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AMENDED AGENDA

1. Public Comment — limited to no more than three (3) minutes. The public may comment on
Agenda items prior to action by submitting a request to speak to the Chairman before the
Meeting begins. Informational item only.

2. Approval of August 24, 2012 Nevada Department of Transportation Board of Directors
Construction Working Group Meeting minutes — For possible action.

3.  Old Business — Informational item only.
A. eDocumentation Status Report
B. Consultant Support Agreements for Alternate Project Delivery

4.  Comparison of NRS 408 and NRS 338 — Informational item only.
5.  Unbalanced Bidding and Bid Review Analysis Procedure — Informational item only.

6. Briefing on Status of Construction Projects — Informational item only.
A. Projects Closed
B. Project Closeout Status
C. Active Projects

7.  Closed session to receive information from counsel regarding potential or existing litigation —
Informational item only.

8.  Public Comment — limited to no more than three (3) minutes. The public may comment on
Agenda items prior to action by submitting a request to speak to the Chairman before the
Meeting begins. Informational item only.

Notes:

¢ Items on the agenda may be taken out of order.

e The Board may combine two or more agenda items for consideration

e The Board may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any
time.

e Reasonable efforts will be made to assist and accommodate physically handicapped persons desiring to attend
the meeting. Requests for auxiliary aids or services to assist individuals with disabilities or limited English
proficiency should be made with as much advance notice as possible to the Department of Transportation at
(775) 888-7440.

e This meeting is also expected to be available via video-conferencing, but is at least available via
teleconferencing, at the Nevada Department of Transportation District One Office located at 123 East
Washington, Las Vegas, Nevada in the Conference Room.

o Copies of non-confidential supporting materials provided to the Board are available upon request.

This agenda is posted at www.nevadadot.com and at the following locations:

Nevada Dept. of Transportation Nevada Dept. of Transportation Nevada Dept. of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street 123 East Washington 310 Galletti Way

Carson City, Nevada Las Vegas, Nevada Sparks, Nevada

Nevada Dept. of Transportation Governor’s Office

1951 Idaho Street Capitol Building

Elko, Nevada Carson City, Nevada



Minutes of Nevada Department of Transportation
Board of Directors Construction Working Group Meeting
August 24, 2012

Chairman Len Savage Kevin Lee

Controller Kim Wallin Reid Kaiser

Member Frank Martin Jeff Shapiro

Director Rudy Malfabon Felicia Denney

Rick Nelson Megan Sizelove

Dennis Gallagher Bill Wellman

Thor Dyson Lucy Koury

Savage: Good morning, everyone, and welcome to the Construction Working Group
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meeting on August 24, 2012. Can you hear us in Las Vegas?
Len, can you hear us?

Yes.

Okay. Perfect. Can’t see us can you?

Good morning, can you hear us up in Reno -- or Carson City?
We’re in Carson City.

Can you hear us in Carson City? Yes. From Carson City.

And Len’s all excited because he got to drive on the new freeway today, so the
excitement hasn’t worn off yet.

Very, very special day for NDOT. Congratulations to NDOT and the State of
Nevada. Very nice day. Anyway, to get started in Elko, can you hear us in EIko?

Yes. We can hear you in Elko. Thanks.

Thank you very much. With that being said, we’ll get started with Agenda Item
No. 1, public comment. Is there any public comment in Las Vegas?

There’s no one here.
Elko?
No. There is no public comment, thanks.

And Carson City? Not at this time. Okay. Thank you. We’ll move to Agenda
Item No. 2, comments from the Construction Working Group at this stage. Any
comments, Carson City, Las Vegas or ElIko?
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No.

Agenda Item No. 3, approval of the June 25, 2012 Nevada Department of
Transportation Board of Directors Construction Working Group Meeting
Minutes. Has everyone had a chance to review the meeting minutes? Las Vegas?

Yes.

With no questions, I’ll take a motion.
Move to approve.

Second?

Second.

Motion moved. We will move on to Agenda Item No. 4, discussion of the NDOT
BDR Retention.

Yeah, this item came up generally in response to some (inaudible) payment issues
that had going on with FHWA. And Jeff Shapiro, our Chief Construction
Engineer, is here to sort of discuss with us the evolution of this and some
background. We’ve brought this up to the NDOT Construction Industry Liaison
Group at one point in time, and there may be some public comment with respect
to that a little later, but with that, Jeff, you want to give us a little background on
where we are with the retent?

Basically, what the intention was -- Jeff Shapiro for NDOT, was FHWA notified
us that we were not in compliance with the prompt payment clauses in Title 49,
and there’s basically three options in there, and they said you need to pick one.
And so we did -- we picked one of the options, and -- but it’s not necessarily --
the option that we picked is not necessarily in compliance with state law. Now,
there is the supremacy clause issue. 1’m not an attorney, but (inaudible). Well,
on the three options? Okay. The three options in the federal regulations are --
and it’s in a section under the Department of Transportation, discussing prime
contractors and subcontractors. The three options are no retention to the prime,
no retention to the sub, that’s option number one. Option number two is no
retention on the prime, retention on the sub, but payment on the retention to the
sub within 30 days of substantial completion or -- I’m not sure of the exact word,
but successful completion I believe is the wording.

Want to read them?
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I don’t really want to read them. 1’ve got them.
You haven’t gotten them right yet, so...

I haven’t gotten them right yet and | printed them out. Okay. And the third one is
we can hold retention on the prime, and we can hold -- and the prime can hold
retention on the sub, but the retention has to be released within -- through
incremental acceptance is what they use the term in the regulation. We have met
with the industry, and to be quite honest, or be frank, | thought we had agreement
on which one we were going with, number two, but apparently some discussions
recently -- Rudy Malfabon, we need to maybe have -- discuss this again with
them.

So what we did is we implemented option number two in our specs to comply
with the federal requirements, which is no retention on the prime, the prime can
hold retention on the sub, but must release it within 30 days after successful
completion, and we actually define successful completion in the contract. It’s,
you know, payment -- submitting all your releases, paying the unions, union dues,
all that kind of stuff, and acceptance by the owner too, of course, payment by the
owner. So that’s the option that we chose, and that’s currently the one that we
have in our contracts right now.

The intent of this bill draft request was to modify the law just slightly to bring us
closer to compliance with the federal regulations, and it’s literally we’re changing
a will to a may. But it’s my understanding recently that industry might not be
supportive of that change, so we need to discuss that with them a little bit, but
that’s just basically the gist of the bill draft request on retention.

Now, when it comes to retention, how do we implement that retention currently?

Retention is kind of unique as far as I’m concerned, my opinion of course, with
the way NDOT does it. We do not -- you know, the law says a five percent or
$50,000 basically, it sets a maximum there. We actually do not withhold
retention until the project -- the contract is 85 percent complete. Most agencies
start withholding retention at the beginning of the project, and many in some
cases actually start to release retention after a certain percentage, say like 50
percent or whatever, if the project is being successful or is progressing
satisfactorily. In our case though, we don’t really withhold retention until the job
is 85 percent complete and that’s in the contract as well, but it is in compliance
with the NRS.
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Okay. Thank you, Jeff. So at this time, do we hear from the public on their
concern, or do we wait to the next public format?

It doesn’t matter to me (inaudible).

So let’s hear from the industry if we can at this time.
I didn’t mean to steal your thunder there, Bill.

I just assumed you could fix this right.

Please identify yourself.

We thought we had it fixed.

I’m Bill Wellman with Las Vegas Paving, and also on this item, representing
AGC South. We did take this -- Las Vegas Paving is one of the members of the
industry liaison committee that Rick had spoke about a little bit earlier. That
committee has been in existence for about four years I’m guessing. We meet
quarterly. It’s seven contractors at the initiation of this thing. It was the seven
largest contractors doing business with NDOT at the time, and it was the top
seven people from the director down that attended these meetings and they’ve
been quite successful over the course of time. That’s the little history on that.

With that, a year ago, year and a half ago, this issue came up that NDOT was not
in compliance with Title 49. That was brought to our group. We worked on it.
We had a task force that dealt with it. We battered it back and forth for an
extended period of time. And we came up with what | understood was going to
be item number three of the options and with that you hold retention, we then can
hold retention, and then as incremental acceptance of completed work, then we
could release retention on those, but also it released us from the obligation and the
liabilities associated with subcontractors on a project.

With that, that was sent, in my understanding, in a letter to the feds. The feds in
turn responded, | believe it was in September, that said, okay, this is great and
wonderful. How it doesn’t comply with Title 49 today I’m not sure. If we did
with option number two, | think it’s the same essentially. It doesn’t have the
incremental acceptance portion of the thing. And as we move forward, retention
is critical to us in being able to hold retention on subcontractors and that is
because we’ve got to make sure that they’re paying their bills quite frankly. Until
we can get some releases from them, that option is given to them. And maybe
I’'m speaking on behalf of Las Vegas Paving and how we can handle our
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subcontractors, but the industry has asked me on behalf of AGC South to come in
and ask that -- or oppose any changes to this as it is today.

NDOT is the only one that holds the $50,000. It might not sound like a lot of
money, and it probably really isn’t, but in the big picture, it’s something, and you
have another Agenda item here to talk about, Project Closeout, and the issues of
Project Closeout are tough enough as they are, but if you didn’t hold any
retention, it’d be even worse. So they kind of meld into each other a bit.

All the other public entities hold 10 percent up to 50 percent of completion. At 50
percent of completion, if it is being satisfactorily completed, they will start
reducing it, so at the end of the project it’s 5 percent. Why NDOT is different, |
don’t know, and we’d be okay with that if you followed the same suit just to make
it clean and clear across the industry, but we do in fact need and desire that
NDOT keep and hold retention as you have, and we’ve already tackled this once,
and that’s why we’re not sure why it’s becoming an issue if it will.

One of the things that is discussed in Title 49, we have to pay within 30 days of
having been paid, however, NRS -- I’m not sure what section it is, but it was a
prompt payment bill two sessions ago that was enacted that says 15 days. So
frankly if we’re out of compliance with Title 49, we’re way out of compliance
with NRS. So I think there’s already a means of handling this internally. And
like 1 said, it was my understanding that the feds were happy with what we
worked on and what the results were almost a year ago. That’s it.

Thank you, Mr. Wellman. Any questions from Board members for Mr. Wellman?
Member Martin?

No, sir. One thing | did not understand, so you took -- Jeff, you took option
number two which held retention on the subs, which I heard that industry was in
favor of, and -- but did not hold retention on the prime until the policy has been
you’re 85 percent complete. Am | perfectly clear on that?

Yes, Member Martin. Well, the spec says we don’t hold it until 85 percent, but
the actual federal regulation says those, you know, the three options, two of the
options say no retention on the prime period. You know, the only the third one
allows retention. And then basically FHWA was agreeing that -- basically we
were informing them that we picked one of the options which is what they asked
us to do, and that’s what they approve. We definitely need to go back to the
drawing board and see where the disconnect here is on the communication aspect
here on which one we picked, so...
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I guess I’m -- like Member Martin, I guess I’m still confused as to, you know, is
option three something that you like or no, don’t like or...

We like -- both option two and three are workable, but I think option three helped
facilitate NRS requirements (inaudible) as well.

Yeah. | mean, to me that makes sense.

It’s my understanding of the issue if I may is the concern from the prime
contractors are if we don’t withhold retention on them, they won’t be able to hold
retention on the prime -- or the subcontractors, and that wasn’t the original intent,
and this could be an issue of the little bit of inconsistencies between NRS 408 and
NRS 338, which we weren’t aware of at the time | put this thing together, to be
frank, and that’s something we definitely need to look into. Because that was
never the intention. We don’t want to restrict the prime’s ability to withhold on
the subs for the very same issues that Mr. Wellman was talking about, making
sure they pay their suppliers and their employees and, you know, that kind of
stuff, so...

Okay. And I think they’re -- the council will also have to review the fact of the
federal versus the state to see who takes the lead on that. So it’s my
understanding this will go back to a work session?

We’re going to have to, yes.
At this stage.

Right. And the way the BDR was drafted, like Jeff says, it just changed the will
to obey, and so it doesn’t preclude us from withholding the $50,000...

Well, it actually gives us more flexibility -- gives the director more flexibility to
make that decision. And it’s consistent with a lot of our neighbors. Very few
states say, especially when it comes to federal aid stuff, you will. | know
California does, but the rest of our neighbors, it’s optional. The director has that
discretion.

