because personnel with the necessary expertise were unavailable to deliver this 
project on the time schedule identified. 

Billable Hours (if 
applicable): 37,374.3 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: $2,947,577.81 
(shared equally by Mn/DOT and Wisconsin DOT) 

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: 

There were numerous delays imposed on this project due to political considerations, environmental objections and other 
concerns. This impasse stemmed from a lack of federal funding for the proposed solutions and because the federal, state 
and local agencies couldn't agree on which solution to approve for the historic Stillwater lift bridge. 

Because of the delays in the project, some changes within the scope of work occurred. It is likely most of these changes 
would not have been necessary had it been possible to complete the project within the original timeframe. Changes 
included modifying the years modeled for traffic operations, noise and air quality analysis; determining land use impacts 
based upon population and growth projections resulting from the 2000 census; social, relocation and economic impacts 
based on a new Wisconsin terminus and revisions from Osgood A venue to Trunk Highway 5 on the Minnesota side; 
updating the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement to reflect changes in the project; and assisting 
Mn/DOT and Wis/DOT in permit applications resulting from the project changes. 

This project was expected to be included as one of seven major nationwide highway projects that that the federal 
government would accelerate through a fast-track environmental process. Therefore, time was of the essence in 
completing the needed work in order to qualify for federal assistance. 

The purpose of the above explanations is to illustrate that much of the work of the new agreement will build upon 
previous preliminary work done by SRF. If the work needed to complete the project was awarded to a new consultant, 
there would have been a considerable amount of re-work, resulting in significant additional time and costs to the states. 

SRF was completely familiar with all work done to date, including the alternative concepts developed by Richard Braun, 
an independent third party, had all project files on hand and was prepared to immediately begin work upon award of a 
contract to complete the preliminary design portion of the St. Croix River crossing as quickly and efficiently as possible. 

Due to the highly-charged political controversy surrounding this project, switching to a new contractor less familiar with 
the project at this late point could have upset the various interest groups and further exacerbated the political situation. 



( 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

~-t-~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. 83355 

District/Office Metro 

Type of work Preliminary design, supplemental final EIS 

------ Work Type Code fO 

.• .. c' ;rz;r":t7:;:':'l\ 
·~1 F-\ 

S.P. 8214-114 T.H. 36 Location T.H. 5 to St. Croix River 

Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Subcontractor Studio Z ----~---
Subcontractor Travel Demand Forecast review Qanel 

7~ 
\..)'J, 

.. . er,~ 
_,;t' "-11 

'i ::L) 

Subcontractor Archaeolowal subconsultant 
,~riv. c>!J 

('.{7 
"-' •"\~·.,. ,.,.".~. 

