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 &f a professional/tectinical services contract over

$50,000.00.

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated.

CFMS Contract Number: B-05883

Project Name (if applicable):
Photogrammetric Mapping

Mn/DOT Agreement
No.: 91710

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

Bridge.

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

The Pufpose 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

This project was for the Collapsed I-35W Bridge over Mississippi River, Washington Avenue to 4™, 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. Total Contract Amount: $100,000.00 Source of Funding: T99687

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.

No.

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:

Please see the attached evaluation form.

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner A Date

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



CONSULTAN T 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 b\/\o\*oﬂ(/&w\n,;‘k [a :
Work Type Code \B 2 g\ \O

Location -

Contract No. ‘:f i 3-( \ (\\
District/Office_M & X ems

SP Numberf;z ( L\: < TH Number L -3 5
Contractor A\»p T M Cj—n Cie |

Subcontractor —-

£ 9340

Subcontractor —

2. 6.0

Contract Period: I —f é — O

,_(0-30-01 ;

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $/(’¢?, ¢ ¢ (? —= Orig Cost: § %) — + Amended Cost: $
Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 -9 by Contract Administrator
‘ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point : i
1. Product Quality V4 |
/ |
2. Work Performance S ' |
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT V/
Standards/Requirements =~ :
4. Deliverables Complete and J
on time
5. Project related cooperation v
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

’ ¥ ¢ ‘ . . L /
Total Points: 3 5 (Maximum points S{g )

S , géntract Adﬁ’im?tr}lto‘i‘i/ '
~ j TP 3 L \‘:?\\E:C.Z:;)t L{// > |
P — NS | .

E) 12 -1M-0'(

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}.

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 A78341 & A92024

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Evaluation and Analysis of Mn/DOT Steel

Bridges Inventory for Prioritizing Bridge | 81655, WO 170 AUGUST 1, 2005 — JULY 31, 2007
Maintenance Needs

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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $55,000.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

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

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, s o
Carol Molnéﬁ?/%'m{’gggﬂ"‘—’ Date‘Q 0 —o7

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

keep comments factual.

81655, WO 170

District/Office Investment Management

Agréement No.

S.P. 88016 00716 T.H. NA Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor |

Subcontractor

Contract Period: August 1, 2005; July 31,2007, - July 31,2007

Work Start Date

Amended cost/for: 0O Overrun

Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $55,000.00 = Orig Cost: $55,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0
O Additional Work

Type of work Research-
‘Work Type Code %

Number of Amendments 1 —3¢vw~€_

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

Total Points \'/j) f

Contractor’s rating for this contract:
(Maximum point% 36)

~ Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

prooro Mo

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.

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

Average

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

e  Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

o Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° Product/serwce 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:
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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:
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY ' .A8058 & A97163
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Snow and Ice Operations Cost Analysis 82617 WO 8 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $75,107.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

NA

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

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor's timéliness, 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

(pppd Fptriac /1~21-0 7

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




- CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

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

Agreement No. 82617, WO 8 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code &=

g @z%zaezzaﬁ
4

S.P. 8»8016 00759 T.H.NA Location Statewide NOV 2307
Contractor Iowa State University RECeiveD
OFFICE OF
Subcontractor : . COMBLLTANT smy, )
2 Oy

Subcontractor \

- s \%Q’
Contract Period: October 6, 2005 Cancelled August 30, 2007 Y

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $75,107.00 = Orig Cost: $82,035 + Amended Cost: $75,107.00
Amended cost for: 0 Overrun [ Additional Work  Number of Amendments 1 - T

ltem Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement
. Administrator .
' ~ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
: 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality ’ e
2. Work Performance : X |
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT

Standards/Requirements X .
4. Deliverables Complete and- )(

on time , N : ,
5. Project related cooperation B% -
6. QA/QC plan conformance : : é ‘

Contractor’s ?ating for this contract: Total Points & Q‘
' (Maximum points 36) 3
Projeot Managetr: Contract Administrator:

‘Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brurifier, 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

CFMS Contract Number:
A98815

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
S.P. 3412-70 90761

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

work load.

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

This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHW A-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to

Billable Hours (if applicable): 1256 Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $84121.06

Source of Funding: -8 ConSt \tarnyt
SPR_FundsS

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.

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[}Q%M\}/)Wﬂa%

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

F2e =07

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Subrmit 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 . ~ Type of work _architectural history

District/Office & Work Type Code &

S.P.3412-70 T.H. 71 Location __City of Willmar

Contractor _ Mead and Hunt

Subcontractor

Subcontractor -2 @fb

Contract Period: . 3-19-07; 11-14-07; 237"
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explranon Date

Total Contract Cost: $= 84,121.06 Orig Cost: $0 Amended Cost: $84,121.06 |

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

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above
Average

4 Points .

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and . X
 on time :

5. Project related cooperation X

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

7. Contract admnnstratlonfzi% e
cooperatlon

8. InV01ces and D rogres ST

9. :COSt estlmatlon/budget T | .
,, :management E R o )L

v

Total Points %

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

(Krristen Zschomler) %)E5‘07

Print Name

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




Definitions:

Above Average:

Average
°
°
°
°

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

®
o
L J
[ ]
Poor:
[ ]
[
o
e
o
Comments:

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget. :
Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

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

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

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

expedited schedule.

:\user\consult\forrhs\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:
City of Chanhassen A 86366

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 101 Conceptual layout alternatives 88185 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 50,000.00 (Mn/DOT portion) 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

@ZZMZZM | //-B0 -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. &61 %‘/”:2

District/Office WAET\Z2
SP Numberw TH Number

s

7 .
Type of Work FRE it S Erss

Work Type Code ?J )

Location Z,l}u&'vm iiqejv( f;r,m_. (,;m,u.g/,»

(A EE T IG

Wi

L o s
Contractor (_: i %{1\/ ol £ C/?c, £ /}(‘/ ¢ ilé e . R C/c?"ﬁ\
N o3
Subcontractor (? Qv vl /u 7 ){1,, / 3? " /‘ j/dC% - “&%
¢ r ‘x ‘ b .

Subcontractor

) (5
P I
Contract Period: /2¥z1.¢ b 7 25’04% Y7 l 7 J@; 7/ /75?, < b 3{/— } G OF =5

SRV LoF

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date \v’ CONSULTANT od
hGS j
Total Contract Cost: § - ;Og ©C0. %= Orig Cost: $ 56,8ex2.¢ ¢ + Amended Cost: §_(C/X

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Klele s

-Contract admmlstratlon
cooperatlon

_,:‘Invowes and progress reports

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget
~ management

- Y -

Contractor’s rating for this Contract:

Total Points: %6

(Maximum points ?Dé )

Pﬁject Manager % . - Contract Administrator:
A ) . .
Lig )5 C 27 e M (o 2% e %Qx/wf i1/ 7
Z Nate " Dafe

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.

Agency: ,

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Short Elliott Hendrickson A95121

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Roundabout Design Guidelines Review 90142 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
446.3 $79,499.23 270

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

Cannt THsOra 12007

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

\ .
Contract No. 90142 Type of Worljz‘(}w\b)(ﬂ\:ﬂ\,ﬁ?

District/Office __CO__OTS  Work Type Code  fur
SP Number NA TH Number NA ~ Location NA
Contractor___Short Elliott Hendriskson
Subcontractor RTE
Subcontractor '\1/?3\
. Contract Period: 11/1/06 ; 7/31/07 - ; 7/31/07
- Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: §___79,499.23__ = Orig Cost: § + Amended Cost:
$ . | t
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 3
112. Work Performance 3
3. Conformance with Mo/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. -~~~ |~ 13
“cooperation ' L '
8. Invoices and progress reports S 3
9. Cost éstimation/budget o 3.
management o
Contractor’s rating for this contract: . Total Points: __ 27
Project Manager: ' Q
Lldj gl a7

[ Nt~ ff
Name ¢ Date Name

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).

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

Contractor Name:
Landscape Research LLC

CFMS Contract Number:
AQ] 22T

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

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
90771

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

work load.

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

This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to

Billable Hours (if applicable): 668

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $66,708.82

Source of Funding: Medro Consultu]
Federal SPR Funds

rt

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

JI~Z0~0]

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

" Subrmit 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 V&AL

Type of work _architectural history

Work Type Code QQ%

S.P.1301-98 TH. 8 Location _ City of Lindstrom, Chisago County

Contractor _Landscape Research LLC ’

Subcontractor

Subcontractor . ‘

Contract Period: 4-3-07; 11-5-07; 12-51-67-67 ) | & }@&
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $= 68,338.75 Orig Cost $53.089.00+ Amended Cost: $15.249.75

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

-Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance - X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and A X
on time '

1I5. Project related cooperation X

6. QA/QC plan conformance X

;7‘.«:'.:,Ceract adm1mstrat10n
. cooperation.

'8/;’f:111v01ces andprogress reports ' )Q R

9;k,;Cost estlmatlon/budget SR LR PR
_ management | 7<

Total Points gﬁ

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

v

sten choer)
Print Name

(

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



Definitions:

‘Above Average:

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

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

o Deliverables exceed standards.

e Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

L Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

o Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ; :

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

o Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations. '

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

Comments:

The consultant performed all the tasks for this project very well. Products were well done.

A\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Cmitracts 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 Corp. : A91744

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Emergency Assist. For Construction 89913 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 during 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 65,787.67 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

(et iptnace /-R2 -7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 49913 Type of Work =41 6‘7 tvicy /“2'55; 3 71@77& @ —
District/Office [=A ' Work Type Code (= L / Conshructon

SP Number _ A/ TH Number & ~Location 5 7%{ #e Lery c%;&/
Contractor R S Coc ;9 ora 1L1 Ja)

Subcontractor \I/ /.\

Subcontractor 7\)/5;-

Contract Period: _7/3) /06 ; ‘7/31/07 . 7/31/07
Work Sfart Date Work Completion Date Explfatloxf Date

Total Contract Cost: $ Zg,, / é‘/f 95" = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $‘
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating : : Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager o
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 X
4. Deliverables Complete and .
on time A : X
|5 Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance %
7.~__Contract admuustrauon """ T e e AN I
__cooperation. e Dol R L
"8.»3Invowes andpA gress repofcs B X :f,,.' .
' 9.7.£Cost estlmatlon/budget >< T
. management SN
Contractor’s rating for this contract: » Total Pomts J (Maximum points ; (Q )

Project Manager: S f%actz\ inistrgtor: /
\\ﬂm(,u [Cad (e/ | /O// %Z;é/ o7 S DA e ﬂ/ff’ s
Da Name ‘ Date’
1% Vim) Qa@ij

AN

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report oh 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 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 asphailt 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 temperature fracture resistance of asphalt pavements.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on 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

(01l I st e /ey d-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 128 Type of work Research
- District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code &
S.P. NA T.H.NA Location Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota
Subcontractor University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign
Subcontractor Michigan Technological University

Subcontractor University of Wisconsin at Madison %Rg__
Contract Period: August 9, 2004 August 31, 2007 Asagest 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: O Overrun O Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 —"\"\mt |

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 3

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and _ 3

on time _
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3
7. Contract administration . 3

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

management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 30
(Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Benjamin Worel — Mn/DOT ' Kirsten Seeber — CTC & Associates

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Dircto t, 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.
° 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 mllestones
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/serwce 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.

e  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 the participating state DOTs. It did take

some time to develop the pooled fund study and for the universities (University of
lllinois, University of Wisconsin, and Michigan Tech (transferred to lowa 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 second 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: CFMS Contract Number:
U.of M. CTS B03127

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: ‘"Project Duration (Dates):
2007 Towards Zero Death Conference 89261-76 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 166,250 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

(ol PNptnac_ J1- 14077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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.

Contract No. 89261 Work Order 76

District/Office: QTSO

Contractor: University of Minnesota — CTS

Type of Work: TZD Admin Conference

Work Type Code: TR

Subcontractor;  N/A

Subcontractor: N/A

Contract Period: __7/11/07 0! !%O) 0}’ 1 04/30/2008
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

‘Total Contract Cost: $90,000.00 = Orig Cost: $90.,000 + 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 a admmlstratlon e % P
. cooperation sesnenn Dl e iiin i o el
8 "‘Invo1ces andprogress reports e ; FAET -
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget e B 5
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: ‘ éa (Maximum points S\ﬂ )

Project Manager:
_Dave Engstrom . 11/7/07
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: CFMS Contract Number:
CH2M Hill, Inc. ‘ ‘ A83011

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
35W/94 Commons Area Traffic Analysis 87824 11/05 - 6/07

and Design Concepts

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$739,628.48 Trunk Highway

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Type of work - Traffic Analysis, Design Concepts
Work Type Code __PD

Agreement No. 87824
District/Office  Metro

S.P. 8825-204  TH. 35W Location [-35W & 1-94 Commons Area
Contractor CH2M Hill
Subcontractor _ SEH, E&K, Wilbur Smith,
Subcontractor __Charles Nelson, Joel Leisch, John Hourdos
Contract Period: 11/8/05 s 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  [X] Additional Work ~ Number of Amendments 1 _
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager -
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above ~ Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT : X
- Standards/Requirements o
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time ,
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X
7. Contract administration
cooperation X
1 8. Invoices and progress reports N
9. Cost estimation/budget
management )<

Total Points 3 !

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager: Agr éxent Admg LZiztor |
via_emanl % /? 144

( Jerome Adams) WA Llnn M line )
Print Name d Print Name

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

e Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

® Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

o Deliverables meet standards.

®  Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

. Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations.

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

Comments:

Doug Abere has delivered the 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 1 and 2; and 3 separaté 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 ddng, and

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

ser\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:
Sentient Consultants A87381

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Leadership Institute Training Program 87901 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
NA $305,598 HR 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

Cd M*’(/,\//Q:Z%' Onac [I-07 0>

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. _Mn/Dot #87901  Type of Work: Technical assistance/Leadership Development

District/Office  AAO Work Type Code _ TR
SP Number TH Number Location
Contractor __Sentient Consulting |
Subcontractor ‘
Subcontractor
Contract Period: __ 9/30/05; 8/31/07; 8/30/08
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $305,598 = Orig Cost: $160,000 + Amended Cost: $145,598

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
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average

Poor
1 Point

2 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 ﬁ(
8. Invoices and progress reports K

R
Total Points: Z g (Maximum pointsZ@

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

* Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
__Rosemarie Merrigan 10/4/07 i Qé % A 5—;3422;/
Name Date Date

»@l&»ﬂd\M

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




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

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 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:
v A99790

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

TH-60 / Bigelow to Worthington 90627 03/30/2007 to 08/31/2007

Summarize 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 of R/W parcels for the proposed
realignment of TH-60 main line, passing lanes and intersection improvements.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
1050 $64,798.31 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

| (/}[ﬁzﬂ/ TNt » ) 0707

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. _90627 Type of Work ___Land Survey
District/Office 7 Work Type Code __ LS

'SP Number 5305-56_ TH Number 60 Location TH60 between Bigelow and 1-90 in Worthington

Contractor ___ Bolton & Menk, Inc.

Subcontractor
Subcontractor A
Contract Period: March 3, 2007 ; August 31, 2007 ; August 31, 2007
‘ Work Start Date - Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $ 64.798.31 = Orig Cost: § 64,798.31 + Amended Cost: $__~O§0m
) % .G
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 o 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 : A 3
tract adm e
e ooperatlon e
8 InV01ces and pro ess;reports 3
9. C Cost estlmatxon/budget : 3
.. managéement '
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 31 (Maximum points 3L)

Projgef Magager: %/ Contrget’Adainistrator:
ety fET ﬂ e L5 —
%‘ijme }eeff/ Bltner Date /6 /c 3 / 7 Name Cra/g M. Felber Date /o // 7/0 7

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Se1v1ces Sectlon 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.

Average

°
Below Average:

°
®
o
: °
Poor:
°
°
e
o
°
- Comments:

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

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

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget. :

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

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.

Peter Blethen and Joe Haefner were a pléasure 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.

Parny onl

o —!’he Contrack cmnount™

(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.

CFMS Contract Number: B-05108

Project Name (if applicable):
Photogrammetric Mapping

Mn/DOT Agreement
No.: 91640.

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

District.

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 4", Street S.E. , Metro

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 Staiéy 2% : %

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $98,000.00

Source of Funding: TERBRIDG

efficiently:

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

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.

No.

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

Please see the attached evaluation form.

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

éz.w&‘/ﬁ(été MO

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

/- “7»«07

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Contract No. Ol \ (:\ QO Type of Work b\’\u u{] (G g SN

District/Office P(g"?’(" [« Work Type Code _//].. / /¢, 2 /7. 3
SP Number T 353,@[:@( TH Number \)S W 4] Location. §¥.7 5 [ ( 6(%,6 #73 9[0

Contractor A\Qf‘ = I\"(é’ o0 LV\C._

Subcontractor

Subcontractor —— ' ' ‘ -
Contract Period: A V‘kﬁ', 9 O 7 R g@’P Q%él( s ’7 _ S\ - Gg Qu"i?};;;

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date. . . )
Total Contract Cost: $&/0, (0 (000 = Orig Cost: $:73ﬂ CW}Q%‘Amended Cost: $

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

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

Above Below
Average Average ~ Average Poor
.4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality _ v ‘ '

2. Work Perfonnancé

/

3. Conformance with Mo/DOT /
v
/

Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan.conforma‘nce v

Contractor’s rating &

\Rhis Contract: ' Total Points: (Max1mum pomts

ontract A 1strator.
i, G“% /my

Name Date /Date

1;5'

/Q,,r“( 08

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: : CFMS Contract Number:
The Dieringer Research Group, Inc.

Rooi2Y4
Project Name: _ Mn/DOT Contract No.: | Project Duration (Dates):
Mileage-based User Fee Public Opinion Mkt 90815 04/11/07 through 09/27/07
Research

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

The FHWA, 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: Source of Funding:
$94,775 $57,000 came from OIM (Mn/DOT) ‘07
consultant dollars and the balance from
the FHWA

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

[ b A\ /

! 0 ./ 21 4o ., f /N )AL~ A7}

(@l U berac [0~ 3407
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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 comuments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 90815 Type of Work _Market Research
District/Office CO Work Type Code __0253_ ! p‘“
SP Number - TH Number . Location

Contractor _The Dieringer Research Group, Inc

Subcontractor none
Subcontractor v
Contract Period: 4/11/07 ; 9/27/07 ;- 9/30/07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $94,775 = Orig Cost: $94,775 + Amended Cost: $0
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments ___ 0___

Item Rating o 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 7 4
7. Contract administration o

cooperation u\
8. Invoices and progress reports ui
9. Cost estimation/budget - L@

management

—~ o :
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 9, Q} (Maximum points ,E/b )
PrQ)e tManaoer Contract 'Administrator:
e d] L(ﬂ/((h( o)1z )07 Lo men Ao M/ SOl o7

Name Date 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)




| Repbrt 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:
ACCT, Inc. A87952

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
S.P. 7702-42 (TH 10) 89583 04/18/06 to 005/01/07

Summarize the purpose of the Contract, including why it was necessary to enter intoa 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: Consultant Services
N/A $ 56,667.96 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:

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

[Z ML{ // &M LA /O X4~ 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 Type of work __ Asbestos Abatement
District/Office __D3 Work Type Code _6110_A B

S.P. _7702-42 TH. 10 Location _Staples

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
* 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 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 o

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

IS x| X

7. Contract administration
cooperation

2

8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estimation/budget X
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: . Total Points 27

(Maximum points 36)
PI‘O_]eC a
— %“f

tract Administrator:
/g) Z&W

( Mark Vogel )/ (Gregor}ﬂj ./Thompsox( )

Print Name : Print Name

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

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

Comments: ACCT, Inc performed in a timely fashion, and for a reasonable cost.

Auser\consult\forms\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: CFMS Contract Number:
Sterling Systems, Inc. A92042

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
S.P. 8602-40 (TH 12) 89637 08/02/06 to 09/19/07

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

The purpose of this agreement was to provideRegulated Waste RemovalServices 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: Consultant Services
N/A $62,548.18 Budget Allotment for District 3

If this was a single source Contract, explain why theagency 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 Contrat:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

,”’ pe % y
(Al T Vetracc G “AH- 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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.

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: ¥*$62,548.18 = Orig Cost: $62.548.18 _+ Amended Cost: $0.00
* The contract was written for $100,000.00, but only $62,548.18 was used. See attached memo.

Agreement No. _89637 - Type of work __ Regulated Waste Removal
District/Office __D3 Work Type Code _0110 ﬁé
S.P. _8602-40 TH. 12 Location Delano
- Contractor __Retrofit Recycling, Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor ) &
Contract Period: 08/02/06 : 09/19/07 : 05/15/08 , CONSU T A NT sy, 7}

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

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality. ' ‘ X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and

X
Vs
on time ¥
¥
Y

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration

cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports X
9. Cost estimation/budget X
management :
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 2."]

\ (Maximum points 36)

{ - *
- | Eﬁ%’g jﬁaa Adm%y

( Mark}ég‘éel ) | ( Ggory . Thompsérn

Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:

Above Average: :

@

Average
)
°
)
°

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average: :

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

L Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

o Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

J 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



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:
Hydro-Kleen Inc ' A99506

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract | Project Duration (Dates):
TH 65 and TH 47 Video Inspection and Cleaning No.: 90429 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 43™

Avenue to TH 694, TH 65, and TH 47 from 1rst 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
requiréments.

Billable Hours (if applicable):. Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$89,533.00 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

’/r - N\gA)
((/ ‘C[L( /.\) (/% L /C 1'5///“ 077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating ma'y 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. 40429 Type of Work Sorp Sever Videa Teasp .
District/Office _ Medwma Work Type Code 18.1-13.3 SV
SP Number TH Number 65 Location T-694}a 437 / (o¥hx fa T3
_— —_—— 7 e %‘K
Contractor Hydeo - KiEae T ; ig;éé\ 234 oy
. ] . N P o &7
Subcontractor ,:%‘ {: 72
N ﬂ? E-"’f‘:\ ? &3 \3:
Subcontractor _ ' ;Qe Rz, oy«
Cu - "= z
Contract Period:j/&?//&? ; 7dd 7 fette A8, 075/7”’ *ﬁéz; . .,;;} :
Work Start Date Work Completlon Date ¢Expiration Date i) T, 5 R

Total Contract Cost: $ 52: 533, o0= Orig Cost: § + 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 A
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality "
2. Work Performance ' v
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT '
Standards/Requirements \'/
||4. Deliverables Complete and
on time v
5. Project related cooperation v
6. QA/QC plan conformance —
ost estimation/budget

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: ~ Total Points: Z /7 (Maximum points 350 )
Project Manager: act Admmlstrator

Lee D@%O%w 4/ 35/0%% ,éx«z/ 4&0 /24 2 7
Name Date Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)




Definitions:
' * Above Average:
e

®

@

®

@

®

®

®
Average .