And for my -- does California hold ten percent or...
I think it’s ten percent.

It’s ten percent. And | heard that from industry, it’s either a ten percent or 50,000,
there’s two options. Right now it’s $50,000, | understand that.
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It’s $50,000 or five percent, but that’s NRS 408. This is part of the difficulty.
338 allows -- is it five percent or ten percent?

Ten percent.
(Inaudible) numbers in there yet. Yeah.

So there’s some conflict there | think that we have to go back and try to work out
so that we’re all on the same page. Yes, Mr....

If I may, one more time. The only reason we don’t like language in the BDR is it
makes it very subjective, and using Jeff’s term just now was being consistent,
whereas if it’s may, then if I’m the guy that is -- they’re holding retention on me,
I’ll turn the tables on my example | used on Jeff earlier, hold the retention on me,
but not on somebody else, and | may have issues with that, why are you picking
on me and not this other guy. So if you leave it consistent, it is what it is.

And one more thing that you talk about that’s maybe the value and the savings
and the interest, | think that’s very wrong. This money is supposed to be put into
some kind of a CD as it is, all the other public entities do that. Some entities, like
in California actually, we decide where that money goes from an investment
standpoint. So the interest that you get is interest that’s being made and being
paid on the money that’s put away, the $50,000 that’s put away. So it really is --
there’s no cost associated with...

The interest might be a wash, | have to acknowledge that too.

Yeah. | mean, | can understand your point, because when he was talking about
the word may, and lets the director have discretion, and | could see -- I could see
issues there because then -- and if you withhold money from me, well, the time
value of money, it costs me money as a contractor, whereas, you know, my
competitor, he happens to have a better relationship with the director, and so |
agree with you. | have a problem with the word may.

I have to wonder though what -- if this would have any impact on the bidding
environment that we have, if our contractors know now that instead of us
withholding the $50,000 towards the end of the job, we’re going to be holding ten
percent through the life of the job, you know, you get into a situation where the,
you know, the contractor is fronting some of the money associated with it because
we’re not paying them, we’re withholding ten percent of everything we’re giving
them, if that might have some implication with respect to the bidding environment
and prices that we’re getting these days.
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Yeah, yeah. No, | agree with you. | think if we increase it like you’re talking
about it, that would impact our bid prices adversely, or potentially could.

You know, you go ten percent on a $50 million job or a $40 million job, that’s
quite a bit of money.

I think -- go ahead, Member Martin.

Just from my world, and Len, | think you members -- or Chairman Savage, | think
you operate in the same world that I do. For us in the vertical world, ten percent
is the standard norm, but there’s also written into the NRS -- yeah, I’ll get it
wrong, about the -- when the project is 50 percent complete, you reduce the
retention by 50 percent, so it becomes -- ends up being five percent. Mr.
Wellman, | have a question. One of the reasons why this retention thing came up
is this groups been examining the length of time that it takes to closeout projects,
and it seems like the $50,000 is no motivation for anyone on the industry side to
get the required paperwork, because we get a checklist provided by the staff and it
looks like from the majority of the checklists, it’s contractors not getting all their
stuff in that is keeping these jobs open for months and sometimes years. We’ve
got projects that are 18 to 20 months old.

And so one of the reasons the retention came up was the motivate somebody to
get these things closed out. And in my industry, we’re required by specification
to have these things closed out 45 days, and you’re talking about reams and reams
of material on 40 or 50 subcontractors and on 600 products that go into a building.
And when | take a look at some of the closeout requirements by NDOT, they’re
pretty doggone simple, and yet we’ve got jobs that are open for 18 months.
That’s where this retention conversation came up. How would you -- where
would you see us going with this thing, sir?

Well, we’re culpable on a few of those projects.
I know.

Obviously we’ve rolled -- kind of rolled into the other Agenda item | guess, but
some of the times it’s knowing that we need to get something else, and we don’t
always get that information. And I don’t want to start throwing NDOT under the
bus because they’re the best entity we feel in the state to work for at this time.
But, yeah, some of this -- some of this closeout stuff gets pretty difficult, maybe
because it’s the federal money, I don’t know, but it also is subject to an audit at
the end, and that’s some of our other concerns why we feel that retention needs to
be held, and even in the simplest form of $50,000, is we do get these audits, and
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final quantities that are sometimes months and years at end, and then there’s
credits asked back from NDOT because there isn’t this many feet of guard -- you
got paid for 100 feet of guardrail, but there’s only 98 in reality. And if that
guardrail -- if that was a subcontractor that was paid in full, we have no recourse
essentially, and so, I mean, that’s a burden on the general contractor itself. | think
some of that timing is associated with a lot of that audit stuff.

And | just heard recently that our 1-15 north design-build project was waiting on a
certified payroll, and 1 just heard about this like a week ago, two weeks ago, so as
soon as we heard about it, we’re getting on it. So we’ll find out what the issues is
and resolve it, but the $50,000 still has some value, and even to us, as large as we
are, it means something. So if you get rid of things like $50,000, or if you go to
ten percent or five percent at the end of a project, I’'m not necessarily opposed to
that. If that’s what it takes to make it right, that’s what its, and contractors should
be -- have the strength to live with this to a point. We do it every place else.

So what’s your opinion of the concern by Rick and Jeff about the idea of it
impacting the cost of the bid?

Well, for Las Vegas Paving, we do not put any kind of a value on the cost of
money on these projects, especially in this economy, and I’ve been there 32 years,
and we never have. It’s just a means of doing business, and it’s the cost of doing
business like everything else. Now, that’s Las Vegas Paving. | can’t speak on
behalf of the rest of the industry.

That’s pretty much the way it is in my industry too, guys.
I’ll second that.
Okay. Thanks, Billy.

And 1 think, you know, for NDOT to have the tool to go and get these closeouts
faster, 1 mean, like you said, if we have nothing, what’s the incentive to get it
closed out?

There would be none.

Yeah, exactly. And I kind of like the, you know, going to the industry standard,
you know, the 10 percent, and then reducing by 50 percent, 50 percent through
because -- and like you said, with the time value of money, if everybody’s on the
same page, you’re not going to be looking at that, but if we have the clause that
says may, you’d be looking at that. That would definitely impact it, because then
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people would say well, what if they decide to do retention. So I’m -- because I
don’t know if I’m going to be a retention person or not. | mean, so | like that.

And then you mentioned the auditors, and | don’t know if this is the right time or
not since we’re kind of going into our closeout stuff too, | understand that NDOT
has an outside audit firm that’s been doing some of the audits, but | understand
that they’re no longer going to be doing it and we’re all going to be doing it in-
house. Does NDOT have the resources to continue to do it in-house since they,
you know, you’re saying it takes a long time to...

Well, | can answer part of that question because we have several different forms
of auditing, but | don’t -- within our own organization, the construction division,
we have an administrative section that’s the third party audit of the work that’s
done by the folks out in the field for the district engineers, the people that actually
document the progress of the projects, put the quantities in the pay books, process
the pay estimates. Those are the folks that work for the district engineers, our
admin section when we closeout the project, we’re the auditors. They’re not
professional trained auditors, but we’re the people that go through the books and
check that, those type of matters. We also have a division, internal audit it’s
called, which I’'m not sure what their staff is. They work for Division of
Administration or the...

They work for the Deputy Director.

Deputy Director. They audit things like consultant agreements and | believe the
design-build contracts. We’re still trying to fine tune the closeout process on
design-build contracts. And they audit those type of agreements or whatever, and
I know they had been hiring consultants in the past to help them out. | don’t
know if they’ve got a new agreement or not, but I don’t think they have a whole
lot of folks.

(Inaudible) for the consultant agreements and the audits of those, I think that they
have such a backlog that they still use outside auditors.

But I think what Bill’s talking about is the audit that Jeff’s staff does.
I think for (inaudible) talking about, yeah.

And we had brought up earlier our desire to -- in fact | think an RFP may be on
the street...

It’s not on the street. It’s a draft.

10
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...or close to going on the street, to hire a firm to develop an audit manual for us
that we can use to do these audit books. You know, right now we’re doing
basically 100 percent audit, and there’s auditing standards that we can apply.

Yeah, it’s called risk assessment.
Exactly, yeah.

To move these things along, you know, 100 percent audit takes quite a bit of time,
and there’s really, you know, you spend a lot of money chasing a couple dollars in
100 percent audits.

And that is part of the problem, the reason why these things can take so long
sometimes with our own internal procedures with the 100 percent audits. The one
thing 1’ve learned with working with LCB and their auditors and what not is, you
know, they’re professional auditors. They’ve been trained to do this, and
USGAO standards, and that’s something we need help in because we’re not
trained in that. And the intent would be to bring somebody in like that from the
outside to help look at our procedures, help us closeout some jobs and give us
some guidance as to implementing something more along that line, the risk...

Risk assessment. Um-hum.
Okay.

I just have one more comment, folks. | agree with Madam Controller in the fact
that when you put language in that says may that are subjective and language
that’s not objective, it’s either shall or will in my world. And when you put in
words like may, it does as Mr. Wellman open up a potential for liability, a
potential for discrimination. And I don’t think any build draft ought to have the
words may. Again, it just leaves too much subjectively.

Thank you, Member Martin. Thank you, Madam Controller. Along the same
lines, | would like to just add that I think the word consistency, as Mr. Wellman
alluded to earlier, with the ten percent retention being reviewed, it gives the prime
contractor along with the owner being NDOT a good tool to manage that unruly
subcontractor. And | think it’s important that everybody remain consistent
moving towards the same goal. And there’s troubled times when you get one or
two different subcontractors that can be not cooperative with the project and the
schedule. And this ten percent option | would advise and suggest that we look at
it along with this other, because it’s very common in the vertical side, and | know

11
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it’s common with RTC, and some of the other horizontal entities as well. So |
thank you for your time, and if there’s no other questions, we’ll close...

Chairman Savage, | wanted to make a comment. This is Rudy Malfabon. |
checked with Sean Sever who’s kind of managing our BDR’s with the Governor’s
office on the status of this particular BDR. What the Governor’s office had asked
NDOT was to try to cut or consolidate some of our BDRs because they had 200
received from all of the agencies reporting to the Governor. They had to cut it to
100, so this one was a lower priority, and Sean Sever told me that in discussions
with the Governor’s liaison, the BDR for retention was cut. So it was a low
priority to start with, but currently it’s been cut from our list of BDRs that we
submitted (inaudible) and that just happened just recently, like a few days ago.

Rudy, is there any possibility that a call can be made after this CWG group
meeting to possibly reenact a discussion there?

Yes. We can talk with the liaison and the Governor about -- and also we have to
talk about modifying the BDR as per the discussions that have occurred.

Rudy, could you go and combine it with others? Because | only get two BDRs,
but I put a whole bunch of stuff in those two, let me tell you, you know. | have
the one that cleans up stuff, and then I have the kitchen sink one.

If 1 could answer Rudy. This is Rick Nelson. In having some offline
conversations with some of the legislatures, |1 know there’s some desire by a few
out there to make 408 more consistent with 338. And there may be opportunities
to negotiate and amend some of those that I’m sure are going to pop up. You
know, | don’t know for certain it’s going to happen, but I just have a feeling that
there’s going to be a drive to sort of merge some of these different construction
related NRSs, and so there may be an opportunity to roll some of those things in if
we want our own separate BDR.

Yes. And what’s the timeline on a BDR?

Like this week, next week. | mean, they start -- | have to have mine in by
September 1, so time is of the essence. | mean, the only other way you can do it
is the legislators have some. And actually one legislator called me and said they
have two BDRs left and if | would like to use them, so that might be a possibility
too. And they have until like even in session.

Yeah. I’m sure it’s evolving as time goes on.
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In the interest of keeping it simple, maybe the idea would be to tie the 408
language to the same language that the public works uses in vertical somehow or
another when it comes to retention.

Yes, good point, Member Martin.

Yeah, | like the consistency, not having different rules for different areas. That’s
how we make mistakes.

So even though right now, | would...

The Governor’s office has the same deadline.
Okay. Has the same what?

September 1.

I’m sorry. We interrupted you.

Chairman Savage, that was -- this is Rudy Malfabon. | was just saying that the
Governor’s office has the same deadline to submit them to the legislature, to
LCB, September 1.