:{,,,,;, "· . "'·\' \\; ;j,/ 
··.,:,::.. y' ('i 1-1 .~\ I . "r "-..;_' t ., 1 if 1· ~ ,, :....,;JY 

~~~~D::~~ 

Subcontractor Economic Development Research Group 

Contract Period: December 31, 2002; July 31, 2006; December 31, 2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $2,947,577.81 (Mn/DOT portion $1,473,788.91) = Orig Cost: $926,627.31 

+ Amended Cost: $2,020,950.50 

Amended cost for:· ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments _6~-

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: 

~~ (tytiiamrij 
Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

y 
x 
X 
>c 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

Total Points 3 ~ 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contract. Administrator: / / 

CJ,;~~ //2-'f/O? 
( MarkH~ ) . 

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: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-94842 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90265 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 numerous Districts & 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. Total Contract Amount: $59,875.00 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. 

CarolMolnau~ o~ 

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

Date 

,;).-()fl -o l 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 10:J. Gs 
District/Office N (A /th e, ~()q -S 

Type of Work /k, r,'c(}__ f lJ:oj_r<>L~ ~ 
Work Type Code / () ~ J CJ er 

C 

SP Number l\fv\ VVl e CQ 4.j TH Number N ~ rvt e (pl.{~ 

C ~ ~2z . ~ ontractor ~,'.DC c ~2n ,I In C . . 

Location ALL D,\i+-1 
Subcontractor .,------'-----------
Subcontractor 

Contract Period-:-/ 0---L-t:.:>-.d-✓-(;,-. _;_Q_ <2--C-, )__ i JJ b ; '( - 1 f = 0 ']: 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $,5~ f57 5 ,,....---~ Orig Cost: $57,8'(5 '+ Amended Cost: $__,f'+'---
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

l. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

.... r er 
;.,~ ~-,...-7\ 

/, -~-4'~31--
Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

v· 
✓ 

Average 
3 Points 

.L 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 3 J (Maximum points~ 

~ 

Name 

) 

c?----4-67 fL1 c l-1-~% II f--16t,-f-J2A-N 
z_r__( --o? 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



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

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

$50,000.00. 

( 

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 90205 

CFMS Contract Number: A-94580 

Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/06 to 01/31/07 

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

·, 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk Highway 32/10, (from Hawley to Norman County line), in District 
4. Project number 1403-24. 

"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: $97,875.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping 

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

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

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

No. 

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

Please see the attached evaluation form. 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 
~-IJ,-~7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. Cj(}:) Q 5 
District/Office \':) ==4· 
SP Number /L(t)__s - ?/-( TH Numbe~ 32 / ( 0 

Contractor ,/\acc2 /\.J\.e__.\c-r--,·'o_ \_"" c.. , 

Subcontractor ----------
. Subcontractor -----------

Type of Work hl A~ ==e-:±r. . (__ µ/;{_r p /1 

iyl} 
WorkTypeCode /(),,/ mP u 
Location t= rov,V\ \.A,w tz;1 i c1 No ('i'vi_ ti( V\ ~ , 

. l.l I-'\ e._ • 

Con tract Period: to --2v -ol- ; l -- 11 --O 7; 1? -· 3 l -07? 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ qz 8 7:5/= Orig Cost: $ 9Z,f//{.5 ~+Amended Cost: $_<f_· __ _ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Nu:mber of Amendments 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
I 

Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality / 'I.-

2. Work Performance ~/ 
IV 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
i/ Standards/Reguirements -

4. Deliverables Complete and / 
on time \r 

5. Project related cooperation ./ 
6. QA/QC plan conformance v 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 3 (Maximum points ¼J 

~/-
Name Date ~ 
fV/ t:!✓1277-J-SH Hcf--({Z_Ar 

. 1-- 5 --07 . 

~-~~ ect Manag:r: _,. .. . ., ,·,, 
'j~ " I V ; I '-... .. -1_ -
F,-z ..-..-·Vl,A. i /'. .,,.;-~ .. / _-_'-. 

Name ,r / i . bate ., r, " i, e . ' d . ' .,,'\ I l)'1~ q'- / ){ V\ • ,.,,v ·~, r ~-:, ;"'" 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



( 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 
Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

~gency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Florin Cultural Resources 
!Project Name: 
!Phase II Archaeological and Phase I 
Geomorphological investigation 

!Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88835 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A82299 

!Project Duration (Dates): 
10/05-12/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
[An undertakings receiving federal money must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended. No money will be released from FHWA or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT 
can document compliance with the federal law and its implementing regulations. The Cultural Resources Unit 
determined a Phase II archaeological study and Phase I geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of 
lthe upgrade of TH 65 to cultural resources discovered· during the Phase I archaeological investigation of the proposed 
corridor. · 
Professionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 inust meet the Secretary of the Interior's qualifications 
standards at 36 CFR 61. The Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit staff meet these professional qualifications standards; 

~

owever, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining current workloads 
eviewing all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations. Mn/DOT Cultural 
esources Unit and Consultant Services staff have expended a great deal of time and effort in developing a pre-qualified 

consultant program so that a pool of qualified consultants able to perform this type of work are identified and available. 

tBillable Hours (if applicable): !Total Amount Spent on Contract: 1source of Funding: 
$82,680.00 80% FHWA and 20% District 3 

!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_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Adm.in 
J. Brunner, MS 680 

File 

~-CJ~-o 7 
!Date 

cl { 

. ,• , 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 88835 - - Type ofWork_P II Archaeological and Phase I 
Geomorphological Investigation 
District/Office 3 ------ Work Type Code_ CR __ _ 
SP Number 3004-55 _ ____,,=--- TH Number 65 
Contractor _Florin Culturaltesources - ---

Location _ Isanti County 

Subcontractor_ StrataMorph __________ _ 
Subcontractor 
Contract Perio-d:_10_ffl ___ o_0_5______ _ 7 /31/2006 __ ; 12/31/2006 __ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 
Total Contract Cost:$ 82,680 = Orig Cost:$ 82680.00 + Amended Cost:$ I 

Only 1' ents [/) 

Item Rating Rating I' 

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

Above Below 
· Average Average Average Poor 

4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 
L Product Quality 3 )(. 
2. Work Performance 4 'I-
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3 )!. 

Standards/Requirements 
14. Deliverables Complete and 14 

~ on time 
5. Project related cooperation 4 ~ 
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 X 
7. Contract administration >· cooperation 
8. Invoices and progress reports ~ 
9. Cost estimation/budget 

~ management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: So (Maximum points~ 

Project Manager: 
Teresa Martin 1/26/07 ----

Name Date 

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. 



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 TRANSP.ORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
EnecoTech Midwest, Inc. A86805 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Phase I ESA & Drilling Investigation 88021 5/4/05 to 6/30/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to obtain information about the locations of known and potential contaminated 
properties and to drill and sample suspect properties to identify the presence and magnitude of contaminated soil and 
groundwater. The presence of contaminated properties is a concern in the development of highway projects because of 
potential liabilities associated with ownership of such properties, potential cleanup costs, and safety concerns 
associated with construction personnel encountering unsuspected wastes or contaminated soil or groundwater. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Contract Amount: I So~e of Fun?ing: 
$71,454.00 1 ru.nK. Hi C-\.hwllv 

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

Phase I Environmental Site Assessments require specific expertise in recognizing historic land uses that could 
contaminate soil or groundwater, and an extensively documented report. Drilling Investigations require knowledge and 
experience in dealing properly with contaminated soil and groundwater that is encountered while completing 
an investigation of a potentially contaminated property. There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA that 
have the knowledge to do this work, but they do not have substantial experience, and are not available to complete 
these projects. It would not be cost effective to the state to hire and train staff to complete this specialized work. 

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

c:l-~<.,-Dt 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

ContractNo. SnD2 l TypeofWork Pl'Lll~_Q__r: E,S6 ~ D1""illrVLj 
District/Office 4: Work Type Code E I._ . .t' i,.,__ V' 

SP Number 05 O \ -Lf { TH Number l O Location J).e .. fvv{ f- L(Lke_;s 
Contractor Enec.o T e.c_h Mt' d w e.~-t) -rn (_ . ' 
Subcontractor ----------
Subcontractor 
Contract Perio-d: -5-/ Y_/_C)_5 ____ ;_·_3 / f L/ / 0 ~ ; ~ / ~ 0 /CJ~ 

Work Start Date Work Co~pletion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 'l \ > L\ 5 4 • OC1: Orig Co.st: $ _____ + Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item. Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Reguirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperati.on 

6. QA/QC plan confonnance 

7> ~:Contracfa<lriiiiifatration , 
:?::'. 6°o6p~r,atio~ ,\; />. :;.·.. . :>" . 
.~r.··Ji,W9ic~~·}g14·Br~efes.s ;repqfts.,:· 
~/ Co,sf¢sfimati9h/budg~t .. 
'. - '::,:. ,,';:'<. · __ .;'.;',.:,:"t' .·', ' 

.managem.~n · 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

= 
)( 

X 
X 

X-
;< 

>( 

X 
:l.' 
'A 

Average 
3 Points 

-:: 

Rating 

. ; ~ 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

·' ,.,. ' 

Poor· 
lPoint 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 lo (Maximum point'3(o . ) 

· ct Manager: 

-4--.......,_.,__,_-"""-'-4-.J..,..._.;::~~-=Q_, //'<io/c7 
~ 
~ 
Name 

~/o+-
Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
STS Consultants A61348 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated Materials Emerg. Assist. 86562 6/8/04 to 9/30/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials 
unexpectedly encountered at the State's construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the 
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays, and to avoid potential negative impacts to 
construction workers, the public or the environment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: 78,419.62 

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 

f!M . 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co~ 

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. ~ ls; ~(o ~ Type of Work _5=· ;;.i...1\"---'--'--4-=~---__,__...c...S S=-c'..--.:.;;kvv1 Gt-> 

District/Office ___,c:==--N ___ _ Work Type Code C.C,,,J;_ ~ p_~_J~d 5 

SP Number tJLu.,Lh p)L TH Number __ _ 

Contractor ~ 15 C. on'::, (.J...,\ + QX"\f'S 
Location Sfa:J-ew·~:l,_, 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
Con tract Period: (o / ~ j D :( 7 J 30 { c, 5 q { 3C { 0 5 

Wotk Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ tJ 21 ~LI 8 ·:> i Orig Cost: $ _____ +Amended Cost: $ ____ _ 

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

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 , 
?_ . &obp~i-ati8rtx:; ; x •· · · 

~•- Costestin1atio 
. : .. management' . 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

_ Project Managp 

'1Je'w41 1Jjy__ 
Name · 

l/3D/07 
(Date I 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

>( 

X 
X 

X 

Average 
.3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: '31ii: (Maximum poi~ --=._J 

~~Con'---· --"""--dm-=-in------·s a-tor:_· _O t/_?, ,(o+ 
Name Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

]:ht 9-0D:> 0v L ~ d ,~cf \f\-Dt i' vui, 0& fuJ fu 0-1~ 

j VI, \JDHJL ltJa-3. ~ / DO ':)o ~rlgj.e ) \11 lrD) · U> ]7,i I 5 . 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contra~ts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. 

Project Name: 
Hutchinson Building Demolitions 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A S557 I 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1/30/0 eo - to /c.t I ore, 

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

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total AmQunt Spent on Contract: 
$78,797.16 

Source of Funding: 
Dist 8 Consultant Allocation 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~J.l~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



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. 89249 

District/Office Dist 8 

S.P. 4302-441 

Type of work Asbestos Abatement 

Work Type Code AB 
T.H. 7/15/22 Location Hutchinson 

Contractor VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Sub contractor ------------
Contract Period: 1/30/06 6/29/06 ; 7 /31/06 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost:$ 78,797.16 = Orig Cost:$ ____ + Am.ended Cost:$ ___ _ 

Amended cost for: D Overrun 0 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; lrly()i ces and• P!o gress reports • • · 

9.. • COst. esti111atio11/l:n:tdget 
• management 

· Contractor's rating for this contract: 

i.,; 0 ·1 
,.,.,..2.,, Project M~.~ag~r:~-::? . 

~::~~~~2~~:~-:::~~~::-:;:;;;i? // 
( Mark Vogel ~:-5., •• ;;::;:::::::.--/ Z~'1 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

)C 

y.. 

y. 

Total Points 2 7 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Contract Administrator: 

f1L& ·?f<soej1/u;.;:) 
I 

( l:ebhle_ For'f£heA 
'":PnntName 

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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: 
Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation 

Project Name: 
Regulated Waste Removal, SP 4302-44 I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88126. _ 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A7,2.c,,2-

Project Duration (Dates): 
7/18/05 - 7/30/06 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$96,000.00 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this fonn 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. 881261 

District/Office Dist 8 

Type of work Regulated Waste Removal 

Work Type Code A 6 
S.P. 4302-44 T.H. 7 /15/22 Location Hutchinson 

Contractor Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: 7 /18/05 ; 7 /31/06 ; 7 /30/06 

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 96,000.00 = Orig Cost:·$ + Amended Cost: $ --- -----
Amended cost for: 0 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 . 
.. coo 

9 .. Cost·estimatfon/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

□ Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

X 

X 

Total Points ci l 
(Maximum points 36) 

Poor 
1 Point 

X 

X 

X 

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 perfonns beyond expectations . 
Deliverables exceed standards . 
Project Manage is infonned 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: 
Please see attached, we had some problems on this job, this company is looking better on some 

recent jobs. Mn/DOT did not get possession on the buildings on schedule making it a challenge 

or them to do the work. 

:\user\consult\fonns\evaluation.898 



From: Mark Vogel 
To: Amy Buckley; sgross@ihscorporation.co~; 
thuber@ihscorporation.com 
Date: 7/31/06 10:34AM 
Subject: Hutch, 7/25, HW Drum PU 

Hello, I was on-site last Tuesday when Heritage Picked up the drum. A couple 
items of concern: 

- No secondary containment for drum. This is a requirement by the MPCA. 
- Label facing wall, the "Under Evaluation" label was ori. the wall side, it 

should have been facing out for everyone to see. This is a requirement by the 
MPCA. 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Brian Kamnikar 



From: Mark Vogel 
To: Amy Buckley; sgross@ihscorporation.com; 
thuber@ihscorporation.com 
Date: 7/31/06 9:46AM 
Subject: IH, Hutch, Regulated Waste Removal Final Reports 

I had a chance to look at the reports for Parcels 46, 56, and 300A and have 
the following concerns: 

- All the reports had incomplete EMS manifests, I am not sure why they are in 
the reports. The state auditors will rip these apart. 
- Parcel 46 looked like it covered only the gas station part, I will look out 
for the house part. 
- Parcel 46, cannot find the disposal records for the solid waste. 
- Parcel 56, cannot find the disposal records for the treated wood and solid 
waste. 
- Parcel 300A, there is a WM Manifest that I cannot read the print ... what is 