®

°

°

®
Below Average:

°

°

®

°
Poor:

®

(

e

°

®
Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards. :

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

Contractor fulfills terms of Contract; no more, no less.
Deliverables meet standards. :
Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

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. '

COMQ‘.Q'I'éc) uiéea Tospectior op Hime ) 30&.} %UQ“.}\?,_

Phode's For  Same  oF the  codeh besing & wmevhels
Sdeocduces  Ulere  \ate .  Same duplicatieny oF ?eq.ﬁs oed YWAD,
% SomeE  Fenluces wire a0} GPS/ ”j’fé«'ﬂé:skﬁ I‘Asg&-f-&).

(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:

SRF Consulting Group, Incorporated | A 91065

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Overhead Sign Inspection 89285 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): - | Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 423,406.43 State funds

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

services:
N/A

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

See attached Consultant Performance Evaluation

/7 o
' l// /Z/L(\/:){/L[ s 4 O //} /{ // ['/ \/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/07)



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. 89285 Type of work Cantilever Sign Inspection

District/Office  Metro/Traffic Work Type Code & T N 5T

S.P. TH. ‘ -
Location All Metro District Roads - ' (3 (; <007 :;}J
Contractor SRF Consulting Group, Incorporated (ﬁf cor C‘i‘ i 2
Subcontractor Braun Intertec | ‘ \K(Qﬂ AT s,

Subcontractor

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

(traffic control)

Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun [] Additional Work Number of Amendments 1

Item Rating - Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
. Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality =
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 ' X
8. Invoices and progress reports i
9. Cost estimation/budget o
management - X
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 8

(Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Agreement Administrator:
. ‘ . ) - e , ,{;’/
nJJ\.__ \n Q/\ / - (l\@z_u_ oy, OA
(Rebecca Fabunmi) g / (Julie Fiereck) !
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.

e 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.

L Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor-is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requlrements or |

expectations. |

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

Comments:

The technical aspeét of the project and final product were good. There were initial issues with
Contractor project management. Lack of communication and project management on behalf e
, [#)

Contractor did improve at MnDOT Project Manager’s request.

Auser\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:
Sterling Systems, Inc. A91901

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
S.P. 8602-40 (TH 12) 89636 07/28/06 to 08/31/07

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding: Consultant Services
N/A $99,438.42 Budget Allotment for District 3

If this was a single source Contract, explain why the agercy 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

),
//(Q/L/L Z/(// MO /6 ﬁ/)]// % 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 Type of work __ Asbestos Abatement
District/Office __D3 Work Type Code _0+6r  AB

S.P. _8602-40 TH. 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: ~ 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 ' )(\

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT.

Standards/Requirements , )(‘ ’
4. Deliverables Complete and '

on time )l
5. Project related cooperation 7§

6. QA/QC plan conformance . ‘74

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 |
(Maximum points 36)

/ o3 / Pr‘% % %ntract Administrator:
{ ) 1/ /

( Mark Vogel ( Grggory ¥ Thompso/n )

Print Na e 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.

e 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.

o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations.
®  Projectis 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.
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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:
STS Acquisition dba STS Consultants, Ltd. A87176

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: 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 properly dealing with problems associated with
contaminated soil, contaminated groundwater, petroleum storage tanks or solid or hazardous waste materials affecting
the State’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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 99,064.60 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

{/& "uk-é 77.14”{)% )0 — 1o =077

‘| Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

AgTeement No. X g4 4 b Type of work Corrtain: e o Ma #ryod s K/I"Ss’ Stce
, L Conmsiru iy e

District/Office_ Sfedec e Work Type Code _ = I
SP.___ TH Location |
Contractor _O1 S A C«C(’)f)\ il e 0649 e TS Comnsid et 5, (FA,

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

ComractPcrlod 3/ /O(o ; 1‘7’ )O:\~ ; —7/5//O 7
Woitk Staft Date Work Comple{lon Date Expﬁ-a&on/bate
TotalContract Cost: $79.59/.07 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: §

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun  ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments ( ”"‘)\’\ e oﬁ)\{

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

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

1. Product Quality N

2. Work Performance Y

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and

=

X

on time 5(
X

X

5. Project related cooperation .

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract admmzstraﬂon R : / RN
" cooperation P ' SRR ER T A
8. Invoices and progress reports ) , \)Q I
9. Cost estmatzon/budget,, ' o Lo
management Y

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points _& 20
(Maximum points 36)

O_]eCt Mana er @on tract Adnnmszﬁatg;
/ } !

( /\/ﬁ/ma\, / A(K/ )

Print Print D{ amc

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: A CFMS Contract Number:
Braun Intertec Corporation AB9768

Project Name: Mn/DOT Caontract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Falling Weight Deflectometer, etc, Data 89488 June 8,2006-July 31, 2007

Collection and Analysis

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract Source of Funding:
N/A $529,928.04 State Aid

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

N/A

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(ol Pgtrnac 1006 -1

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

i scellan MeoL S

Contract No. 89488 Type of Work F alling Weight Deflectometer, Ground

Penetrating Radar, Traffic Counts, and Coring

Engineering Services

District/Office State Aid Work Type Code N/A 1 <

SP Number N/A TH Number N/A Location 10-15 miles in each Mn County
Contractor Braun Intertec Corporation

Subcontractor |

Subcontractor

Contract 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

x Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 1

Amended for: ~ Overrun

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

Rating

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality

4

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 admlmstratlon
_ cooperation

A

8. Invowes and progress reports '

9, Cost estlmatlon/budget
- management

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

James E. Koivisto 9/27/07
Name Date

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)

vl
Total Points: ,}7\

=4

(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator:

L T IAUA o

Name Date

~ O Yo7
@;c‘ \«c*c- M/ o o the



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency: .
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A80483

Project Name (if applicable):
Access to Destinations: Estimation of
Arterial Travel Times

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 188

Project Duration (Dates):
SEPTMEBER 10, 2005 —
AUGUST 31, 2007

available.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $60,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIGHWAY/ MET COUNCIL

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

J0— 7/ 6 -—07

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATICN

Submit this fdrm 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 188 Type of work Research

District/Office Investment Managément Work Type Code foi%;:""

S.P. NA T.H.NA Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

August 31, 2007
Expiration Date

Contract Period: September 10,2005 August 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date

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

Amended cost for: O Qverrun O Additional Work Number of Amendments 1« ‘%ﬁg m&

Item Rating Rating

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

Below

Above |

Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality - o
2. Work Performance ' ' X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 1
Standards/Requirements X
4, Deliverables Complete and
on time X
5. Project related cooperation K

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
- cooperation
8. Invoices and progress

X
réports | K

9. Cost esﬁmation/budget K

‘management g ‘
no
Total Points i [ /
Contract Administrator:*

{(Maximum points 36) :
f,, ) o P , § /
//754%,&4&,&, Jg;ﬁ]/{/f ¢ -//9'«{%;7;/& {9 |

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

Contractor’s ratihg for this contract:

Project Manager:

{




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: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge Rating Services for Selected County | 86754 March 28, 2005 to November 1, 2007
and Municipal Bridges.

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:

N/A $217,381.31 Managed Funds Org. Appr.
260 5000 222 -- 90%
250 5000 221 -- 10%

[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

‘ ﬂ(? i&‘-’g Vﬁz’{?f’na,o&, JO—15 -0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

o: 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.

Contract No. 86754 Type of Work :&Q_y@%e__b_e

District/Office:_ Bridge Office Work Type Code BO
SP Number: N/A TH Number:__Statewide Location:__ Statewide

Contractor: _LHB Engineers & Architects

Subcontractor: N/A

Subcontractor:___N/A J M |

Contract Period: March 28, 2005; July 31, 2007; November 1. 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $339,053.90= Orig. Cost: $200,774.20 + Amended Cost: $138,279.70
Amended for: [J Overrun X[ 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/
2. Work Performance /<
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
- Standards/Requirements Pl
4. Deliverables Complete and ‘
on time )‘/
5. Project related cooperation x
6. QA/QC plan conformance /\/
. N

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: __ 3/ (Maximum points 36)
PrOJect Manager r, B | Contract Administrator: ‘
e /’K/. LA e 27 /f’ Z/gf":;/ %Zf: T Ll B /ég%ﬁ?'

Lowell J ohr}son K Date

.

Victor E. Crabbe Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



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 A70402

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Automated Winter Road Maintenance

Using Road Surface Condition 81655, WO 148 DEC 1, 2004 — AUG 31, 2007
Measurements

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.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $140,000.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

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

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

/\
/| 1
&ZLM MNstrac jo =15 -0 /
Date

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



N

‘Contractor University of Minnesota

‘Contract Period: December 1, 2004; . August 31, 2007, August 31, 2007

Z}/\@Qed Manager:

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. :

Agreément No. 81655, WO 148 Type of work Research

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code &&= e
e P TETT

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

™ RECEIVED
Subcontractor OF:;cg o
Subcontractor %O CONSULTANT S

v Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $140,000.00 = Orig Cost: $140,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: 0 Overrun 0 Additional Work Number of Amendments lsa%ﬂmé

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 | » \A
2. Work Performance B 7[
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT | - B '
Standards/Requirements 7L *
4. Deliverables Completeand |~ ' 7Z
on time , ..
5. Project related cooperation *?/\
6. QA/QC plan conformance

/

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points fZ/%
(Maximum points ,32)/2,) -

Conttagt_Administrato 7

APRSENY
Wi Moy \\\\Qﬁ( K",«”\{\f«'{f

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Sectibn, 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:
STS Acquisition dba STS Consultants, Ltd. A95899

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dafes): .
Contamination Assistance for Maint. Sites 90399 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: Source of Funding:
District 1, District 2, Environmental
$ 75,464.51 "Consultant Budget

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

/L‘é//? ‘5/7//'/{1/(,/(_/ /O ~/ 5 -0 7

Carol Molnau %t Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)



| CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Type of work Contaynina ZLM%, /“} 555 kfwméﬁ 4 —~

Agreement No. 40359
/“/Lﬂ ITe %_, 5,,‘!€S

District/Office D! D2 EN v Work Type Code EL
S.P. - ‘ TH. _ — Location S fadeeordo
Contractor _S7TS Coe st Hen oo STS Cengucd ff@?‘j L, LA
Subcontractor
Subcontractor ‘
ContractPenod ”/?/g/O@ ; (0/®}Oq ; 7/3[/(9 7

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expratiorf Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 77655, 37= Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $
[ 1,680 2 /= Orig Cost: $

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

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

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Comract adrmmstratlon
" cooperation - :
8. Invoices and progress reports

9, Cost esﬁmatlon/budget_,
management

S AA <]

. . . ] % < A
Contractor’s rating for this contract: . Total Points __-
: . (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: ~Contract Aﬂmmistrator i

%@(/Wx,ﬂ /ZZ{U& { L jdf’f///s%f fs{ A 5?/!& >/5tf
( f\/&mc w(}d ) . (

Print Name / Pri tNamc

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:
Cambridge Systematic, Inc. A23643

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
CVISN Maintenance Contract 89688 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 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

o

/‘
Jp =)
[/ e /0 =13-07

Carol Molnau, Lf. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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.

ConpPustey” S@mf’l(/ﬂg

Contract No. 89688 'Type of Work IT Mamtenance
District/Office OFCVO Work Type Code _(_. \Q
SP Number N/A TH Number N/A Location Cambridge, MA
Contractor Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: 08/02/06 ; 07/30/07 ; 07/30/07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
~Total Contract Cost: $148,750.00 = Orig Cost: $148.,750.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00

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 A
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. . o X
8. Invoices and progress reports _ X
9. Cost estimat’ion/budget ‘ : pYe
management =
\\ .
Contractor’s rating for this contract: - Total Points: 2 Q (Maximum pointS: i(‘ﬁ )
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
Andrea Kampa September 25, 2007 W Jf A mct (,/Q{ @/4/)/ ;’X;;
Name Date Name Daté”’

)i g o7

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:

Barr Engineering Company A97222

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Drilling Investigation 90516 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 3™ Street to 23 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
Not applicable. $73,333.85 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

(i/.;iQMZ TV stmac_ /D15~ 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



* Amended for: ~ Additional Work

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. 90516

Type of Work Drilling Investigation E f

District/Office 2 Work Type Code 5.41
SP Number 0416-34 TH Number 197 Location Bemidji

Contractor Barr Engineering Company

Subcontractor Drilling

Subcontractor Laboratory

January 31, 2008
Expiration Date

; August 17, 2007
- Work Completion Date

Contract Period: January 4, 2007
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $87,256.61 = Orig Cost: $74,964.09 + Amended Cost: $12,292.52
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 Mo/DOT X
Standards/Requirements -
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance . X
7. Contract adnumstratmn
- cooperation o R
8. Invmces and progress repofcs e X e
9.':Cost estlmatlon/budget "2": :j;_f_" f
~ management - R R 7( e

Total Points: %% (Maximum point_gg 5 )

Contractor’s rating for this Contract:

4
Project Manager: Cont Ad straton)
/ . . a /
?w&aéﬂw g //’2/ ﬂ&/ (// L 9 OQ> //7%
Karlene French ( Date 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)




Definitions:

Above Average:

e

°

.

°

°

®

°

°
Average

°

]

°

.
Below Average:

°

°

e

.
Poor:

)

°

°

.

°
Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

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.

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: 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): 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 and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(lﬂzﬂ«é\n NCriace — /0 —G— 0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commiissioner Date

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

(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. 82527 Type of Work: Appraisal Update & Testimony
District: Work Type Code EX

SP Number 2901-18 TH Number 34 Location

Contractor: Precision Appraisals of MN

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: __4/18/06 5 6/22/06 s 3/22/07

Work Start Date  Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $68,750.00 + Amended Cost: $
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating . ' Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
’ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance 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 '

m!:s 36 (Maximum points 36)

(Cm tract Ad IS’EI’& r . ‘, ;o
(it G- -0

ame Cathie AshF n Date

e

Contractor’s rating for this €ontragt:
Project Mafiager:

///// r’“%/ %ﬂ/)
Natite: \b‘klp Pitzen d]}at VARV

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)




Definitions:

' /bove 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 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.

000000

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 reqirires 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.

e @ 6 & 0

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).

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 A72926

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

Resilient Modulus Dev. Containing
Recycled Bituminous and Concrete for 81655, WO 156 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $55,000.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

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

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@4%7247@%%4?4/ /6 ~1—07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

(o- o Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section



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 156

District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code

Type of work Research

S.P. 88016 00723 T.H.NA
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Subcontractpr

Contract Period: March 18, 2005;
Work Start Date

Location Statewide

June 30, 2007;
Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

June 30, 2007

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

Amended cost for: O Overrun

O Additional Work

Number of Amendments 1 ""‘Aﬁaﬂ'f ,

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement
Administrator
: Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points . 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

3 Points

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT  |x
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation  |x

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

/’"“““\57‘ . .
f,,;;“/PI‘O}eCt Manager:

"Contract Administrator:

Total Points % (

(Maximum points 36)

AT N
&(5\ t}‘ ":v o A (4 \\“, / Y’j’%\(&;}' k\;\} L L&\? t /me

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




Kelly Heffron

Date sent: Thu, 20 Sep 2007 10:12:04 -0500 (CDT)

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
periodicals@lIrl.leg.mn

From: 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 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

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



Kelly Heffron

Date sent: Thu, 20 Sep 2007 10:25:17 -0500 (CDT)

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
periodicals@lrl.leg.mn

From: 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 10:25:17

_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 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 how 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 Wlth
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



Kelly Heffron

Date sent: Fri, 24 Aug 2007 10:20:47 -0500 (CDT)

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
periodicals@lIrl.leg.mn

From: 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 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: 1,998.000

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 maklng 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
production 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



Kelly Heffron

Date sent: - Wed, 11 Jul 2007 12:37:41 -0500 (CDT)
To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
, periodicals@lIrl.leg.mn
From: 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

project: P76 RGCIP

id_part1: 111

id_part2: 1111

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

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, 12:41 Page 1 of 2



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



Kelly Heffron

Date sent: Wed, 11 Jul 2007 12:36:02 -0500 (CDT)

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
periodicals@lIrl.leg.mn

From: 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 12:36:02

_config: vendeval

project: P76 RGCIP

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

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, 12:42 -Page 1 0of 2



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, 12:42 Page 2 of 2



~Kelly Heffron

Date sent: Wed, 11 Jul 2007 10:04:51 -0500 (CDT)

To: Steve.Gustafson@state.mn.us,
Jake.Carson@state.mn.us,
periodicals@lIrl.leg.mn

From: 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

cfms: 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

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, 10:18 Page 1 of 2



streamline this payment process more than originally thought. Finally,
the actuall cost of the contract came in under the contracted amount.

Printed for Kelly Heffron, 11 Jul 2007, 10:18 Page 2 of 2




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 | Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Mille Lacs 87785 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 and 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$89,790.98 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

WW 717 -0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)



1y

2)

3)

4)

5)

Attachment A

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.

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.

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

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. "

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




i 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. 87785 Type of Work _Preliminary Design
District/Office _3A Work Type Code __ Py

SP Number 1804-50 TH Number _169. Location _West side of Lake Mille Lacs
Contractor _Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Periéd: April 25, 2005 ; _April 30, 2007 ; _April 30, 2007

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
.Total Contract Cost: $127,841.00 = Orig Cost: $127,841.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00
Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only  Number of Amendments 0

Item Rating Rating
* 1-6by 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

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract admlmstrauon
- ,cooperatlon e
8. "Invomes and progress reports

sl sl bl |

9. Cost estlma’aon/budget
~__management

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

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

hmes. Halloyen Fp i Joveharo for Sien Holl Fﬁ‘m

Name J Date Name Date E ,,7
bizslon

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.

e Contractor needs little or no direction.

e Contractor responsive to requests.

® Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

L Project is on time and budget.

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

® Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

e Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

® Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks

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

o 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

never completed, the contractor’s performance was admirable.

this project was

(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:
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. , A98983

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Urban Partnership Agreement Program 90669WO01 March 7, 2007 — May 31, 2007
Support

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
Minnesota to form a coalition which submitted a proposal for the UPA. The Contractor helped to facilitate
meetings, developed strategies and produced the final proposal submitted to the USDOT.

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

WW 7-1¢-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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.NA Location
Contractor: SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: March 7, 2007 May 31,2007 July 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $99,981.99 = Orig Cost: $78,529.77 + Amended Cost: $21,452.22
Amended cost for: Additional Scope Tasks 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 =
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

7. Contract adm1n1strat10n i
_ cooperation

8. I Invowes and progress reports

JQ.f:Cost estlmatlon/budget e
_management ey

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points ;2 8
(Maximum points 36)

Project M : A C})ntract Administrator: | Date:
«%‘% " Atu cm llan  T))> o

’(///> )

Print Name Prmt Name

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



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:

Codrpcto SulClled derms 05 wntract

O lera bles e e oa—tne . Zsgecally

chal(epgng cinsllerny dhe” Hof Aeadine

/ﬂféé?((/’f' N A . }ﬁ{g(j@-/?
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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:

URS Corporation A85659

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Collision Prevention Strategies II 86352W04 February 15, 2006 — 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$127,996.52 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

%{W% 7——/@—&7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



e WA NS d Bd B4 BA VA A AAARAE NS ARULTRL BRL YW ALE Bd TV A BBt Nt A B A S Nt e Y

‘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 Type of work: Collision Prevention Strategies I1
- District/Office: OTSO 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; March 2007; March 31,2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

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

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

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

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

1. Product Quality 4, —
2. Work Performance L\-
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4 |

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and A

on time : (5 S

5. Project related cooperation

> L3

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Jnanageme
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3 ;)\
S (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator: Date:
/i/bh’\/\/_i/t VMV\PW 627 v/ [teabidy . l,-:/ 27167
(Rt TrLle( ) ( | )
_ Print Name - Print Name

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




Above Average

° Products/Service delivered correctly, efﬁmently, timely and without excesswe
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.
° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
e - Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
o Contractor responsive to requests.
L4 Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ' ‘
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
° Project is on time and budget.
[ ] Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: - '
e  Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget. .
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: -
® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
[ ] 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

Xm’?‘%‘m@(» r)o WWA/ WA (o fmm Ay WMo DT # WG

Lo teedz Manual@. A4y wiuld v Wm/ﬁm 0wt/ anim
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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:
University of Minnesota A83003

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Employment of the Traffic Management 81655W176 November 7, 2005 — April 30, 2007
Laboratory for improving the Stratified

Metering Algorithm: Phase III

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$75,000.00 : 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 objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

&/M/é %%W T-,6-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 Type of work: Stratified Metering Algorithm
: Phase 111 ,
District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code
S.P. N/A T.H. N/A Location
Contractor: University of Minnesota
Subcontractor
Subcontractor '
Contraét Period: November 7, 2005; April 2007; . April 30,2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 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 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 ‘ : o

2. Work Performance

L
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT e
Standards/Requirements :
4. Deliverables Complete and ’ e
/

~on time
5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: ' - Total Points ;2 g
(Maximum points 36)

‘ W% , Coptract Administrator: Date:
// i L Lttt G an Mudae. 71207
( / ' ) ,

(/ )

Print Name Print Name

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




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

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

° Contractor responsive to requests.

o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

L Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

L Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

' expectations. »

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

Comments:

‘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:
SRF Consulting Group, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A98983

Project Name:

Support

Mn/DOT Contract No.:

Urban Partnership Agreement Program 90669W01

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
Minnesota to form a coalition which submitted a proposal for the UPA. The Contractor helped to facilitate
meetings, developed strategies and produced the final proposal submitted to the USDOT.

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$99,981.99

Source of Funding:
State Funds

services:

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cpint tnae

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

7 /¢ wa7

Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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

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

Program Support
District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code
SP. TH NA Location
Contractor: SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: March 7, 2007 May 31, 2007 July 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~ Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $99,981.99 = Orig Cost: $78,529.77 + Amended Cost: $21,452.22
Amended cost for: Additional Scope Tasks 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 =

2. Work Performance ' S

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT -

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and if
on time (/

5. Project related cooperation 3

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3

7. Contract admlmstratlon o L

 cooperation | Ll

e Invmces and progress reports e D 3 e

9. Cost estunatlon/budget = 3 B

management Sl
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points ; 8

(Maximum points 36)
Project M L Cpntract Administrator: Date:
/2{“’% . Aou cm X celan T >/
« - ) A )
Print Name Prmt Name

MS 680




Definitions:

Above Average:

Average
°

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards. '

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Deliverables meet standards.
Project is on time and budget.
Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

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

Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

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

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

Controctor Sulblled derms 05 antract
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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:

URS Corporation A85659

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Collision Prevention Strategies 11 86352W04 February 15, 2006 — 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$127,996.52 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

&DM«KWM 7-/@»&7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 Type of work: Collision Prevention Strategies II
~ District/Office: OTSO 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; March 2007; March 31,2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~ Expiration Date

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

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

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager ’

7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 4,
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4_
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and v
on time 3 J:

5. Project related cooperation

-l=—-¥>

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Total Points _fj_i\_

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager: ntract Administrator: Date;
Rt Powee~ s&uﬁ u Mk b/27000
(R WN@( ) ’ )

Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:

Above Average
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excesswe
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.
° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
o Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
L4 Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ‘
[ ] Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
° Project is on time and budget.
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget. .
o Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
o Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations.
°

X\W

nts:

Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
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Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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 | 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. Total Contract Amount: $71,685.00 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.