Well, 1 think even if we miss -- even if we miss the September 1 date, | don’t
think the door is closed on that. There’s other avenues for us to continue to
pursue this. | think we certainly would want to have -- at least have some
dialogue with the industry, so when we do go over to the legislature, we’re more
arm in arm and they’re not surprised.

If I could, I would ask that maybe this be brought back to our industry liaison
committee to let them have some input on it (inaudible) talk about it more
specifically if need be. I’ll make that happen because we need to talk about it

anyways.

And | would suggest the sooner the better. We have a Board meeting on
September 10, and | don’t know when your next liaison meeting might be, but 1
believe it’s in October.

It was in September, and they’re trying to move it until the first part of October,
but I don’t know if it’s gotten moved. But a lot of the prework was done in
basically subcommittees (inaudible), but we were meeting quite frequently, so we
might have to do something like that again. Mr. Hoffman is the Chair, so...
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Well, I’ll be speaking about that in just a little while. But we were -- it was
originally set for September 19. We’re looking at September 26. There were
several contractors that had conflicts. We still haven’t nailed that time down, the
time and date, but the latest date it seemed that was being considered was October
12. So that would be too late.

But I think -- again, this is Rick Nelson. 1 think for the sake of getting ready for
the legislature, we need to have to those discussions, and if an opportunity
presents itself, we can get this included, you know, we can make that happen |
think, or at least seize on an opportunity during the session.

Okay. Well, I think everyone understands the importance of this issue. And if
there’s no further questions, we can move on to Agenda Item No. 5. That would
be bi-weekly versus the monthly payments to contractors.

Yeah, this is Rick Nelson for the record. One of the things we had talked about as
a Construction Working Group, on at least more than one occasion, has to do with
NDOT’s practice of making contractor payments every two weeks. And one of
our priority items that was articulated in the creation of the Construction Working
Group actually talked specifically about this bi-weekly payment issue. We had a
situation come up a couple of months ago that sort of initiated a small study here
within the department to see what kind of implications that might have for our
cash flow. And Felicia Denney who’s the Chief of Financial Management is here
to make a brief presentation on the results of that study.

Thank you. As Rick mentioned, Felicia Denney with Financial Management
Division at NDOT. And what we did is we looked at our current practice and
then went back and looked at the last fiscal year, what our cash balances were,
when our contractor payments were made, when our federal reimbursement was
received, to figure out what the impact might be if we go back in time and had
done it differently.

As Rick mentioned, the state law allows the director to make contractor payments
at the end of each month. Currently we’re paying every two weeks, and that has
an impact on two months out of the year where we get three payments, as there
are 26 two-week periods in a year. And so we’ll have three -- or excuse me, two
months with three payments per month. Currently we receive our federal
reimbursement about four days after the payment is made. So if a payment is
pushed off, the reimbursement is also pushed off.
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Probably the biggest impact to our cash flow is that the DMV will deposit around
35 million a month into the highway fund. Seven million of that deposit is
received the first half of the month. And around 28 million is the second half of
the month. And the bulk of that 28 million is our gas tax and special fuel tax, and
that totals about 22 million.

So in looking at the data, and here to my left is Mr. Gizachew Zewdu, and he’s
our cash flow analyst, and we looked at this data together. We determined that on
average -- we looked at the week end payments, and we provided two graphs, one
shows the week end payments -- or, excuse me, the week end cash balance in the
highway fund, and the other graph shows the minimum balance in the highway
fund every month. And we determined that on average, when we looked at the
data for each week end, your cash balance was 17 million higher on average, and
our minimum cash balance was around 12 million higher, primarily due to the
impact of the smoothing that you no longer have the two months with three
payments. That has a large impact. And the biggest impact was that we’re not
making a payment to a contractor until after we’ve received all of our DMV
money.

Looking at the graphs too, it became kind of apparent to us that while there are a
couple little blips where our prior data was a little bit higher, the different timing
of paying contractors at month’s end, you know, when you won, you won big.
When it was smaller, it was much smaller. And so also looking at the data of the
types of payments we make, in the winter months, of course, our contractor
payments are smaller because things are shut down. So if any transition period is
looked at to transition to a different type of payment timing, that would probably
be the best time of year. It would have the least impact. And of course one thing
that’s missing from the study is the impact on contractors and others. We just
looked strictly at highway fund cash flow. So if anyone has any questions.

Thank you, Felicia. Are there any questions from any of the members for the
construction group?

Have you ever had a time where, especially in these three payments in a month,
where you’ve been really close the edge of being short?

Well, it depends on what short means.
I mean, to go into like some emergency funding or...

We like to keep a certain balance, and we’ve gotten our balance below where
we’re comfortable with it, but we haven’t run out of money yet, you know. We’re
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watching our cash very closely, but our balance has gotten lower than we’re
comfortable with.

You might just bring up the situation that occurred a couple of months ago with
the authority.

Yeah, that was really a budget-timing issue where we had some federal
reimbursement that we thought we would receive sooner due to settlements and
things like that. And we had budget authority for receiving federal revenue, and
we have a separate budget authority for our use of highway fund money. When
we had used up our highway fund money, hadn’t received our federal
reimbursement yet, so we had to go back to IFC, and so that was uncomfortable.

Yeah.

So timing is everything as you know in cash flow management, and so a change
like this, you know, on average to have 12 million or -- did | say 12 -- 17 million
or 12 million higher balances, does make a significant difference.

And that would have probably prevented your having gone to IFC this last time?
It would have helped, yeah. It would have helped for sure.

What does -- | mean, Bill, you’re here, you want to comment for industry? Is
this...

I can’t comment for industry because we haven’t talked about this at all.
Can you comment as you do Las Vegas Paving?

I mean, certainly we like the payment process.

Well, yeah. | know that, yeah.

If this makes sense for you to go in single payments, | think there are some pluses
to it in quantifying things rather than continuously quantifying the payments
every two weeks, or frankly, it takes a week to do it, so -- and you’re doing it
twice a month, there might be some advantages for us. However, it is lots of
money at times and when building bigger projects it’s millions and millions of
dollars. So, you know, for us, my comment before, we don’t add any money in
whether we get paid twice a month from NDOT or take money out because we
get paid twice from NDOT different than we do for any other entity where we’re
getting paid once a month. It’s the nature of the beast for our industry. We just
deal with it.
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Well, right now our month -- or our bi-weekly contractor pay is running between
15 and 17 million.

Yeah, something like that.

Something like that. So if we went to a monthly pay -- of course, those payments
would be much higher, but, you know, I think in this time where Felicia indicated,
you know, the highway fund balance, it becomes a bit uncomfortable, you know,
watching the inflow and the outflow becomes even more important. The situation
that we ran into, there was the AIMS settlement, there was some uncertainty
whether FHWA was going to participate in reimbursing us for that. We finally
received their ruling on that, and we did get reimbursed for it, but there was a lot
of uncertainty with respect to those settlement payments and that sort of thing.

And there have been months in past years where the DMV for whatever reason
wasn’t able to deposit any money until early the following month. Although, I
will say that their staff has been fantastic. Marty Radu at the DMV has processed
payments probably earlier than anyone else in my, you know, seven years with
NDOT. So we’ve been really happy with them. But sometimes as we all know
there’s a glitch or a problem, and so this would also provide a little more
breathing room for things like that happening.

So our plan is to take this study to the industry, and through the liaison meeting,
and we probably will end up creating a small task force -- a small administrative
task force to take a look at this and get feedback from the industry. And, of
course, you know, the way the NRS is written, it doesn’t require us to make bi-
monthly payments. So if we did choose to make some modification, you know,
we certainly would want to get some formal comment from the industry, but we
don’t -- it doesn’t require any legislation for us to implement this.

Yeah, Nevada is one of the states that they pay very quickly. My counterparts in
other states, and I’m not talking just, you know, transportation, but, you know, all
vendors, the rest of the vendors, the average is 60 days. And, you know, so
they’re making deals with vendors saying, hey, we’ll pay you in 45 days if you
speed it up. But Nevada is not that way. | mean, we’re just like we get the bill,
we pay it, which is not very smart on Nevada’s part and stuff, so | applaud you for
that. For Member Martin and Chairman Savage, in your industry, what’s the
standard?

Member Martin.
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For us it’s 30-day -- usually a 30-day, but most likely it works into a 45-day
turnaround on pay. State public works right now is probably -- in the last projects
that we did for them was probably running somewhere in the neighborhood of 25
to 35 days. Clark County School District in the last few projects we’ve done for
them has improved their process. They’re 15 to 20 days. However, our payment
-- | was just talking to Mary, and the pay request process in the vertical world is
much different. Chairman Savage, we need to talk probably offline or something
or other about the process that’s used for the pay request within NDOT. I’m not
looking to change everything, don’t get me wrong guys, so don’t panic, but it is
diametrically different than the pay request world that you and I exist in. | mean,
so different just from a five minute conversation here with Mary, | was astonished
at the difference in the process.

I would suggest we put that on the Agenda possibly for the next CWG meeting.
| agree.

And if you’re curious as to what I’d said, basically as the work is going on, we
have inspectors that are doing pay notes and recording what’s done, and we
correlate those to the certification and any testing that’s necessary. So it’s the
DOT that basically prepares those pay estimates and -- as opposed to responding
to invoices.

And | got to believe that doing this every two weeks takes a large amount of time,
both from your staff as well as the field staff, in order to determine what
quantities are correct. So | think it’s something we can all look forward to
discussing in depth, and | think understanding that the other state entities, school
districts, counties, pay once a month.

Yes, sir.

Any questions from anybody else CWG?

None from me, sir.

With that being said, we’ll move on to Item No. 6 -- Agenda No. 6.

Well, as it was mentioned a couple of times before, NDOT and the construction
industry have formed a liaison group, and Mr. Wellman gave a pretty good
snapshot of the membership of that, and Bill Hoffman, who is our Assistant
Director for Engineering has been chairing that over the last year. We do rotate
the chairs every year, and there is -- it’s a situation where there are co-chairs.
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There’s a co-chair from NDOT, and a co-chair from the industry, and they
collaborate on the Agenda and the progress of the liaison group.

During our first meeting we brought this up, and the Construction Working Group
expressed an interest to be kept informed and abreast of what’s happening in that
forum, so we can leverage those discussions and make sure we don’t cover --
plow the same ground over and over again. So there was recently a meeting and
we’ve invited Bill to come and give us a briefing of what transpired at that
meeting. So it’s all yours, Bill.

Thank you, Rick. Chairman Savage, good morning. Bill Hoffman, as Rick said,
Director for Engineering. | do think that Billy gave a very good history of the
liaison committee. | think four or five years we’ve been in existence, so I’ll just
give you guys a quick history lesson on this group that meets. You did mention
seven contractors. Seven contractors that NDOT works with, the largest
contractors in terms of dollar amounts, that’s for sure. On the NDOT side, it’s the
executive staff that goes in and meets with these regional managers or presidents
of these construction companies, and that includes the director, the two deputy
directors and four assistant directors.

Two task forces have spun out of this industry meeting. Mr. Wellman and | chair
the -- or co-chair the design-build task force. That’s been going on for probably
about year and a half, Billy, about that? And then also there’s the CMAR,
Construction Manager At Risk task force, and in both cases, much more so
recently, but we’ve held quite a few CMAR industry meetings, so we just wanted
input from the industry procurement, how to put, you know, these RFPs out so
that that’s gone very well. We’ve gotten very good input there.

The design-build task force, we held a meeting back in June and September of
2011. We talked about -- really it focused on procurement and alternative
technical concepts, scoring of proposals, evaluation of proposals, and those went
very well. Now that our design-build construction projects are starting to wrap
up, Billy and I are working on putting together a meeting in October, so then now
we can go back, revisit those procurement issues or tasks that we needed to
continue to work on, and then also look at the construction aspects of those
design-build contracts, trying to make things better, take in feedback and do the
best we can on those projects. So that’s really kind of a high-level viewpoint.

I can just -- | believe you guys have the Agenda that we used for that June 20th
meeting. So | can just kind of step you through very quickly. We did talk about
NDOT staff changes, so just after Scott Rawlins had left we held this industry
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meeting, so we informed the contractors of Scott Rawlins, the Deputy Director
leaving NDOT. We talked briefly about the Director’s selection process that
would come before the Transportation Board, walked through that just a little bit.
So those were the NDOT staff changes that we talked about.