it for? I am guessing treated wood or solid waste? 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Brian Kamnikar 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Mark Vogel 
Jan Williams; sgross@ihscorporation.com 
8/14/2006 8:29:53 AM 
IH/EMS Hutch Regulated Waste Removal Final Reports 

Steve/Jan, I looked over a few.reports (parcels 46, 57, 59, 61, 74-77) and 
discovered some concerns: 

1. All parcels; EMS manifests incomplete, Solid Waste (trash) and treated wood 
disposal documentation not acceptable, Green Lights paperwork missing 
information. 
2. Parcel 61 regarding peeling lead paint management, please clarify: 

- The inspection report states none. 
- The regulated waste removal report states 5 sq ft. 
- The asbestos removal report states no lead peeling paint managed. 

These reports as they sit are not acceptable, we need to meet and 
discuss ... Section 3 and 4 of the report is where we are having problems with, 
the rest looks OK. 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Amy Buckley; Brian Kamnikar; thuber@ihscorporation.com 



From: Mark Vogel 
To: Amy Buckley; sgross@ihscorporation.com; 
thuber@ihscorporation.com 
Date: 7/20/06 8:16AM 
Subject: IH/EMS, Parcel 300, Hutchinson 

TH 7/15/22 
9 4th Ave NE 

IHSC Project# M05-203.3 
Regulated Waste Removal Report 
EMS Manifest# 10039 

The manifest is for 2 drums of sludge and bulbs going to Greenlights 
Recycling. The following is a list of concerns: 
1. I called Greenlights Recycling, they stated they never received the 2 drums 
of sludge with regards to this job. 
2. Greenlights doesn't take sludge for Mn/DOT. 
3. The manifest is not dated. 
4. The manifest is missing the signature in box 17 (Greenlights Recycling 
signature). 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Brian Kamnikar 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Mark Vogel 
greenlights@worldnet.att.net 
7 /7 / 0 6 3 : 5 0 PM 
IH/EMS Mn/DOT Waste Shipment 

John, I am looking at a report from Industrial Hygiene (IH)/Environmental 
Management Solutions (EMS), EMS Manifest# 10039, no date. It states that is 
sent 2 - 55 gallon drums of sludge to you from Hutchinson. Can you verify 
this? If so, what was the contents and management method? 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Brian Kamnikar 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Mark Vogel 
sgross@ihscorporation.com; thuber@ihscorporation.com 
4/24/06 2:23PM 
Hutchinson, TH 7/15/22, SP 4302-44, Mn/DOT Contract# 88126 

Tim Huber and Steve Gross, 

Steve, as you may recall, I talked to you specifically about copper that 
appeared to be missing from some of the Mn/DOT buildings on this project. 
Mn/DOT District personnel had noticed that copper was being removed and so 
brought it to my attention. Removing copper from the buildings is not a 
condition of our contract and reduces the salvage value of the building. Your 
response was that EMS is not a salvage company and so would not be removing 
any copper from the buildings. 

Mn/DOT personnel observed someone in the process of removing copper from one 
of the Mn/DOT-owned buildings scheduled for demolition on this project. 
Attached are pictures of a truck that belongs to who I assume is an EMS 
employee that is removing all of the furnaces/light ballasts/ etc. at the 
former Hornicks gas station property. Please notice that the gold pickup, has 
a considerable.amount of copper pipe in the back. Mn/DOT personnel informed me 
that when they approached this person and asked about the copper piping, the 
assumed EMS employee stated "they take it when they can,----you never know 
what's inside of it". 

The picture of the gold pickup has license plate HJH-927. The Police report 
shows that this pickup belongs to a Dennis Michael Dammon which I assume is 
employed by EMS. Attached is the police report of ownership. Please confirm 
if Mr. Dammon is an employee of EMS and if so, please describe what actions 
are you proposing to take. Please be advised that Mn/DOT takes this matter 
very seriously and looks forward to your prompt response. Feel free to 
contact me if you.have any further questions at this time. 

Mark Vogel, CHMM, CEA 
State Program Administrator, Principal 
Office of Environmental Services, Mn/DOT 
e-mail: mark.vogel@dot.state.mn.us 
Ph:651.284.3790 Fax: 651.284.3754 
Cell Ph:651.245.4789 

CC: Brad Hamilton; Brian Kamnikar; Dave Johnston; Debra Forschen 



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 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Bolton & Menk A88385 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Land Surveys l-35W at CR 70 Lakeville 89573 5/06 - 11/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Land surveying of existing roadway features to facilitate design. In-house survey crew unavailable due to other projects. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: $86,399.60 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 

/!av.e.~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 
o;..-o~-tJ7 



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. 89573 

District/Office _ Metro/Surveys __ _ 

Type of work Design Surveys 

Work Type Code 51< • 
S.P. _1980-68_ T.H. _1-35_ 

Contractor Bolton & Menk 

Location _1-35 @ County Road 70 in Lakeville_ 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: 05/18/06 (kickoff mtg); _11/08/06___ _ 10/20/06 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $86,399.60 _ = Original Cost: $86,399.60 + Amended Cost: $0 __ 

Amended cost for: D 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/Require]Jlents 

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 
management 'I 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

. . .. -~·. 

-·-{Bra·· ey C Ela' 
Print Name 

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



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations . 
Deliverables exceed standards . 
Project Manage is informed of project status regularly . 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred . 
Contractor needs little or no direction . 
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 o.ver 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: 
Required excessive review by MN/DOT personnel; 

Needed a lot of review and rework 

The first submittal was very incomplete, providing only around 60% of required data 

Way behind schedule that was verbally agreed to by Contractor 

Received a few biweekly reports but then MN/DOT had to call Contractor to find out 

status of project 

Contractor needed to be told a number of times to label utilities and pipe sizes 

: \user\consu lt\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 Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Wilbur Smith Associates A es I "3 (p 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 

TCMA Freight Connectors Study 89082 1 /2006 - 8/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This study identified clusters of freight activity in the Twin Cities Metro Area and the connecting transportation routes 
leading to/from the regional highway system. A methodology was developed to determine the adequacy of those routes 
for moving truck traffic. The routes were then analyzed based on the methodology/formula. This new formula allows 
Mn/DOT to compare the adequacy of additional routes in the metro area and statewide for an overall freight connector 
adequacy assessment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1004 I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: $99,574.01 1r11nK. H,'Ghwa.v 

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

eOJJ.l~4M--
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 Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. _ _.c;8..;;...9..;;...08;;..;;;;2;;,__ Type of Work Transportation Planning 

District/Office Central Office -------"'-'----'------~-- Work Type Code f5 
SP Number TH Number ----- -----

Contractor Wilbur Smith Associates ----------------
Subcontractor SEH Inc. ~-~----''-'----------
Subcontractor __ N~A"----------

Contract Period: 1/2006 --------- 8/2006 
Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ 99,574.01 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _1 __ 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

~µ 
Name 

Rating 

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

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

y. 

'I-

Total Points: ---'-2 ...... J __ (Maximum points~ 

l -1 l-\.-0 G::, 
Date 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



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

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 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Agreement 
No.: 90205 

CFMS Contract Number: A-94580 

Project Duration (Dates): 10/20/06 to 01/31/07 

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

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

:, . 

This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunkffighway 32/10, (from Hawley to Norman County line), in District 
4. Project nuniber 1403-24. 

"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: $97,875.00 Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping 

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

Performing th~ work ourselves would b~ 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 

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 Jnvoice. 

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-94842 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90265 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 numerous Districts & 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: $59,875.00 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. 

CarolMolnau~o~ 

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

..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 Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 a ong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A76484 
Project Name (if applicable): ·1 Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Collar County Travel Demand Modeling 86528 6/05 - 12/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Develop travel demand forecast model to forecast travel demand in counties adjacent to the seven county twin 
cities area. Model will be used in corridor studies, project planning studies and project environmental 
analyses. , 

Expertise required to develop travel demand models does not exist in house. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): . I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Lf 5 I S. O · Contract: · $466,220.43 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 ' 

Date 
~- ~-/) 7 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Instructions: Submit this form to Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): St. Croix River Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 
Crossing Supplemental Environmental 83355 
Impact Statement 

CFMS Contract Number: A43 840 

Project Duration (Dates): December 31, 
2002 to July, 31, 2006 

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

The purpose of this contract was to provide completion of the preliminary design portion of the project, including the 
amended scoping decision document, supplemental draft Environmental hnpact Statement, layout and study report for 
the proposed St. Croix River crossing near Stillwater. 

It was necessary to enter into a contract because personnel with the necessary expertise were unavailable to deliver this 
project on the time schedule identified. 

Billable Hours (if 
applicable): 37,374.3 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: $2,947,577.81 
(shared equally by Mn/DOT and Wisconsin DOT) 

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: 

There were numerous delays imposed on this project due to political considerations, environmental objections and other 
concerns. This impasse stemmed from a lack of federal funding for the proposed solutions and because the federal, state 
and local agencies couldn't agree on which solution to approve for the historic Stillwater lift bridge. 

Because of the delays in the project, some changes within the scope of work occurred. It is likely most of these changes 
would not have been necessary had it been possible to complete the project within the original timeframe. Changes 
included modifying the years modeled for traffic operations, noise and air quality analysis; determining land use impacts 
based upon population and growth projections resulting from the 2000 census; social, relocation and economic impacts 
based on a new Wisconsin terminus and revisions from Osgood A venue to Trunk Highway 5 on the Minnesota side; 
updating the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement to reflect changes in the project; and assisting 
Mn/DOT and Wis/DOT in permit applications resulting from the project changes. 

This project was expected to be included as one of seven major nationwide highway projects that that the federal 
government would accelerate through a fast-track environmental process. Therefore, time was of the essence in 
completing the needed work in order to qualify for federal assistance. 

The purpose of the above explanations is to illustrate that much of the work of the new agreement will build upon 
previous preliminary work done by SRF. If the work needed to complete the project was awarded to a new consultant, 
there would have been a considerable amount of re-work, resulting in significant additional time and costs to the states. 

SRF was completely familiar with all work done to date, including the alternative concepts developed by Richard Braun, 
an independent third party, had all project files on hand and was prepared to immediately begin work upon award of a 
contract to complete the preliminary design portion of the St. Croix River crossing as quickly and efficiently as possible. 

Due to the highly-charged political controversy surrounding this project, switching to a new contractor less familiar with 
the project at this late point could have upset the various interest groups and further exacerbated the political situation. 



Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

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: CFMS Contract Number: 
Bolton & Menk A88385 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Land Surveys l-35W at CR 70 Lakeville · 89573 5/06 - 11/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

Land surveying of existing roadway features to facilitate design. In-house survey crew unavailable due to other projects. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: $86,399.60 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 

Date 

oi-!)1t:;-t)7 



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: 
Wi1bur Smith Associates ASS 1"3 Ce, 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 

TCMA Freight Connectors Study 89082 · 1/2006 - 8/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This study identified clusters of freight activity in the Twin Cities Metro Area and the connecting transportation routes 
leading to/from the regional highway system. A methodology was developed to determine the adequacy of those routes 
for moving truck traffic. The routes were then analyzed based on the methodology/formula. This new formula allows · 
Mn/DOT to compare the adequacy of additional routes in the metro area and statewide for an overall freight connector 
adequacy assessment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1004· I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: $99,574.01 . TrunK. 1-h'Ghwa.v 

If this was a single s_ource 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 

. e O¼l'fi.l,br,_ 4M.-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner · 

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

Date 



Report on Profession-al/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. 

Project Name: 
Hutchinson Building Demolitions 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A S557 I 

Project Duration (Dates): 
1/30/0 Co - lo /'-I/ Ofe, 

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

Summarize the purpose of the C(?ntract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: · 

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$78,797.16 

Source of Funding: 
Dist 8 Consultant Allocation 

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

r!i»,,J.L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



) 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Industrial Hygiene Services Corporation 
Project Name: 
Regulated Waste Removal, SP 4302-44 I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

88126. _ 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A7,2c,,2-

Project Duration (Dates): 
7/18/05 - 7/30/06 

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

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

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$96,000.00 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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 o Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
EnecoTech Midwest, Inc. A86805 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Phase I ESA & Drilling Investigation 88021 5/4/05 to 6/30/06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to :enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this contract was to obtain information about the locations of known and potential contaminated 
properties and to dril) and sample suspect properties to identify the presence and magnitude of contaminated soil and 
groundwater. The presence of contaminated properties is a concern in the development of highway projects because of 