<

ﬂﬂi MVZW/MLQ,/ T—rle 077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A G4 il &

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. & O [);/ 3\2
District/Office ©> _ 74&
SP Number . TH Number .

Contractor \J\_Q Ao A Lo

Subcontractor -

Subcontractor

Contract Period: L/ 2 —O r—(

Total Contract Cost: $° ( C..wai = Orig Cost: $ ( ¢ 685 ~~+ Amended Cost: $§(££ﬁ‘"""“

é 'Z_/,.- C}?

/ ;
L
(2 i Q i

Work Start Date -

Work Completion Date Exp1rat10n Date %

Type of Work iu 3 4 ( D( §\ I,{(‘(im;me"&"*jl/
Work Type Code{ (0 3 MQ /‘\‘C i [L,Lgem,\u
Location B‘_(%p—frh

w4_ /

Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
‘ 1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator ,
‘ Above Below
Average Average - | - Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality v '
2. Work Performance /
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT w
Standards/Requirements .
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time v’
5. Project related cooperation w
6. QA/QC plan conformance P

|

ag

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

anager;,
2

/:>-\ L f"w’//f
£y f'

Nﬁme
,é/; (/C’ b =

e

fDQ Vs

Date

N\
N .

Name

&L :
ft E T2 S,

A EHRAAS

T-16 ~0T

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: 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 42", 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 effectivve 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{w“«_ 7’*/4"/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 7 Date

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



A 9749

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.

CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

- Type of Work D /z,')“{' }f 2 rypae 07%( C

Distriet/Office f\e’/\ & ’(‘ e 1/ L/ Qd/ Work Type Code £ M? /(-/C{‘ / / /£ ;;,
SP Number 124’—5—5&;75 TH Number _ /() () Location _{~/zz e~ (A/ES + o, ‘70( <t ,J_u ’
Contractor_\Fce 0 2Zonf ThC. T LT s

Contract No. ( (/; ; A i'/ ' f

Subcontractor :

Subcontractor  ° ?A ,@

Contract Period: £/ — 2 _O'( / e é?;’ : ( X S
Work Start Date Work Completmn Date Explrauon Date

Total Contract Cost: $_01 2: ( ég)/ Orig Cost: $ Z i ( ()~ Amended Cost: $

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mo/DOT ! /
| "
v’

Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

e

6. QA/QC plan conformance . - /

|

=~

TotaI Pomts A,_,;,j

(Maximum pomts,? é )

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Contraci ministrator:

Project Manager:

B gt Vorrona 11257 e )

Name Date Name éx

| e 1EHET RS 15 /f@/u

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

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Aero Metric Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-99430
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates): 04/02/07 to 06/19/07
Photogrammetric Mapping No.: 90827

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 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. Total Contract Amount: $99,720.00 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.

WWW 7l -0%7
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION | A -994%8¢

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.

) 3N
Contract No. / 0 & ; 7 . Type of Work p{m Y uﬁ (TR i/—vx{_‘%‘(ﬂ C._
District/Office 1> — 3 Work Type Code Rl N\‘Q e | ( !\' “
" SP Number 7 292 TH Number I’O / Location (=, ... O (e_g\ﬁ/\[& ‘\L,g — Xro "*_\l\\ Ci

Contractor A E s — Méﬁ%” ¢ Uine. Q"K

P

Subcontractor

Subcontractor —— ¢
’ S 00 . i

Contract Period: 4/ — T s ‘ -0 ( (=2 \ -t
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date e

Total Contract Cost: $ 17, ?‘20/5 Orig Cost: § 44 "72 (). + Amended Cost: $ 7o
Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality ’\//
2. Work Performance ' \‘/
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT \/
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and -
on time . \/

5. Project related cooperation

N

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 5 Q\ (Maximum pointsg)é )

Project Matiager: .-~ > Contract Adm)inistr ;

e 21:’5/1’:< /’ " o5 /
Name Date Name L L e —"7 (
MEHR2 TIRASH MGt AN

¢ -2 -

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. | Total Contract Amount: $88,400.00 Source of Funding: L/M, Consultant Mapping

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

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

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

No.

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

Please see the attached evaluation form.

@@M&W 7 -1l —07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION A 274314

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 coriments on back, keep comments factual.

: \
N <L
Type ofWork Al \m\ QY (6 e~ N
District/Office ') D k Work Type Code ’K“T N{P ‘&/(\C \) ? )*ﬂ 23
SP Number ; (_ ( LC TH Numb\e? T Locatlon v \,/«(« p\lr‘ o \ho N V\C}\U\/}s
Contractor F Q\/\/ Se ~ s x’f'B \,\”(W u—%& ‘ ’

Subcontractor _-

-~

Contract No.

(/~ L W‘«’&j i

Subcontractor  —— ‘
Contract Period: L“( -7 _ ()7 :( o ~—07 ! / -~y »\‘C}F“(v
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $g E YO ) Orig Cost: $C%£ {/ C,}C]/—%- Amended Cost: $ /(/

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

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

1. Product Quality ‘ /
2. Work Performance . ' v
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT : /

Standards/Requirements :
4. Deliverables Complete and /

on time
5. Project related cooperation e
6. QA/QC plan conformance : : v~

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 7; f& (Maximum points . S L =) .
Project Manager: &‘raot A@wtrator /
OF s \L/@e’mam 71 7 cnr 7 —
Name Date Name ~ “Date

(1 EHETRSE ez
”’?F_, [¢) — ‘7

Note: Any rating of below average or poor copy to Jeff Brunner, Dlrector Consultant Services Sec’non
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-99434

Project Name (if applicable):
Photogrammetric Aerial Services

Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90824

Project Duration (Dates): 4/02/07 to 6/20/07

necessary for this type of work.

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 photogrammetric camera and equipment

Billable Hours (if applicable): No.

Total Contract Amount: $72,320.00

Source of Funding: District’s Consultant

efficiently:

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

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.

No.

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

Please see the attached evaluation form.

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

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governorlcm

7-&-07

Date

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




CUNSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION A =T >A

* 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. QQ%Z’L{ - 7 Type of Work _ e v /Q DL u {E, a%\ﬁ{%{ﬂ

District/Office 0 2 T (¢ & Work Type Code g -
SP Number TH Number Location | ) :) < L/ /éj é

Contractof ﬁ—m—*\? \,/\ [ S Ne ¢ L g»\ir’\/ Q\Ji

Subcontractor ~——

Subcontractor ——

G707 . b-20-07_ f‘(-zf\({

Contract Period: ;
‘ , Work Start Date Work Completlon Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $79 5. ~= OrigCost: ' ( (), 02 &~ Amended Cost: $ (_é
Amended for: ~Overrun . ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
v 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 ’ o e
2. Work Performance V/
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements ~ T
4. Deliverables Complete and
. on time v
5. Project related cooperation 1 .
6. QA/QC plan conformance __ W

Contractor’s rating for this contract: | Total Points: 2 &~ (Maximum points = gg‘ ) / :

anager;_ @nn act Admjinistrator: /7
L o .
Jz////’{"@«ﬁ%? T[T . ///’7) o I@,C‘?
Date Name / / B?}ﬁ7 ’

| o Davis M EHETASd I EHLAN

fo lenvdl

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:
Yaggy Colby Associates, Inc. A84900

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dafes):
Water Resources Engineering Oversight, 1/23/06 — 4/30/07

TH 52/Oronoco Design-Build 89042

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
913 $83,804.43 100% 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

(el 7-/6-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No.: _89042 _ Type of Work: Water Resources Engineering
District/Office: _6 Work Type Code: _DB
SP Number: _5508-84 TH Number _52 Location: Oronoco, Olmsted County

Contractor: _Yaggy Colby Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor: _n/a

Subcontractor: _n/a B};

Contract Period: _January 23, 2006 ; __April 30, 2007 ; December 22, 2007 g
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date W

. I i \‘
Total Contract Cost: _$83.804.43; Orig Cost: $98497.30; Amended Cost: _$0.00 | RO
Amended for: ~ Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only; Number of Amendments: _ $0.00

. Lh" }KJ‘{Y 'i?;_%b‘f.

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

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

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation ‘
8. Invoices and progress reports

O ST R I RO I IS e

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

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

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Ll by DA aday
Name j * Date ’ —Name / / Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction. "

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests. :

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

Above Average:

[ ]

[ ]

°

o

[ ]

°

°

. .
Average

°

°

®

[ ]
Below Average:

[ ]

°

°

°
Poor:

°

°

[ ]

°

.
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: CFMS Contract Number:
University of Minnesota A83003

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Employment of the Traffic Management 81655W176 November 7, 2005 — April 30, 2007
Laboratory for improving the Stratified

Metering Algorithm: Phase III

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$75,000.00 : 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 objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

W m«/ eyl 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 ‘Type of work: Stratified Metering Algorithm
_ Phase I1I
District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code
SP.N/A  TH.N/A Location
Contractor: University of Minnesota
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contraét Period: November 7, 2005; April 2007; . April 30,2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date 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 Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average "Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality ‘ : e
2. Work Performance o
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT e
Standards/Requirements :
4. Deliverables Complete and e
on time : ’ .
5. Project related cooperation ~
6. QA/QC plan conformance o
é;;;

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

W/Za% Contract Administrator: Date:
/ (7’ ¥ G ,&u/m b 7)12/07
( / | ) ’ ~

(/ )

Print Name Print Name

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



Definitions:
Above Average:
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.

° Contractor responsive to requests.

e 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 1s behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. ,

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

expectations. '

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

Comments:

‘\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §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 a1

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration:
Asbestos Abatement — Dump Site in Chaska | 90646 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: Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$236,299.41 Metro Consultant Services

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

@MQ/W ’/7~ /=077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90646 | Type of Work Asbestos Abatement
District/Office Metro Work Type Code A%

SP Number SP 1017-12 TH Number 212 Location Chaska to Chanhassen

Contractor Mavo Systems

Subcontractor Belair Builders, Inc.

Subcontractor

Contract Period: January 26, 2007 _ ; June 29, 2007 ; January 31, 2008
Work Start Date 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 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 ,
___cooperation _ ot » M
8. Invoices and progress reports | 1 \ﬁ
9. Cost estimation/budget ] , r
management L _ ‘ ’ ’%‘

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: & é@ (Maximum points 3@ )

roje nager: Contract Administrator:
Rl e, ot T St el

K;frlene French Date ame:} ébb e F Gfsﬁﬁ 5"% 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:

e Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance or

direction from Mn/DOT.

] Contractor performs beyond expectations.

o Deliverables exceed standards.

e 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: '

L] Contractor minimally or does not meet Contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

] Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

] Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.

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

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 field operations and coordination with Mn/DOT field staff and design-builder

staff were smooth and efficient, once the work 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 147.

Billable Hours (if applicable): 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

&%VM V-/6 077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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.: 86344 Type of Work: Wetland Mitigation
District/Office: Metro Work Type Code f D

S.P. Number: 1017-12  T.H. Number: 212 Location: CR 147 to CSAH 4 in Carver County
~ Contractor: Emmons and Olivier Resources, Inc. 4 .
Subcontractor: McCombs Frank Roos Associates, Inc.
Subcontractor: Lynch Associates

Subcontractor: EVS, Inc.

Contract Period: July 9, 2004, January 31, 2005; May 31, 2009
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date N

A\
Total Contract Cost: $631,281.00 = Orig Cost: $490,750.77 + Amended Cost: $140,530.23<\?j Zo

Lo koo
L4

Amended for: ~Overrun = Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 1 <4508

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

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

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

TR T BT e B R i e

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: : Total Points: < 7 (Maximum points 24 )

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

_Rob Maroney 7'}"*"%/? %%& 6 / 8/0 7

Name Date Name 4 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: CFMS Contract Number:
SOUTH CENTRAL TECHNICAL COLLEGE A91561

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
JUMPSTART PROGRAM 89849 6/27/07-6/29/07

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): 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

WM TVl 27

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 89849 ' Type of Work _Educationw
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 Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

] I I B

6. QA/QC plan conformance

C Qntract admmlstratlon
‘operatlon '

Invoices and;progrcss reports

9 Cost est1mat10n/budget
. management ‘

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _,Z ;_ (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager:

_ORLANDA KLINKHAMMER July 3, 2007
Name Date

— Contract Administrator:

Date

H3 /0 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

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:
CNA Consulting Engineers, Inc. A 97076

Project Name: ' Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
[-35W/1-94 Storm Water Tunnel Inspection | 90424 12/20/06 — 5/15/07

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 36" Street and 1-94 from I-
35W to Lyndale Avenue to determine quantity of cracks and voids, and to prepare an estimate of repair 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: Source of Funding:
$98,163.32 (Mn/DOT portion) 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

ﬂ@fw‘—é“m% V1607

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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.

Type of Work: Storm water tunnel inspection
Work Type Code: SV

Location: Minneapolis

Contract No. 90424

District/Office: Metro

SP Number: 2782-281  TH Number: I-35W/1-94
Coﬁtractor: CNA Consulting Engineers, Inc.
Subcontractor: N/A

Subcontractor; N/A

Contract Period: 12/20/2006 - 5/15/2007 N VR
Work Start Date: 12/20/06 Work Completion Date: 5/15/07 Expiration Date: 5/15/07 mi‘aji b f'_:;\/\»/

Total Contract Cost: $98,163.32 = Orig Cost: $90,084.14 + Amended Cost: $ 0.00
~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 0

Amended for: ~ Overrun

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality 4
2. Work Perfbrmance 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 v , 3

7. Contract administration , : 2
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports 3

9. Cost estimation/budget , 2
management

Total Points: <3 g (Maximum point§ 3% )

Contractor’s rating for this Contract:

Project Manager: . Contract Administrator:
. / . . -/
pateeld . M e [26/ 2057 i L it ‘3/ O?QA?’,?’
Nathe . j Date ! Nﬁ /L 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:
®

® 6 ® 6 @® 6 0

Average

- Below Average:
°

Poor:

Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

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.

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

126/2007)




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:
StoneBrooke Engineering Inc. A89566
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
New Prague 89750 June 6, 2006 to May 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,
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.

east of New Prague, CSAH 37 through

Billable Hours Total Amount Spent on Contract:
682 $99,419.88

Source of Funding:
District 7 Consultant Fund

services:

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

overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

V- /6 «07

Date

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

(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. _89750 Type of Work _ Preliminary Layout
District/Office 7 : Work Type Code _PD
SP Number 4003-21 TH Number 19 Location _ New Prague

Contractor  StoneBrookeEngineering, Inc.

Subcontractor _Roundabouts & Traffic Engineering

r MG
Subcontractor OFFICE OF

Contract Period: June 6,2006 ;  May 1, 2007 ; May 1, 2007
' Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

~ Total Contract Cost: $§_99,419.88 Cost: $_65,640.00  + Amended Cost: §_33,779.88
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only ~Number of Amendments 2

CQ‘\’SU TAN T ,n.‘%\f N\

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
“II5. Project related cooperation ' : X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X

anagement

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 29 (Maximum points _36_ )

PI‘O_] ect Manag Contract Administrator: ‘
_,z&/m é/” /@7 Crose Felbew e [ifoy

I\fame Rolin Sinn 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 professienal/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: CFMS Contract Number:

Salvaggio, Teal and Associates A92557

Project Name (if applicable): Project Number (if Project Duration (Dates):
applicable): August 14, 2006 to June 30, 2007

MAPS Replacement

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

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: Source of Funding:
$570,904.00 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.

Mx“/“wu?
Agency Head Sigﬁ@c,j/ - | Title: Date:
e J)Wv\-‘}\/) 1 R
: Q_/ - , ~10-3
(MM\QPM“‘

(Rev. 6/03)




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: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration:
Asbestos Abatement — Dump 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: Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$174,998.29 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 irhportantly, avoid the potential harm to the

nearby school property that could result from 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

WM b-26-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90624 Type of Work Asbestos Abatement
District/Office Metro Work Type Code _ A 1D |
SP Number 1017-12 TH Number 212 Location Chaska

Contractor Mavo Systems, Inc.

Subcontractor Belair Builder’s, Inc.

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _February 13, 2007 ; May 25, 2007 A ; July 31, 2007
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 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 ' o X

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ) X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Completeand | B X
on time v
5. Project related cooperation } X

6. QA/QC plan conformance ' Ty

7. Contract admlmstratlon - - e
cooperation ‘ , 7(
8. Invoices and progress repoﬂs R N X :

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget S 1 o
management ‘ - X

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: &5 (Méximum points§£g_)

v

s

PIO_] ect Manager / Contract Administrator:

Lu vé(/71{ /. /W—LZ J/C/C 7 /\QM& Ww\)
Kafrlene A. French /’ Date Namembb‘Q FOV&C}’)@S’\ Date (, l S / 0'7

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.
L Contractor performs beyond expectations.
L Deliverables exceed standards.
e Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.
e Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
e Contractor needs little or no direction.
® Contractor responsive to requests.
L4 Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
@ Contractor fulfills terms of Contract; no more, no less.
e 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.
e 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
Contractor and/or its subcontractor did not make Mn/DOT’s project urgency a priority, The work did not start

until April 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)




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:
Bolton & Menk Inc. A98301

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90631 2/15/07 — 5/18/07

HARN Observations — Phase 3

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$98,000.00

Source of Funding:
Office of Land Management Budget

services:

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

b-Re-07

Date

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

(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. 90631 Type of Work: Control Surveying to Harn Phase 3

District: Brainerd and Willmar districts Work Type Code SR ,\f—:} T
SP Number NA THNumberNA  Location A o :,«b
Contractor: Bolten and Menk Inc. | [/:b UM ;&3
Subcontractor e §:
Subcontractor r

Contract Period: __2/15/07 | ; 5/18/07 ; 8/31/07

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

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: otal Points: ___ 36 (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Coritract admlms\ ﬂ ﬂ
L 4P L] Gk
: John Barke ° Déte 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.

CFMS Contract Number:
Aa4472.

Project Name:

Mn/DOT Contract No.:

11 Parcels for Demolition in N St Paul 90218

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 applicable):

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$ 75,480.37

Source of Funding:
Metro Consultant Allocation

services:
NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Corpt Portriae

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

-2(-07

Date

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. _90218
District/Office
S.P._6211-81

Contractor _Retrofit

Metro
TH. 36

Subcontractor

Type of work _Regulated Waste Removal

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _ 9/29/06 5/29/07

5/31/07

Work Type Code A T‘;

Location N. St Paul

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $__75,480.37 = Orig Cost: $

Amended cost for: —~ Overrun

~ Additional Work

+ Amended Cost: §

Number of Amendments

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

2

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

o7 ﬁ |
Project Ménager7 /)
F72% /V%f/%
V) "

f Mark Voge

Print Name

L/
e
(o

Total Points _&3__

(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator:

(Dokpie for

Print Name

o
ey G [6] 0T

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



Del1nitions:

Above Average:

Average
°
°
®
®

Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT. '
Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

® 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: Disposal records not ledgible. -

\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:
Edwards & Kelcey, Inc. A75282

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
St. Croix River Crossing Visual Quality 86998 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
9,703.5 $ 1,268,954.10 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

(st penan G -R6-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 Visual Quality Planning and Manual
District/Office  Metro | Work Type Code D

SP. _8214-114 TH. 36 Location__St. Croix River Crossing

Contractor __Edwards & Kelcey

Martin & Pitz Associates, Inc. (=
Savanna Designs

Subcontractors: TY Lin International
Wilkinson Eyre Architects Limiited

Ji
=
X
ey
s
ry
&

Cde

TS

Kevin Hart Architecture CNA Consulting Engineers, ]n?«:; OFFLC E‘\;‘:)Fc;wa ng
Jones & Jones Hess Roise and Company 5N CONSULTARNT =2 &
Modjeski and Masters, Inc. Illumination Arts, LLC ”ﬁ 2 . ,ﬁ\\\,«
CH2M Hill Ly e

February 28, 2007; February 1, 2007
Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Contract Period: May 10, 2005 ;

Work Start Date
¥ 1)26%,95Y4./0

Total Contract Cost: $4=232-#33-86-= Original Cost: $1,232,733.86 + Amended Cost: § BL,220.- 2’«{

Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun [ ] Additional Work Number of Amendments _3;—_
~ 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
1. Product Quality 4
2. Work Performance ~ 3¢
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 4
Standards/Requirements _ ,
4. Deliverables Complete and v ' 2
on time
5. Project related cooperation 3
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3

Total Points Q %

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager: : Agre ;lnent Administratpr:
/ 55 3¢ ! oy i?l&w« J ﬂ K@’U\/@ = [ 30 fg"g
(David Hall) / ( Linn Moline)
Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:

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

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
e Deliverables exceed standards.
e Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
U Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
. Contractor suggests improvements.
~Average ‘ ' A
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
L Deliverables meet standards.
L Project is on time and budget.
L Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
L Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
e Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
L Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: R
' ° 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 requlrements or
; expectatlons
L PI‘O_] ect 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
réquired, but it was necessary to reach the level of quality desired for the final Visual Quality -

Manual.

\user\consult\forms\evaluatlon 898
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| Linda Moline - Re: St Croix Perf Eval Page 1

From: Val Svensson
To: Moline, Linda
Date: 5/24/2007 2:29:38 PM
Subject: Re: St Croix Perf Eval

| am sorry for the delay and do have some thoughts that | would like to have documented.

In the end, the product that was deliverd for this project met with the needs of the department. | 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?




Linda Moline - RE: St Croix Visual Quality Manual Page 1 |

From: "Pederson, Terry" <terry.pederson@dot.state.wi.us>
To: "Linda Moline™ <Linda.Moline@dot.state.mn.us>
Date: 5/18/2007 3:48:10 PM

Subject: RE: St Croix Visual Quality Manual

Linn, thanks for the opportunity to submit my comments on the Consultant
performance Evaluation. It is attached. | 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 W1 54701

. (715) 836-2857 voice
800-991-5285 voice
(715) 836-2807 fax
terry.pederson@dot.state.wi.us

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. | 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
1600 West County Road B-2
Roseville, MN 55113

Phone: (651) 234-7687

Fax: (651) 234-7689

E-mail: linda.moline@dot.state.mn.us




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 Bridge Project VQPP
District/Office Metro/WisDOT : Work Type Code N/A
S.P. 8214-114 T.H. 36/STH 64 ‘ Location TH 5 (Minn.) to 150™ 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: N/A = Original Cost: N/A + Amended Cost: N/A
Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun ] Additional Work Number of Amendments N/A

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

Above Below
Average - Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points . 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality , X '

2. Work Performance

Standards/Requirements

X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
X

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: Total Points
(Maximum points 36)
WisDOT Project Engineer Agreement Administrator:
Terry C Pederson, P.E.
( ) ( E
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.