Transportation funding, at that time, that was back in June, we talked about the
possibility of the new federal transportation bill, MAP-21, kind of what impacts it
would have on NDOT and the contractors. Since then the MAP-21 bill was
passed. There’s a lot of performance based measurements and tracking out of that
bill that we’re excited about. Also the bill shrunk down several of the program
areas. | don’t even know how many. Thank goodness | have Felicia here if you
guys have any specific questions on funding the bill. But there was a major
consolidation of all the different funding categories.

Back in June gas tax was down about five percent, diesel tax, these are tax
revenues, was down about two-and-a-half percent. Now it’s -- | talked to Felicia
this morning. It’s flat now, or at least the trend is flat. We always like to include
and try to be on the same page with the contractors in terms of, you know,
legislation session conditions, and | like to walk in step with them. So that was
when John Madole shared with us that they were considering -- the agency was
considering a three percent gas tax and diesel tax, that they were going to bring
that up in the legislative session -- this upcoming legislative session.

And | think we also talked about the RTC of Southern Nevada possibility of them
moving forward with the gas indexing system similar to what Washoe County
has. Construction management risk -- going to Item Six on your Agenda, I’'m
sorry. 1I’m kind of blowing through this. Stop me at any time if you guys have
any questions. So the construction manager at risk we just updated all the
projects and the status of those projects. And just for this group’s information, we
do plan on bringing our GMP before the Transportation Board on September 10th
for the Moana Diverging Diamond interchange. We’ll be seeking approval for
that GMP.

We talked about the -- there’s a Tahoe Bike Trail project that we’re working with
-- it’s a joint project between Tahoe Transportation District and NDOT. That will
be a CMAR project that we’re working on. We’re hoping to come before the
Board in October to get approval to move forward with the procurement
documents for that.

We’ll move on, Item 7 is pretty easy. Rick just briefed that group on the CWG
group. Item 8 that we talked about NDOT’s status of closing out construction
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projects. Of the 95 million at that time back in June that was outstanding that
needed to be closed out, they had closed out 88 million; is that accurate, Rick?

I think that’s about right. That’s a standing item on the Agenda for the liaison
group is project closeouts, as is partnering. Partnering -- we always talk about
partnering as well.

Thank you. Good for that segue. So we just talked about how important
partnering is. Any feedback from industry on how we can do that better, any
ideas, feedback, things like that. Update on Design-Build Task Force, pretty
much | just gave you an update of what we updated them on, but it is a standing
task force, and we do plan on holding another workshop in October.

DBE requirements -- actually | skipped over contractor (inaudible) traffic control.
There’s two ways NDOT does traffic control on projects. That’s lump sum where
if we have, you know, if we’re very comfortable, if it’s out in a rural area then we
just -- we rely on the contractor to use our standard plans to design or actually lay
out the traffic control. Or urban area highly complex project, NDOT will actually
put together those plans and actually go through the planning phasing stages of
the traffic control.

Everybody was happy with the way we were doing that. There seemed to be an
issue on the front end with where that is applied, you know. You start getting out
to the far reaches -- not far reaches, just outside of the Las Vegas urban areas, is
that rural or urban, how should we be doing that. We all concluded that that
really wasn’t that big of an issue, that the way we were doing it was just fine. So
they asked to have that removed from the Agenda, and that was a task that we
could check off our list.

DBE requirements, there was discussions about small business element of the
DBE. And I believe Mr. Sisco was trying to work out a solution for how the DBE
goals were entered into the electronic bidding system; is that right, Rick?

Mm-hmm.
Okay.

And in fact, that was an agreement that came before the Board a few months back
and there was some discussion about that, and I think that’s been resolved.

Right. Right. And then Rudy Malfabon spoke about the Title 6 requirements,
that’s the civil rights mandate from the federal highway administration with
USDOT and how we communicate with the public, how information goes in and
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out of the department. Rudy, if you have any details to add, you can jump in on
that. Rudy’s the guru on (inaudible).

Rudy Malfabon. It was along the lines of what Bill Hoffman had mentioned.
Title 6 is very comprehensive as far as documenting what measures that the
department takes to ensure that we’re not discriminating against any protected
classes or any ethnic groups. We also have a responsibility to review the
contractor’s -- his hiring practices to see that there’s no discrimination occurring
in those hiring practices, so we do audits of the contractor’s -- the makeup of his
workforce. And when there are hiring opportunities, we look to see how they fill
those positions, and just talked about some of those things.

But in general, we work with our contractors, as Bill mentioned on the previous
one, the DBE requirements, having a new requirement for a small business
element in our DBE program. We need to actually work with our industry to
develop the specs that will go into our contracts to address that requirement, but
our small business element, our framework for that was approved by the Federal
Highway Administration, and it goes all the way to Washington D.C. for that
approval. We’re one of the few statements that got our SBE program approved,
so now we just have to work out the details with our contractors, but that’s kind of
in a nutshell what we do on those DBE and Title 6 issues with our contractors.

Okay. Thank you, Rudy. So on the Agenda you have, we’ll jump to 14. That’s
bidding on chip seal contracts. Outsourcing chip seal contracts is still pretty new,
fairly new. | think we’re probably within our second summer, Rick, of
outsourcing the chip seal contract.

Yeah, we...

So they’re just -- we’re just trying to work through some issues, things that
NDOT can do better looking more closely at the quantities, maybe some
specification changes to try to give the contractors a better idea of what the true
quantities are and try to work through some of the bidding challenges that have
been brought up. And we feel very confident. 1I’m sure that Rick’s already talked
to Anita Bush who’s the division head over the Maintenance and Asset
Management Division that oversees and puts (inaudible).

Could we go on our next Agenda, because my understanding is that we’re getting
a lot of (inaudible) balance bids especially in the rurals.

Yes.
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Could we go and talk about that at our next meeting on what’s going on and what
can we, you know, what do we need to do address that?

Sure. So, Controller Wallin, you were talking about the next CWG meeting?
Mm-hmm.
Okay. Sure.

That’s a good idea. And along those same lines, on that Item No. 4, roughly, Mr.
Hoffman, what percentage are done with outside contractors versus internal
NDOT? Maybe that’s something you can review for the next meeting.

Are we talking about chip seals?
Chip seals only at this stage.

It’s about 50/50.

50/50?

Yeah, and that was the commitment that we had made to the industry and to the
legislature when this whole outsourcing of maintenance came up three sessions
ago, I think, two sessions ago.

Thank you.

And then the last item, we just talked about the 1-580 grand opening which is -- it
was a nice drive in this morning, 1 will say.

Was it?
Yeah, saved about six or seven minutes.

I’ll second that at this time. 1 think 1 would be remiss in not mentioning to thank
all the people at NDOT, the staff, the sacrifices, the time that it took to build that
beautiful highway. It was a pleasant drive.

It was very nice. And actually we had a very nice event | think just two or three
weeks ago. There was a bike and run event that we had up there. 1 don’t have a
total count on the total number of people that took advantage of that, but it was in
the thousands I’m sure. There were several folks at NDOT who just worked their
tails off, did a lot of volunteer work to try to pull that off. It was a very good
event, and today we’re driving on it. Hopefully by Monday we’ll go in the other
direction.
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It’s a good day today.
With that, | believe the...

Except you have to wait until tomorrow before you can drive back. You got to
spend the night in Carson.

So we are planning on holding the next meeting, | believe, is October 12, the next
NDOT Industry Liaison meeting, but again, that’s -- we’re still trying to set that
because of people’s schedules. And with that, if | can answer any...

If there are no questions, we’ll move on to...

Now, | think -- excuse me, Mr. Chairman. But | think you guys have copies of
the minutes. Lucy’s been posting copies of these minutes when they become
available on to the FTP site that you get, so...

And | think it’s very beneficial that you continue on with these liaison meetings
quarterly.

Yeah.

Very, very informative to collaborate together.

Very, very, very good feedback.

Okay. If there’s nothing else on Agenda 6, we’ll move on to Agenda Item No. 7.

Yeah, Agenda Item No. 7 is kind of a new item for us. And the intent of this, and
our desire is to make this a standing item for every Construction Working Group
meeting, and there’s an awful lot of material to go through here this first go
round, but I think as everyone becomes more familiar with the projects and their
status and so on that it -- we should be able to progress through these with a little
more speed.

But the intent of this item is to sort of work backwards if you will from the semi-
annual report that we make to the Board with respect to projects that have been
closed out and the total cost, and through the close-out process and the status of
the active contracts. So for Item A, this brief spreadsheet that was included in
your packet, and | believe that we provided as an Excel spreadsheet, is the same
report that we presented to you during the last meeting, and we presented to the
Board with the addition of a resident engineer and designer. That was a data
element that you wanted to see on there, so this data has not changed since it was
presented to you last, with the exception of including the designer. So unless you
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have any questions about this or would like to see the form changed -- the format
changed a little bit, we can do that, we can proceed on with the project closeouts.

Any questions, Member Martin?
None from me, sir.
Madam Controller?

I think I’m good on it, except for | just, you know, I’m looking at, you know, our
contracts closed out. | guess I’m still looking to see, you know, we’ve got
quantity adjustments and stuff. | guess I’d like to see the change, you know,
broken out into the change orders, you know, not just quantity adjustments and
stuff like that and...

Well, the change order amount is listed here. The three amounts that we have are
the original bid.

Mm-hmm.

That’s based on the estimated...

Okay. And CCOs and...

...quantities -- the estimated quantities at bid time. The change order amount...
Okay. That’s the CCO?

Right.

Okay.

Those are -- that’s the dollar amount that was added by change order.
Okay. All right.

And the total paid, of course, is...

Right.

...1s the total paid. So what happens is, if an item wasn’t covered under a change
order, because we pay by the unit price -- by the actual units that were included,
the original bid is based on an estimate, the total paid is based on what actually
was accomplished, and so the difference between the original bid plus change
orders and the total amount paid are those -- is that variability in the total
quantities.
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Right. Okay. My other question that 1I’d like to see, because like on the project
number 3391, that had, you know, percentage of change orders as 43 percent.
And if I remember right, that was one that there’s some additional stuff that
hadn’t been planned that, you know, it was more value adding. Is there a way that
we can show are these change orders something that were out of -- especially
when we’re going over that ten percent amount. It’s like that’s 43 percent to me,
if 1 was just looking at it thinking what happened there, you know, to have some
type of explanation to say, you know, this was a value add that, you know, they
did some additional work that added value to the project or something. | mean, to
kind of break out change orders from being these are just change orders that
people just are doing because sometimes you get low bid and come in and figure,
well, I’ll make it up on the change orders, versus the change orders that are
something that we benefit from that we’ve asked them to do.

We can certainly do that, particularly for this project. We can give you an
explanation of that. However, with respect to this particular report, when we go
and we talk about the status of the current contracts, the long spreadsheet, | think
the desire for us is to keep you abreast of what’s happening with these projects...

Mm-hmm.

...sort of on a monthly process. So what I’m hoping is that, you know, when we
see these come out this end, we’ll have already plowed that ground several
times...

Talked about it. Okay.
...on the other end, so...

But | think since we’re just now starting this, we don’t have that history of
information and stuff, and it should be part of it anyways as people look at it
and...

Just to resolve 3391, the U.S. 95 MLK Boulevard was a landscaping job.
Correct.
Can you just address that?

Madam Controller, you’re close. Your memory’s pretty good. There was
basically an earthwork bust on the job, a significant one to the tune of like
$800,000. It’s work that we would have had to do, but it wasn’t included in the
original contract, and so it wasn’t truly a value-added type situation, it was work
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that had to be done. And when we found out about it, it wasn’t included in the
contract, they wrote a change order to compensate the contractor. And that’s
where most of it is.

And as | recall, this had to -- this project had the aesthetic treatments...
That’s all it is, landscaping.
It was a landscaping job and there was some issues with fill when...

Well, in the interchanges where we were putting these aesthetic treatments or
these sculptures or whatever, the plans required them to excavate to get them in,
but there was no mechanism to pay for the contractor for that excavation. That’s
really what the issue was. And we always pay for that kind of work, so...

So did that go back to the E&O policy against designer Parsons, or was that
picked up by NDOT?

Well, we did not pursue anything, or we haven’t yet to my knowledge. Whether
that was an errors and omission on the designers aspect, you know, | don’t know.