potential liabilities associated with ownership of such properties, potential cleanup costs, and safety concerns 
associated with construction personnel encountering unsuspected wastes or contaminated soil or groundwater. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Contract Amount: Source of Fun~ing: 
$71,454.00 Tru.nK \-\t'4hwQv 

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

Phase I Environmenta_l Site Assessments require specific expertise in recognizing historic land uses that could 
contaminate soil or groundwater, and an extensively documented report. Drilling Investigations require knowledge and 

• experience in dealing properly with contaminated soil and groundwater that is encountered while completing 
an investigation of a potentially contaminated property. There are state employees in Mn/DOT and the MPCA that 
have the knowledge to do this work, but they do not have substantial experience, and are not available to complete 
these projects. It would not be cost effective to the state to hire and train staff to complete this ·specialized work. 

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 

&v-L~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
STS Consultants A61348 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Contaminated Materials Emerg. Assist. 86562 · 6/8/04 to 9/30/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of this Contract is to provide assistance to the State in properly dealing with problems associated with 
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials 
unexpectedly encountered at the State's construction projects. In these situations, rapid response in dealing with the 
contamination problem is necessary to avoid construction delays, and to avoid potential negative impacts to 
construction workers, the public or the environment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: 78,419.62 · Trunk Highway 

If this was a single source contract, expl?in 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!aut~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 
Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
!Florin Cultural Resources 

· !Project Name: 
[Phase II Archaeological and Phase I 
Geomorphological investigation 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
88835 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A82299 

!Project Duration (Dates): 
10/05-12/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
All undertakings receiving federal money must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended. No money will be released from FHW A or any other federal agency to fund projects unless Mn/DOT 
can document compliance with the federal law and its implementing regulations. The Cultural Resources Unit 
determined a Phase II archaeological study and Phase I geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of 
~he upgrade of TH 65 to cu~tu~al resources discovered.during the Phase I archaeological investigation of the proposed 
corridor. 
Professionals conducting studies in compliance with 36 CFR 800 must meet the Secretary of the Interior's qualifications 
standards at 36 CFR 61. The Mn/DOT Cultural Resources Unit staff meet these professional qualifications standards; 
!however, the unit has an insufficient number of staff to perform field survey while maintaining current workloads 
reviewing all federal aid highway projects in Minnesota for compliance with the federal regulations; Mn/DOT Cultural 
!Resources Unit-and Consultant Services staff have expended a great deal of time and ·effort in developing a pre-qualified 
consultant program so that a -pool of qualified consultants able to perform this type of work are identified and available. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

'

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$82,680.00 . . 

· Source of Funding: 
80% FHW A and 20% District 3 

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 

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 Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 a ong with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: A71511 
National Economic Research Associates (NERA) 
Project Name (if applicable): 18707 4 Project Duration (Dates): 
DBE Availability/Disparity Study 3/22/05 -12/31/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To conduct a disparity/availability study of the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) in Minnesota highway 
construction market. 

The contract is necessary because without it, there will be no statistical support for the annual DBE goal that is set by 
Mn/DOT for it's DBE Program. The Mn/DOT DBE program is a USDOT requirement and one of the conditions for 
Mn/DOT to receive federal funds. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on, Source of Funding: EEO/Contract 
Contract:i2..L\':>, C\'19 .oo Management Consultant Funds 

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

Mn/DOT DBE Program was suspended in 1998 after a U.S. District Court ruling that the program was unconstitutional 
as applied. In the year 2000, Mn/DOT was required to implement a new DBE program under 49 CFR Part 26. In order 
to implement a he new program, Mn/DOT had to conduct an availability study of the DBE's in its geographic market. 
NERA was commissioned to do the study. 

NERA conducted an availability study for Mn/DOT in 2000 that was subsequently challenged. NERA provided all the 
experts required to defend Mn/DOT's DBE availability study in addition to the DBE program. The District Court relied on 
NERA's expert testimonies and concluded that NERA's study was legally sound and sufficient to support Mn/DOT's 
DBE program. 

NERA is very familiar with Mn/DOT's peculiar situation. Also, NERA is willing to provide econometric and legal experts 
to support its study. Availability Study are unique and susceptible to legal challenges and no consultants in this field is 
willing to provide the post-study support that may be required in case of litigation except NERA. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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. Go~ 

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

Date 



lf-t;''i-c 
f.--:;· 

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be cons(i"r~i9E U¥;,-, 
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments tl(ctuaP.1\~~/4'.,,·Cr Or 

spe6G\ Stud\/ '~). "·.l.,,•vvt ... . ., 
Agreement No. ~ 7 0 7 'f: Type of work .PBE. DtSPA2.fTY STV!> Y ·,-;r.-,.., ·~ '-·}f 

c:_ s ~ c ; . ,\~~:~~y 
D. t • t/Offi jf,1 ~-rn r./co w k T C d l.) '.c~- l;f ("' . ;;, \ \'\\,•✓-v 1s nc ice /r1,:;;.,,~. or ype o e___ ~":t"(;

4
_fr;L\J,,;/ 

S.P. ______ T.H. _____ Location Cui¼Y~( Offed)., ' 

Contractor NEF<.A ~a±Jooa\ Ec[1l()O\fY1'1c R-es-earch Asscc~{Qit'> 
Subcontractor ,,,.,,.------------
Subcontractor 

_,,,.--
-----------

; 12, \ ?J q oS ; ,~ \ 3 \\ o s Contract Period: 'j \ 0\ d\ \ OS 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ ____ = Orig Cost: $ 9. Lt S: q79 + Amended Cost: $ 0 . C'O 

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/Requirements 

4. Deliverabl~s Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7 ~ Contract administration 
·.. , cooperation 

8. Invoicesand progress reports 

9.: Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

( 

Project Manager: 

~onnie... Bra.-ih. 

Print Name 

) 

D Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

A 

X 

)Z. 

)( 
' 

)( 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

'f-. 

X. 

)( 

' 

)( 

Total Points 3 1--· 
(Maximum points 36) 

Contract Administrator: 

Poor 
1 Point 

: 

·. 

U\;UUuv)'Xi1~t OlfV1·'1/l1,<) 
(('--\.et\ SSCc l, cG i nr1 t' 9 

Print Name 

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



I. Sonnie f3raih- EVALUATION FORM.doc 

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: 

?-Ml~ L -tiv, 

:\user\consult\forms\evaluation. 89 8 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation in Detroit 
Lakes/Willmar 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90071 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A93061 

Project Duration (Dates): 
9/15/2006- 12/2/2006 

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

HARN Observations in Detroit Lake and Willmar Districts 

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

Source of Funding: 
OLM 

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 

k ~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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. 90071 

District/Office: Detroit Lakes/ Willmar 

S.P. NA T.H.: NA Location: 

Contractor: Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 9/15/2006 
Work Start Date 

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 

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 

l
( \, \ (Maximum points 36-) --

' 0 

(Cathie Ashlin) 
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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
TKDA, Inc. 
Project Name: 
SP 8825-113 I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87423 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83589 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/22/05 - 11/25/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
Sign replacement project on Interstate 494 and 694 in various locations from Prairie Center Drive White Bear 
Avenue (CSAH 65). This project includes all signing more than six years old; replacement of overhead sign 
sheeting and ground mounted type A, type C & type D signs. Overhead structure was incorporated as 
additional work to this project. Contractor provided day-to-day project management, data collection, field 
verification, preliminary design, final design and preparation of final Plan. 

This was contracted out because Mn/DOT does not have sufficient staff to perform this work. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$108,425.51 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 87423 

District/Office Metro 

SP Number 8825-113 

Contractor TKDA, Inc. 

TH Number 494/694 

Type of Work Traffic control devices - sign replacement 

Work Type Code TS 
Location Hennepin, Ramsey & Washington counties 

:::::::::::: ======================= ,//;-; cf!:i IO/){~S\ 
Contract Period: November 22, 2005; November 25, 2006; January 1, 2007 /\;' p~~~~ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date(::~: :., ./ED o~) 
\; ... ::) rr .. '.. OF ::,::j 

Total Contract Cost: $ 108,425.51 = Orig Cost: $ 99,913.08 + Amended Cost: $ 8,5q,[~~"-vN~:t.L!AHr s~v,, c::_~ 
Am d d £ 0 ){ Add 'f 1 W k T O 1 N b f Am d ect§ 1 ::'\ ~' en e or: ~ verrun 110na 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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: 

Rebecca Fabunmi 
Name 

\)°)C.t e. N'-C.t ~\ 

12/28/06 
Date 

or ~ 1me ny um ero en m If:> .. :,~J., 
~.::::.-✓ ... l",1•';..,..._ "' r{') \ 0v• 

Rating ~~~~-

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

II 

■ 

~ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

✓ 
✓ 
✓ 

0! l 0c.. Total Points: -~---4-, ___ (Maximum points __jQ_) 

1--t-O/ 
Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

• • 
Contractor responsive to requests . 
Contractor suggests improvements . 

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

Additional work was incorporated midway through the project at MnDOT' s request. This delayed the 

project's letting date. However, TKDA, Inc. always met deliverable deadlines, including the adjusted 

deadlines. The amendment was also due to the incorporated work. TKDA's project management did a 

ood ·ob. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Utility Mapping Services, Inc. 
Project Name: 
1-494 Additional Lane Subsurface Utility 
Engineering 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86993 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A79219 
Project Duration (Dates): 
August 4, 2005 - September 30, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) services on 1-494 from 1-394 to 1-94, 
and continuing along 1-94 to County Road 30 in Hennepin County. The Contractor located and mapped all utilities 
within the project area 

The specialized equipment and personnel with the necessary expertise were not available to provide this one-time service 
when needed. One component of the scope of work was to train Mn/DOT personnel such that dependence upon 
consultants for SUE services will be reduced in the future. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
4983 I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$405,799.19 
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: 
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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



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. -8669--3 i6 '?~J Type of work Subsurface Utility Engineering 

District/Office Metro Work Type Code t' D 
S.P. 2785-330 T.H. I-494 Location I-394 to I-694, and I-94 to Hemlock Lane 

Contractor Utility Mapping Services, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------
Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: August 4, 2005;,. September 30, 2006; September 30, 2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $405,799.19 = Orig.Cost: $405,799.19 + Amended Cost: $0.00 

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

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: 

]lu:·✓~:nA· 
( Victoria Nill 1 

) · 

Print Name 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

/C 
y: 

';< 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points. 

Total Points J !> 
(Maximum points 3 6) 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contract Administrator: 

___ ??_J_· -~----__ !l/t1/ot 
( Mark Hdgen ) 

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: 
Brandon Anderson, Phil Meis and Tom Tschida from UMS were great to work with. They were 

all very res_ponsive and easy to work with. This was UMS' first project with Metro so some 

procedures, software and policies w_ere new to them but as soon as we identified any issues, 

UMS corrected things immediately. This was also the first contract that I worked on that had no 

extensions or amendments requested, way to go UMS ! 

:\user\consult\fonns\evaluation. 8 98 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. 
Project Name: 
District 6 Asbestos and Regulated Waste 
Investigations 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A61352 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 

83116WO2 April 15, 2005 to January 12, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

The State contracted with Veit Environmental, Inc. to assess for asbestos containing materials and regulated waste on 
specified properties purchased by the State as part of the right-of-way acquisition process for the construction of State 
Project (SP) 2310-22 and SP 5508-84on Trunk Highway (TH) 52, respectively and SP 6612-82 on TH 3. 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: 

$54,680.00 

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/Co issioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 83116 WO2 District/Office: District 6 

Type of work: Asbestos and Regulated Waste Assessment 

Work Type Code: AB - Asbestos Abatement 

S.P.: 2310-22, 5508-84, & 6612-82 T.H.: 3 & 52 

Location: Along TH 52 in Preston and Oronoco and TH 3 in Northfield 

Contractor: Veit Environmental, fuc. 

Subcontractor: None 

Contract Period: April 15, 2005 January 12, 2006 October 31, 2005 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $54,680.00 = Orig Cost: $52,680 + Amended Cost: $2,000 

Amended for: _____;;;;X..;;;;;.__ Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 ---

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

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

1. Product Quality 
'{__ 

2. Work Performance 
X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Requirements y_ 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time X 

5. Project related cooperation 
i( 

6. QA/QC plan conformance ·y 

7. Contract administration 
)< cooperation 

8. Invoices and progress reports 
)<. 

9. Cost estimation/budget ;x· management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: ? c7 2 Total Points: __ ~_o __ (Maximum points~ 

P~ ect ~anag~r: 

t--z~ A1Vvfil_......,__ 2.--(-2D00 
Name -- Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

• • 
Contractor responsive to requests . 
Contractor suggests improvements . 

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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 Contract expired on October 31, 2005; but, the Contractor worked without an amendment until 

January 12, 2006 and submitted a final invoice for $6,304.16. The Contractor requested an amendment 

for the additional work, but did not obtain one before performing the work. The State could not complete 

the amendment within the 60-day deadline allowed beyond the expiration date, due to an oversight. This 

work was necessary to get the projects let and was within the scope of the contract. The Project Manager 

recommends full payment to the contractor for the services completed. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 

A82995 
Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
TH-60 I Bigelow Bypass 88630 11/01/2005 to 12/01/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: To provide land 
corner surveys as well as legal descriptions, work map and acquisition plats. The district no longer has a land surveyor, 
therefore, this contract is necessary to provide land surveyor oversight of these work items. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