L 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:

e  Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

. Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

J Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

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

Comments: 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.

Auser\consult\forms\evaluation.898




]rLin,da Mciine - Re: St Croix Visual Quality Manual — performance evaluation of E&K Page 1

From: Todd Clarkowski

To: Linda Moline

Date: 5/17/2007 9:16;38 AM

Subject: 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. | 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




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 -- VOM
District/Office Metro Work Type Code o
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 Cbmpletion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $ = Original Cost: $ + Amended Cost: $
Amended cost for: [ ] Overrun [ ] Additional Work Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
‘ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
|1. Product Quality ’ 2
2. Work Performance 2
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 5
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and )
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 ' Agreement Administrator:
__Todd Clarkowski
( ) (
Print Name Print Name

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



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

® Contractor performs beyond expectations.

e Deliverables exceed standards.

e Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

® Contractor needs little or no direction.

] Contractor responsive to requests.

® Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ‘

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

® Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

L Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

L Contractor is unresponsive to requests. ‘

® Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

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

--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 &K on 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

product/service.

\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:
StoneBrooke Engineering Inc. A95231
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: 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 of New 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 Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
1274 $ 98,975.50 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: o

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Copse Pristrac b 2607

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner . Date

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

(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. _ 90229 Type of Work __ Final Design Construction Plan
District/Office 7 Work Type Code DD P "**\ .
SP Number 4003-21 ~ TH Number __ 19 Location _ New Prague /
Contractor ___ Stonebrooke Engineering
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: _ 10/20/2006 s 4/30/2007 ;_ 6/01/2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: § 98,975.50 = Orig Cost: $_98.975.50  + 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 Mo/DOT - X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time ‘
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X
~ni€iiiagemeﬁtfi .
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: ___ 29 (Maximum points _ 36 )
Prpject Manager: Contract Administrator:
M\ lo-11-00 (raie Felhor elifo
Name Mary Dieken Date 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.
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.

® 6 @ ® 0 @ 0

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)



A 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:
Coleman Engr. Co. A99928

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90911 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 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

W%m«,._ b-24-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90911 Type of Work: Control Surveying to Harn Phase 4

District: Various Mn/DOT Locations Work Type Code SW e
SP Number 5508-84 TH Number 52 Location -
Contractor: Coleman Engr. Co.

Subcontractor L

Subcontractor ‘

Contract Period: __4/25/07 ; 5/14/07 ; 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 : Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below ‘
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: ‘ Total Points: 36 (Maximum pbints 36)
Project Manager:

et — 5/57/2407 , ot b

arfie: John Barke Bate ~ Name Cathxe Ashlm 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:

Toltz King Duvall Anderson & Associates

CFMS Contract Number:
A83622

Project Name:
Lafayette Bridge Renovation Study

Mn/DOT Contract No.:
86425

Project Duration (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):
350062.10

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$413,118.69

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

services:

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WW

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

b-R6-07

Date

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

(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. 86425 Type of Work: Lafayette Bridge Rehabilitation Study
District/Office: Bridge Office Work Type Code: BD

SP Number: 6244-(9800STUDY) TH Number: 52 Location: TH 52 over Mississippi River in St. Paul

Contractor: Toltz King Duvall Anderson & Associates, Inc. _ T

Subcontractor: Dr: Jerome Hajjar

Subcontractor: Dr: John Fisher : Py
PEC £ »’EL)

Subcontractor: Braun Intertec

OFFIZE OF U
Contract Period: Nov. 21, 2005; April 28, 2007; Dec. 1, 2007 (Y CONSULTANT 5eev ,{\?
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date * Ay
3{
Total Contract Cost: $440,051.66 = Orig Cost: $ + Amended Cost: § NYA" o \ B
Amended for: ~Qverrun  ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 0 T
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 admmlstratlon R T R R ), ¢
cooperation . ‘ Fovd ~
8. Invoices and progress reports = b X
9. Cost estlmanon/budget, , X
- management . S
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 32 (Maximum points _36__)

Contract dministrator:

1 HLO0. é/t::a/@?

Robert J. Mibler 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.

e Contractor needs little or no direction.

@ Contractor responsive to requests.

e Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

URS Corporation A72181

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Final Design Bridge 27V65 86967 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
N/A $350,696.90 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

WM 6’026"07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

> Paul Stembler, 112 Admin
Jeff Brunner, Mail Stop 680
File

(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.____86967 Type of Work Bri é@g& Desion
District/Office:___Bridge Office Work Type Code 65 3 - -
SP Number:__2782-27V65 TH Number:__ 35W Location: Ramp from 35W N.B. to TH 121 N.B.
Contractor:___URS Corporation over TH 35W in the City of Richfield.
Subcontractor: N/A
Subcontractor: N/A
Contract Period: March 4, 2005; December 29. 2006; January 15, 2007

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $350,696.90 = Orig Cost:
Amended for: [0 Overrun X [ Additional Work ~ X- Time Only

Item Rating Rating
1 -6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
v 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 3
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: __31 __ (Maximum points:__36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
]W 5-~22-e7 Yt 0 Lot 6722/57

Keith Molna Date Victor E. Crabbe Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)




Definitions:
- Above Average:
.

Average

Below Average:
e

Poor:

Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor minimally or does not meet Contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

The Consultant 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)




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 A66784

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Determining Economic Strategies for

Repair and Replacement of Low Slump 81655, WO 140 8/26/04 — 5/31/07
Overlays of Bridge Decks

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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $137,500.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

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

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

&w&‘ﬂ@m«/ | b-A6 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

| Agreement No.: 81655, WO 140 Type of work: Research
District/Office: Investment Management Work Typé Code: N/A

S.P. No.: 88016-00668 T.H.:. N/A Location: N/A
Contractor: University of Minnesota

Subcontractor:

Contract Period:  August 18, 2004; May 14, 2007; May 31, 2007

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  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 "‘“3\"'? NyE

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality ‘ X
2. Work Performance : <
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ,
Standards/Requirements X -
4. Deliverables Complete and ' Q)
on time >< :
5. Project related cooperation P
6. QA/QC plan conformance ><
Contract administratio

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

Project Manager: | Contract Administrator: /

P EY. Bn MLz
(Pl M. Kiyisto) (

[
lan
Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:

Above Average:

e

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

® Contractor performs beyond expectations.

e Deliverables exceed standards.

e Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

® Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

e Contractor needs little or no direction.

® Contractor responsive to requests.

® Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

e Project is on time and budget.

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

® Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

e Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

® Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

® Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

e Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

® Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations.

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

Comments:

?f@re-d' AT =g 97 ,g/ Lw/e_{&.s( ot ﬂ’v—‘cﬁv\ww. mC
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S
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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 A78383

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Commuter Bicyclist Behavior and

Facility Disruption 81655, WO 179 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $69,618.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cpist Pptmac L2607

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



'CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No.: 81655, WO 179 Type of work: Research
District/Office: Investment Management Work ‘Type Code: N/A \(
S.P.No.: 88016-00769  T.H. N/A Location: N/A A
Contractor: University of Minnesota

Subcontractor:

Contract Period: 8/5/2005; 5/22/2007, 5/31/2007

Work Start Date 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 6 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 c//
2. Work Performance (j
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements 9[
4. Deliverables Complete and
" on time ; 3
5. Project related cooperation &
6. QA/QC plan conformance L_/
7. Contract adnumstratlon ’
cooperation:
8. Invo1ces and progress reports
9. ’Cost estlmatlon/budget '
management C

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 5 ; '
(Maximum points 36)
@ jé?l\% ,, Contract Administrator:
7 (Wﬂﬁf\mm
( Davv-\ Pg‘hd é@Qlm ) ( \’K‘N’\ VY\LL"L \\ i )

Print Name : Prmt Name

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




Definitions:
Above Average:

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

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

® Deliverables exceed standards.

® Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
® Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
® Contractor needs little or no direction.
° 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: ) 7 . ' p
AL Some imihar tre L/M/”KQL éékéﬁ (hae de iw&emkv@w,

A\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: Optimal Geomatics Inc., (formerly known as MD CFMS Contract Number: A-99432
Atlantic Technologies, Incorporated, a subsidiary of MacDonald, :
Dettwiler and Associates, Ltd.

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Contract No.: 90825 | 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 equlpment 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.

WM l-26C -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

¢

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A_a9el sz

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

,r,v

Contract No. 9@ oo, 3"; v
District/Office S 7

SP Number L‘({ ;’3 116 THNumb
Contractor {7 ? N ""“ﬁ

Subcontractor -

Subcontractor -~—

Contract Period: &f — 7 — O'(

Type of Work {)/1 N o /r('/ b b @ \ir o ;b/

v
Work Type Code [

: ff, TLocation [~ e~ (=4

(21 =07, X

_ U

%
fq 67/gj~‘é/bfﬁa/f4ﬁ/ QL

=24

Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $ & 2|

Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

O () —= Orig Cost: s&( (OC (>  + Amended Cost: § :__(_,/f___

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments
Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

v’

2. Work Performance

v~

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

v

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

ANAN

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

Total Points: § 2 (Maximum points

£—25-67

Name ‘ V 7 Date

Contr

drm iStrafor:

ﬁ’

A Name

é“z/f-/ (¢

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

MS 680

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

Lake Superior College A93654

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):)October 2,
90020 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: Source of Funding:
$70,875 Bituminous Workshop 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 s

ﬂw@ Creac &-13-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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. 90200 Type of work Hiring teachers to teach the Technical

Certification training program classes

District/Office - Construction & Innovative Contracting Work Type Code Tf‘i

S.P. T.H. V Location |

Contractor - Lake Superior College

Subcontractor
Subcontractor %

Contract Period: October 2, 2006 ; May 7, 2007 ; June 30, 2007

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $70,875.00 = Orig Cost: $83,250.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00

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

Item Rating | Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager :
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator |
Above Below ‘
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 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: Total Points - 27
(Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
\'.ﬂ,f'; ;o ey Vs fe A5 Fy N TN i [
SAAVDY SERVATICS SAVDY SERVATIVS
( ) ( )
Print Name . Print Name

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




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Cook Research and Consulting A97753

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Bare Pavement 2007 90639 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: - | Source of Funding:
$76,400

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. _ 90639 Type of Work ~ Market Research

District/Office.  OIM Work Type Code |- ZQ_,

SP Number THV Number Location

Contractor __Cook Research and Consulting

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 1/19/07 5 6/4/07 ;13 l/O7»
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

+ Amended Cost: $ 0

Total Contract Cost: $ 76,400 = Orig Cost: $_76.400

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. adrmmstratlon
S cooperatlon L
8. Inv01ces and progress reports
9 Cost estlmatlon/budget
_management

Total Points: .3 b (Maximum points [3 Q )

Contract Admmlstrator .

Contractor’s rating for this Contract:

Project Manager:

Lori Laflin 6/4/07
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).

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 A57622

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Pavement Design using Unsaturated Soil 81655, WO 103 2/1/2004 — 4/27/2007
Technology

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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $195,500.00 Trunk Highway

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

-C-07

Carol Molnau, Lt Governor/Commissioner Date

n



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. 81655, WO 103 Type of Work: Research
District/Office of Investment Management Work Type Code
SP Number 88 016 00749 TH Number N/A Location
Contractor : University of Minnesota

Subcontractor N/A |

Contract Period: 2/1/2004 ; 4/27/2007 ; 4/27/2007

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 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 4
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mo/DOT 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4. ¢
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3.
7. Contract administration - 7
_ _cooperation | %J . L
8. Invoices and progress rep'or“'t‘siy o e \74 >
9. Cost estimation/budget | A ! ,~
[__management . e sl %’ .
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _;/47 Z (Maximum points )
S T,
Shon ai & John Siekmeier Dan Warzala
Name Date Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
Above Average:

° 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 cortract; 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)




Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

1. If this is a Mo/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

2. Do you recommend implementation of the research results?
Yes
3. Are there measurable impacts (monetary & non-monetary) that were a result of this

research? Yes

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator.
123456 7X89 10
Poor Great
5. Was the information from the research available in time to be useful?
Yes
6. On a scale of 0-10, indicate your overall satisfaction with this project.

0, Not at all satisfied

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

6, Satisfied, non-useful results

X 8. Satisfied, useful results

10, It was great!

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

8. If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?
Yes

Additional Comments:

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A-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 I-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.

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



LUIWOULLANI PERFURMANCE 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@ ) g 3 )ﬂ Type of Work NA,«+U FGe~, mf«iﬁr, e Mq/)//f),:,,

District/Office ™\ __ 2 Work Type Code jﬁf_ MP i

SP Number 2 e g’[ )L TH Number T _4 Y Location \= ¢ o~ }LKU{,‘JVL( K[f\ Av @ CL'U« W

Contractor NA g ~ 3\-\‘ e 2 Co fj . /,,/fk,ﬁ/ﬁjni

Subcontractor _—— : {fé’/;:ﬁ v .

Subcontractor _—— : "w\

Contract Period: ¢/ — L ~ o C .9 - To- 07—( -{) . U 1
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date /

Total Contract Cost: $ " [¢/, (3¢{)() = Orig Cost: $ Tl () ()~ + Amended Cost: .
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality O

2. Work Performance

%
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT (/

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and

on time
5. Project related cooperation v
6. QA/QC plan conformance . Ve (

Total Points: _ S0  (Maximum pom’tsZ 5

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager: _ /f ) / fd?mstra /
é::c"iM //»«4- éf <7//07 '

Name Date Name Date‘: L 67

MMEHTASH M eEHR And

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:
Precision Appraisals of MN Inc. ASz2soY
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Appraisal 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
NA $55,500.00 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

MW | S-30 - 2l

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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.89950 - Type of Work Appraisal Services
District: Duluth Work Type Code AP

SP Number 3104-51 TH Number 2  Location
Contractor Precsion Appraisals of MN Inc.

{
SESELET A cpae
IR ALY g
SRR,
v Y
S ot
Wals
0o

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Subcontractor NE O B '
Subcontractor :
Contract Period: __ 0" 11-0lo ._4-25-00 4 5108
Work Start Date 84206 Work Completion Date 092546 Expiration Date 4/34+68
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 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
X
X

Contractor’s rating fo‘r’{h}s) Contract: Téta] Points: 36__ (Maximum points 36)
PI‘OJC& Jana / / ontlact A @nisna I / '

et Magagel / i /s 60T
Name: Skip Pitze;}}i Daté 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).

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 WISCONSIN A61121

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

INV 810: Demonstration of Ash

Utilization in Low Volume Roads 86536 MAY 24, 2004 — APRIL 30, 2007

3) Longer service life/lower long-term costs

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!)

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $212,995.00

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

NA

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

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

&i%éﬁ%éﬂta%

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

l=18-07

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

keep comments factual.
Type of work C c ,f(. (“v

Work Type Code g—é:

Location Statewide

Agreement No. 86536
District/Office Investment Management
S.P.NA T.H. NA

Contractor University of Wisconsin

Subcontractor %\"; CONGUL} .
S SVLIANT sz gy, oS/
Contract Period: May 28, 2004; April 30,2007, April 30, 2007 QS\V;,/
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date i <“ Lo o7 \;,;Y/
Total Contract Cost: $212,995.00 = Orig Cost: $212,995.00 + Amended Cost: $O S
Amended cost for: [0 Overrun 0 Additional Work Number of Amendments 2 — :‘f’ﬁ MmE
[tem 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 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation - 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3
7. Contract administration
cooperation "f
8. Invoices and progress
reports ‘/
9. Cost estimation/budget ;
management @‘f

Total Points 5 %
(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

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.

e Deliverables exceed standards.

e Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

e 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: i :
SR oA ek (ad> Uy 0 508n s R
DOV oS f/?e:u (BB i - & o E AT e Tu &~
s ‘l‘:ﬁ 5,\';'\6%"«-@&- Ebt Sy i M Gedeodeg

- £ '
i, o led Lo [N == ot cx..;\(,g'%:»'p&"tj
o] |

o @®ss Jy Lodev i naedhs .
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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: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A69982
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 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 I35W & 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: |,458 \(8-03 | 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

WWG«/ Z-Sp 07

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. 86627
District/Office  Bridge Office

27V75 and 27V79 and Project Management of four other segmental bridge designs included in the TH

Type of Work: Final Bridge Design

Work Type Code: BD
SP Number 2782-27V75 and 2782-27V79  TH Number 35W

Location Final Design Bridges

35W and TH 62 Crosstown Rehabilitation Project

Contractor : Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade, & Douglas, Inc.

Subcontractor NA

September 29, 2006:

October 1, 2006

Contract Period: November 8% 2004;
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $1.381.896.14 = Orig Cost:
Amended for: Overrun @ Additional Work  Time Only Numbqr of Amendments 2

Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

$1.005.058.71 + Amended Cost: $376.837.43

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 3
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

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

oject Manager: ‘ ct Administrator:
Ve Walia 3207 DU L8 -
Name Dat N Dat
(Keith Molnau) ) (Ra;gzrt T, M(Her) : ‘ / ! 8/ o1

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

Average :
L Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
L Project is on time and budget. ‘

® Project Manager is informed of key milestones. v |
Below Average: ' |

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

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)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

-Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Duluth Archaeology Center FS
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Projegt Duration (Dates):
Red River Bridge (SP 54-639-32) 90074 q /o6 - S/011

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

Phase | 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 SPR Beock A —FEDeRAL

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 of National Register eligible properties 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.

45 30 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



Craig Johnson - EVALUATION FORM.doc .

_ Paget

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. 0074~ Type of Work Atitaepe oo 7 & Geolelpituiely
District/Office (.6 Work Type Code ¢ &

VS/ N+ o
SP Number < 4’ -(39- 37 TH Number 3% Location NQltwn Covd 7y

Contractor () Uty Tl Aflcpscoceny Coniat

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 9”11/7—0"0(: ; ‘5;/1 0/ 2eo7 ; 7/3j/250
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ &Z?Si 742.¢7 = Orig Cost: $ .+ Amended Cost: $

Amended for: [J Overrun  [J 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

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 = - G
8 InV01ces and progress reports

9. Cost estlmatmn/budget
~ management :

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: ?:} (Maximum points ﬁzb
z ect Mapager: tract Adminis Tt(i@
fV{,,M @y(lvwmv/ ‘3‘//\;/7,»()7 7n 22/
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)
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Craig Johnson - EVALUATION FORM.doc

-

Definitions:
Above Average:

]

®

°

)

.

®

°

°
Average

°

°

°

®
Below Average:

]

.

®

°
Poor:

]

.

°

)

e
Comments:

Products/Service delivered correctly, efﬁéiently, timely and without excessive assistance

or direction from Mn/DOT.

Contractor performs beyond expectations.
Deliverables exceed standards.

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

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

AL [Fon0s togns wol S panNT  [Becavsz  Tus fhoss ZL

Aa s

Col? Lt WS NeT se)Z20,

(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:
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc A95590

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90365 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): 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

WM S-30-0 W,

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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.90365 Type of Work HARN Observations
District: Willmar Phase 3 Work Type Code S&

SP Number NA  TH Number NA Location Willmar

Contractor Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

~ Contract Period: EZ—M!@{@ . 5[%[@7{ ;Q’f5@I®'7

Work Start Date 1274706 Work Completion Date 5/&#67 Expiration Date 6730767
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 Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

5. Project related cooperation

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance

nagement I
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 36__ (Maximum points 36)
\ EE . /\ . 3 /
Project Manager: ‘ontract Admfin stra/t%é/
-~ - , : Lo “ 4T -
e Sy ﬁa;é Ll —s-£-27
/ /N/éme: John Barke Date Name Cathie Ashlin Date

L

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: CFMS Contract Number:

Crow Wing County A 41933

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Safety Rest Area Architecture 83812 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 198,320 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

Cinal grernac S-33-07

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 Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. ___83812 Type of Work : Architectural Design and CM
District/Office ___ 3A Work Type Code _DD

SP Number _1809-61 TH Number 371 Location __Crow Wing County _

Contractor Crow Wing County

Subcontractor __Widseth Smith Nolting — Mechanical Engineering and Architectural Servic

Subcontractor __Krause Anderson Midwest — Construction Management Services

Contract Period: January 14, 2003 ; January 31, 2006 ; January 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date 2, The o
Total Contract Cost: $__205,000 —Kg Cost: $__200,000 + Arnended Cost: $ 5,000 L ok ; s
Amended for: ~ Overrun "~ Additional Wo@ ~Time Only Number of Amendments 1__
Item Rating Rating V
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 adrmmstratlon |4
- cooperation B ' ,
8. Invoices and progress reports | 3
. Cost estimation/budget T |4
_management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: __34 (Maximum points _36__)
Project Manager: Cca;ct Admini é / /
Carol Reamer 1/2/07 Zre e S/ Q/ 07

e Date Name Dz(te
Bt g i

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:
°

°
e
¢
e
°
e
°
Average
°
°
°
°
Below Average:
°
°
e
.
Poor:
°
)
°
°
°
Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

Use of a construction management (CM)firm of the quality of the Krause Anderson staff to provide value

engineering and

quality contro] 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: CFMS Contract Number:

TBE Group A87055
Project Name: Subsurface Utility Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Engineering (SUE) 89245 3/20/06 to 3/15/07

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 Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
108.25 $ 83,258.48 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 and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Dite

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

(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.

Type of Work  Underground Utility Locations

 Work Type Code PD

Location City of New Prague

Contract No. 89245

District/Office _7/Mankato

SP Number 4003-21(19) TH Number 19
Contractor TBE Group

Subcontractor Boonestroo and Associates — CADD

Subcontractor NA

Contract Period: 3" 2.0~ O
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $5_164.015.97 = Orig Cost: §_164.015.97 + Amended Cost: §___0.00_

Y-12.-071 ;_3-01-0%

Work Completion Date Expiration Date .

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 ‘
112. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT 3
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance ' 3

Total Points: 34 (Maximum points _36_ )

e M’7/M /;/ZZZE $STo/25

Name Craig F;%er Date

e
Date /ﬁ/ 77& '7

&p« Name R)a‘lin Sinn

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.

e Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

] Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

o Contractor needs little or no direction.

L4 Contractor responsive to requests.

L] Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ‘

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

] Deliverables meet standards.

o " Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor minimally or does not meet Contract terms.

] Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget. 4

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

] Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

L4 ~ Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

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

The project manager 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)




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: 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. 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. The state did not have staff with the necessary traffic modeling expertise
available, which is why the consultant was hired.