I mean, to me that’s kind of substantial.

So it’s something, | think, we’re...

I mean, it’s something we can certainly discuss. | don’t know if we have in the...
We’ve gone after designers in the past.

I can tell you we haven’t on this particular one, but that is becoming a topic of
discussion every time we see one of these substantial change orders, we look to
see who’s the designer of record and how did it come to be that this item got
missed. 1 can tell you in pursuing a couple of other consultant design firms, when
we start talking about the legal definition of errors and omissions and gross
negligence, and, Dennis, maybe you can talk about that. It gets to be very
difficult in slicing and dicing when an E&O becomes, you know, a gross error.
But we are putting them on notice to say look, we have to negotiate this change
order, it was because of a design error, you need to be at the table with us while
we’re working through that.

Mr. Chairman, a point of order. For purposes of the record, especially the
minutes, it’s very important that a speaker identify themselves, and that only one
person talk at a time, other than the Board members whose voices are very
distinguishable.
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Especially mine.

Absolutely. But I think, you know, it’s very important for, again, creating the
minutes, and, of course, Dennis Gallagher of the Attorney General’s office, who
doesn’t follow what advice he just gives everybody else. But we’re most happy
to look at any potential claim, and we’ll evaluate it along with the folks at NDOT
and make a recommendation whether or not it’s worth pursuing or not.

Thank you, Dennis. And | believe it’s the times that we’re in regarding
accountability is the overall message. 1 think that we need to send from A to Z
and that starts with some of the designers. And in the designer column, that leads
to one of my questions. 1 don’t see company names, | see individual names,
except for a couple line items. And those individual names, are those NDOT
personnel? Yes. Somebody’s shaking their head.

Chairman, Jeff Shapiro, for the record, and I’m one of the worst offenders of that
too, by the way. If they are in-house designs, the person’s name in there would be
the NDOT person that was either the project manager or the coordinator for that
particular project.

Okay.
And then if it was a consultant design, then the firm name is listed there.

So it goes to say that if there’s only a single name, there are no outside
consultants?

There should not be any outside consultants, that’s correct.
Thank you, Jeff.

I would like to add, again, to the landscaping job on 3391, with the way we
structure our contracts, this is work that we would have paid for normally on a
normal project. Unfortunately we just omitted the bid item and the quantity to
create the mechanism or to allow the contractor to be paid for that work. So what
the change order effectively did was put that mechanism, that line item back in
the contract so we could pay for it, because we normally would have. There
normally would have been a bid item for this.

But, you know, if we have designers omitting key elements, that’s a problem.

Agreed.
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I mean, because then if you go in and you think you have the money to do this
project, now all of a sudden you have to come up with another 800,000 or
$1 million, and with our funding being so short, where you gonna get the money?

Right.

I mean, so that can be a problem. And | have a question on the 3411, that has
Manhard Consulting and Ken, so that was an NDOT project and an outside
consultant project for the design? How did that work?

Jeff Shapiro again. | might have to refer to my staff that’s here from the
construction division, Sharon Foerschler, Todd Montgomery, our Assistant
Construction Engineers, and Megan Sizelove who’s the Consultant Program
Manager. But sometimes we do have sub-consultants helping with us on these
projects. 1’m not sure if that’s the case -- even though it’s an in-house design, I’'m
not sure if that’s the case on this or...

Chairman Savage, Bill Hoffman...

This is one of the stimulus projects, and so it was a consultant design (inaudible).
Okay. So Ken’s just basically the in-house project manager.

He’s the in-house coordinator.

Or coordinator, yeah.

Yes, Mr. Hoffman?

Dennis, well, you kind of gave me away there, but Bill Hoffman, for the record.
I’d be more than happy to help try to clarify that so we have a project manager on
the list. The project manager, whether it was in-house or outsourced and who that
consulting firm was, | mean, we can fix that real easy for you if you want.

Rick Nelson. We’re in the growing pains of trying to -- this data’s coming in
from lots of different places evolving. But it’s easy to do. It’s easy to do.

And this, again, we remind ourselves, this is work in progress, so every month --
every two months we’re going to get a little bit better. So I thank you for
listening to our suggestions. And | also want to make a comment on the -- again,
the large, large change order. It’s nice to have a competitive bid with a large
amount of $800,000 and have an additional phase, and | know NDOT staff
realizes that because it’s an exception to the rule where something like this would
occur, and | know everyone (inaudible) so, I thank you, Jeff.
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So the next report as we march our way through the status of our contracts is the
closeout process. And (inaudible) come on up here and talk about the status of
our project closeouts. One of the things that -- one of the tools that we use is this
spreadsheet, it’s Attachment B in your folder, and we’re providing that to you
every meeting. And every month Megan, who works in the administrative section
of the construction division, holds a meeting with each district individually to go
over the status of their projects that have closed out. And we recently completed
a round of those, and | think -- are you ready to talk a little bit about what’s
transpired with respect to closeouts since the last period?

Since the last...
(Inaudible) who you are.

Megan Sizelove, Admin Supervisor for the construction division. Since the last
Construction Working Group we’ve closed out 11 contracts, and | have the
contract numbers if that -- and then so you’ll see that in reviewing this closeout
status log, those 11 contracts, as soon as we close them out, they are removed
from the spreadsheet. And then we’ve also -- three have been added. They’re
district contracts, so within the last 2 months, 11 have been closed out and then 2
additional ones have been added.

We’re making headway.
Yes, very exciting.

Now, one of the things that happens, and it’s sort of a transition that occurs
between the active contracts and this closeout list, is when a contract is about 85
percent complete, that’s when that contract will be added to this list, the closeout
list. And so you’ll see some overlap if you were comparing this closeout list
versus the status of the active contracts. You’ll see them listed in two places and
that’s because there’s still active construction going on, but this practice of
beginning the closeout and beginning to talk about the closeout and what’s needed
actually starts before the project is done. So you’ll see some overlap that occurs
there. 1 can’t remember -- and you did get a copy of the recent notes from those
three meetings with the three districts. So I don’t know if you have any questions
regarding this closeout list or the process or a particular contract, Megan would be
happy to answer them for you.

I’ll do my best.

Any questions, Member Martin?
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Yes, sir. Rick, you and | talked about this, 95 widening and schedule, can
somebody give me an update on what that is?

Which contract number is that, Member Martin?
Oh, let’s see. Itis 3409.

Thank you. If it would be okay with you, Member Martin and Member Savage, if
we could defer that discussion until Item No...

Nine.

...9, that would be good for us.
Okay. Thank you.

Madam Controller?

I don’t have any questions.

No. We’re good? | guess a question | would have is if you see value in these
closeout notes. It is fairly in the weeds, and some fair detail, but we could
continue to provide those to you if you find value, or if not, we can just sort of
hold back.

I like them to be quite honest.

I’m in favor of the notes. | think the comments are very advantageous, and if any
of the members have a question, we can address it during the CWG. 1 think that
they’re very informative.

Okay. Great.

And I had one of the questions. And it goes along with some of the comments as
far as the crew has not addressed the items, and who would the crew be defined
as?

The actual construction crew that’s working on the contract.
The NDOT...

So the NDOT crew, or in the -- we have a few that are full administrative
oversights being provided by the consultants. And so whenever it alludes to the
crew, it’s in the third column here you’ll be able to see which crew specifically it
IS, with the associated resident engineer is also listed in the fourth column.
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Jeff Shapiro, for the record. Crew is NDOT slang for the folks out in the field
basically. That’s what we -- the inspectors and the testers and the resident
engineers, they form a construction crew.

But am I right in hearing what Megan said, the crew can also be (inaudible).
Correct.

Does it involve contractors?

No.

No. Okay. Thank you. Mr. Nelson?

No, you’re right. When we saw crew in this third column here, that’s the NDOT
construction management crew.

Regarding the administrative (inaudible).

So in the strictest definition of the term contractor, if it’s a full administrative
oversight and we have a consultant performing the construction management
activities for that particular project, you know, they’re not NDOT staff, but
they’re a consultant representing NDOT. So, for example, on the second page,
Contract 3460, it’s listed as CMW, that would be the consultant that’s performing
those construction management activities on that project.

So if it has a number, that’s NDOT, and if it has initials that’s the consultant.
Okay.

But even an NDOT crew could be augmented with consultants too. Not to
confuse us anymore than we already are.

But if it’s an augmentation, the crew is still being run by an NDOT (inaudible).
Absolutely. Absolutely. Absolutely.
Okay.

Okay. Is there -- okay. | have to go through now and see, but for those where it’s
-- because | haven’t checked that, where it’s a consultant, and you’re waiting to
get information from them, are you like holding up their payment until they get
you the information so you can do your job? Do you want to tell them you don’t
get us your information you don’t get paid until...
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Certainly there is termination dates established within the agreements that we
have with them, and so they have identified timeframes that they can respond to
within the closeout. And usually we give them some, you know, a reasonable
amount of time (inaudible) and that the anticipated construction completion date
until we anticipate for them to have the project closed out, and that date is
identified within their agreement.

How much is the date usually? How many days?
Four to six months to be honest with you.
Four to six months.

And that is established at the very beginning of the project, and so I think we also
-- I don’t know if you...

No, Megan’s doing fine. This is Jeff Shapiro again. Consultants, we don’t pay
them for -- until they do the work. So as far as, you know, if they haven’t
completed their closeout, they won’t get paid for it. But there are -- | believe we
do establish in their agreements when they’re -- contractually when they’re
supposed to have their closeouts done. For the most part, | think they’re fairly
timely in getting them done, because that’s all they’re working on.

That just seems -- to give them four to six months to do the closeout just seems
like an awful long time, I mean, because if they’re watching this job as it goes
along, they should be keeping the paperwork up every week.

Madam Controller, I agree with you. The closeout process has a lot of moving
parts.

Right.

NDOT people, consultants, contractors, and there is definitely room for
improvement, you know, paper documentation versus electronic documentation,
and you’re right, it can get better, and that’s something we are striving for.

Thank you.

But I think as | scan through this list, the consultants that are providing full
oversight, they’ve been very timely in getting things submitted and closed out and
that sort of thing.

It hasn’t been my experience -- well, I would say in my experience, the
consultants want to do a good job and want to have a timely closeout so that they
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can hopefully get another job. So in my experience, consultants are very timely in
their responses.

Okay.

I believe it’s everyone’s objectives that, you know, closeout actually begins on
day one of construction. With that message being sent, everybody understands
that the 17 month average that we have today is unacceptable, and can definitely
be improved, and | think that’s on the radar. Everyone’s well aware of it, and it
has to be taken from top to bottom, right down to the shell. So I thank you. Any
other questions on Attachment B?

I have one. On Contract 3339, | see a note all the way over here to the right, pick
up started 9-14-11, which is a year and two months after the job -- after the
Director accepted the project the way it looks to me. And then on 10-03-11, items
were given back to the crew 10-03-11 to be addressed. As of 8-14-12, crew has
not addressed items. Ten months later?

Member Martin, Jeff Shapiro. That particular crew, 926, is the one that’s
currently administering the U.S. 95 project. That is an old contract that actually
that resident engineer inherited from his predecessor. You know, | acknowledge
that it’s taken forever and a day to get that thing wrapped up, but those are part of
the circumstances around that right now. And so they have been working on it,
they’ve just got a lot of things going on.

Okay.

But | agree with you, it’s not acceptable either.
Anything else, Member Martin?

No, sir. Thank you.

Chairman Savage? For the record, Thor Dyson, District Engineer. One quick
comment regarding consultant REs and NDOT REs for consult administration out
of contracts. They typically a lot of times just have one contract where an NDOT
construction crew or NDOT RE will have multiple contracts. So a small job, you
know, several hundred thousand dollars, can a lot of times generated a lot of
paperwork as a large job worth several million dollars. So that kind of needs to
be taken into the equation and thought about a little bit.
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I think that’s a point well made, Mr. Dyson, is that the smaller jobs do take as
much paperwork as the larger jobs, and | think that’s something that everyone has
to be aware of when we’re looking at these different summaries.

And again, Thor Dyson, District Engineer, | agree with Jeff Shapiro that, you
know, there’s always room for improvement with my staff, but I just want to
make a key point that a lot of the construction management by NDOT resident
engineers certainly have multiple projects, and some of them are coming onboard
and they still haven’t even finished -- closed out, you know, a previous job. In an
ideal world you go from one job to the next. You closeout one job and then you
go to the next one. That hasn’t happened and can certainly cause some distraction
to closing out a job.