1045.5 $99,947.87 D7 Consulting Budget 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: This consultant has done MnDOT acquisition plat work in the past. No other consultant in this area 
has experience with this type 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 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/- .,B {) - 07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

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

Contract No. 88630 ·----

District/Office 7 A - Mankato 

SP Number __,:5;....:;;.3....;;...05"'---~5 5"--___ _ TH Number _ 60 _ 

Contractor Bolton & Menk, Inc. 

Subcontractor ------------

Subcontractor ------------

Contract Period: 11/08/2005 
Work Start Date 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

Type of Work Land Survey and Plats 

Work Type Code _filL_ 

Location Bigelow 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

X 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: __ 28~ __ (Maximum points _36~ 

Project Manager: 

, I flllpf h i 
Name Timothy Hoehn 

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Above Average: 

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

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

• • 
Contractor responsive to requests . 
Contractor suggests improvements . 

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

Below Average: 
• Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms. 
• 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: 

This was the first contract of this type within this District. There were time delays based on the 

consultant not receiving information from MnDOT. There were also time delays based on the 

consultant's time management. This is the reason for the below average rating for "Deliverables 

Com lete" 

Even though the contractor's budget on the final invoice shows a total cost of $101,697.75, No additional 

dollars were spent, paid original contract amount+ Amendment costs. No other compensation was paid. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contract~ Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: 
A82995 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
TH-60 I Bigelow Bypass 88630 · 11/01/2005 to 12/0t/2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: To provide land 
corner surveys as well as legal descriptions, work map and acquisition plats. The district no longer has a land surveyor, 
therefore, this contract is necessary to provide land surveyor oversight of these work items. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amonnt Spent .on Contract: Source of Funding: 
1045.5 $99,947.87 D7 Consulting Budget 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: This consultant has done MnDOT acquisition plat work in the past. No other consultant in this area 
has experience with this type work. 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeline·ss, quality, cost and 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/- ~ {) -07 
Date · 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Veit Environmental, Inc. 
Project Name: 
District 6 Asbestos and Regulated Waste 
Investigations 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A61352 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 

83116WO2 ApriL15, 2005 to January 12, 2006 
Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

\ 

The State contracted with Veit Environmental, Inc. to assess for asbestos containing materials and regulated waste on 
specified properties purchased by the State as part of the right-of-way acquisition process for the construction of State 
Project (SP) 2310-22 and SP 5508-84on Trunk Highway (TH) 52, respectively and SP 6612-82 on TH 3. 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: 

$54,680.00 

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/Co issioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Utility Mapping Services, fuc. 

Project Name: 
I-494 Additional Lane Subsurface Utility 
Engineering 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
86993 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A79219 
Project Duration (Dates): 
August 4, 2005 - September 30, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The purpose of this contract was to provide Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) services on I-494 from I-394 to I-94, 
and continuing along I-94 to County Road 30 in Hennepin County. The Contractor located and mapped all utilities 
within the project area 

The specialized equipment and personnel with the necessary expertise were not available to provide this one-:-time service 
when needed. One component of the scope of work was to train Mn/DOT personnel such that dependence upon 
consultants for SUE services will be reduced in the future. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
4983 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$405,799.19 

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: 
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 

·f1w_~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 11 2 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



I 

, 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson 

Project Name: 
HARN Observation in Detroit 
Lakes/Willmar 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
90071 

CFMS Contract Number: · 
A93061 
Project Duration (Dates): 
9/15/2006 - 12/2/2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

HARN Observations in D·etroit Lake and Willmar Districts 

Billable Hour.s (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: . 
. $98,000.00 OLM 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single sour ce for the 
services: 

\... 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality~ cOS
t and 

overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

k~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date 

~c: P.Stemoler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

:ss Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 · 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along .with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
TKDA, Inc . . 
Project Name: 
SP 8825-113 I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 

87423 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A83589 
Project Duration (Dates): 
11/22/05 - 11/25/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: . 
Sign replacement project on Interstate 494 and 694 in various locations from Prairie Center Drive White Bear 
Avenue (CSAH 65). This project includes all signing more than six years old; replacement of overhead sign 
sheeting and ground mounted type A, type C & type D signs. Overhead structure was incorporated as 
additional work to this project. Contractor provided day-to-day project management, data collection, field 
verification, preliminary design, final design and preparation of final Plan. 

This was contracted out because Mn/DOT does not have sufficient staff to perform this work. · 

·Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$108,425.51 · 

· 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 A TT ACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: .Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

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: A71511 
National Economic Research Associates (NERA) 
Project Name (if applicable): 18707 4 Project Duration (Dates): 
DBE Availability/Disparity Study 3/22/05-12/31/05 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

To conduct a disparity/availability study of the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) in Minnesota highway 
construction market. 

The contract is necessary because without it, there will be no statistical support for the annual DBE goal that is set by 
Mn/DOT for it's DBE Program. The Mn/DOT DBE program is a USDOT requirement and one of the conditions for 
Mn/DOT to receive federal funds. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on, Source of Funding: EEO/Contract 
Contract:i:12.4~, C\'19 .QO Management Consultant Funds 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was .only a single source for the services: 

Mn/DOT DBE Program was suspended in 1998 after a U.S. District Court ruling that the program was unconstitutional 
as applied. In the year 2000, Mn/DOT was required to implement a new DBE program under 49 CFR Part 26. In order 
to implement a he new program, Mn/DOT had to conduct an availability study of the DBE's in its geographic market. 
NERA was commissioned to do the study. 

NERA conducted an availability study for Mn/DOT in 2000 that was subsequently challenged. NERA provided all the 
experts required to defend Mn/DOT's DBE availab.ility study in addition to the DBE program. The District Court relied on 
NERA's expert testimonies and concluded that NERA's study was legally sound and sufficient to support Mn/DOT's 
DBE program. 

NERA is very familiar with Mn/DOT's peculiar situation. Also, NERA is willing to provide econometric and legal experts 
to support its study. Availability Study are unique and susceptible to legal challenges and no consultants in this field is 
willing to provide the post-study support that may be required in case of litigation except NERA. 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timeliness, quality, cost, an_d overall 
performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

. ~ '--/7//~/l/1/Y}J, 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Go~:r:O~;:~i;s~ ·Date 

Ile====================' =============================="·, 

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Adminlstration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 



Jake Carson 

From: 
ent: 

i'o: 

Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us 
Tuesday, January 23, 2007 2:02 PM 

Subject: 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Tuesday, January 23, 2007 at 14:01:58 

_config: vendeval 
project: Project Management System Improvement Project, Phase II 
vendor: Xybernaut Solutions, Inc. 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Susan Bousquet 
eval_date: 01/23/2007 
email_list: Dan.Ross@dot.state.mn.us 
purpose: The purpose of this project, Phase II of the Project Management System 
Improvement Project, is to implement the recommendation of Phase I of the Project 
Management System Improvement 
Project: to customize & implement the New York State Department of Transportation Program 
& Project Management Information System to meet the Mn/DOT functional system and business 
procedure requirements and system environment. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 03/30/2000 
amended_date: 06/30/2003 
actual_date: 05/21/2004 
contract_cost: 1,142,747 
amended_cost: 1,772,674 
actual_cost: 1,547,602 
,ost_effective: Mn/DOT did not have staff with expert knowledge of Gupta SQL Windows, 
.hich was the tool used to develop the New York State Department of Transportation Program 

& Project Management Information System being customized to meet Mn/DOT needs. 
amended: Yes 
amended_e: The consultant originally estimated that 20% of the 
application would require modification to meet Mn/DOT.'s needs. The 
actual percentage was closer to 50%. Additional time was also required for the consultant 
to correct an extensive number of bugs identified in the essential operation of the 
software. 
terminated: No 
engage: No 
engage_e: The contractor's cost and time estimates were significantly low and we had a 
difficult time obtaining deliverables of the quality required. Much guidence,. direction, 
and assistance was needed from Mn/DOT to obtain acceptable deliverables. 

1 



Jake Carson 

From: 
ent: 

i'o: 

Steve.Gustaf son @state. m n. us 
Tuesday, January 23, 2007 2:33 PM 

Subject: 
Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us; Sandy.Lueth@state.mn.us; Jay.Achenbach@state.mn.us 
Vendor Evaluation Form 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(steve.gustafson@state.mn.us) on Tuesday, January 23, 2007 at 14:33:06 

_config: vendeval 
project: Project Management System Improvement Project, Phase II 
id_partl: T79 
id_part2: 140 
cfms: A421794 
vendor: Xybernaut Solutions, Inc. 
agency: TRANSPORTATION DEPT 
evaluator: Susan Bousquet 
eval_date: 01/23/2007 
email_list: Dan.Ross@dot.state.mn.us 
purpose: The purpose of this project, Phase II of the Project Management System 
Improvement Project, · is to implement the recommendation of Phase I of the Project 
Management System Improvement · 
Project: to. customize & implement the New York State Department of Transportation Program 
& Project Management Information System to meet the Mn/DOT functional system and business 
procedure requirements and system environment. 
accomplished: Yes 
contract_date: 03/30/2000 
amended_date: 06/30/2003 
actual_date: 05/21/2004 
~ontract_cost: 1,142,747 
.mended_cost: 1,772,674 

actual_cost: 1,547,602 
cost_effective: Mn/DOT did not have staff with expert knowledge of Gupta SQL Windows, 
which was the tool used to develop the New York State Department of Transportation Program 
& Project Management Information System being customized to meet Mn/DOT needs. 

· amended: Yes 
amended_e: The consultant originally estimated that 20% of the 
application would require modification to meet Mn/DOT's needs. The 
actual percentage was closer to 50%. Additional time was also required for the consultant 
to correct an extensive number of bugs identified in the essential operation of the 
software. · 
terminated: · No 
engage: No 
engage_e: The contractor's cost and time estimates were significantly low and we had a 
difficult time obtaining deliverables of the quality required. Much guidence, direction, 
and assistance was needed from Mn/DOT to obtain acceptable deliverables. 

1 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c). · 

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A46409 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Load Rating by Load Testing on Bridges 81655, WO 60 1/2/2003 -10/31/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This project will involve a new way of testing a bridge with heavy truck loads to help evaluate the load rating on the 
bridge and to help establish a procedure for load rating based upon testing with heavy trucks. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: 
$219,822.04 STI P 

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 

(!{Ud~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 



J 

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 60 Type of work Research 

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code __ _ 

S.P. 88016 00387 T.H. NA Location Statewide 

Contractor University of Minnesota 

Subcontractor -----------

Subcontractor -----------

Contract Period: 1/2/2003; i 0/31/2006; 10/31/2006 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $289,771.00 = Orig Cost: $289,771.00 + Amended Cost: $0 

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments 4 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement 
Administrator 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

1. Product Quality X 
2. Work Performance )( 
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 

Standards/Requirements 
4. Deliverables Complete and 

on time 
5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

7. Contract administration 
cooperation 

8; Invoices and progress 
reports 
9. · Cost estimation/budget 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Project Manager: 

Rating 

Below 
Average Average 
3 Points 2 Points 

t 
x· 
X 
X 

X 

X-
X 

.. X 
Total Points J=<g 
(Maximum points 36) 

.. :· 

Poor 
1 Point 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Research Contractor Performance Evaluation 

If this is a Mn/DOT funded project: Do the research results help you meet the Minnesota Statewide 
Transportation Plan 2003-2023 Policies and Performance Measurement Plan that was originally 
identified when the project was funded, which was _____ ? 

~Yes _No 
Jo 

IfNo, Why? , 
If Yes, How? e)( le,"d l.k r.,+ 

Do you recommend implementation of the research results? 
~ Yes No IfNo, Why not? 

Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this 
research? ~ Yes _ No If Yes, what were they? 
(Examples: cost savings, reduction in materials, time savings, safety, etc.) 

Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator. 
_ 1 _2 _3 _ 4 _5 _6 _7 _©_9 _10 
Poor Great 

Was the information from the research available in time to be useful? 
~ Yes No Explain: 

On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project. 
0, Not at all satisfied 

_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained 
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped 
_ 6, Satisfied, non-useful results 
! 8. Satisfied, useful results 
_ 10, It was great! 

7. Did you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost? 
~ Yes No Why or why not? 

8. If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again? 
~ Yes No Why or why not? 

Additional Comments: 



ll gqry~oh11sop- Re:.~vvd:,Eva,luatiori form for §1655,VVQ 60: L()adRatingby LoadT~sting 011E3ridges 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Cory, 

Edward Lutgen 
Johnson, Cory 
1/17/2007 11 :28:34 AM 
Re: Fwd: Evaluation form for 81655, WO 60: Load Rating by Load Testing on Bridges 

The Bridge Office plans to model our current inventory of curved steel bridges using a different program 
that will give more accurate results. This research showed there is not much if any conservatism in the 
way we currently analyze these structures. This research showed that the program MDX gave sufficient 
yet practical analysis. 