Billable Hours (if applicable). 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(///lélvé V%ﬂéil@tu 5-33- 0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 87344 Type of Work: Corridor Planning Study
District/Office 3 / St. Cloud Work Type Code: 7:12° PS
SP Number: 8823-61  TH: Number 15 Location: From CSAH 47/CR 136 to Jet TH 10

Contractor: WSB & Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor: None

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: $ 11 0,439.90 + Amended Cost: $19,459.83
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments: 1

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

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

ect Manager: Contract Administrator:
m Unneortt 5707 é/@@q gu_@mf 5-7-07
Name Date ame 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:
e Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
“or direction from Mn/DOT.
o 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.
o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average v ‘
L] Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
. Deliverables meet standards.
o . Project is on time and budget. '
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: :
° Contractor minimally or does not meet contract terms.
] Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply. |
o Project is behind schedule or over budget. '
(] Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. |
Poor:
. 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 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 lavouts 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: CFMS Contract Number:
INFORMATION SPECIALISTS GROUP, INC. (ISG) A94071 ‘
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
CORE SERVICES TRADE OFF STUDY 89736 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
N/A $97,100.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY 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

-

édw«é ps Vpbrnac ) 2L 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. %q ‘73(9 Type of Work (VWM @Q%’F

District/Office cCO ' Work Type Code ¢ 07253 M P TET

SP Number TH Number Location __ O [

Contractor JSG/ T .

Subcontractor SN

Subcontractor NG ) S
ContractPeriod‘ Q//ﬂ/gé ; 5/5/O;L 7///07;‘&& .

Work Start Date Work Completxon Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ Cfr7) (00 = Orig Cost: § ‘Z ‘2 i (00 + Amended Cost: $ 6

" 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

8]

. Work Performance ' 2
3. Conformance with Mo/DOT : Z/
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

(ﬂ(ﬁbﬁﬂ\N

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: Qé (Maximum pointsgf@' )
ﬁc Manager: Contract Administrator: \
WW 5/44/01 W 04200 (_UQCQW 440
Name "Date Name =3 Date
30 ! 07

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/006)




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 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
| déta collection. They did their best to compensate, but needed much direction on how to describe graphs and

actually report findings. Ihad 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: 1 épplied 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)




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:
HDR Engineering, Inc. A86695

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 14 Roundabout Construction Plan 88132 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. 2 mile west of 35W (@ 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
1467.25 $ 153,420.38 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:
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

&MWM S -23-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
Submit this form to the Contract Administrater 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. _ 88132 Type of Work _ Roundabout Design

District/Office 7 Work Type Code DD
SP Number _ 7401-34 TH Number 14 Location _ Jct. TH 14 and Steele C&A-Hs?m

Contractor HDR Engineering. Inc.

Subcontractor Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor - )

Contract Period: __ 9/25/05 ; March 2007 '; 9/9/07 (o ﬁ:;g\;U: CART S o >
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date = 5

Total Contract Cost: $ 153.420.38 = Orig Cost: $ 93,307.35  + Amended Cost: $ 60,11\‘% Chno \Ta' et

e b

Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments _ 2

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

5. Project related cooperation

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
X
X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 35~ (Maximum points 3¢ )
P Je Manager: Contrj inistrator”
/64,«////1//@“ j//‘f’/ﬂ7 7 2 §/7’/£’7

‘Name ' 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.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
BRKE Appraisals Inc. A 85000
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 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

/J/M77,ZM N I H2A07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 89542 Type of Work Appral Services )
District:Brainerd Work Type Code AP wh
SP Number 8602-44  TH Number 12 Location ‘:i
Contractor BRKW 3 ;
Subcontractor cx ;
Subcontractor .

Contract Period: 4 E 1q1ck .Y [3;@ (7 : L / 19/0%

Work Start Date 4/19/06— Work Completion Date 04/36/6%- Expiration Date 04H4+08—

Total Contract Cost: $80,000.00 = Orig Cost: $80,000.00 + Amended Cost: $
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

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

5. Project related cooperation

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
X
X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 36__ (Maximum points 36)
~ \ ~ \,
Pro;ec g2 bon ract Ad m§trat ry . . .
'{[{{7 Z //mﬁ x’")"“/77 CDC\L@ '~\ / i (5~ [,Dj
Name ‘:S'klﬁ nyg; D? e / Name Cathie-Ashlin Date

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to J eff 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: CFMS Contract Number:
WSB & Associates, Inc A78823

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 23 / 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 Stearns County needed to develop a long-range vision and management plan for the
TH 23 / 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): 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 the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[/leé,y&ﬁ“é}@uc/ S-dA~-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATICN

~ Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating may be used
in fiiture 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 Type of Work: Corridor Planning Study
District/Office 3 / St. Cloud Work Type Code 12 PSS
SP Number: 8823-62  TH: Number 23 Location: On TH 23 from Jct I-94 to Jet TH 15, and

on CSAH 75 from Jct. TH 15 to Jct. I-94

Contractor: WSB & Associates, Inc.

Subcontractor: None

Contract Period: August 1, 2003; March 31, 2007; 4 | 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 ~ 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 Mo/DOT x

Standards/Requirements :
4. Deliverables Complete and X

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

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

- Projept Manager: C i act Administyator: '
éf@&%@ms‘_ﬂ—m Cpeitten MNpearat-5-7-07
Name Date ame </ 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 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 M/DOT to produce.

Poor:
Contractor requires excessive guldance 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 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: CFMS Contract Number:
ESRI A89988

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
701 Final Right of Way User Interface 89590 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
281.25 $59,749 Central Development 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

g[l%\/},@{%@b S35 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.
% . i - . | ]
Cemputer SerVices
Contract No. 89590 Type of Work :Build web interface template for
R/W Maps with textual indexes ‘

District/Office Land Management Work Type Code n/a___c P
SP Number __n/a TH Number n/a Location _ n/a
Contractor ESRI___Enviinmenttl Reseavch Dysteivs Inc.

Subcontractor /a

Subcontractor __n/a

Contract Period: __7/10/06 ; 1/31/07 5 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 ’ Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above Below

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

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _30 (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Kay McDonald 5-9-07 __Melissa McGinnis ___ 5-9-07
Name Date Name : . Date

WMLUMG VAo ywao  O110107

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



MS 680

Definitions:

Above Average:
°

Average

Below Average:

°

°

°

°
Poor:

°

°

°

°

°
Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

Product/service required dlrectlon 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 expectat1ons.
Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.

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: CFMS Contract Number:

Delta Environmental Consulting : A87173

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Phase I ESA and Drilling Investigation 89460 April 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$59,544.09 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

(arie pruenace e

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 89460 Type of Work Phase I ESA and Drilling Investigation
District/Office 8 ’ Work Type Code 5.41 and 5.42 ~() '
SP Numbér 4210-38° TH Number 68 Location Marshall
Contractor Delta Environmental Consulting
Subcontractor _Data Research, Sanborn Maps Historic Records Lanratory
Subcontractor Direct Push Probe Heritage Environmental
Contract Period: April 11, 2006 ; October 28, 2006 ; January 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $61,104.73 = Orig Cost: $38,257.01 + Amended Cost: $22,847.72
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 Poor
, 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time
5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
~ cooperation i 3 R
8. Invowes andprogress reports I N

X
Gl ﬁ:tXf e
)L

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget

' management
Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: % ‘ (Maximum points alc) )
PI‘OJ ect Manager Coptract Administratoy:
/ ALl eand /// /I/MM/ b/ ‘_//U 7 4//’3%/ % G[O‘q‘
Kdrlene A. French /” Date 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)




Definitions:

Above Average:

Average

Below Average:

Poor:

Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

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

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):
Field Validation of Intelligent
Compaction Monitoring Technology for

Unbound Materials and Hot Mix Asphalt

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

82617, WO 9

Project Duration (Dates):

OCTOBER 10, 2005 —~ APRIL 30, 2007

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

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cowue

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

g A3 \07

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Submit this form to the Administrator with the final invoice. This rating will be consideration in
future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.
Agreement No. 82617, WO 9 . Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code %
S.P. 88016 00785 T.H.NA Location Statewide

Contractor Iowa State University

Subcontractor

Contract Period: October 10, 2005; April 30, 2007; April 30, 2007
Work Start Date ~ Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $125,000.00 = Orig Cost: $$125,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

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

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

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

1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

N I

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3b i - W \O/'k
(Maximum points 36) O U\
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

C Lld e T ) AL e

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.
e 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 mformed of key milestones.
Below Average

e Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

e  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:

Both P £7TC preowed The /@qﬂ«me/sc
__Azga,_«zzwy o Pfaive.e. LSUCCc—sﬁt{c// /bra,(,(,j At




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

Iinstructions: 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 A70430

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
INV 812: Resilient Modulus & Strength of

Base Course with Recycled Asphalt 81655, WO 132 12/1/2004 - 1/30/2007
Pavements

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

This project tried to determine resilient 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $94,000.00 Trunk Highway

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

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

2

l o N
(A1t Dletnac Sa-07
Carol Molnau, Lt. Govefnof/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 132 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code 2—(:_ o y
S.P.NA T.H.NA Location Statewide 3

Contractor University of Minnesota

. N \
Contract Period:  12/1/2004; 1/30/2007; 1/30/2007 .90/ 9,2
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date i

Total Contract Cost: $94,000.00 = Orig Cost: $94,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

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

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

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

1. Product Quality 3%
2. Work Performance 4 o

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

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points E \ _ @W
’
{

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Q@ §% \b\&@wk

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:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A63514

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Implications for transportation policy of

recent large increases in commute 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $50,000.00 TRUNK HIGHWAY

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

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

WW SEk-07

Carol Molnad; Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 81655, WO 129 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management ~ Work Type Code 215;'
S.P.NA T.H.NA Location Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota

Contract Period: July 12, 2004; January 31, 2007;  January 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $50,000.00= Orig Cost: $50,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: U Overrun 0O Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 ~ )y eye G0 \j

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

Above Below
Average Average | Average Poor
: 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 4.
2. Work Performance '
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT |4
Standards/Requirements '
4. Deliverables Complete and 3

on time
5. Project related cooperation |4 I

6. QA/QC plan conformance NA

7. Contract admlnlstratlo” :
. cooperation
8. ‘lnvo:ces and progres :
reports S ‘ S
9 Cost estlmatlon/budget 50

-~ management - T

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points%c’
‘ (Maximum points 38) 2/

Project Manager: Contract Admimstratorf

\-\bﬂ’@m nq WW

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:
Coleman Engineering ' A98386

Project Name: _ Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observations 90629 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 III

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

WM &/~ 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90629
District/Various Districts
SP Number NA TH Number NA

Contractor Coleman Engineering Co.

Type of Work HARN Observations
Work Type Code 9% SR,

Location

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _ = { 21lo1
' Work Start Date 3/21/07

Total Contract Cost: $65,000.00 = Orig Cost: $65,000.00 + Amended Cost: $,
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments

dieloT a[30l077
Work Completion Date 04/16/07 Expiration Date8/30/07

~ Time Only

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above
Average

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

4 Points

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

o] BT B B ] I

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: ,Total Points: 36__ (Maximum points 36)
Project Manager: Q’rg:tﬂdrmms kﬂ J
I
Iff— s, /7zru7 e
a{xe John Barke Daté : Name  Cathie Ashlin Date 2|~ Uhl

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:
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP

CFMS Contract Number:
A63950

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.:
FAST Lanes Procurement 86662

Project Duration (Dates):
July 1, 2004 — June 30, 2007

1. Corridor Selection Evaluation Methodology

FAST Lanes Request For Qualifications

FAST Lanes Request For Proposals

Request For Proposals Evaluation Methodology
6. Revised Design-Build Books

Dl (09 b

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:

Report on integrating FAST Lanes procurement process with the design-build process

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$290,000.00

Source of Funding:
State Funds

services:

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

@ﬁw&/] Visbrna—

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commlssmner

S-§5- 07

Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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.
Prefinnaly Deslgn

Agreement No. 86662 Type of work: FAST Lanes Procurement
District/Office: 0TSO Work Type Code D
SP.NJA  TH.NA Location
Contractor: Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: July 1, 2004; June 2007; June 30, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~ Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $290,000.00 = Orig Cost: $290,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00
Amended cost for: N/A Number of Amendments 2

Item Rating Rating

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. "Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

PR P PR

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 52‘7
(Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: Date:

Nesdp S b (joiJetri i MU IO S 24077
A “ ) (MeleseManyg )
Print Name i 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
op 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Eastern Business Software Inc. A74957

Project Name: _ Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Program & Project Management System 87616 . 5/2/2005 —3/31/2007
Work Management System Support

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 (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$80,732.50 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

(orsd rstrace 5 §-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Computer Serviceg

Contract No. 87616 Type of Work _Professional/Technical
District/Office Decision Support Work Type Code ﬁ , E
SP Number TH Number Location
Contractor : Eastern Business Software Inc.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor v
- 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 Rating
1 -6 by Project Manager :
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above Below

5. Project related cooperation

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 ‘ '

X

X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: ~ Total Points: a% (Maximum points Bfg )
Project Manager: ‘ Contract Administrator:
_Kathy Hofstedt 4/16/2007 )
— Welraotieg Yl 1q107
Name Date Name Date

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




Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this f rm o Consultant S

Stpp 680, along with the approved final invoice. DEP !\‘f‘:ﬁfr TFA

QFFCE OF
Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Bentley Systems Inc. ABl05Y4
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
US Bank — RouteBuilder Modification 89475 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
12.92-S $203,875.78 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 of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(ppsl 71l r S5-§~07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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. '

Type of Work _IT_Cemnpute v Sevvi(lee

Contract No. 89475
Py L
District/Office___OFCVO Work Type Code (" AT,
SP Number TH Number Location __ St. Paul o i’
Sy Iy
Contractor Bentley S~ $+e YOS Tﬁc . s @@)
¥ . 7 “,2(\0
Subcontractor
Subcontractor A ’ v S
Contract Period: ___ 6/29/06 ;_ 01/17/07 - -~ 1/31/07 - a1 g C) |
Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~ Expiration Date 08, Ln
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 A . 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 K
7. Contract administration 3 ‘
cooperation ' : '
8. Invoices and progress reports ' : 3
9. Cost estimation/budget 3
management ‘
- Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Poihts: 27 (Maximum points __36)

jQMana ;

U~
RUAS)

d-25-0"
Date

Nam !

SI4(T
Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Section,
MS 680 ’

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

Above Average:
()
L)
°
°
®
°
)
°
Average
°
[ ]
°
)
Below Average:
°
°
)
°
Poor:
°
°
°
°
°

Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Miﬁirhally 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.

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: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
FAST Lanes Procurement 86662 . 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:

$290,000.00 State Funds

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

&M\/ﬁ Vterac— &-§-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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: CFMS Contract Number:
Bentley Systems Inc. ABI0sY

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
US Bank — RouteBuilder Modification 89475 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 modlﬁed to work properly with the US Bank

payment solution.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
12925 $203,875.78 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 of the contractor’s timeliness, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

C/)(’ZM\/%WV S5-§~o7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION :

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Eastern Business Software Inc. _ A74957

Project Name: _ Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Program & Project Management System 87616 : 5/2/2005 — 3/31/2007
Work Management System Support

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 (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$80,732.50 ’ 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

(ppndneerace S-9-09

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Daté

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: CFMS Contract Number:

Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. A34467

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Trunk Highway 371 Nisswa to Pine River Study | 82672 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 371. 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
10914.2.5 $1,012,4154.4% Tronk Hahway

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

(/[2%M777<M4 L 5-3-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. __ 83492, A Type of Work _ Preyech Dudogm A-
District/Office __ 3A Work Type Code PD

SP Number _{j},.~a32 TH Number _37{ Location _ Niscwa 4n Pine River

Contractor _Shod Elhiot Heedetek som Te.

Subcontractor Develonis s -

Subcontractor __¢%, arae Qening .

Contract Period: __ 4/ 12/ 2002, ; 2-} Zl } QY 1afz1fa000

: 1024 £52 %iVork Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date 122,929 ,%

T e AEN 4L

Total Contract Cost: § EEEES3 Orig Cost: $_ 8 QZ’;{ 3‘! + Amended Cost: $ 250588

Amended for: ~ Overrun Addmonal ,@ ~Time Only Number of Amendments 4

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

> XX I

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
" cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

R PRl

Total Points: <2 (Maximum pointséLO )

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Forner Project Manager: ontract Adminis/tr
Tany H\m\«r& : 3/80/0\7 / v 7 é Z‘i 8) E
Namé 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.
e Contractor performs beyond expectations.
® Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
L] Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
L] Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
* Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
) 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.
L4 Contractor is unresponsive to requests. |
. Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. |
L Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
) Project is not on time or budget through no fault of MwDOT. !
|
Comments: i
W Vev ash 1 war Wy 'Hne. Variou bovs &8 Hoo |

7
SEH oo e =Hhis tnam;ecﬂ'\ Cheis Mivikerw i3 aw excellent s

(3 ‘H'\L_ oYoies b A/ Iy 20 \\‘Ov\n o.\m.\ go\s Ranxé
] 83 - ) - hd

<)
LMD f‘)k"om‘t . I \Mau\‘;v.
l'vq "“ﬂt, “Q\A’wrcg.

- £l !v
1'\1.«-]»':‘\»& 4@ L\‘n"a.. ‘“-\tw Lov 8 Sfmifaw Pwobt.cx-

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ove SSOEOQO

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to [Con ultamk?err/ coes, Mail

2007

top 680, along with the approved final invoice.

A

Agency: L{f 4

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

L THE COliugisg) Ay

\’L)(

WFis (-..._,,__M ,
r“” JF AOMIT] f“é“-w

W.,. =

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
HNTB Corporation A74396

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Final Design Bridges 03007, 03X02, 03510 | 87077 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
5,32.0-00 $ 429,848.00 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
‘unded 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

Carnsl Tt o 307

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 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 10 Location: TH 10 in Detroit Lakes
Contractor: HNTB Corporation
Subcontréctor: 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: [JOverrun [ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 0 e

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 X
4. Deliverables Complete and :
on time ¥
5. Project related cooperation ’ x
6. QA/QC plan conformance
* Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 30 (Maximhm points 34 )
Project Manager: C%act dministrator: V)
) N "E"‘, j o Y =
S WP iy Roblat O H L 3/2]o7
Name " Date Name {J Date
Steven Ellis 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: CFMS Contract Number:
Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates, Inc. A78269

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Design plans for State Project 6511-37 88037 7]20105 — 124 IO_I

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):. Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
206064 $261,272.17 (final billed amount) 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

&éu{ Totracc 4-87-067

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 88037 Type of Work : Final Design Plans

District/Office: 8 - Willmar Work Type Code DD
SP Number: 6511-37 TH Number: 212 Location: At Bird Island

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

Subcontractor: Edwards and Kelcey, Inc

-Contract Period: July 20, 2005 January 29, 2007 January 29, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Max. Cost: $324,985.48 = Orig Cost: $324,985.48 + Amended Cost: $N/A
Amended for: Overrun Additional-Werk 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

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

Project Manager: Paul Jurek Contract Administrator; Gene East
BRD ez S 3 S5 7
Name "Daté 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

Contractor Name:
Landscape Research LLC

CFMS Contract Number:

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
S.P. 233-020-01 88849

Project Duration (Dates):
11-1-05 to 01-31-07

work load.

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

This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to

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.

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

st Pistrac

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

4/-4//. o7

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. 88849 Type of work _architectural history
District/Office : Work Type Code c R
S.P.233-020-01 T.H. NA Location __ City of St. Joseph, Stearns County -
Contractor _ Landscape Research LI.C
Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Perioyd: 11-1-05; 1;3 1-07; 1-31-07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $= 66,761.00 Orig Cost: $+ Amended Cost: $0.00

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

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

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

1. Product Quality 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 ‘
cooperatlon ‘ i i SR R A

8. Invoices andprogfess reports e X

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget , i ;
management : » )é

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

Project Manager e ContracW
j/éﬁéj{ Zhdg i QJW/J =2 :/th:!L

(Kiisten Zschomler)
Print Name ‘ Prmt

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.

o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

L Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

e Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

® Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

o Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations.

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

Comments:

The consultant performed all the tasks for this project very well. Products were well done,

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: CFMS Contract Number:
Bolton & Menk A94544

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90230 10/11/06 — 3/15/07

HARN Observations in Rochester Phase 2

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA '

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$98,000.00

Source of Funding:
Land Management

services:

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

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal 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

4-37-07

Date

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

(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. 90230 ' Type of Work HARN Observations
District/Office Rochester & Willmar Work Type Code & 5K
SP Number NA  TH Number NA Location |
Contractor Bolton & Menk

Subcontractor

Subcontractor : .
Contract Period: 10 I I IOQ" : 3115 l 07 : K [30/07

Work Start Date10/11/06 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 : 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 Mo/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

o] BT IS ] B ]

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: . Total Points: S = (Maximum points 36)

PI‘O}- t Manager: rac? dﬁﬁnig/\ﬁra or:

LGN T o7 m L NN X #2077
ﬂé?ne John Barke Date Name ‘C—’Hﬁshﬁn 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: Duluth Archaeology Center CFMS Contract Number:
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Red River Bridge (S.A.P. 54-603-10) 89726 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
958 $ 60,614.50 Feockd)

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 ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Lot ] nstracc N

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)
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 Craig Johnson - EVALUATION FORM.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.

ContractNo. %97 24 Type of Work ARCisAEe ey / 5\33 AP (ol
District/Office C..c>. . Work Type Code A~
SP Number 54 (0%~ [ ¢ TH Number CSA 1t 3 Location NoLima s Cao N7y

Contractor [7U‘L—J'T‘«'\’ _;’%./L,c()‘;/}guc.mq Camtane

Subcontractor ‘

Subcontractor

Contract Period: w ) 20 QW ; ) } C‘;}' M %) ) GT}‘

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $ LoC lﬁi‘*‘ 50 Orig Cost: $%_§ SE 0 + Amended Cost: $ \O 7 wd, 52-

Amended for: [J Overrun ﬂAddmonal Work ~ T1me Only Number of Amendments i

Item Ratmg Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager T
7 -9 by Contract Administrator
‘ Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality g,./
2. Work Performance 7
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT y
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and /
on time
5. Project related cooperation S f
6. QA/QC plan conformance /
management

>e

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: (Maximum points 5(0 )
Prg ct Manager: Contract Adm;gfm}u»”) ;
[Y ﬁ«éw 419 (Dhidf] 9 )9 )+
Name Date Name Date ;

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). 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: : Mn/DOT Contract No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$52,525.00 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

ﬂ[UwL@ 7@7@‘571&&, 4/~ 370 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 89997 Type of Work Training Contract
District/Office Office of Technical Support - Work Type Code T

SP Number __ Ny A TH Number N, A ~ Location ADan )431“45
Contractor o bﬁ ¢ W/@\;} {2{) HJ.QA/ '

Subcontractor - N A

Subcontractor INY / A

Contract Period: September, 2006; March 29, 2007; March 31, 2007
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $52,525 = Orig Cost: $30,000 + Amended Cost: $22,525 -
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 1

Item Rating ' - Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 -9 by Contract Administrator ,
Above ' Below ‘ :
Average Average Average Poor
: 4 , 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality ‘ X :
2. Work Performance
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
ministra

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _'3_b__ (Maximum points_b;)
4

Project Manager: / o ‘

Norm Plasch 4/18/07 ' é"' /9 O~

Name ' Date “ A N: . ! ate
. | [/%afw G??Qéméﬁ\f 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

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:

City of Detroit Lakes A76915

Project Name: - Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
87903 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 needed and lack of
available state resources.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 83,753.00 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

[b [%ML/QQM A /- ’ A7 =077

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. §7903 Type of Work Final Design
District/Office 4 Work Type Code 1256~ DD

SP Number 0301-47 TH Number 10 Location Detroit Lakes
Contractor City of 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

~ Additional Work

Amended for: ~ Overrun ~Time Only Number of Amendments 0

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

“13. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance .

7. Contract admlmstratlon
cooperation

8. Invo1ces and progrcss reports

9. Cost estlmanon/budget
. management:’

Contractor’s rating for this Contract:

Total Points: 29(Maximum points 36)‘

roject Manager Contract Administra
/IF 'IZMJ)»ﬁ 3-l6-07  Thowas . “?,/Z\/ 2 16-0T

Name Name Date

a Date

Note: Any r;'iting 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.

L Contractor performs beyond expectations.

] Deliverables exceed standards.

o Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

(] Contractor needs little or no direction,

L] .Contractor responsive to requests.

L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average ‘ .

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

] Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

L Contractor minimally or does not meet Contract terms.

L Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

o ~ Project is behind schedule or over budget.

(2 Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor: ‘ > '

L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

. Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

® 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 leamed 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. CFMS Contract Number: A-97278
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates): 01/09/07 to 04/10/07
Photogrammetric Mapping No.: 90566

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 & 2735A0.

“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: $99,680.00 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.

/éZMé k// o Y- 45-07 -

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION P
Submit this form to the Contract Administrator with the approved final invoice. This rating'fhay beused
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. ?@5’4/2 _ Type of Work Qﬁ/ffgfffmme_v[j@*/%"fwﬁ
District/Office N*) & £~ (/e 7 ' Work Type Code _g=/_ J{{= w
SP Number 277 25/ THNumber /0 Location [~re¢ m. 777 39 7L //7’ ‘7¢/ / (‘?9/

Contractor_ A¢ pre ~Mete'e The.

Subcontractor ~——

e

Subcontractor
Contract Period: | — 4 = C'7 A2l SR G Y e 4
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $ GG & 81— = OrigCost: $ 99, £ £~ +Amended Cost: $_¢F 74

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 a

Average Average Average Poor

’ 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point j

1. Product Quality e |

2. Work Performance /

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ' ' /

Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation e

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _, 3 2 (Maximum points é )
PrOJect Manager: é) 4 ? ‘, fo/nt;aCt Adm‘)lstraj;e; vvvvvvvvvv % /
: amjw} § i L%V—m y
Name ¢ Date Name Date " 2 (_of

BREEY  SueAv wEiLEl | A HRTASH 1) 1 AN

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:
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. A69720

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
MnPASS 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 MnPASS 1-394 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 MnPASS concept to other corridors.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$220,816.89 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

(Bl st ce Sy 7-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



| J CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

|
j
|

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 Type of work: MnPASS 1-394 High Occupancy

Toll Lane Evaluation Project
Work Type Code

Location

District/Office: OTSO
S.P. N/A T.H. N/A

| Contractor: Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

i Subcontractor: Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc.

Subcontractor: LIR, Inc.

Contract Period: October 22, 2004;
Work Start Date

Total Contract Cost: $248,286.00 = Orig Cost: $248,286.00 + Amended Cost: $0.00

December 2006; . December 31, 2006
Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Amended cost for: ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 0
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

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

L1 e R

manageme

Total Points ‘;2 '7

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

Contract Adminjstrator:
(g Blwebds
( Su,scuz Sheehan )

Print Name

PrOJ ect Mapager:

(;(,Mjuu 1

( Y.7i%e)

Susan Jhechain )
Print Name

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



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

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

[ ] Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

® Deliverables meet standards.

] Project is on time and budget.

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

] Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.-

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations. ,

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

Comments:

" \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:

URS Corporation A85053

Project Name: 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): 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: 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 PERF ORMANCE EVALUATION

(/ 7 é%( >},Zf/7@z(gd ’/7/ /70 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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 ' Type of work: ITS Safety Plan
District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code
S.P. N/A TH NA Location

Contractor: URS Corporation

Contract Period: January 19, 2006; December 2006; December 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  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 Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

< P P=

<[> [><

7. Ci "'f;ract admlmstra on
“‘cooperatlon

management
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 3(]
(Maximum points 36)
Proj ec} Manager : Contract Administrator:
%LJ//U/) f) mmu/u Awmv ,4{ ehiay
( ) ( )
Print Name Print Name

" Note: Any rating of below average or poor,v 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.

L] Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

) Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

) Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

® Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations. :

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

Comments:

Auser\consult\forms\evaluation.898



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ov

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Mayo Clinic Rochester A48737

Project Name: 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$148,541.04 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

/) 1 .
(sl TVt nac 2l ) 7-0F

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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
S.P. N/A T.H.

Contractor: Mayo Clinic Rochester

Type of work: MayDay Field Operational Test
Work Type Code

Location

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: July 14, 2003; March 2006; March 31, 2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date ~ 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 Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

R S S P bt N

6. QA/QC plan conformance

b

Total Points ; E

(Maximum points 36)

_ management

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

IOJ ect Manager: Contract Administrator:
»%/u'x (e feit Lysfy [aimn &f«*z o pbrns  2fzz/, ;
( Aniek Eitachidn T - )
. Print Name Print Name

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



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

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

) Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

[ Contractor needs little or no direction.

L Contractor responsive to requests.

o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
' [ Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.

° -Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

o Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

®  Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements.or

expectations. :

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

Comments:

Auser\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: =
City Of St. Paul A65382

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Computerized Traffic Signal System 86201 July 28, 2004 to May 31, 2005
Upgrade

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$220,816.89 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 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

/7 L . '
{(Z/{% /7@{//‘44244_, 4/_ T 0T

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

“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: CFMS Contract Number:
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. A69720

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
MnPASS 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 MnPASS 1-394 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 MnPASS concept to other corridors.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$220,816.89 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

(/ﬂﬂﬁé%zf{%ﬂ(u a4 7’&7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioher Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



-

s 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

CFMS Contract Number:
A85053

Project Name:
ITS Safety Plan

Mn/DOT Contract No.:
86352W03

Project Duration (Dates):
January 19, 2006 to December 31, 2006

plan.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$99,786.84

Source of Funding: A
State & Federal Funds

services: N/A

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

| Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractoer’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

S 1T07

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
itop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Mayo Clinic Rochester . A48737

Project Name: 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$148,541.04 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

@'M}[ IVt e ‘ Ly T07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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: CFMS Contract Number:
City Of St. Paul A65382

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Computerized Traffic Signal System 86201 July 28, 2004 to May 31, 2005
Upgrade

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$220,816.89 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 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

7y 2\,
[ {27/5 Al //j{/%/)” (Pl Y A N

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)




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 Type of Work: Computerized Traffic Signal
System Upgrade

District/Office: OTSO Work Type Code: ITS

S.P. N/A T.H. N/A Location
Contractor: City of St. Paul
- Subcontractor
Subcontractor
Contract Period: July 28, 2004; May 2005; May 31, 2005

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  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

Rating

. Above

Average
4 Points

Average

3 Points

Below
Average

2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality v

2. Work Performance

%
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ,
Standards/Requirements S

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time X
¥
Y

5. Project related cooperation

Total Points oy

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

ProjectM/ ager: ‘ Contract Administrator: Date:
AM{U\ [ideak  3(z2)em ' &uwfv Z§ s, /2ot
( ) (' )

- Print Name Print Name

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



Definitions:

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

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred. .

o Contractor needs little or no direction.

° Contractor responsive to requests.

° 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:

\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: URS Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A67151
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):
Supplemental Environmental Design No.: 86624 March 25, 2005 — May 26, 2006
Documents

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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:

1,006 hours Contract: $82.549.69 Consultant Funds

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

4/-//-07

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




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. ' CFMS Contract Number:
Ad9pH0

Project Name: Moorhead House and Shed | Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Cleanout 90400 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). Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$76,053.67 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

A=t =0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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). Submit this form to Consultant
Services, Mail Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Florin Cultural Resources ' Al1%203
Eroj ect Name: n/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
hase I Archaeological and Geomorphological 88496 8/05-7/06
vestigation

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

11 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

hase I archaeological study and geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of the upgrade of TH 65 to
ultural resources.

rofessionals 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: Source of Funding:
$80,764.50 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

Y-10-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner IDate
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:
Gemini Research

CFMS Contract Number:
A 912719

Project Name:
Phase I & II Investigation of Historic

Wadena, SP 5605-18PE

Structures along TH 10 Alternatives through

Mn/DOT Contract No.:
89455

Project Duration (Dates):
4/21/06- 1/30/07

work load.

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

This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to

Billable Hours (if applicable):
740

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$ 60, 622.00

Source of Funding:

D-4 T Punds

servicgs:

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

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

/ / 23‘:{%1

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

“A</1-07

Date

(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: CFMS Contract Number:
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. _ A94538

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90189 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 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, quahty,»cost and»
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: g aroaed eababrereres

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

MW | A=) ~0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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: CFMS Contract Number:
HNTB Corporation A72953

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Stillwater Lift Bridge — Inspection 87520 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 requ1red expertise in electrical
and motor aspects unique to a lift bridge that Mn/DOT did not have on staff.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
1Hi1-775 $171,325.07 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

WW | Y =1/-0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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: Coleman Engineering Co. CFMS Contract Number:
A95591

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

HARN Observation 90366 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
N/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 meetmg the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION |

bt Prgtnae | rray

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts 0\+er 50,000

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

instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along wit

"*};} : FRE o \\\
RECEIN

L

ED

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

RATION
UNER

Contractor Name:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A69616

Project Name (if applicable):
Application of Precast Decks and Other
Elements to Bridge Structures

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 146

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):

Total Amount Spent on
Contract:
$55,000.00

Source of Funding:

Trunk Highway

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

4o //- o7

Date

cC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File



- CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

keep comments factual.

Agreement No.81655, WO 146 Type of work Research
District/Office Inyvestment Management Work Type Code %

S.P. 88016 00689 T.H. NA Location Statewide

Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: November 8, 2004; November 30, 2006; November 30, 2006

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $55,500.00 = Orig Cost: $55,500.00 + Amended Cost: $0
Amended cost for: 0 Overrun [0 Additional Work Number of Amendments I ~-HME

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
IZ;-'V.'Contract administration . | 3
o cooperation: e >/ A
8. Invoices and progress i
reports . : L e 7\“
9. Cost estnma’uon/budget SRR T
" management i 71— s
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points % Z "
(Maximum points 36)*

. L. l |
Project Manager: | Contract Administrator: Oﬁﬁ’b@

G

; | \

Keith Molnau b ( Gﬂ‘q (J
U o

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




Definitions:
“ Above Average:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

° 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 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

en submlt a one-page rgportito
al s |cﬁ§ ﬁon!trgctm@r

favisy)

Minnesota Statutes Section 16C.08, subdivision 4 (c), requires the head of an
the commissioner of Administration upon completion of a professional/techni
$50,000.00.

Instructions: Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail Stop 680, with the final invqigezm“s'fgﬁ?rm mu ARTEIETRATION |

Agency ‘ QFFICE OF THE CONG MSEIONF @
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ' ,

Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-96880

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90496 Project Dﬁration (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. C

| This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH21, (from New Prague to Jordan), located in our Metro West District.
Project number 7002B.

“Advances a iransportation 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: $.55, Y20-0¢ | Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products bettér 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 zittached evaluation form.

80}){ P tnoce 3-37-07
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Contract No. ?(J (—{9 é ' Type of Work D\AAQCL,/‘@M’M{ (7 Hcr BP"‘

Vgt

LR

District/Office \\[\@)T o \AL. Work Type Code _/~é~ | M-P
SP Number 7 9/27) {5 TH Number SQ ( Location _[Frsu~n Al e ) i‘) [ j Ae ~3(~ - \
Contractor __\\,~, ' Al . :

ntractor _\A\ o2 ng Tal ~

Subcontractor = ~——

Subcontractor __———

Contract Period: |2 -2 Jd—0( e i ~—~O,7 ; ’? — {1

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $5°5 5 2 (O—=0rig Cost: $, b} 5 i, Q 0 4 Amended Cost: $ ¢

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

Item Rating o 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 J
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT .\/
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and \/
on time
5. Project related cooperation \/
6. QA/QC plan conformance : v '
Contract admlmstra’no
'management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: ‘ Total Points: \fj { (Maximum points, 3 L)

Project er: ‘ -/ Contra I

Name Date Name v )Z e—"

Mye Elest I Et BTASH R (SIH R AN
) 7-7z2-~07

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Services Sectlon
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: URS Corporation CFMS Contract Number: A67151
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement Project Duration (Dates):
Supplemental Environmental Design No.: 86624 March 25, 2005 — May 26, 2006
Documents

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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
1,006 hours Contract: $82.549.69 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

MWW =11-0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No.  #86624 Type of work: Environmental Design Documents

District/Office  OES Work Type Code M('
S.P. ‘ T.H. Location

Contractor - URS Corporation

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: March 25,2005 ; May 26, 2006 July 31,2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: § 82.549.69 = Orig Cost: § 68,407.52+ Amended Cost: § 14.142.17

Amended cost for; ~ Overrun ~ Additional Work Number of Amendments 35

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

T B BT I

. ”Co' tract adrnmlstratlon

. Cost ,,stlmatlon/budge '
“omanagementg BT S

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

W Contract Administrator:
W(L WOYNR,0.
e " Tuppio forschen

Print Name ame

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.

o Contractor performs beyond expectations.

° Deliverables exceed standards.

° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° - Contractor needs little or no direction.

L Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

° .Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

® Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

° 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:

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)

Auser\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:
Gemini Research A 91279
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Phase I & II Investigation of Historic 89455 4/21/06- 1/30/07
Structures along TH 10 Alternatives through

Wadena, SP 5605-18PE

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

This contract was necessary for the project to receive federal funding. Since the project is receiving
federal funding, Mn/DOT CRU (on behalf of FHWA) needs to ensure that the effects of the project on
cultural resources is being taken into account as per the requirements of 36 CFR 800 (Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act). It is necessary to use a contract on this project since no state-
employed personnel who meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Standards for cultural resource
investigations on FHWA-funded projects were available to complete the work in a timely manner due to
work load.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
740 $ 60, 622.00 D-4 TH Punds

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

MW /) -0

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 Performance Evaluations are sent to the
Consultant for their information. Address comments on back, keep comments factual.

Contract No. 89455 Type of Work Phase [ & II ArchitecturaL@i;r%f o
. (A

District/Office __ D-4 Work Type Code _CR

SP Number 5605-18PE  TH Number _10 Location _Waden, MN____

Contractor __Gemini Research

Subcontractor Kay Grossman

Subcontractor _Tami Plank and Liz Morrison_

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 7@_

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 admmlstratron
S rcooperatlon :
8. Invorces and progress reports

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget : f T | e R : 2 0
management ; , .

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: é [ (Maximum points o )

Praject Manager: Contract Adrmms tor:
Mo Mo faf (ihig a3 fot-

Name Date Name Date
Teresa Martin 4/2/07

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

* Above Average:
L Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
or direction from Mn/DOT.
L Contractor performs beyond expectations.
® Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
® Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average -
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
L Project is on time and budget.

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

L 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: R

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

® Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° ~ Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.

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

Com e ctot wtatrevel Ccrtcker®l\ L hovt noh$yin 3
LarrnotiZze D 22 DRese OARAVNE .

(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:
HNTB Corporation A72953

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Stillwater Lift Bridge — Inspection 87520 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 requlred expertise in electrical
and motor aspects unique to a lift bridge that Mn/DOT did not have on staff.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
Hi-s

Total Amount Spent on Contract:

$171,325.07

Source of Funding:
Trunk Highway

services:

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

MW

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

Y =1/=0 7

Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. __ 87520 ' Type of work Construction Inspection
District/Office _Metro-Oakdale Work Type Code &/ CS
S.P._8214-141 TH. 36 Location _Stillwater Lift Bridge
Contractor _HNTB Corporation ‘
Subcontractor --
Subcontractor -=
Contract Period:  3-2-05 9-20 -06 ; 9-30-06
Work Start Date  Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $171, 325 = Original Cost: $ |2 3 Y16+ Amended Cost: $47, 706
Amended cost for: [ ]Overrun  [X] Additional Work Number of Amendments [
Item Rating . Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator :
' ' Above Below
Average Average . Average Poor
‘ 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X '
2. Work Performance :
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X
16. QA/QC plan conformance o
b | X

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points ?D%
ints 36

(Maximum po

/,Projﬁd ager: ~ Agreement Administrator:
L Baldlp T sceec pamsey Linn Mplile
( “) 3[30]07 (
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.

e - 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 v

] 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.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests. '

L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

_expectations.

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

Comments:

Very satisfied with service provided by HNTB. Calls were always returned promptly, answers

were provided timely, and inspection information was always accurate.

Auser\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:
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. A94538

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
HARN Observation 90189 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: 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, quallty, cost:and:
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: ped

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

&MJ—LW A-tt -0

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90189 Type of Work HARN Observations™

District/Office Willmar — Phase 2 Work Type Code SK,
SP Number NA  TH Number NA Location

Contractor Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

Subcontractor

Subcontractor ‘
Contract Period: 10|20/ 06 . 3]2]oT . [3c/0T
Work Start Date10/20/06 Work Completion Date3/2/07 Expiration Date6/30/07

Total Contract Cost: $98000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00 + Amended Cost: $

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

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

Above Below

5. Project related cooperation

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
X
X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: Total Points: 3 §2 (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: \ Co ”tract Adrﬁ1 is
AA__—if/z/m \~&f ;;\?OW - -0
e: John Barke Daté Name Cathle Ashhn 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: Coleman Engineering Co. CFMS Contract Number:
A95591

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

HARN Observation 90366 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
N/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 meetmg the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cpint. Pripenae 41007

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(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. 90366 Type of Work: NGS Observations — Phase 2
District/Office Duluth Work Type Code SR
SP Number NA TH Number NA Location

Contractor: The Coleman Engineering Co.

Subcontractor

Subcontractor \ v :}:

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: $_“+..- ¢
 Amended for: ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only ~ Number of Amendments

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

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

1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

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

ol o] ] ] I

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: otal Points: __36 (Maximum points __36___)

Projsct Manager: ',Q/Drf Coatract/Adihidistra
P S S, w07

/)t(me John Barke - ' MADate 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. CFMS Contract Number:
Ad9%40

Project Name: Moorhead House and Shed | Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Cleanout 90400 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/DQT 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 76,053.67 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

A=) =0 g

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

sc: 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. __90400 Type of work __Regulated Waste Removal
District/Office Dist 4 Work Type Code B D)

S.P._1414-02 ___ TH. 336 Location _Moorhead

Contractor _Retrofit Recycling, Inc.

Subcontractor

Subcontréctor

Contract Period: __11/13/06__; _3/9/07 7/31/07

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Exp1rat10n Date

Total Contract Cost: $__76,053.67 = 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
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
nanagement | | o F 4 4

Total Points Z 7

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

Project M

( Mark Vogel

Print Name

Contract Administrator:

enO

( Debb'e Forschen)

Print

ame

3(24]07

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.

gency:
EPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

(Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Florin Cultural Resources A19203
IProject Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Phase I Archaeological and Geomorphological 88496 8/05-7/06

Investigation

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

A1l 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 I archaeological study and geomorphological study was necessary to determine the effects of the upgrade of TH 65 to
cultural resources.

IProfessionals 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: Source of Funding:
$80,764.50 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

Y-11~07
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




'CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Contract No. 88496 4 Type of Work 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
Contract Period: 8/31 /2005 ‘ _7/31/2006___ ; 7/31/06

‘ Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $§_80,764.5¢ = Orig Cost: $_76,117.00 + Amended Cost: §_4,647.5
Amended for: ~ Overrun ((~Additional Work ~ Time Only _Number of Amendments _{

Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager

7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 3~ 2
’2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT B~ '
, Standards/Requirements %
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3 %
7. Contract administration %
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports ' %
9. Cost estimation/budget 5
management

W Wi;ojré}%ggntracts Total Points:’ %O (Maximum pomtsr%)\/

a2 @/z@%%ﬁ; b7

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. '

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 TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Horizons, Incorporated. CFMS Contract Number: A-96880

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 90496 Project Dhration (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. s

| This Photogrammetric Mapping project is for TH21, (from New Prague to Ji ordan), 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 Mappmg, but equlpment and personnel capacity constraints
require us to contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. | Total Contract Amount: $55, g20-0p | Source of Funding: Consultant Mapping

Explain why this amount was a cost effective way for the agency to provide its services or products bettér 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 6f 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 ittached evaluation fOrm.

WW, | 32107
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A57436

Project Name (if applicable):
Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete
Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under

Lateral Impact - Phase Il

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 69

Project Duration (Dates):

JUNE 2, 2003 - FEBRUARY 28, 2007

prestressed concrete pedestrian bridges.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $160,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIWAY

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

3-30 -0 7

Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File

S



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 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Mangement Work Type Code K E
S.P.NA 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

Total Contract Cost: $160,000.00 = Orig Cost: $160,000.00 + Amended Cost: $0

Amended cost for: 0O Overrun 0O 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 %

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X

on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
____cooperation

8. Invoices and progress
reports »

9. Cost estlmatlon/budget
~_management

e o S B

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points o gg

(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




. 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

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

@ Deliverables meet standards.

® Project is on time and budget.

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

€] Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

e} 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:

B 4 ” £ o EIRY !

/Aéf /&Aa /(%ap W ’TAL




Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

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

es _No
If No, Why

If Yes, How? W,//M o WW Ma%,ta&;% and_

I

2. Do you recommend 1mplementat10n of the research res lts" Ll W

\(ﬁ( es _No If No, Why not?
3. Are there measurable impacts (moneta‘yp non-monetary) that were a result of this
research? _Yes ¥ No If Yes, what were they?

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

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Principal Investigator.
1234567289
Poor Great
5. Was the information from the research available in time to be useful?
l/{es _No Explain:

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

\A) It was great!
7 Did you receive benefits that correspond to the project cost?
es _No Whyorwhynot? 7Z¢ce boid cean b W w/é.e,ﬁ%
Lconemy and Le

8. given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?

~Yes _No  Why or why not? A 7! f?fo\b

Additional Comments:

Tka//\w /u,au@d, . 4 +o 5PM WW /}/‘}'5//70




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A57436

Project Name (if applicable):

Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete
Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under
Lateral Impact - Phase |l

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:

81655, WO 69

Project Duration (Dates):

JUNE 2, 2003 - FEBRUARY 28, 2007

prestressed concrete pedestrian bridges.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
NA

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $160,000.00

Source of Funding:
TRUNK HIWAY

NA

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

) Carol Molnau, Lt. Governhor/Commissioner

6@0@7

Date

ccC: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




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.: N/A

M.P. No.: N/A

Title: Stability Tests of Prestressed Concrete Through-Girder Pedestrian Bridge under Lateral
Impact - Phase 11

Total Costs Billed: $160,000.00 |

|
Paid this Invoice: $10,000.00
Amount Previously Paid $150,000.00

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

Name: évdve/m

Date: Q?A’)’@/ / &"7

have been submitted.