That’s the world of construction.
Thank you, sir. That’s exactly what | was going to say (inaudible).
| appreciate your comments, Mr. Dyson.

So moving on from project closeouts to the active contracts that we have,
Attachment C, we provided to you a spreadsheet that contains every project that’s
being carried on our active roster. And you’ll see that many of them in the
description are listed construction completed, closeout and process, and there
you’ll see some overlap between the previous report and this one. What we’ve
done is try to provide you with a status report or a snapshot of where these
contracts lie with respect to their progress.

So on the contract number, you’ll see that they’ve been color coded green, yellow,
and red, and those color codes are applied by the -- or determined by Jeff
Shapiro’s staff who are monitoring the progress of these projects. Obviously
green projects, we believe -- and this is a subjective analysis if you will. Green
projects, we believe, are progressing along fine, on schedule, on budget. Yellow
projects are those that we believe we need to watch. We may be pushing up on
the budget, or we may be pushing on the schedule. Red projects are those that we
have concern about. It could be that there’s a request for equitable adjustment
been requested that needs to be resolved. It could be we’re in trouble with respect
to the schedule, or it could mean we’re in trouble with respect to the budget. But
anyway, it gives us a snapshot to look at those.

I think there’s some 78 projects that are listed here in various states. We’ve
included the contract bid amount, the adjusted bid amount, and again, that’s
adjusted by change order, and the total paid to date. The percent work is just a
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mathematical calculation based on the adjusted contract versus paid to date, and
the percent time is based on the number of working days. Occasionally you may
see one that shows up in the percent (inaudible) column with a zero. Those
projects are milestone projects or have a definite delivery date and not a working
date -- not a working day project, so it’s a little tough to see exactly where we are,
and that’s just an anomaly with respect to the data and where we’re pulling this
information from.

The resident engineer and project manager are identified. Again, we made an
attempt to, in the resident engineer column, if it’s a full administration by a
consultant to identify the firm that’s providing that service for us. Likewise on
the project manager page, if it’s a consultant design, we wanted to identify the
consultant that’s doing that. We have a few glitches in there. There’s a few
missing data points where we identified a project manager instead of the
consulting firm, but that will be cleaned up for the next printing.

So we’re ready to answer any questions that you might have with respect to this
list in general, or projects specifically. | would like to defer any questions
regarding litigation and potential litigation to the Attorney General’s office in an
item farther on the Agenda. But with that, | think we’ve assembled all the staff
that we possibly can to answer any question that you might possibly have. Jeff?

Chairman Savage, for the record, Jeff Shapiro. 1’d like to point out in the remarks
column there are two typos on two contracts, 3415 and 3417. The comments say
lawsuit pending. There is no such lawsuit pending on either of those contracts.
That’s a typographical error and we’ll make sure that’s addressed next time.

Thank you. So at this time are there any questions from any of the members?
34009, sir.
Coming up.

I have a question myself. | don’t seem to understand how the paid to date can be
more than the adjusted contract amount.

That was my question too.

Okay. As we mentioned, our contracts are unit-priced contracts. The bid amount
is based on the estimated quantity of each of the items that make up the project.
So it’s based on estimated quantities. And those quantities are generated based on
assumptions and theoretical values. When we actually get into building the
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contract, it could be that there isn’t as much quantity as we estimated to be built,
or there is more quantity than we estimated to be built.

So there’s -- we don’t adjust the contract by change order until we reach 125
percent of the bid item. The specs allow for a renegotiation of price if the amount
of quantity exceeds 125 percent. So it could be just based on the amount of
quantities, for example, excavation or borrow or paving, that we actually
exceeded the estimated amount of quantity. So that’s how get a higher paid to
date than we had adjusted, and it is based on the application of the unit price bid
versus the number of units we actually acknowledge.

Thank you. 1 understand the theory, but I think it would be very difficult for
accounting to be able to reconcile some of those numbers without having
information.

Well, and that isn’t reconciled until the end of the job when we actually go
through and do the audit to see how many, you know, units did we actually put in.
The other thing that can happen during the course of a job, it could be that there
are elements of work that need to be added, and will ultimately be added by
change order. We have a mechanism called a prior authorization to proceed,
where if there is an element of work that needs to be done, we don’t know exactly
how much it’s going to be, what the final unit count is going to be or the lump
sum. It may be that we’re paying off (inaudible) account, time and materials.

What we’ll do is we’ll issue a prior authorization to proceed. Now, that doesn’t
become a modification to the contract until that prior turns into a change order,
which will happen after the work is completed. So we’ll be paying the contractor
based on those units or whatever. And as soon as that activity is done and we
know it’s complete and we know what the final count will be, that we’ll go and
issue the change to the contract, but they’re still working off of that prior
authorization. So what this does is it gives us, the resident engineer and the
contractor, the ability to continue to proceed with that work as we’re counting the
units and that sort of thing.

Okay.

So until the final end of the project, when all the accounting is done and the
change orders are written, that will be reconciled for the auditors.

Thank you, Mr. Nelson.
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And Chairman Savage, Bill Hoffman, for the record. 1 just want to say that we’re
aware of these quantity fluctuations or differences, and we’ve put together -- Reid
Kaiser, Jeff Shapiro and our design engineer, Paul Frost, and we’re trying to work
through these issues. It’s very complicated when you’re talking densities and
weights of asphalt and soil, how saturated is it, the mechanisms that we weigh and
pave for items. | know it probably -- it’s pretty complicated. So what we’re
trying to do is hook up construction, our materials division and our design staff,
and we’re trying to work on solutions to get closer on the quantities.

Good. Good.

Chairman Savage, Jeff Shapiro. This might become a little bit more clearer when
we talk about our payment processes on the next meeting that we have when we
talk about the bi-weekly, and all the effort that goes through in documenting all
these quantities, because there’s a lot of documentation that goes with this, a lot of
line items. | think the U.S. 95 contract there’s 25 pages of line items. And our
contracts are structured -- this is very common in the DOT -- in our industry,
they’re structured for the contractors to get paid for the work they actually do.
And like Mr. Wellman said earlier, if you only put in 98 feet of guardrail, that’s
all he gets paid. They’re not lump sum not to exceed type contracts. They’re paid
for the work they actually do. But I think that might -- it might be -- when we talk
about how we pay at the next meeting, that might shed more light on that whole
process and how it actually works.

And maybe when we talk about the unbalanced bids and things like that...
Absolutely. Absolutely.

...just, you know, because I know that 1’ve been looking at some of the things and
it’s like, wait a minute, they’re only charging a penny for this, and an estimate is
100 or something per unit. So maybe that, you know, that might help us too, so
you can have the group talk about the issues and stuff. Because | know for myself
looking at this and | guess not knowing, you know, we’ve got one here that, okay,
the job -- the first one on the list here, it’s completed in closeout process, and
we’re already at 108 percent over. Okay. 108.9 percent over. And | think
looking at this, and I don’t know about you, Chairman Savage, but if we don’t
have some of the quantity adjustments, | mean, looking at this, then I’d say, okay,
it was all due to quantity adjustments. But then, Rick, you’re saying that there’s
some other elements of work.
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Yes. And, for example, on the very first contract, the contract has been adjusted
to $15 million by change order and we paid 16.3.

An original bid of 14.2.

On an original bid of 14.2. So, you know, this is one where we go and, you know,
obviously there are some significant change orders that came through as a part of
this project. Now, when it comes to budget, and, Jeff, maybe you want to talk
about this in a little more detail, but the -- when we program a job, we build some
contingencies into that programming amount, and, Felicia, you may even be able
to talk about this as well, but the bid amount isn’t necessarily the budget for the
project.

No, you’re correct.

Felicia Denney. Yes, that’s true.

Sorry | set you guys up in my inflection, but...

Well, Rick says | confuse everybody when | talk about it.

But there are contingency amounts based on the complexity of the job. So I think
there’s two contingency rates that we applied based on the complexity of the job.
And of course the smaller the job, the less contingency, but, you know, one little
stubbed toe ends up making a big percentage difference because the dollar value
of the job was...

Rick, Jeff Shapiro. | can answer that question. For every project we create we
create what’s call an agreement estimate, and that’s based on the contractor’s bid,
plus a contingency which is usually three to seven percent, something like that.
There’s also some line items for escalation. If we have incentives, there might be
a line item for that. If we have partnering, there’d be a line item for that. And it
comes up with a total number and that’s what financial management would
program into the system. That’s what we would get approval for from FHWA to
spend. It’s not exactly the same thing as the contractor’s bid, and some of these
numbers where you see bid amount, adjusted bid and all -- because the bid
amount versus adjusted bid is that we’re adding the change orders into the bid.
The agreement estimate is what | like to call the budget, and that includes these
contingencies and whatnot. And that’s basically our budget, but still we pay on
what the contractor does, so there are some cases where if they did, you know,
102 feet of guard rail instead of the 98 they were supposed to, we will pay for the
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102, and technically we overran that bid item by four feet, but that’s common in
our industry. We pay them for the work they did.

And to follow on with that, when we start approaching that agreement estimate
amount, that’s when we go back through the project manager, and we...

And Felicia’s people.

And Felicia’s people to readjust that agreement amount. So it’s not that she gets
surprised at the end of the day when we blow our budget. When we start hitting
that value, those discussions are initiated with financial management to make sure
that we have money in the bank to pay the job.

And actually, Jeff Shapiro again, our admin section talks to financial management
quite a bit about those type of issues, if we are exceeding things, then we got to let
them know so they can get the proper approvals from FHWA so that we can
proceed.

Very good. Very good. Thank you, Mr. Shapiro, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Hoffman. If
there’s no other questions or comments on Agenda Item No. 7, we’ll move to
Agenda Item No. 8, meeting discussion.

I’ve asked our chief counsel, Dennis Gallagher, to have a brief discussion about
the open meeting law. We do have an item on the Agenda that’s going to follow,
and this item is to provide some background and some rules, if you will, for how
we’re going to approach this.

Mr. Chairman, Dennis Gallagher at the Attorney General’s office. Since this
body is relatively new, | wanted to take just a couple of minutes to discuss first
that this body will encounter momentarily, and that is closing otherwise a public
meeting for purposes to have a discussion with counsel regarding claims or
litigation or potential claims, or potential litigation. The vehicle by which -- by
way of background, that concept of having that discussion with counsel, the
legislature has made an exception to the public meeting laws. In essence it’s a
non-meeting, if you will, or at least a non-public meeting. There will be minutes
taken. The minutes will remain with the agency. The minutes, like the meeting
however, will not be public. For purposes of this, going from an open meeting to
a closed meeting, | would encourage one of the Board members, if so inclined, to
make a motion to close the meeting for the purpose stated on the Agenda, take a
few minutes to allow individuals who are members of the public or non-essential
staff to leave the room. We’ll want to make sure that while we have the
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connection with Las Vegas so we can be in contact with Member Martin, that
we’re not feeding a live stream on the internet.

Oops.

And then after the discussion takes place with counsel regarding the potential
claims, actual claims and litigation, | would offer that a Board member would
then make a motion to reopen the meeting at which time we can invite anybody
back in who’s interested for the remainder of the meeting.

Thank you, Dennis. So at this time | would take a motion from a Member for a
closed session to be held here at the CWG meeting for Agenda Item No. 9. Do |
have a motion?

| move...

Chairman Savage, | would make a motion to close the meeting for Agenda Item
No. 9 to discuss potential or existing litigation.

Second.

Thank you, Member Martin. Thank you, Madam Controller. So we’ll take a
short break and readjourn in about five to ten minutes. Thank you.

Are we back in session?
We’re back in open meeting.
Okay. Is it too early for me to move for an adjournment?

Yes. We have -- we’re back to the public meeting, and we have Agenda Item No.
10, old business.

In a few meetings back, there was a request, and it might have even come from
the controller regarding the pavement management system. Since she’s not here,
we can either have Reid give a very brief discussion about this, or we can hold
this over until the Controller is with us since she asked the question.

Let’s hold it over since she did ask the question. | think it’d be a good idea.
Unless it’s going to make a difference today.

Doesn’t matter. We can hold it.
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So if we want to continue on to review of the action items, what | came out of this
meeting with this time were three action items, and those were Agenda items for
the next meeting.