Ed Lutgen, P.E. 
Bridge Rating Engineer 
Mn Dept of Transportation 
3485 Hadley Ave No. 
Oakdale MN 55128 
Tel: 651-747-2124 
Fax: 651-747-2108 
edward.lutgen@dot.state.mn.us 

»> Cory Johnson 1/17/2007 11 :19 AM»> 
Thanks Ed. But I noticed that you saw a need to implement the findings of this project. What did you have 
in mind for that implementation? 

Cory 

»> Edward Lutgen 1/17/2007 7:37 AM»> 
I interofficed it to you yesterday. 

Thanks 

Ed Lutgen, P.E. 
Bridge Rating Engineer 
Mn Dept of Transportation 
3485 Hadley Ave No. 
Oakdale MN 55128 
Tel: 651-747-2124 
Fax: 651-747-2108 
edward.lutgen@dot.state.mn.us 

»> Cory Johnson 1/8/2007 2:16 PM »> 
Ed- Could you fill out this evaluation for me by Jan 18. I was late in forwarding the email so I changed the 
Due date on the attached email. 

Thanks 
Cory 

Cory Johnson, P.E. 
Research Management Engineer 
First Floor North, MS 330 
395 John Ireland Blvd 
St. Paul MN 55155 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), req.uires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to 
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract over 
$50,000.00. 

nstruct1ons: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: GRW Surveys Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A-94871 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90238 Project Duration (Dates): 10/23/06 to 12/29/06 
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 Contracto_r 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 ffighway 9, (from Morris to Hancock), District 4/Project nuniber 
7501-30. 

"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: $69,000.00 I Source of Funding: UM, 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, 1_12 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this fonn to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. 90 238 Type of Work f?J,o t 0rC-. 1.-...,½ c::fr. C. f--(c, ,Ji?,;_,, p o: ((' ~ 
District/Office \~ -- L/ Work Type Code I c~-. I N)P 
SP Number :r :SOI- 3 C TH N_u~ber J Locati~n Fe" n- , t:-'.[cy;-;, ( L J---J 61•1 c..u cL) 
Contractor ( ,I( VV ~er, 'i.LC::un../li' "d ~ J:",;,c -

Subcontractor --------------
Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: /0 _ 2 J __ (F.(i ; f ·-z_ _ L 'l ,,_ () C -· 7,, - ~ \- 6 7 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: ${./j (&Jc-'·---= Orig Cost: $b'7. e tP& ,,,/+Amended Cost:$ 
I . 7 -----

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

l. Product Quality 

2. Work Perfonnance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

/ 
V 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: ;;:t7 (Maximum points :lb...) 

;;:ect Manager: . _ 

~'fc1~~ ) -\b-D7 
Name Date 
.-
)-re., .... (\ ¥.- \(_t' o \""- 0-- r 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

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- 94825 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90266 Project Duration (Dates): 10/23/06 to 12/29/06 
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. I Total Contract Amount: $72,500.00 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. 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 

- File 

Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

0 r- /'(' t---J '· a _f,. J\ ,<l 
Contract No. 7 () 20- k::i Type of Work 'f'\'\·; 'T;-;11 rt;' ~t:.----;.e:t r. 'c:_ /-\e 't1-/'-

District/Offic~ \) · ( f ~ \ , l 5 ( Work Type Code \ 0 ., )._. \J NfP 
SP Number i\f ~ .~ ,c.-,c, !, TH Number Nu '-"t"f oc-j Location DI. t±r.,~A~ I / ' 1. , ( 
Contractor G-R \!\/ !\ « r, . li;_,Q__ ~ i.A re., i e c.J J [[_ ~ C. ~ . ~ , 0 
Subcontractor ,------------
Subcontractor --------------
Contract Period: I() - ?_J ,- c~ l~c ( Jo/ r14 ; , r(__ '3' - c, 7 

Work Start Date Work C01iipleti6n Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ '7:;t ;50() r= Orig Cost: $ 7), :5 rJ(}··<-1-- Amended Cost: $--r-_ {)_J ___ _ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

✓ 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: _0_\ __ (Maximum points3 L ) 

Project Manager: 

iliA?f<?Ch \l--::1:<>v~ \ .- \ 6 -o 7 
Name Date 

F{'o_n ~ ~ \'D •~(' 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an agency submit a one-page report to 
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/technical services contract ov_er 
$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- 94825 

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90266 Project Duration (Dates)": 10/23/06 to 12/29/06 
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 _mappfog and other purposes. 
This project was contracted out as l\f.N/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: $72,500.00 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. 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 

·File 

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: GRW Surveys Inc. 

Project Name (if applicable): 
. Photogrammetric Mapping 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90238 

CFMS Contract Number: A-94871 

Project Duration (Dates): 10/23/06 to 12/29/06 

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 produce an Aero-triangulation, Compile Planimetric Features 
and create a Digital Terrain Model, (DTM) for this project. 
This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for Trunk ffighway 9, (from Morris to Hancock), District 4/ Project number 
7501~30. 

"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: $69,000.00 I Source of Funding: UM, 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. Gove~ 

cc: f?.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c). 

·instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A67290 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
The Safety of Pedestrian and Bicycle August 31, 2004 -
Travel in Minnesota: Inventory, Analysis 81655, WO 134 January 31, 2007 
and Prospectus 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

This research aimed to advance the state of the knowledge of bicycle and pedestrian safety in Minnesota by 
analyzing available data and suggesting best practices for future planning. It will determine how agencies and 
municipalities collect crash data and how it is categorized. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $69,973.00 

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 

f!av-L~~ 
\,._ 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

' cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

/ - I 1---tJ 7 
Date 



· Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: Wolverton & Associates CFMS Contract Number: 

A81353 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Appraisal Services in Detroit Lakes 88773 10/6/2005 - 12/1/2006 
Summarize the purpos~ of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

Value of 28 parcels for land acquisition. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: 
$56,000.00 Detroit Lakes Budget 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the a·gency determined there was only a single source for the 
services: 

'·---------------------------------------------11 
Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 
I-- 8--tJ1 



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. 88773 

District/Office: Detroit Lakes 

S.P. 0301-47 T.H.: 10 

Contractor: Wolverton & Associates 

Type of work: Appraisal Services 

Work Type Code: AP 

Location: 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Subcontractor ___________ _ 

Contract Period: 10/6/2005 
Work Start Date 

12/1/2006 
Work Completion Date 

9/13/07 
Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $83,800.00 = Orig Cost: $56,000.00 + 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: 

,_ 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 

C:~ /~1~7/DJo 
(Cathie Ashlin) 

Print Name 

Note~ Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, MS 680 



Definitions: 
Ab

1

ove 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Wolverton & Associates CFMS Contract Number: 
A81353 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates): 
Appraisal Services in Detroit Lakes 88773 10/6/2005 - 12/1/2006 

Summarize the purpos~ of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 

Value of 28 parcels for land acquisition. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: · Source of Funding: 
$56,000.00 Detroit Lakes Budget 

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the_ a·gency determined there was only a single source for t_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 

-~~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

Date 
I-- 8-tJJ 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
Department of Transportation 
Contractor Name: 
The Valuation Group, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Right of Way Real Estate Original 
Appraisals 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89665 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 89104 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/24/06 - 10/31/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The State was in need of original Real Estate appraisals of parcels 18, 19, 26, 45, 51, 60, 72, 75, 78, and 287 located 
along Trunk Highway (TH) 65 in Anoka County. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$71,500.00 

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: 

Not applicable, Consultant selection from Mn/DOT's pre qualification program. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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.t . 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor~ Date 

"============================'=================!!~ 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c). 

Instructions: Submit this form to Consu tant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
TKDA 
Project Name (if applicable): 

I 
Mh/DOT Agreement No.: 
86333 . 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A64265 
Project Duration (Dates): 
July 9, 2004 - Sept. 30, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the contract 1 including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The State was in need of preliminary engineering design including geometric layouts and environmental assessment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on 
· · _ Contract: $398,732.62 

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-ebjectives of the contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

- ___ 1 .,I 

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co missioner 

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

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. 

nstruct1ons: Submit this form to Consu tant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invoice. 

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Contractor Name: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD CFMS Contract Number: A-92945 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, 
Dettwiler and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90087 Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/20/06 
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 15 (from Jct. ofl-94 S. to So. Limits of Kimball), District 
3 / Project number 7303-45. 

"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: $98,000_.00 I -Source of Funding: Land Mgmt. 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. 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 

1/3/07 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this fonn to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. CjQ{Y@z Type of Work Ph/2tg-cc.. h--1,,_, ef;;. ,C.. r---{ 4/f f,, 
District/Office D - 3 Work Type Code tv\ f> 
SPNumber7::3O3-L[5THNumber L5 LocationSc..t.. o-fr'-- t'f:Su.t-b Sou...~~ .J 

..1... l I . ~\\ 
Contractor O~ \ ~ '-'½.ll. QpaV½At-10-~ .. [f1 c:_. b:(. i,< ,· """'-lRLL. 
Subcontractor ----------
Subcontractor ------------
Contract Period: B, - :? O _ Q G l 2. -- 2-o -Ob · · '7- - ~ \. - D 'C 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ '1 g I a OD - = Orig Cost: $ 18,, DO O --- + Amended Cost: $-¢---
Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments __ 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 

1. Product Quality 

2. Work Performance 

· 3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 
Standards/Re uirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation 

6. QA/QC plan conformance 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Above 
Average 
4Pofnts 

V 

V 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

(Maximum points 3 C-, ) 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
MARKETING MIDWEST, INC. A91242 

Project Name: · I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUYING 89606 · 

Project Duration (Dates): 
JUNE 2006 - OCTOBER 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
STATEWIDE WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUY FOR THE SUMMER 2006 CAMPAIGN. THE CAPAIGN IS 
DESIGNED TO EDUCATE TRAVELERS STATEWIDE ABOUT THE DANGERS IN WORK ZONES AND 
PROVIDE THEM WITH THE EDUCATION AND INFORMATION SO THEY CAN PROTECT THEMSELVES 
AND WORKERS AGAINST INJURY AND DEATH IN WORK ZONE CRASHES. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
201.25 I 

Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$100,000.00 . 

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: 

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 

. ~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. B~nner, MS 680 
File . 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

/-- (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: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD CFMS Contract Number: A-92945 
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, 
Dettwiler and Associates, Ltd. 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90087 Project Duration (Dates): 08/30/06 to 12/20/06 
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 Trunkffighway 15 (from Jct ofl-94 S. to So. Limits of Kimball), District 
3 /Project number 7303-45. 

"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: $98,000~00 , .Source of Funding: Land Mgmt. 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 ~xpense. 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. 

r'< 

Yl!.k-b 
lnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J .. Brunner, MS 680 

1/3/07 
Date 



. Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
Gale-Tee Engineering A75335 
Project Name: 
TH 12 MSE Wall Design I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
. 87952 

Project Duration (Dates): 
May 11, 2005 - October 17, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The work for this contract involved verforming a design for the construction of two reinforced· Mechanically 
Stabilized Earth (MSE) Wall structures as part of the realignment and reconstruction of Trunk Highway (TH) 
12 near Long Lake, Minnesota. This scope of work included performing internal and external stability 
analysis, detailed MSE Wall -designs (including permanent fascia design and connection detail), and 
producing detailed plans and special provisions for the construction of the MSE Walls along Ramps A2 and 
B2. It was necessary to contract this work out because it was a very special design. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$91,257 . 

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: 

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of th·e contractor's timeliness, quality, cost and 
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: 

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

&u-t 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Co 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

· (CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

'__/'JJI 
ssioner - - Date 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: 
Gale-Tee Engineering 

Project Name: 
TH 12 MSE Wall Design I 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
87952 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A75335 
Project Duration (Dates): 
May 11, 2005 - October 17, 2005 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The work for this contract involved ·performing a design for the construction of two reinforced Mechanically 
Stabilized Earth (MSE) Wall structures as part of the realignment and reconstruction of Trunk Highway (TH) 
12 near Long Lake, Minnesota. This scope of work included performing internal and external stability 
analysis, detailed MSE Wall designs (including permanent fascia design and connection detail), and 
producing detailed plans and special provisions for the construction of the MSE Walls along Ramps A2 and 
B2. It was necessary to contract this work out because it was a very special design. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 

I 
Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$91,257 

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: 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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/Co 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

-1ss1oner Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. 87952 

District/Office Materials 

SP Number 2713-83 

Contractor Gale-Tee Engineering 

Subcontractor 

TH Number 12 

------------
Subcontractor ------------

Type of Work Getoechnical Studies 

Work Type Code GT 

Location Long Lake 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance X 

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X 
Standards/Requirements 

4. Deliverables Complete and X 
on time 

5. Project related cooperation X 

6. QA/QC plan conformance X 

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: 27 (36) 

Project Manager: 