Send Form to:

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

Fed Aid



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 A57586

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Safety Effects of Left Turn Phasing 81655, WO 44 2/1/2004 - 1/31/2007
Schemes at High-Speed Intersections

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.

e Do high-speed approaches cause safety problems for permitted left turns?

e At what (if any) opposing speeds do permitted left turns become unsafe?

e |s there a difference in left-turn accident risk at signalized versus un-signalized intersections?

Billable Hours (if applicable): N/A Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract: $65,000.00 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

J

\ /1, . —
( % &,AC /’//U('/ LAt 3-20 ~C //

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section Q‘)
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. 81655, WO 44 Type of Work: Research
District/Office of Investment Management Work Type Code

SP Number 88 016 545 TH Number N/A Location

Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Contract Period: _2/4/2004 ; 173172007 ; 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 5 X

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance A X

7. Contract administration g
cooperation b 7[\ = :
. Invoices and progress reports o , : 7< ,

8
9. Cost estimation/budget 7(
management : ~

=

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _~ % (Maximum points%b‘)

fﬁw “ @éwM cﬁ tAdstator t (’, g i 7

Ben Osemenam Dan Warzala
Name Date Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

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

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

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

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Pringipal Investigator.
12345 _6_7(8)9_10
Poor Great
5. s the information from the research available in time to be useful?
s _No Explain:

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

7. Did you receive benefits that correspond te ths Lroject cost?
s _No Why or whynot?

8. __ If given a choice, would you recommend hiring this person/firm again?
Yes _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: CFMS Contract Number: A47436
University of Minnesota

Project Name (if applicable): INV 784: Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Guidelines for Using Rumble Strips 81655, WO 71 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $149,659.00 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

[ Bl [V ptrac_ F-20-07
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration
Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section (\

File \ \

| )






CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Contract No. 81655, WO 71 Type of Work : Research

District/Office of Investment Management Work Type Code
SP Number: N/A  TH Number: N/A Location
Contractor University of Minnesota
Subcontractor
Contract Period: 4/15/2003 ; _11/30/2006 11/30/2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $149,659.00 = Orig Cost: $149,659.00  + Amended Cost: $0.00
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only  Number of Amendments: 2
Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point

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

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 13 _

on time '
5. Project related cooperation 4 .
6. QA/QC plan conformance N 3 e
7. Contract administration =~ Loy ;

__cooperation ' s .

8. Invoices and progress reports , X
9. Cost estimation/budget S G

management . : / ] g 1 L
Contractor s rating for this contract: Total Points: __7, (Maximum points ;ﬁgy)

Contract Administrator:

rad Wentz

W db Name

“2,(G/07)

Date

@( Qwﬁg 2/

Dan Warzala
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)






Research Contractor Performance Evaluation

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

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

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

4. Rate the quality of technical work of the Princjpal Investigator.
1.2.3.4.567(8)9_10
Poor Great
5. Was the 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
_ 2, Not satisfied, but some useful results obtained
_ 4, Somewhat satisfied, but not what I hoped
, Satisfied, non-useful results
_ 8/ Satisfied, useful results
_ 10, It was great!

7. Djithyou receive benefits that correspond to the project cost?
% _No  Why or why not?

8. given a choice, would 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: CFMS Contract Number:
SRF Consulting Group Inc A45793

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 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 I-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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Sl , aq2.%. | 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

/L/@ Ut/c\//:tg"( M _3 »/( - 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. 83347 Type of work Preliminary and Detail Design
District/Office  Metro Work Type Code ___PD
S.P. 2782-281 TH. 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 ; ! / 7 l 077 ; 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:$3,573 415 05
Amended cost for: 0 Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments 11

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Agreement Administrator
Above Below ;
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 3.5
2. Work Performance 4
3. Conformance with Mo/DOT K
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation 4+
6. QA/QC plan conformance 3
7. Contract administration ' B
cooperation .
8. Invoices and progress reports 7.5
9. Cost estimation/budget ' 2
management )
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Tdtal Points ,;2 q
(Maximum points 36)
17ect Manager: |A ment 7\ mstrﬁr:
/L; 1 66 7 ‘ {AssN m kQ /
( ohn Griffith ) ( J / (Linn M&lmej 5/ 710 7
Prmt 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.

o Contractor performs beyond expectations.

e Deliverables exceed standards.

e Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

° Contractor needs little or no direction.

L Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

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

° Deliverables meet standards. '

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° 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.

Do Not Pay over The Contveck Max

\user\consult\forms\evaluation.898




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A89597

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
89666 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):

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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

( h Lol \/)Z Mrac

F-50-07

Date

£e: 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. %ﬁ, (g 69 (/ Type of Work 6(0\ \\Q C? (TL& m
District/Office / \/\ Work Type Code 33 \
SP Number A/ A TH Number 5 ) Location \[ md UT% (
Contractor 5R P COV\ S k 3({0:.,\0; \

- v
Subcontractor %Q\NQC s ON QC)\”(\)

Subcontractor

Contract Period: __ ©-7-0fo : -0-07 \-(0-07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 35 i)) = Orig Cost: $ &Z [59\ + Amended Cost: $ A{ﬁ

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

-

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

X

X

X

_ | X

6. QA/QC plan conformance ' 7(
J

7. Contract administration
cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estimation/budget \/
management

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

L. Mérki 3-7-07 i dﬁf{/ oo 5207

Name Date I‘ﬁ e - - a{/ Date
é«?u\\;\ §C'/\wckv<k r Vg Linn Mol

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
top 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

URS Corporation A72185

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Final Design Bridge 27V73 86968 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 27V 73, 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
TSR $305,031.99 Consultant Services Budget - Bridge
3' 54 q 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

/’ : » \“Aq o -7 - -
{ /(/1 ?,6’%‘, /Z{//‘-// ZO"-/(/(\_J J »,?{(/ - /

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

.. 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.

>

Contract No. 86968 Type of Work B dO\Q &30\ 2\ )f/—i\
District/Office: _Bridge Office Work Type Code 2D B 0D L %
SP Number: 2782-27V73  TH: _35W Location: Ramp from TH 35W NB to TH 62 15 SR TE Stay c::t
Contractor: URS Corporation over Ramp from TH 62 EB to Lyndale. R

Subcontractor: N/A

Subcontractor: N/A
Contract Period: ~ February 17, 2005; December 16, 2006; January 15, 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: [JOverrun X Additional Work X Time Only ~Number of Amendments:__3

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below v
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality -
2. Work Performance L.{'
3. Conformance with M/DOT ,
Standards/Requirements "')L
4. Deliverables Complete and : g
on time ) '
5. Project related cooperation Q{_,
6. QA/QC plan conformance o

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 32 (Maximum points <3, ¢)
PfO_] ect Mana % € -o 7 Contract Administrator:

ﬁi@@% === a"’é’/Ké/Zo J/é%??
Kelth Molnau Date Vlctor 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:
°

Average

Below Average:
°

Poor:

Comments:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any.problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

Contractor’s Total Contract Cost is $312,724.90 but pay only up to the contract amount of $305,031.99.

(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: CFMS Contract Number:
Short Elliott Hendrickson, Inc. A89715

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(Bisd )V Lstnac F50-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

3C 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. 50{ S ’7 Ci Type of Work ;Q NG { OD{I A
District/Office M Work Type Code 5

SP Number A A{ TH Number _\|(D) Location [V N“%(‘JCQ H@ ]\{ GTC
Contractor gE H jp’LC_, ‘

Subcontractor _ /\/ A

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 6'%’0@ ; \/\5 07 ; 1’\5“@ 7
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ G4 6O§3 = Orig Cost: $ 64 60) + Amended Cost: $
o Y 2 _,_j__

Amended for: ~Overrun' ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only  Number of Amendments &7

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

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

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation ’
8. Invoices and progress reports

9. Cost estimation/budget
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: ' Total Points: ‘ QO (Maximum points 5{5 )

e %L Cinn Mo line_ 3| 13/077

Date Name Date

T%fm Scl/\wwh 3~67

A S i ol I ad 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).

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: A51084
BDM Consulting Engineer PLC

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
Contract; $164,814 HPP with city match

na

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

("D 4a b TV slnac F-Ho-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Contract No. 84066 Type of Work _Prof.- Tech
District/Office _ Metro ‘ Work Type Code S\/
SP Number 8205-99, 8285-79, 8285-80  TH 61 and 1-494 Location Newport

Contractor __BDM Consulting Engineers 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 nr 3

7. Contract administration
__cooperation
8. Invoices and progress reports 2

9. Cost estimation/budget 2
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: _ 24- (Maximum points _ @ ?

Project Manager: | Co}%;mms?% &Lé
Vi emadl _zefo | W 5/7/07

Name A d{qi UOSQF),\SOH Date Linn /ﬁo P n@ Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:
Above Average:
°

Average

Below Average:

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

Contractor performs beyond expectations.

Deliverables exceed standards.

Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

Contractor needs little or no direction.

Contractor responsive to requests.

Contractor suggests improvements.

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

Project is on time and budget.

Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

L Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

. Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

] Contractor is unresponsive to requests. ,

] Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations. -

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

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

provided.

(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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
416 $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

/) Kekin e
( //3 A /L /2_[/“//(/? L . \\// /{( & j/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Type of Work: Water quality monitoring
Work Type Code ‘TX

Location: Spicer

Contract No.: 79615 work order No. 1
District/Office: 8 - Willmar

SP Number: 3408-14  TH Number : 23
Contractor: Groundwater & Environmental Services. (fka Enecotech Midwest Inc.)
Subcontractor: Eco-Agri Laboratories Inc.

Contract Period: June 10, 2003 December 29 2006
: Work Start Date Work Comoletlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $167,216.61 (billed) = Orig. Cost: $103,957.70 + Amend.(s) Cost: $66 6,_‘2" 44
Amended for: ~Overrun- ~ Additional Work ~ Time-Only Number of Amendments: 2

January 31,2007 -
Expiration Date %

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

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT.
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract admmlstranon
S cooperatlon ‘ :
8. Invmces and progress reports

9 ;y Cost estlmatlon/budget
- management oy

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 27 (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
L f’”"“/@w"czﬁ, ey /d/ﬂ7 { O A &h% ‘7/ (9/ O
Paul Jurek”” Date 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.
o Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
® Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
® Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
] Contractor needs little or no direction.
® Contractor responsive to requests.
o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
o Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
o Project is on time and budget.
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° 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).

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:
City of St. Paul A85332

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



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

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

Contract No. 87941 Type of Work: capacity analysis of this

intersection

District/Office: Metro Work Type Code 12
SP Number TH Number __ 51 Location: _at University Ave in St
Contractor SRF ‘

Subcontractor ath

A

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 2/9/2006 ; 12/2006 ~ ;:12/2006
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 56;600__ = Orig Cost: $_50;060" + Amended Cost: § ﬁ:
200,000 200,000
Amended for: ~Overrun' ~ 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 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 cooperatlon X

6. QA/QC plan conformance : X

7. Contract administration
cooperation ' \/
8. Invoices and progress reports \(

9. Cost estimation/budget
management \(

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: - ( (Maximum points 5,@ )
Project Manager:

Pntrath?l élj/fxator
_Marc Goess 3/7/07___ | /\A/VI T

Name Date | Name Lfan Mol ”“C Date
via. émail 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: URS CFMS Contract Number:
A86844

Project Name: District Homeland Security, | Mn/DOT Contract No.: 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
h199 -2, $299,978.78 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

(sl /Z /N‘/"Zm C J 20 - (,/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

TeainNinNg
Contract No. _ 89038 Type of Work __ Functional Exercise

District/Office: Homeland Security & Emergency Management Work Type Code T

SP Number __- TH Number Location

Contractor: URS |

Subcontractor EG&G

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

5. Project related cooperation

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 M/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
X
X

6. QA/QC plan conformance

. Contract administrati
- cooperation:
( \“TIIIVOIOCS and progres epor

9. Cost cstlmanon/budget -

 management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: Cﬁ (Maximum points &5 )
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

Susan Walto 02/27/07 Y 14 \)\/(LQ\/) W 35 (7]
Name Date Name Date

Note: Any rating of below average or poor, copy to Jeff Brunner, Director, Consultant Serv1ces Section,
MS 680

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




i
1 .y
Definitions:

*' Above Average:
] Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
or direction from Mn/DOT.
L Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
] Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
. Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
° Project is on time and budget.
®  Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average: .
° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
o Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
L] Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
° Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
° 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. 1 communicated my concermns 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: CFMS Contract Number: A75910
Yaggy Colby Associates
Project Name: Right of Way Assistance Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
87872 June 3, 2005 to April 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
1,137.5 $ 103,487.26 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

(sl 72 streaec 3-A0-90 /

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Type of Work : Right of Way Assistance
Work Type Code RW
Location Park Rapids

Contract No. 87872

District/Office District 2

SP Number 2901-18 TH Number 34 _
Contractor Yaggy Colby Associates B

Subcontractor
Subcontractor

Contract Period: June 3, 2005; April 15, 2007 ~, 4 w
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 o

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 o |
X 2
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT » '
Standards/Requirements )<\ [
4. Deliverables Complete and i : 5
on time X
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance >< : ;
O
v01ces and progress reports i i
9. T‘Cost estlmatlon/budget e s 7( j i s
 management o

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: EX (Maximum points 30 )

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:
Cp/gﬂ» %éfj E-5—< 7 %f{ s M v/‘éwz// 3-5-07
Name Date Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A76156
Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):

Bridge 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
L‘)qu 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

\N

) \ ) /) g
(’ //2’4“ /‘“{/, / //Z\ét M \j/ ])_((/‘ } = ”/

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

e 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. ___87841 Type of Work Fieas @woer  Pasier
District/Office Bridge Office Work Type Code B3P
SP Number _2782-27V66 TH Number _35W Location : Final Design of

Bridge 27V66, Ramp from NB TH 35W to EB TH 62 over 66th Street on Ramp to NB 35W

~ Contractor: Parsons Transportation Group

Subcontractor NA
Subcontractor NA

Contract Period: March 4, 2005 ; September 29, 2006 ; October 1, 260.6“ )
Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date e
Total Contract Cost: §_367,392.34 = Orig Cost: $_295.242.14  + Amended Cost: §_72,150.20

Amended for: ~Overrun XAdditional 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

|2, Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time B

5. Project related cooperation

6. QA/QC plan conformance

£ |[£ £ [F[F

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 3 ﬂ: (Maximum points 3& )

Project Manager: Contract Administrator: _ ‘
[t Maleer 3-7-07 BB H L 3[ovfo7

Name Date Name U 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:

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

Comments:

Pacsons _f}amsmﬂﬁsﬁm (wow 0 'behxcwvwz:l eofsréameétbf wonk
WL‘H, teo %Nw{t bm‘cque c{esygw%. ?fe«c&ﬁ N\g&g%g",
Uivere Gasloar i 2 ploasuve 4—9 uoe.»{: will. ‘exceedin ex@eoﬁ‘wﬁ»

“

Jeff Caellin mrovdeé th-aA:(_' on %wﬂ‘fa( | ST ~ lsso

v

___&]QFCV\ i CCJU‘L&C—-C 9% Gw EQQMW{R/ dQQtGAZ/‘S__;

JEaey

(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:

Coleman Engineering Company A94536

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: | Project Duration (Dates):
90188 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 50,000.00 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 EVALUATION

“{(,{ LA C\\ //(Z‘(/ LAAA- 3 A0 € //

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. 90188 Type of Work: HARN Observations
District/Office Various Mi/DOT Locations Work Type Code B SR_
SP Number NA  TH Number NA Location
Contractor: Coleman Engineering Co.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor ’
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 Cost: $50,000.00 + Amended Cost: $

Amended f}or:‘ ~Overrun  ~ Additional Work  ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating = Rating rg
6 by Project Manager L o S e euguld Mianage: i
ntract Admlmstrator ‘ Ty Contract Ad mmz frator o
. Above o i ‘ S T X
. Average Average Average Poor | |-
_ 4Points | 3Points. | 2Points | 1Pointl Ji
4 Deliverables Complete and . ’ ' Tt
on time ' X
5. Project related cooperation %
6. QA/QC plan conformance ){

24

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: ,;ffaiql Points\: (Maximum pointsf)é )

Y

Project Manager: !/ Contract Administr &or N,
Z}?ﬁ/@’\/ 7274 \_ (et ?

ﬁw John Barke - Date Name Cathie Ashlin Date

Note: Any rating of below averagé 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.

e oepip o

°
L] Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
L Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
] Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
L Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
. L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. L
T L Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations!i-: '
e b ® Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Senim s :
g ? Comments:
i

This Was (aleman Enawmeesing Co- fookt Contrat wilh uo.
T old ot ¢ ot weo |
e A2 & (U Al’ ( of L’J;‘ ’AJ(J ,.A,’J ASN T A;‘J 2 (AM f’,l A0 K1) A /é()
el not ree ) the conduact end|

ALY )4 -
» ,‘ { » 1 ‘ / ~
/ & .A‘,.A"L._ml _’IA 4’ T - ‘ ‘ ‘A ’A .,,4 et A’J._’ A" !/I _.’ A : :‘(_’L ‘;4_4
N o6 Y, s, )
N o Lot Lhat e Coudd not ot . A8 o 2ootelt we mot
I the Covctroac ot o O o, 00D amch

MW'wod&naﬁm ' lerm wWih Hio
Cwm.mq/mﬁ/ﬁ m#@ﬁwamd#Sw L |
and ad onal LooLle thait wz-md-muﬁ/o
ﬁowmfo M%ﬁmm;m% (eceotokle
, . L. aootied) vy
ek, amol wﬂmi/oﬂc% euxfzz,— %WW&OO’O
- | %W/WCM?Q%«,\

(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:
EVS, Inc.

CFMS Contract Number:
A85667

Project Name:
Maintenance Manual Update

Mn/DOT Contract No.:
88628

Project Duration (Dates):
2/01/06 — 11/30/06 extended to Dec 30/06

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

Total Amount Spent on Contract:
$ 90,940.71

Source of Funding:
State

services:

It was not a single Source Contract

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

’4' '2112 N 77 Lebriac

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 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.

Miscellonesus

Contract No. 88628 Type of Work : Intellectual/consulting
District/Office C.O. Maintenance Work Type Code M (/
SP Number _NA TH Number N/A__~ Location Metro
Contractor __ EVS, Inc.
Subcontractor N/A
Subcontractor  N/A
Contract Period: ___ Feb 02, 06 ~ 3 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: $__N/A

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 ger: ’ , Contract Administrator:
¢ [#oF e, ML(._QXCIAAM 31967
Name Date _ Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Vendor Evaluation Form ' Page 1 of 1

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

project: Java Application Development and Support

id_part1: 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 qualified staff than originally
anticipated

terminated: No

engage: Yes

engage_e: They did an excellent job, very responsive, highly qualified.

5/9/2007



Vendor Evaluation Form Page 1 of 1

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_part1: 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

amended_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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Qver$50,000 }

Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Required by Minnesota Statutes Section §16C.08, subdivision 4(c). Submit this form to Conliitthnt s%réiéés, Mail
|

A ae

Agency: N
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: ; CFMS Contract Number:

Beltrami Soil and Water Conservation District ASD197]

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

TH 197 Shoreline Veg. Management Plan 85432 ' 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
3,434 $ 67,998.50 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

WW F-/a-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

.c. 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.

ContractNo. __ 851 3% Type of Work
District/Office __ P15t = Work Type Code _#+= DD
SP Number 04/k* %5 TH Number __+%77 Location __Bemidyt"

Contractor _ Belfram/ doil and Water (ongervation Drstrict

Subcontractor _

Subcontractor

Contract Period;: _>¢Pl 24 Zoo3 :

Work Start Date

Ree 31 Qee 3t
Work Completion Date Expiration Date '
Orig Cost: $_€7999-50 4 Amended Cost: $___ @

z o5 |

Total Contract Cost: $_& 7, 197.50 -

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments __ ©
Item Rating Rating
1- 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality 2
2. Work Performance , : 2
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements L
4. Deliverables Complete and 2
on time
5. Project related cooperation. 3
6. QA/QC plan conformance 2
 management = -

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 5 (Maximum points _3& )

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

W ) N\cM - lt-20077 W 4 MLM |- 12~ 2007
Name Date Name Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)




Definitions:

Above Average:
° Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive assistance
or direction from Mn/DOT.
o Contractor performs beyond expectations.
o Deliverables exceed standards.
o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
. Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
o Contractor responsive to requests.
o Contractor suggests improvements.
Average :
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
° Deliverables meet standards.
® Project is on time and budget.
° Project Manager is informed of key milestones.

Below Average:

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
] Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce. ‘
Poor:
o Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° ~Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
] Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
e Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or expectations.
] Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Comments:
The Contractor was req wived t> produce oo brodhuye
explodnin eveag: ancoem e brochuve waos

amd o mm\&% bud i+ was  delivered OuC{—er the end of Hhe
oo O,

- The fontractor was vevy lade in como,hm the finol invoice, not
iocessmo\ i+ okl ove uear ofter He Enal_Gontrecdate. The »n\IOx(,es
eve Actodted but the f' nakwms very lade.

(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: Retrofit Recycling, Inc. : CFMS Contract Number:
Ad62)10

Project Name: Terra Terminal Building, Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):.

Stillwater — Regulated Waste Removal 90194 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 52,642.57 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

WWM S-r3-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

>c: 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. _90194 Type of work _Regulated Waste Removal
District/Office __Metro Work Type Code A B

S.P.__8214-99A T.H.__36 Locatlon Terra Termmal Bldg - Stillwater
Contractor __Retrofit Recqo\\n%) .

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 D Additional Work Number of Amendments

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

Above : Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
(1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements ' '
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X
7. Contract : admlm_stratmn R ‘
. cooperation R i L
8. Invoices and progress reports I X
9. Cost estlmatlon/budget ,  '.":_, * .
. management Y S S N SRR Y A
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 2. %

(Maximum points 36)

Contract Administrator:

/%%éﬁ g‘g;ﬂscbeﬁ 3/¢/67

ame

( Mark Vogel
Print Na

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




Definitions:

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

assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

L Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards. .
° Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
° Contractor needs little or no direction.
o Contractor responsive to requests.
: L4 Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
L Deliverables meet standards.
° Project is on time and budget.
o Project Manager is informed of key milestones.
Below Average:
e Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.
. Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.
° Project is behind schedule or over budget.
L Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
e Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
o Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks. ‘
L Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or

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

Comments: 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 .

company.

Auser\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

CFMS Contract Number:
A93671

Project Name:
HARN Observation

‘Mn/DOT Contract No.:
90122

Project Duration (Dates):
09/21/06 — 01/12/07

HARN Observations for the Rochester District

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.

Billable Hours (if applicable):
N/A

Total Amount Spent on Contract:

$98,000.00

Source of Funding:
Land Management budget

services:

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

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quallty, costiand;
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract: .