Excuse me, Mr. Nelson. We still have B, spec changes.
Oh, the spec changes. Do we have an item in here for spec changes?
Yes. Attachment...

We are in the process of rewriting our standard specifications, the infamous silver
book. We do it about every ten years or so. And what happens is as soon as we
publish the standard specifications, we start amending them by a special provision
to address issues that pop up. So about every ten years or so, many of those
special provisions in fact have become a standard that are included in every single
contract. So there’s a process or an evolution that we go through to review all of
those items that are in the special provisions against all of the items in the
standard specifications to reconcile them and come up with a new set of standard
specifications.

So what we have here in Item 10, and this is just for your information, is a very
brief one sentence discussion about those changes that are going to take place,
specifically with respect to the construction division, the materials division and
some of those, so these have all been part of regular construction projects by
virtue of special provision. They’re adjustments that have gone into the
republishing of the new version of the standard specifications which should be
done within...

I think it was October.
...a couple of months.
If I make it by Christmas, we’ll be doing good.

Well, we were waiting until we have a new Director to put a new Director on the
tougher...

Has to read the spec.

Yeah. We don’t want them to be out of date as soon as we publish it.

Unidentified: That’s the silver bible.
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Yeah, they got to compile all the changes and then they got to resubmit it out to
all the divisions for them to review.

It’s a huge deal. So it’s done every ten years?

Every inspector, every contractor that is in the business with NDOT has that
book.

So are there any addendums issued throughout those ten years or just the specs are
the specs?

The standards are the standards, and what we do is we create what we call a pull
sheet, which is a special verbiage that deals with a particular issue that we either
include or take out of the special provisions.

For that contract.
For that contract. Okay.

So when we see that every single contract has the same pull sheet all the time,
then either we change the silver book to put it in, or we adjust the silver book to
take out whatever offending language there may be.

So my only question would be on the Buy America. Is it currently Buy America?
Yeah, it has been for a while.

We’ve got Buy American and Buy America, but we (inaudible) so we have both
of them.

But strictly all materials...
All federally funded, Buy America.

On federally-funded projects. They’ve got to comply in Buy America on state
funded.

You do -- now this is a state spec. | didn’t quite hear that.

No. We don’t require the contractors to comply with Buy America on state-
funded projects.

Just federal.

Just federal.
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But that book gets used for both, Chairman Savage, so state or federal, but that
just applies to federal aid, and it has for quite a while.

Right. That’s what | thought, but | just want to be clear on that. Any questions
from Las Vegas?

No, sir, none from me.

Okay. So to recap the action items, there were three that | recorded, and they’re
to do with items for the next Agenda. One is a discussion of the pay request
process. The second is a discussion about unbalanced bids. And the third will be
this holdover on payment management system discussion. Were there any that |
missed with respect to action items?

Say those again, Rick.

The items for the next Agenda, pay request process, unbalanced bids were number
two, and this PMS -- this payment management system discussion which was A
of the old business.

I thought we were also going to the BDR in greater detail.
Yes. On the BDR retention.

So there’s four items.

But our next meeting is not until October.

October. And by my calculations, |1 don’t have my iPad to know the actual date of
the next Board meeting, | think it’s the 8th of October; is that right? Second
Monday.

Sorry, just a moment. Looks like it will be the 8th tentatively. That date was set
a while ago, so it may change when we get closer depending on the Governor’s
schedule, but as of right now, the 8th is the date.

And | guess the question | would have for you, Chairman Savage, is do you want
to immediately proceed -- or immediately follow the Board meeting, or do you
want to come back at say 1:00 or 1:30 to have the meeting here?

I think it would be a good idea to take a lunch break, if they have lunch in Carson
City. We haven’t had one in the last -- three meetings we haven’t had lunch. |
think it’d be a good idea, Mr. Nelson. And if we could adjourn for an hour
maybe.

44



Kaiser:

Nelson:

Savage:

Martin:

Savage:

Lee:

Savage:
Martin:

Savage:

Minutes of Nevada Department of Transportation
Board of Directors Construction Working Group Meeting
August 24, 2012

We can all eat Thor’s lunch. He brings enough for about five of us.
Okay. That’s...

Okay. With that being said, we’ll look for -- that’s not an action item, so excuse
me here. Last Agenda Item No. 12. If there’s any public comment in Las Vegas?

None here, sir.

No public comment here in Reno. How about Elko?

No public comment in Elko. Thanks.

Thank you very much. Then we’ll take a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Move for adjournment, sir.

I’ll second. Meeting adjourned. Thank you, everybody.
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MEMORANDUM
September 27, 2012
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors,
Construction Working Group
FROM: Richard Nelson, Assistant Director Operations
SUBJECT: October 8, 2012 Construction Working Group Meeting
Item # 4. Comparison of NRS 408 and NRS 338 — Informational Item Only

Summary:

This report has been created as a proactive step in preparation for the 77" legislative session.
This report provides a preliminary comparison between NRS Chapter 338-Public Works and
NRS Chapter 408-Highways, Roads and Transportation Facilities. The purpose of this item is to
provide the Construction Working Group with information relative to the differences and
similarities of these two NRS chapters.

Background:

NRS Chapter 338-Public Works and NRS Chapter 408-Highways, Roads and Transportation
Facilities address similar activities. Chapter 408 defines the Nevada Department of
Transportation and addresses contractual responsibilities. Chapter 338 defines Public Body and
addresses contractual responsibilities.

Analysis:

Preliminary analysis shows a considerable number of differences and range in type including
monetary, timeline, and process.

List of Attachments:

A. Side by side comparison summary
Recommendation for Board Action:
Informational item only

Prepared by:

Shawn Howerton, Constructability; Jeff Cobb, Constructability; Roc Stacey, Construction and
Jennifer Eyerly, Administrative Services



GENERAL PROVISIONS

338.010 Definitions

Attachment A

408.020 Definitions — similar to NRS 338

338.011 Emergency Contracts

408.323 Emergency — similar to NRS 338

338.0117 Bidder’s Preference Affidavit (AB144)

EMPLOYMENT

338.013 to 338.018

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

408.393 states NDOT will cooperate with Labor Commissioner — NRS 338
applies

338.020 to 338.090 Prevailing Wage

408.393 states NDOT will cooperate with Labor Commissioner — NRS 338
applies

338.125 Fair Employment Non-Discrimination

No applicable statute — 338 applies

338.130 Veterans Preference

No applicable statute — 338 applies

338.135 Rental of Trucks (obsolete statute - refers to
freight tariffs that were removed by deregulation)

GENERAL PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING CONTRACTS

338.1373 Exempts NDOT from many 338 sections —
338.1375 to 338.1382, 338.1386 to 338.13864,
338.139, 338.142, 338.169, 338.16995, 338.1711 to
338.1727

No applicable statute

338.1375 — 338.1382 Prequalification — NDOT
specifically exempt per NRS 338.1373, however local
governments can accept bids from bidders prequalified
by NDOT pursuant to NRS 408.333.

408.333 Bids and bidders: Experience and financial ability;
disqualification; hearing upon disqualification; appeal of decision.

338.1384 to 338.13847 Disabled Veterans Preference
for Contracts $100,000 or less

No applicable statute — 338 applies

338.1385 Advertising for Bids — NDOT exempt per
subsection 9

408.343 Advertising and Award of Contract

338.1386-338.13864 Bids for Procurements Under
$100,000 — NDOT exempt per NRS 338.1373

408.367 Bids for Procurements Under $250,000

338.1389 State Bidder’s Preference

No applicable statute — 338 applies to State funded projects. State
bidder’s preference does not apply to Federally funded projects.

338.13895 Licensing — requires contractor licensing at
the time of bid

NRS 408 has no applicable statute — 338 applies to State funded projects.
Federally funded projects require a contractor’s license at the time of
award.

338.139 Specialty Contractors — NDOT exempt per
338.1373

ADDITIONAL PROCEDURES, CONDITIONS AND
LIMITATIONS RELATING TO CONTRACTS

338.140 Regulations Related to Drafting Specifications

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

338.141 Bids To Include Certain Information 5% and 1%
Subcontractor List — NDOT exempt per NRS 338.1385 &
338.143

No applicable statute — NDOT Standard Specifications Subsection 102.03
Contents of Proposal Forms — requires submission of the 5% and 1%
Subcontractor Reports

338.142 Protest — NDOT exempt per 338.1373

338.143 to 338.148 Local Government Bidding
Requirements

No applicable statute

338.150 Alternate Dispute Resolution — NDOT exempt
per subsection 2.

No applicable statute

338.153 Persons Providing Labor or Supplies to Comply
with State Law

408.373 Contractor: Compliance with State Laws

338.155 Design Professional not a member of a Design-
Build team

CONTRACTS FOR TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

338.161 to 338.168 Transportation Facilities

CONTRACTS INVOLVING CONSTRUCTION MANAGERS
AT RISK

338.169 to 338.16995 CMAR

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

408.5471 to 408 549 Transportation Facilities — almost identical to NRS
338.161 —338.168

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies
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CONTRACTS INVOLVING DESIGN-BUILD TEAMS, PRIME
CONTRACTORS OR NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

338.1711 to0 338.1727 — NDOT exempt per NRS
338.1373

408.3875 to 408.3887 Design-Build Contracts

338.1711(2) — May contract with a design-build team
when project is discrete and estimated cost exceeds
$5,000,000.00

408.388 May contract with a design-build team if estimated cost exceeds
$10,000,000.00 and method meets lowest design and construction cost,
shortest design and construction duration or the project is unique, highly
technical and complex in nature.

338.1725 — Selection of finalists based on preliminary
proposal — Select 2 and not more than 4

408.3885 — Procedure for selecting finalists from preliminary proposals —
Select 3 and not more than 5

338.1727 — Request for and submission of final
proposal — (5) final proposal exempt from 338.141

408.3886 — Request for final proposals and best and final offers — (3) final
proposal must comply with 338.141

PREFERENCE WHEN COMPETING FOR PUBLIC WORKS

338.173 Design Professional Bidders Preference

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

NOTIFICATION OF LICENSING BOARDS

338.175 Incomplete or Rejected Plans — Architect or
Designer

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

338.176 Incomplete or Rejected Plans — Engineer or
Surveyor

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, RENOVATION AND
DEMOLITION OF PUBLIC WORKS

338.177 Local Government Lease of Property

408.507 Lease or Rental of Property

338.180 Accommodation of Persons with Disability

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

338.185 Locating Underground Utility

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

338.1905 to 338.1908 Energy & Environmental Design
Requirements — related retrofitting of State buildings
for energy efficiency

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

338.193 to 338.200 Additional Conditions and
Limitations — Plumbing, Asbestos, Naming a Building

No applicable statute — NRS 338 applies

PROGRESS PAYMENTS

338.480 Progress Payments Provisions inapplicable to
NDOT —338.400 — 338.645

338.485 Waiver or modification of right, obligation or
liability

No applicable statute

338.490 limitations on requiring release or waiver to
receive progress payment or retainage

No applicable statute

338.510 Submittal of progress bills — Contractor
submits monthly bill

408.383 (1) — Director Pays at end of each calendar month for the work
as completed

338.515 Time for making payments — 30 days after
progress bill

408.383 (1) — Paid at end of each calendar month

338.515 amounts paid — 95% of each progress payment
until 50% of work is performed

408.383 (1) — Pay in full as work is completed but not more than 95% of
contract price. The remaining 5% up to $50,000.00 is retained until
contract is accepted by the Director.

338.515 amounts withheld as retainage — options for
releasing, continuing or discontinuing retainage

408.383 (1) — 5% up to $50,000.00

338.515 Rate of interest paid on amounts withheld —
how to calculate and pay quarterly interest

408 Does not contain language specific to the calculation of rate of
interest applied to moneys retained by NDOT and paid to a contractor.

338.515 Powers of Labor Commissioner when worker is
owed wages — provides the authority of the Labor
Commissioner to enforce prevailing wage provisions

408.393 - states NDOT will cooperate with Labor Commissioner

338.520 Payment of outstanding balance upon
occupancy

No applicable statute

338.525 Withholding amounts for failure of contractor
to comply

No applicable statute
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338.530 Payment of interest on amount withheld
improperly

No applicable statute

338.550 Payments made from contractors to
subcontractors and suppliers — Time for making
payments — 10 days

408.383 (9) — 15 days

338.555 Amounts withheld as retaining - 95% of each
progress payment until 50% of work is performed.
Options for continuing or discontinuing retainage

408.383 (11) — Allows contractor to withhold up to 10%. Provides
provisions for NDOT to attempt to resolve contractor/subcontractor
payment dispute.