~~~ 
Contract Administrator: 

C ~ ~ k<·I-IJ? 
Rich Lamb for Jeff Gebhard Date Rich Lamb Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number: 
MARKETING MIDWEST, INC. A91242 

Project Name: I Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUYING 89606 · 

Project Duration (Dates): 
JUNE 2006 - OCTOBER 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
STATEWIDE WORK ZONE SAFETY MEDIA BUY FOR THE SUMMER 2006 CAMPAIGN. THE CAPAIGN IS 
DESIGNED TO EDUCATE TRAVELERS STATEWIDE ABOUT THE DANGERS IN WORK ZONES AND 
PROVIDE THEM WITH THE EDUCATION AND INFORMATION SO THEY CAN PROTECT THEMSELVES 
AND WORKERS AGAINST INJURY AND DEATH IN WORK ZONE CRASHES. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 
201.25 I Total Amount Spent on Contract: 

$100,000.00 
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: 

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 

. ~~ 
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Contract No. :J c:r '1 C) f.o 
------

District/Office /YJe+ro 
TH Number ___ _ SP Number -----

Contractor Ma,,./(e-1-,y m,'dtue.,ef 
Subcontractor , 0 

Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: S \ \] \ 0 (p 

Work Start Date 

Total Contract Cost: $ / 0 tJ 0 00 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

9-, G<?~testiinatipri/budget ·. 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Name Date 

Above 
Average 
4 Points 

Average 
3 Points 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: tj ·3 5 (Maximum points Z!/- ) 
3(o 

, Contract Administrator: 

~llQJorrctlCO(l/\/l;t40 ,21 le l 0G 
.J 

Name Date 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



I 

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statu"tes 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: A28904 
SRF ConsultinQ Group, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): 

I94/TH 10 River Crossing EIS 81583 Oct. 01 to Oct. 06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to complete the Environmental Impact Statement and geometric layout for a new 
Mississippi River crossing that would connect 194 to TH 10. Due to the large amount of work required to complete the 
environmental impact statement and layout, it was not possible to complete the project with in-house staff. Therefore, a 
consultant was needed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 17,321 I Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding: 
Contract: $1,295,175.23 State Funds 

-
If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined the~e was only a single source for the services: 

The identification of a new river crossing location was a controversial decision. SRF Consulting Group, Inc. had 
developed substantial knowledge of the river crossing issues during the preparation of the "Mississippi River Crossing 
Study" and the "I94/TH 10 Regional Connection Scoping document". Use of SRF Consulting Group, Inc. was beneficial 
to the State because they provided needed continuity and credibility to the study. Use of SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
also saved the State money by not having to bring another consultant up to speed on the issues. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

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: I CFMS Contract Number: A28904 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
Project Name (if applicable): l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 

I94/TH 10 River Crossing EIS 81583 Oct. 01 to Oct. 06 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The purpose of the contract was to complete the Environmental Impact Statement and geometric layout for a new 
Mississippi River crossing that would connect 194 to TH 10. Due to the large amount of work required to complete the 
environmental impact statement and layout, it was not possible to complete the project with in-house staff. Therefore, a 
consultant was needed. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 17,321 

I 
Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
Contract: $1,295,175.23 State Funds 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 

The identification of a new river crossing location was a controversial decision. SRF Consulting Group, Inc. had 
developed substantial knowledge of the river crossing issues during the preparation of the "Mississippi River Crossing 
Study" and the "I94/TH 10 Regional Connection Scoping document". Use of SRF Consulting Group, Inc. was beneficial 
to the State because they provided needed continuity and credibility to the study. Use of SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
also saved the State money by not having to bring another consultant up to speed on the issues. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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-S-t:J r:/ 
Date 



CONSUL TANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. !A 38~@:4 allit) 3 
District/Office 3 -------

Type of Work Environment Impact Statement 

Work Type Code~ P.D 
SP Number 8823-01 TH Number 999__ Location Sherburne and Wright County 

• ~~A'lr~-
Contractor SRF Consultmg Group 2 ~~..,\ t. •,> '-J· j~ , .~.,., O)'\_ 
Subcontractor Braun Intertec Corporation ;lt;:~·,;· .hp.. . ..,, ~~-'\ 

Subcontractor Mc Vehil-Monnett Associates, Inc. f,'.J __ •u•:o <'tlt?e ~-:~~-l-~ 
r;: r-:, !""'! u! ' ;. .~ ., ....... , 

Contract Period: 10/26/01 ; 10/26/06 ; 10/26/06 ~(::1_ 1.<,\,,\?; ,,·. ~LoJ ::~:~ 

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date '{:j-_ ''"·1.
1:':1v1 ~J: :~( 

\-:-_ -~'.., S;:.-ti i:.>,; 
~ ~· ~ • ':. '> - , I/ '· ~ :l 

Total Contract Cost:$ 1,295,427 = Orig Cost:$ 1,222,135+ Amended Cost:$ 73,292 \~;~\.... _', ,';_.\;·y?' 
Ye.,,,/.'.) r, 1 1:1 i ~ ':\ .;,::/ 

Amended for: ;.., Overrun (0) ~ Additional Work (2) ~ Time Only (1) Number of Amendment~~ °-i"hl»~.::/ · 

Item Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract 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 