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

(sl Figrerane

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

DS-/R ~é7

Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



CONSULTANT PERFORMAN CE 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 Type of Work: HARN Observations
District/Office Rochester Work Type Code SU
SP Number NA  TH Number NA Location
Contractor: Bolten & Menk Inc.
Subcontractor o
Subcontractor
Contract Period: 9/21/06 01/12/07 . 6/30/07 o

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Expiration Date :
Total Contract Cost: $98,000.00 = Orig Cost: $98,000.00  + Amended Cost: $ R
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments

Item Rating Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator
Above ‘ Below
Average Average Average Poor

4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality '

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

<A POPXO R P

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this Contract: /" “Total Pomts 6 (0 _ < ¥  (Maximum points 3 & )
/ | '
{ p o
Pro anager U \trac Adml Mo ~ ~H
e /57207 i N

J ohn Barke Date Name Cathlem - 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). |

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.

CFMS Contract Number:
Ab55214

Project Name (if applicable):
Traffic Modeling TH 169/94

Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
82137W06

Project Duration (Dates):
10/03 — 12/05

community.

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

Billable Hours (if applicable):
1459

Total Amount Spent on
Contract: $120,677.72

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

(nist Firenone

é"/o?f07

Date

<C: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section

File




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. __82137W06 Type of work __ Traffic Modeling
District/Office  Metro Work Type Code __ TS

S.P. 2776-02 TH. 169 Location  TH 169 & 1-94
Contractor _ SEH__

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 = Ori‘g Cost: $100,072.55 + Amended Cost: $49.498.15
Amended cost for: [ Overrun X Additional Work Number of Amendments 2

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

3. Conformance with Mn/DOT
Standards/Requirements

4. Deliverables Complete and
on time

5. Project related cooperation

o o] B ] B I I

6. QA/QC plan conformance

7. Contract administration
cooperation \(

8. Invoices and progress reports WA 1 /

9. Cost estimation/budget
management \/

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points ZX)

(Maximum points 36)
PrbjecﬁZﬁvﬁﬁt\ ment Adniir istr%r: |
/é\:” 2o A /59077

( Kevin Sommers ) / Tgﬁliﬂ Moline '")""

Print Name Print Name

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




Definitions:

Above Average:
o Products/Service delivered correctly, efficiently, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.
° Contractor performs beyond expectations.
° Deliverables exceed standards.
o Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.
o Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.
e Contractor needs little or no direction.
° Contractor responsive to requests.
L Contractor suggests improvements.
Average
° Contractor fulfills terms of contract; no more, no less.
L 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.
e Project is behind schedule or over budget.
° Product/service required direction or assistance by Mn/DOT to produce.
Poor:
L Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.
° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.
° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.
o Deliverables do not follow standards or does not meet requirements or
expectations.
L Project is not on time or budget through no fault of Mn/DOT.
Comments:

\‘\

#8  lny \O@{au* ‘.ma] iNVCICe Sl m(“JC%Ec} Q yéé%‘f@"%er\

@OM‘O( (Of/(\d a)

:\user\consult\forms\e\;aluation.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:
HNTB CORPORATION A70481

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD 83591W1l1 11/18/04 — 09/29/06
DOCUMENTS — TH 52

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 SELECTION/PROCUREMENT PROCESS.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
2797 $419,134.95 BAP/STATE FUNDS

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

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WW&«_/ S~¢3 -0 7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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. __ A7648% 8 SSQ» l Wi ‘ Type of Workp_r%;g’s‘ingﬁr{-\gﬁ lgeocir‘?riznt
District/Office 6 Work Type Code E D 1
SP Number 5508-84 ~~ THNumber 52 ~ Location _Oronoco
Contractor HNTB

Subcontractor Terracon

Subcontractor e
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 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 -
: ’f“cooperatlon e | X S
,8_.»Inv01ces and progress reports B )( R [
9. ‘}Cost estlmatlon/budget B | v
management E )(
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points: 8) | (Maximum points L% )
Project Manager: Contract Administrator:.

N . iy LT M40
Name & Date Name /BL - ‘ 07

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 Servnces, Mail
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: : CFMS Contract Number:
Beltrami Soil and Water Conservation District ASD197]

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
TH 197 Shoreline Veg. Management Plan 85432 ' 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
3,434 $ 67,998.50 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

W@W&M | J*/él—d7

| Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

: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. : CFMS Contract Number:
: A2 10

Project Name: Terra Terminal Building, Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):.

Stillwater — Regulated Waste Removal 90194 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$52,642.57 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

(Cpust Frpsenacc Aoy

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Bolton & Menk CFMS Contract Number:
A93671

Project Name: ‘Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):

HARN Observation 90122 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 Modermization Project.

HARN Observations for the Rochester District

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

overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal of the contractor’s timeliness, quahty, cost: andg gl

WW 3-/3 *ﬁ7

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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). |

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
Short Elliot Hendrickson, Inc. A55214

Project Name (if applicable): 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
1459 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 CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Dt Hstro 31807

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over_$50,000

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
HNTB CORPORATION A70481 ,

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
ORONOCO DESIGN BUILD 83591W11 11/18/04 — 09/29/06
DOCUMENTS — TH 52 :

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 SELECTION/PROCUREMENT PROCESS.

Billable Hours (if applicable): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
2797 $419,134.95 BAP/STATE FUNDS

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

services:
| N/A

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

WM | 3-/3 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



Vendor Evaluation Form

Jake Carson

From: Steve.Gust'afsbn @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 submitted by
(steve.gustafson @state.mn.us) on Thursday, March 08, 2007 at 13:20:41.

_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 _

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 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 1:16 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 13:17:26

_config: vendeval -

project: Facilities Management Building Section Application Support
id_part1: 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

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



RECEIVED

Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Ove

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
University of Minnesota A92222

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration : August 7, 2006 to
2006 Towards Zero Death Conference 89261 WO 28 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 in conference
planning, management and outreach to deliver this workshop.

The pﬁrpose 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 75,000.00 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

!

WM 3-6 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Contract No. X?Zé/ W 2_8 ' Type of Work @ rﬂﬂ erge 0&9&/@&‘/«4"‘" \\\
7%

District/Office { @53 € Work Type Code T B N
SP Number TH Number Location ! &
Contractor / /mmﬁfv a{‘ Ejmnc.m/z_

Subcontractor

Subcontractor Y Q
Contract Period: % ' q Ol ; \'2./} ] ; 7/5/,/07
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ %S:C)QQGQ = Orig Cost: $m + Amended Cost: $ /3(\

Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~ Time Only Number of Amendments 7@'

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 Mo/DOT

Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and

on time

5. Project related cooperation

KMMNU\\

6. QA/QC plan conformance

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Project Manager:

Mémsﬂ’wom 2/5]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: CFMS Contract Number:

STS Consultants, Ltd. _ A82467

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 88848 November 1, 2005 — January 27, 2007
Maintenance Sites

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.

|

i 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.
i 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
| 940 Hours $99,932.54 Trunk Highway 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

WM 3-6-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 1/26/2007)



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. 386 N g Type of work CovA fAy%%\‘ ‘b"’&m Ca -@»« W(\/\Jr@;/umgl
District/Office _ =N Work Type Code =1L Bites
S.P. TH. Location __ Stederonda
Contractor _ 21 S }Q;C%uis{ Hon G dibee STS C@w%u\(‘{‘mw?tﬁ, LtA.
Subcontractor
Subcontractor :
Contract Period: Nov. | 2005 '}2—?"}0#‘ 7 / =y / o7
Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $ 1994 . 56= Orig Cost: @ﬁﬁi}_ + Amended Cost: $.9. q‘ﬂ

Amended cost for: ~— Overrun ®Additional Work Number of Amendments !

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

Above Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X ’
2. Work Performance e
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT .
Standards/Requirements X
4. Deliverables Complete and
on time X
5. Project related cooperation e
{6. QA/QC plan conformance ' N
7. Contract ademstratlon I B o a >< N
 cooperation . A NIRRT AT R
8. Invoices and progress reports L A )(‘ S PP
0. Cost estunatzon/budgetﬂ ' _ VR
management }L »
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points %\
(Maximum points 36)
Project Manager:

[\/&,n iy Qu’{ Lo )

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: CFMS Contract Number:
Industrial Hygiene Services, Inc. A dyasl
Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
I135W/TH 62 Crosstown 89179 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:

| $65,619.68 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

WWW 3- 0]
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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. _89179 Type of work _ Oversight
District/Office _Metro - Work Type Code A B

S.P. _2782-281 TH. __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 fdr: D Overrun D Additional Work Number of Amendments

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

Above ~ Below
Average Average Average Poor
4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
1. Product Quality X
2. Work Performance X
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT X
Standards/Requirements
4. Deliverables Complete and X
on time
5. Project related cooperation ' X
6. QA/QC plan conformance X
-9.5?Cost estlmatmn/budget f‘:i:f;gﬁ_ o X '
~ management _ Gl
Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 2 r‘)

(Maximum points 36)

W- ; oject ger Contract Administrator:
///7/2’3& %/ Wbt Johwo 2)24/07

(" Mark Vogel (Debbie Forschen

Print Name i ) 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): 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 MnROAD 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 MNnROAD 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $57,500.00 Trunk Highway

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

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

/] y s /] i s 4 . 7
(" pirdl \/ ViAbrnac A ART=0 [

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

consideration in future consultant selection procedures. Address comments on back,
keep comments factual. :
Agreement No. 81655, WO 175

District/Office Investment Management Work Type dee e—é

Type of work Research

SP. NA TH NA Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor |

Subcontractor

Contract Period: June 20, 2005;  February 15,2007,  May 31, 2007

Work Start Date
Total Contract Cost: $57,500.00 = Orig Cost: $57,500.00 + Amended Cost: $0
0 Additional Work  Number of Amendments 1 = Jy (3€.

Work Completion Date Expiration Date

Amended cost for: 0O Overrun

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

Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

1. Product Quality 3
2. Work Performance 3

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance 3

Total Points 26
(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Contract Administrator:

[ lhire

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

Project Manager:

2[27/07

Benjamin Worel




- Definitions:
 Above Average:

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

. Contractor performs beyond expectations.

e - 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: 4

° 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: CFMS Contract Number: -
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A92846/A58008

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

Capacity expansion in the Twin Cities: FEBRUARY 2, 2004 -

The roads-transit balance. 81655, WO113 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $50,100.00 Trunk Highway

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

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

{ w? P %_gfw{i ) / ) l‘M?’Lﬂ*’L’W \:;\} fﬁx’ﬂ? 7‘-’ (} 7

| Carol Molnali, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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



CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

keep comments factual.

Agreement No. 81655, WO 113 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code Ré
S.P. 88016 00583 T.H. NA Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Lo ]
V=
Contract Period: Februaryﬁ, 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: 0O Overrun O Additional Work Number of Amendments 3 —“TTMQ_

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

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

1. Product Quality

2. Work Performance

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

7. Contract admlnlstrauon
cooperation %
8. Invoices and progress X

reports
9. Cost estimation/budget
management

Contractor’s rating for this contract: Total Points 5725;2_;
‘ (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Contract Administrator:

|07 v
L Zecees™ Cory S /cu

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




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

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

] Deliverables exceed standards. ‘

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

Average

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

] Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

expectations. v :

° 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 Consultant Services Section, Mail Stop 680 along with the final invoice.

Agency:
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

CFMS Contract Number:
A67290

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.:
The Safety of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Travel in Minnesota: Inventory, Analysis | 81655, WO 134
and Prospectus

Project Duration (Dates):
August 31, 2004 -
January 31, 2007

municipalities collect crash data and how it is categorized.

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

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:

performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the contract:

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

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cornt perac

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner

Fo f =EF

Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Agreement No. 81655, WO 134 Type of work Research
District/Office Investment Management Work Type Code Eé':
S.P. 88016 00673 T.H. NA Location Statewide
Contractor University of Minnesota .
Subcontractor /
Subcontractor

Contract Period: August 31, 2004; January 31, 2007 January 31, 2007
Work Start Date  Work Completlon Date Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $69,973.00 = Orig Cost: $69,973.00 + Amended Cost: $O
Amended cost for: [ Overrun O Additional Work Number of Amendments 1 -‘\”WQQ

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

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

1. Product Quality 4
2. Work Performance 4

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

6. QA/QC plan conformance 4

7. Contract administration
cooperation 3
8. Invoices and progress
reports 3
9. Cost estimation/budget
management 3

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

Project Manager: ' Contract Administrator

__Darryl Anderson Mf”“" //

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:
University of Minnesota A92222

Project Name: - Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration : August 7, 2006 to
2006 Towards Zero Death Conference 89261 WO 28 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 in conference
planning, management and outreach to deliver this workshop.

The pﬁrpose 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 75,000.00 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

WMM 3-(3’07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice. ‘

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:

STS Consultants, Ltd. - A82467

Project Name: - Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Contaminated Materials Assistance for 88848 November 1, 2005 — January 27, 2007
Maintenance Sites

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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
940 Hours $99,932.54 , Trunk Highway 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

W\W@M«/ ' 3-6 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

CFMS Contract Number:

A &yasl

Project Name:
I135W/TH 62 Crosstown

Mn/DOT Contract No.:
89179

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):

$ 65,619.68

Total Amount Spent on Contract:

Source of Funding:
Metro Consultant Allocation

services:
NA

If this was a single source Contract, explam why the agency determined there was only a single source for the

Evaluate the performance of the work including an appraisal 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;%ommissioner

3- 0]

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 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): 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 MnROAD 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 MNnROAD 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
NA Contract: $57,500.00 Trunk Highway

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

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' A 7/“ /S ; # e A 7
Cpiad 77Lalrnace A RT-2/7
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA A92846/A58008

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

Capacity expansion in the Twin Cities: FEBRUARY 2, 2004 -

The roads-transit balance. 81655, WO113 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $50,100.00 Trunk Highway

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

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

_fr;;Zr*L// /) }L(J’L’L—/ vﬂg} ’;?’37 f7'—‘()7
Carol Molnat, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date
cc: Paul Stembler, Dept. of Administration

Jeff Brunner, Consultant Services Section
File



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
University of Minnesota AB0215

Project Name (if applicable): Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Developing ITS to Serve Diverse 81655, WO 99 4/1/2004 to 11/30/2006
Populations

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

The research objective 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 Source of Funding:
Contract: $ 714,650.00 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

Casnt Posnac 2-8/-07
Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commiissioner Date

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

File \:)(‘
\‘%‘#ss:




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 8@5 eoare I

Contract No. 81655 WO 99

District/Office Traffic, Safety and Ops Work Type Code

SP Number TH Number Location

Contractor University of Minnesota, Sponsored Projects Administration

Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: April 1, 2004; November 30, 2005; November 30, 2005

Work Start Date 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 Rating
1 - 6 by Project Manager
7 - 9 by Contract Administrator

Above
Average
4 Points

Average
3 Points

Below
Average
2 Points

Poor
1 Point

. Product Quality

el

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

AANAN

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: _ (Maximum points 36)

Project Manager: Cj‘fact Adminjstrator:
4@: o lin Al by

Kenneth Buckeye Susan Sheehan 2/12/07
Name Date 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)



Definitions:

Above Average:

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

direction from Mn/DOT.

L Contractor performs beyond expectations.

) Deliverables exceed standards.

® Project Manager is informed of project status regularly.

® Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

L Contractor needs little or no direction.

o Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average

) Contractor fulfills terms of Contract; no more, no less.

) Deliverables meet standards.

° Project is on time and budget.

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

° Contractor minimally or does not meet Contract terms.

° Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

° Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

[ Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

o Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

° Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

° 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

Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. AQ (207

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Terra Terminal Bldg - Stillwater 90193 11/16/86 — 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$93,685.83 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

WW’/-— S -R0-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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. _90193

Type of work Asbestos Abatement

District/Office __Metro Work Type Code _ A B
S.P. _8214-99A T.H.__36 Location _Terra Terminal Building, StillWaRi7 v
FATREN N
Contractor __VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. ﬁ«{»\ff’ A,
Feag ‘A( 2 ; @ 'i‘,’j\
Subcontractor Ef’; %%‘v € ‘:;’i\
Subcontractor » i::i = :‘;ﬁ
e &
~ Contract Period: _11-16-06 1-24-07 7-31-07 e, 25

Work Start Date; Work Completion Date; Expiration Date
Total Contract Cost: $_93,685.83 = Orig Cost: $

Amended cost for: D Overrun D Additional Wérk 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 ' ' o 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
management M ] e

Total Points 5

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

| 2 o

e Project Manager: s

Cbntract A(iministrator:
10 bl Fovachoro 215 Jor7
( be/kjé‘_lgrim N'}:mé) TSCQ')Q}'\

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

/"

“( Mark Vogel )

Print Name




" Definitions:
Above Average:
o Products/Service delivered correctly, efﬁc1ent1y, timely and without excessive
assistance or direction from Mn/DOT.

° Contractor performs beyond expectations.

) Deliverables exceed standards.

L Project Manage is informed of project status regularly.

° Contractor resolves any problems that occurred.

o Contractor needs little or no direction.

L4 Contractor responsive to requests.

° Contractor suggests improvements.
Average :

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

° Deliverables meet standards.

®  Projectis on time and budget.

L Project Manager is informed of key mllestones
Below Average:

L Contractor Minimally or does not meet contract terms

o Deliverables below standard or needs rework to comply.

o Project is behind schedule or over budget.

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

° Contractor requires excessive guidance or direction.

° Contractor is unresponsive to requests.

L Contractor unable or unwilling to resolve minor setbacks.

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

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

Comments: Very good job getting done early winter. VCI changed schedules to meet the

deadlines of other contractors.

\\user\consult\forms\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: CFMS Contract Number:
VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Inc. A95016

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement TH610 Dump Site 90257 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$ 100,000.00 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

Corst Mstran_ 3-30 - 07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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.

Type of work __Asbestos Abatement

Work Type Code A @

Agreement No. _90257. _.
District/Office  Metro

S.P. _2771-902 T.H._610 Location _Brooklyn Park
Contractor _VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Inc. |
Subcontractor

Subcontractor

Contract Period: 10/17/06 5 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: ] Overnin X Additional Work Number of Amendments 1

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

Total Points 2.7}

(Maximum points 36)

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

07

1 'Z o V?roject%g;y Contract Administrator:

| 2/1s/07
“( Mark Vogelgf/"« ( Debbie. Fb(&ohefj ,

Print Napfe~ 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: CFMS Contract Number:
VCI Asbestos Abatement Company, Inc. A95016

Project Name: Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Asbestos Abatement TH610 Dump Site 90257 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
| $100,000.00 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 mcludlng an appraisal of the contractor’s tlmelmess, quality, cost and
overall performance in meeting the terms and objectives of the Contract:

SEE ATTACHED CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Cowe Mstran. | 3-00-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner 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). Submit this form to Consultant Services, Mail
Stop 680, along with the approved final invoice.

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
VCI Asbestos Abatement Co., Inc. AQ (L2007

Project Name: ' Mn/DOT Contract No.: Project Duration (Dates):
Terra Terminal Bldg - Stillwater 90193 11/16/06 — 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/DQT 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): Total Amount Spent on Contract: Source of Funding:
$93,685.83 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

WM d-R0-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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

(CSS Reviewed 11/20/06)



Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: Martinez Corporation. CFMS Contract Number: A- 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. Total Contract Amount: $64,450.00 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.

?M AT 7 > 02./9/07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

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

Type of Work @A/‘ﬁéﬁﬁfa VMM’VLF C /(/fafﬁ
Work Type Code /). Z \O

Location (//ZC?Z L ,lnp% Tc+ 22 .

Contract No. 9/ )6‘0 /

District/Office _[>_ &5 |
SP Number (_—'[ ZLZQ«-&/ 7 TH Number _/ 2
Mactine2 CocP.

Subcontractor ——

Contractor -

Subcontractor —

12-/8-06 ; -2 -0C ; "(-%]|

Work Start Date Work Completion Date  Expiration Date

Total Contract Cost: $él—/ (/\Sb = Orig Cost: $ L&/ Y (6~ + Amended Cost: $ J
Amended for: ~Overrun ~ Additional Work ~Time Only =~ Number of Amendments

Contract Period:

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 \/ i
3. Conformance with Mn/DOT ' N
Standards/Requirements :
4. Deliverables Complete and 4
on time
5. Project related cooperation , o
6. QA/QC plan conformance o v

Total Points: __ 3 [ (Maximum points gé )

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

Proj ect Manager:

m \h < V\dg\ﬁ D-A-07
Name Date

o /%C /~//4“T'ﬁ§/¥ I EH K AN
T 2 —9_07

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

(CSS Reviewed 8/16/06)



=k,
L

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-Tnangulatlon, 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 equlpment and personnel capacity constraints require us to

contract out.

Billable Hours (if applicable): No. Total Contract Amount: $64,450.00 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.

@M A Lf T | 02 /%/07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

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




Report on Professional/Technical Contracts Over $50,000

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

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

Agency:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Contractor Name: CFMS Contract Number:
SRF Consulting Group, Inc. A76484

Project Name (if applicable): 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): Total Amount Spent on Source of Funding:
4515.0 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

Cppst Totrac 2-¢-07

Carol Molnau, Lt. Governor/Commissioner Date

hC: 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. &7 K §_2 >); Type of Work / /5? AA /'/7 &7
District/Office M & f/‘ O ' Work Type Code _ﬁ/: TS
SP Number TH Number / [1 A Location ﬁ ) /l LirT We ((/ :
Contractor S /6 /

Subcontractor C(‘ Vi é}»( // £ f(//le’ ih a/ cs

Subcontractor M& / /L€ZL ! thE /?9 ése s /?c/

Contract Period: ém/%*fﬁf J/ 23) C}é ) /,'Z ‘5/ = g

Work Start Date Work Completion Date Explratlon Date

Total Contract Cost: $;m> Orig Cost: $57 7)7;7 74" K Amended Cost: $_ ‘7157 /3 ? 52

o4
¢ é/ A2 Number of Amendments _/_

ma &7 ~ Time Only

Amended for: ~ Overrun

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 .
on time ' >(
5. Project related cooperation X
6. QA/QC plan conformance f><_

Total Points: :QQ (Maximum points 3@ )

Contractor’s rating for this contract:

P lia TV 426

Narme 6 N an \/ol lum Date

Conj act Admlm

uﬂO?m //O >/50/f>7

N"“‘Q/ Linn /"‘O 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: . / .
‘ /Oz/i/c/ 6{/9 /2’ 7%?’ Co 717'62.6-7( 62/‘?70'6(/771

(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: SRF Consulting Group, Inc. CFMS Contract Number: A43840
Project Name (if applicable): St. Croix River | Mn/DOT Agreement No.: Project Duration (Dates): December 31,
Crossing Supplemental Environmental 83355 2002 to July, 31, 2006

Impact Statement

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 Total Amount Spent on Contract: $2,947,577.81 Source of Funding: Trunk
applicable): 37,374.3 (shared equally by Mn/DOT and Wisconsin DOT) 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 Avenue 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 <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>