91 Cost estimation/budget 
management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: 

Abqve 
Average 
4 Points 

X 

X 

X 

Average 
3 Points 

X 

X 

X 

Rating 

Below 
Average 
2 Points 

Poor 
1 Point 

Total Points: 3 0 (Maximum point~ 

Contract Administrator: 

·~rv H:r/lWJ bercr 
Name I Date/?___/ l( (Ck, 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Definitions: 
Abov~ 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: 

Some tum-over in staff in the most recent years, including key staff. Replacement staff was competent 

and qualified, but some continuity was lost. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c). 

nstructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A85177 
Project Name (if applicable): Brainerd- l Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study 88834 1/18/2006 to 9/30/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The goal of Brainerd-Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study was to provide the State and other transportation decision
makers with information regarding the existing travel patterns in the Brainerd-Baxter area. The study consisted of 
conducting detailed roadside surveys of motorists using major roadways entering into and exiting the Brainerd-Baxter 
area. Data collected from these surveys was analyzed to determine origin and destination, type, and characteristics of 
travel within the study area during a typical work week and the area's recreational peak periods. Special areas of 
interest included the need for improved east-west access through the study area to support Highway 210, the effect of 
the Highway 371 realignment project on traffic patterns within the study area, and the potential demand for an additional 
river crossing located at the French Rapids northeast of Brainerd. Results from the study are to be integrated into 
future long-range transportation plan updates of the State and can be used by local agencies to investigate and plan for 
future system changes. · 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
586 person hours Contract: $99,443.00 State Funds 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 

Work associated with the Brainerd-Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study was highly technical in nature. Utilizing 
Mn/DOT District 3 staff was not affordable or practical option given the complexity of the project and District's current 
budget and workload. The timeframe required to complete significant work elements of the study conflicted with the 
District's peak summer construction period and its program development process. Study required specialized training, 
equipment, and software to effectively tabulate and analyze the results of the survey. In addition, the study involved 
conducting travel surveys on a several local roadways, and it was determined that it would not be in the State's best 
interest to contribute planning resources on roadways outside of its jurisdictional authority. A consultant hired for this 
study preempted concerns over study objectivity and made the best use of State resources. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

. ~ "-rv, ~ IL .· U-
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/fo~~ 

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

I- 8-6T 
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_E! 680 along with the final invoice. 
Agency: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Contractor Name: I CFMS Contract Number: 
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A85177 
Project Name (if applicable): Brainerd- I Mn/DOT Agreement No.: I Project Duration (Dates): 
Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study 88834 1/18/2006 to 9/30/2006 
Summarize the purpose of the contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The goal of Brainerd-Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study was to provide the State and other transportation decision
makers with information regarding the existing travel patterns in the Brainerd-Baxter area. The study consisted of 
conducting detailed roadside surveys of motorists using major roadways entering into and exiting the Brainerd-Baxter 
area. Data collected from these surveys was analyzed to determine origin and destination, type, and characteristics of 
travel within the study area during a typical work week and the area's recreational peak periods. Special areas of 
interest included the need for improved east-west access through the study area to support Highway 210, the effect of 
the Highway 371 realignment project on traffic patterns within the study area, and the potential demand for an additional 
river crossing located at the French Rapids northeast of Brainerd . Results from the study are to be integrated into 
future long-range transportation plan updates of the State and can be used by local agencies to investigate and plan for 
future system changes. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1 Total Amount Spent on I Source of Funding: 
586 person hours Contract: $99,443.00 State Funds 

If this was a single source contract, explain why the agency determined there was only a single source for the services: 

Work associated with the Brainerd-Baxter Area Origin-Destination Study was highly technical in nature. Utilizing 
Mn/DOT District 3 staff was not affordable or practical option given the complexity of the project and District's current 
budget and workload. The timeframe required to complete significant work elements of the study conflicted with the 
District's peak summer construction period and its program development process. Study required specialized training, 
equipment, and software to effectively tabulate and analyze the results of the survey. In addition, the study involved 
conducting travel surveys on a several local roadways, and it was determined that it would not be in the State's best 
interest to contribute planning resources on roadways outside of its jurisdictional authority. A consultant hired for this 
study preempted concerns over study objectivity and made the best use of State resources. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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 

CarolMolna~ r~ 

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

I- 8-a ; 
Date 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Type ofWork~lanning :u:,£.:,. 
District/Office ___ 3___ Work Type Code _1. l Class---3 

Contract No. 88834 -- --

SP Number _8823-77_ TH Number _999 _ Location ~--~~ rlr; 
Contractor __ SRF Consulting Group, Inc.__ 1i;;... 'fric1: _ D. · 

l'ii;,'! • OF 
Subcontractor___________ Uf..l'.,,tvr ~,:,,, ~~,,v 
Subcontractor___________ ~ · 

Contract Period: ___ 1/18/2006 ______ 9/29/2006 ______ 9/30/2006 ~fl ~ 
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $_96,443.00_ = Orig Cost: $_96,443.00_ + Amended Cost: $ __ 0.00 __ 

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 0 

Item Rating Rating 
1- 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average Poor 
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 

1. Product Quality X 

2. Work Performance 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; Cori tract administration . 
. . 

X ·•··. 

. .. ·:• 
I ' 

. cooperation . . .·. . . . . ··· . :• 

8. Invoices andprogress reports xi. .· : . 
' .· 

.. . 
.· .·• 

. ; . 

9. · Cost estimation/budget X 
..· 

. 

management 

Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: _35_ (Maximum points _36_) 

Projec Contract Administrator: 

s Ste,..,u .,, 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS 680 

( CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 

... 



Definitions: 
Ab6ve Average: 

• Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance 
or direction from Mn/DOT. 

• • • • • • 
• 

Contractor performs beyond expectations. 
Deliverables exceed standards. 
Project Manager is informed of project status regularly. 
Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. 
Contractor needs little or no direction. 
Contractor responsive to requests. 
Contractor suggests improvements. 

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: 

SRF Consulting Group exceeded the requirements and expectations associated with this contract. The 

consultant team demonstrated a high-degree of technical proficiency, responsiveness, and effectiveness in 

executing the scope of work for the study. Each member of the consultant team was approachable and 

responded in a timely manner to address issues and concerns arising from the study. Study deliverables 

were completed to professional standards and on budget. I would recommend SRF Consulting Group to 

others requiring comparable professional technical planning assistance. 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000 

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail 
~top 680, along with the approved final invoice. 

Agency: 
Department of Transportation 

Contractor Name: 
The Valuation Group, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Right of Way Real Estate Original 
Appraisals 

Mn/DOT Contract No.: 
89665 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A 89104 

Project Duration (Dates): 
5/24/06 - 10/31/06 

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter into a Contract: 
The State was in need of original Real Estate appraisals of parcels 18, 19, 26, 45, 51, 60, 72, 75, 78, and 287 located 
along Trunk Highway (TH) 65 in Anoka County. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): l Total Amount Spent on Contract: 
$ 71,500.00 

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: 

Not applicable, Consultant selection from Mn/DOT's pre qualification program. 

Evaluate the performance of the work 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. Govemor/CommTssioner 

cc: P.Stembler, 112 Admin 
J. Brunner, MS 680 
File 

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06) 

,~ I 1-a-01 
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'-"-9..;;;;..6;:;;..;;55"---__ Type of work: Real Estate Appraisals 

District/Office: ;c.;..M;;:;.;ce-=trc..;:;_o __ _ Work Type Code: _____ _ 

S.P.: 0208-123 T.H.: 65 
. . ~~~~ 

Location: Blame /,~;'\\\ti i/ ,qt~----

Contractor: The Valuation Grou12 

Subcontractor: __________ _ 

Subcontractor: __________ _ 

Contract Period: 0/~4 /46 
Work Start D~e 

_ ({;''a _,. . .. ,_, ,r:,~]. 
/ Lt t::p_. 2n;', ,· .) ._ 
f/!"'' ·i .. v uvG -· L. 

f~ .. ~/ KE Ct i ,, r /'J 20, 
~ I '•' ,,._ - • 
';...(-\ ()' C 'C - c...:_: i',.. . -111 ::,_ .-)r: f'\....,). 
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~~{:)J.;3;):✓ Total Contract Cost: $71,500 = Orig Cost: $71,500 + Amended Cost: ___ _ 

Amended cost for: "" Overrun "" Additional Work Number of Amendments 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator 
Above Below 

Average A:verage 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 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 \;3 I 
(Maximum points 36) 

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: 

~IV"\~ 
~ohn Mascari ) 

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. 

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: 

Very good quality work. Some parcels were particular difficult, due to visibility, circuity and 

construction interference claims. Appraisers are very cooperative and dependable. Fees are on 

the high side, but competitive with other top-notch appraisal firms. Work was completed by 

Tom Day and Clete Liedl. 



( 

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: 
TKDA 
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 

86333 

CFMS Contract Number: 
A64265 
Project Duration (Dates): 
Julv 9, 2004 - Sept. 30, 2006 

Summarize the purpose of the contract 1 including why it was necessary to enter into a contract: 

The State was in need of preliminary engineering design including geometric layouts and environmental assessment. 

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 
Contract: $398,732.62 

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 

~ 
:;c: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration 

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section 
File 

Date 
I- 3-() 7 



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used 
in future consultant selection procedures. All completed Performance Evaluations are sent to the 
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual. 

Contract No. 86333 Type of Work Preliminary Design 

District/Office District 2 Work Type Code --2...D 
SP Number 0409-12 TH Number 71 Location South of Bemidji 

Contractor -=-T=KD=..,;;cA...;;;;,...._ ______ _ 

Subcontractor -----------
Subcontractor -----------
Contract Period: July 9, 2004 

Work Start Date 
; September 30, 2006 ; September 30, 2006 

Work Completion Date Expiration Date 

Total Contract Cost: $398,732.62 = Orig Cost: $398,732.62+ Amended Cost: $0.00 

Amended for: Time Only Number of Amendments 1 

Item Rating Rating 
1 - 6 by Project Manager 

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator 
Above Below 

Average Average Average 
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 X 

7. Contractadministratiort. . . 

cooperation 
'f.. ... .- .. · 

8. -Irivoices and progress reports 
- -

)( 
- -. ·. - .. -

9; -·Cost.estimation/budget. 
. 

'f. management -

Poor 
1 Point 

•· 
-

.· 

--

· Contractor's rating for this contract: Total Points: -z_ I (Maximum points,~ 

Project Manager: 

Michael D Coleman 
Name 

11/7/2006 
Date 

Contract Administrator:,/. - I - 7,_,ooC, 
~ s N\ (.., ~ \ 'Z.. 

Date Name 

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section, 
MS680 

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06) 