338.560 Withholding amounts for failure of
subcontractor or supplier to comply

No applicable statute

338.565 Payment of interest on amounts withheld
improperly

No applicable statute

338.570 Contractor to provide notice concerning
progress and retainage payments

No applicable statute

338.590 to 338.610

No applicable statute

338.630 Remedies — Action by contractor for alternate
writ of mandamus to compel performance of public
body.

No applicable statute

338.635 Action by subcontractor or supplier to remedy
unjustified or excessive withholding — Right to pursue
legal remedy

408.383 (11) — Right to pursue legal remedy

338.640 Award of reasonable costs and attorney’s fees
to prevailing party -

No applicable statute

338.645 Other rights and remedies not affected

No applicable statute
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MEMORANDUM
September 26, 2012
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors,
Construction Working Group
FROM: Richard Nelson, Assistant Director Operations
SUBJECT: October 8, 2012 Construction Working Group Meeting
Iltem #5: Unbalanced Bidding and Bid Review Analysis Procedure — Informational

Item Only

Summary:

This item is to provide the Construction Working Group with an overview of the Bid Review and
Analysis procedures NDOT follows to evaluate contractor’s bid proposals, and unbalanced
bidding.

Background:

Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 635.114 requires that State Transportation
Departments examine unit bid prices submitted to determine reasonable conformance to the
engineer’s estimated prices and to thoroughly evaluate bids with extreme variations from the
engineer's estimate or where obvious unbalancing of unit prices have occurred. Nevada
Revised Statute (NRS) 408.343 gives the Department legal authority to reject bids if they are
unbalanced, incomplete or contain irregularities. NDOT has established Bid Review and
Analysis Procedures to comply with 23 CFR § 635.114 and to assist the Department with the
award process under NRS 408.343 and Subsection 102.07 of the Standard Specifications.

List of Attachments:

A. Bid Review and Analysis Procedures
B. BRAT Report and Price Sensitivity Report example

Recommendation for Board Action:
Informational item only.
Prepared by:

Paul Frost, BRAT Chair
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STATE OF NEVADA
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MEMORANDUM
June 20, 2012
TO: Christi Thompson, Chief, Administrative Services
FROM: Paul Frost, P.E., Chief Roadway Design Engi D 3

Jeff Shapiro, P.E., Chief Construction Engin

SUBJECT: Bid Review and Analysis Procedures

Background:

Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 635.114 requires that State
Transportation Departments examine unit bid prices submitted to determine reasonable
conformance fo the engineer's estimated prices and to thoroughly evaluate bids with
extreme variations from the engineer’s estimate or where obvious unbalancing of unit
prices have occurred. Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 408.343 gives the Department
legal authority to reject bids if they are unbalanced, incomplete or contain irregularities.
The purpose of this Memorandum is to formalize the Bid Review and Analysis
procedures to comply with 23 CFR § 635.114 and to assist the Department with the
award process under NRS 408.343 and Subsection 102.07 of the Standard
Specifications.

Definitions:

Mathematically Unbalanced Bid: A bid is mathematically unbalanced if the bid contains
lump sum or unit bid items that do not reflect reasonable actual costs plus a reasonable
proportionate share of the bidder's anticipated profit, overhead costs and other indirect
costs.

Materially Unbalanced Bids: A bid is materially unbalanced if there is a reasonable
doubt that award to the bidder submitting a mathematically unbalanced bid will result in
the lowest ultimate cost to the Department.

Significant Item of Work: An individual item of work that exceeds $50,000.00 in value of
either the Engineer's estimate or the apparent low bid.

Significantly Unbalanced Bid Price: Where the apparent low bidder’s unit price differs
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from the engineer's estimate, expressed as a percent of the estimate, by more than
150% or less than 75%.

Bid Review and Analysis Team (BRAT): The BRAT will be comprised of following:
¢ Primary BRAT Members
o Chief Road Design Engineer (Chair)
Chief Construction Engineer (Co-Chair)
Specifications Engineer
Roadway Design Principal Engineer
Constructability Section Manager
FHWA Operations Team Representative (on Full Oversight Federal Aid
Projects only)
* As-Needed BRAT Members
o Contract Services Section Manager
o Attorney General's Office Representative
o Contract Compliance Section Manager
o Technical Division Representative
» Project Manager / Coordinator
= Lead Designer
* Price Checker
* Resident Engineer

©C 0O 0 0 0O

Bid Review and Analysis Procedures

1. After bid opening Administrative Services will provide to the BRAT members a
complete bid tab comparing all bidders as well as a price sensitivity report. The
report will contain all significant items of work and identify those with significantly
unbalanced bid prices. The price sensitivity report will identify the amount a
quantity of work must vary to change the order of the two low bidders. These
reports will typically be provided within a few working days after bid opening.
Administrative Services will also notify the BRAT as soon as possible, of any
defects or challenges that would or may render any of the bids “nonresponsive”
or otherwise affect the award of the contract.

2. The BRAT members will perform an analysis of the items on the bid tab and price
sensitivity report. The analysis will include items that could have considerable
quantity variability, items that raise concerns of risk of material unbalancing, or
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any other item that has high potential for changing the order of the bidders if the
bid quantity is incorrect.

3. The BRAT will typically meet on a weekly basis to review and discuss the
analysis of all bids. The meeting, either in person or by teleconference, will be
comprised of a minimum of 3 Primary BRAT Members with at least one member
each from the Design Division and the Construction Division. As-Needed BRAT
Members may also be invited to participate to address specific project needs or
issues.

4. An unbalanced bid analysis will be performed if:

a. The BRAT becomes aware of an error in a quantity of an item in the bid
proposal.

b. An individual item of work is found to be significant to the contract and
significantly unbalanced.

5. Anunbalanced bid analysis shall consist of the following steps:

a. The unit prices in the engineer's estimate for all items identified as being
significantly unbalanced will be reviewed for correctness. Corrections will
be made as needed and the low bidder’s unit prices will be reevaluated
against the corrected engineer’s estimate to determine if the item remains
significantly unbalanced.

b. Quantities for all items found to be significant to the contract will be
checked and verified. Quantities will be determined based upon the
bidding documents and the construction methodologies depicted in the
plans. These quantities will be used only for the purpose of performing the
unbalanced bid analysis.

¢. Quantities with known errors will be corrected, and the gross sum for the
contract for each bidder will be recalculated.

d. A comparison of the calculated gross sum totals will be made. If the
calculated gross sum for the apparent low bid is found to be higher than
the calculated gross sum of another bidder, the low contract bid proposal



Attachment A

Bid Review and Analysis Procedures June 20, 2012

Page 4 of 5

shall be determined to be materially unbalanced. If the calculated gross
sum of the apparent low bid is found to be less than the calculated gross
sum of all other bidders, that bid shall be determined to be not materially
unbalanced.

Repeat item 5.d. as necessary using the next low contract bid proposal
until a contract bid is found to be not materially unbalanced.

6. The BRAT will meet to discuss the results of the unbalanced bid analysis.

a.

If the apparent low bid is found to be not materially unbalanced
(mathematically unbalanced), the contract will be considered for award at
the bid amount in accordance with the Standard Specifications. The
contract will be based upon the bid amount and the quantities shown in
the bidding documents.

If the apparent low bid is found to be materially unbalanced, it will be
considered irregular as reasonable doubt exists that the bid does not
represent the lowest cost to the Department.

7. The BRAT will document all meetings and discussions of each bid analysis. The
bid analysis for each project will culminate with written recommendation, subject
to the Standard Specifications as modified by the Special Provisions, of one of
the following actions to the Chief, Administrative Services, and subsequent
submittal to the Director's Office for action:

. Award the contract to the iow bidder.

Reject the low bid and award the contract to the next responsive low bid
that is not materially unbalanced.’

. Reject all bids and re-advertise.’

— Recommendation for rejection requires written explanation and justification.
May also require FHWA approval.
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Bid Review and Analysis Procedures
8. If the awarded project has mathematically unbalanced items of concern, the
BRAT will identify those items and notify the Resident Engineer identifying the

unbalanced items.

Please contact the Chief Roadway Design Engineer at (775) 888-7490 or the Chief
Construction Engineer at (775) 888-7460 if you have any questions.

cc:  Division Administrator, FHWA
Assistant Director — Operations
Assistant Director - Engineering
Assistant Construction Engineers

File



Contract No: 3505

Project Number: NH-050-2(012)
Contract Description: Widen from 2 Lanes to 4 Lanes with Drainage Improvements; Including Removal of Bituminous Surface (Cold Milling) and Placing Plantmux Bituminous Surface with Open-Graded Surface
Contract Location: US 50, Lyon County, from Chaves Road to Roy's Road
County: Lyon

Range: R33 $20,000,000.01 to $23,500,000

BRAT Report

April 17, 2012

Attachment B

Engineer's Estimate Granite Construction Company Q & D Construction, Inc. Fisher Sand & Gravel Co. Road & Highway Builders Sierra Nevada Construction
Item No. Description Qty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount
1100104 |TRAINING (4 TRAINEE) 2,000.00] HOUR 0.80 1,600.00 0.80 1,600.00 0.80 1,600.00 0.80 1,600.00 0.80 1,600.00 0.80 1,600.00
2010100 [CLEARING AND GRUBBING 1.00 LS 20,000.00 20,000.00 15,000.00 15,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 80,000.00 80,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 25,000.00 25,000.00
2020285 [REMOVAL OF CULVERT PIPE 2,773.00] LINFT 30.00 83,190.00 2.00 5,546.00 2.75 7,625.75 15.00 41,595.00 20.00 55,460.00 7.00 19,411.00
2020450 [REMOVE END SECTION 56.00 EACH 150.00 8,400.00 50.00 2,800.00 40.00 2,240.00 200.00 11,200.00 500.00 28,000.00 150.00 8,400.00
2020495 [REMOVE OBJECT MARKER 600.00] EACH 5.00 3,000.00 15.00 9,000.00 40.00 24,000.00 25.00 15,000.00 2.00 1,200.00 17.00 10,200.00
2020585 [REMOVAL OF FENCE 19,297.00| LINFT 1.00 19,297.00 0.65 12,543.05 0.65 12,543.05 0.70 13,507.90 2.00 38,594.00 1.00 19,297.00
2020795 [RESET MAILBOX 20.00| EACH 350.00 7,000.00 488.00 9,760.00 350.00 7,000.00 250.00 5,000.00 200.00 4,000.00 500.00 10,000.00
2020990 |REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS SURFACE 37,251.00| SQYD 1.75 65,189.25 1.50 55,876.50 0.60 22,350.60 2.00 74,502.00 5.00 186,255.00 1.00 37,251.00
(COLD MILLING)
2030140 [ROADWAY EXCAVATION 273,463.00| CUYD 6.00 1,640,778.00 4.00 1,093,852.00 8.00 2,187,704.00 5.00 1,367,315.00 2.00 546,926.00 9.00 2,461,167.00
2030550 [V-TYPE DITCHES 45.80| STA 175.00 8,015.00 150.00 6,870.00 200.00 9,160.00 1,000.00 45,800.00 500.00 22,900.00 590.00 27,022.00
2030680 |GEOTEXTILE 62,570.50| SQYD 3.00 187,711.50 1.00 62,570.50 1.60 100,112.80 1.65 103,241.33 11.00 688,275.50 1.30 81,341.65
2060110 [STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 16,356.00] CUYD 20.00 327,120.00 20.00 327,120.00 7.50 122,670.00 15.00 245,340.00 10.00 163,560.00 18.00 294,408.00
2070110 [GRANULAR BACKFILL 7,598.00 CUYD 25.00 189,950.00 10.00 75,980.00 23.00 174,754.00 25.00 189,950.00 45.00 341,910.00 45.00 341,910.00
2070130 [BACKFILL 3,656.00 CUYD 18.00 65,808.00 3.00 10,968.00 8.00 29,248.00 15.00 54,840.00 20.00 73,120.00 35.00 127,960.00
2070150 [SLURRY CEMENT BACKFILL 384.00] CUYD 150.00 57,600.00 110.00 42,240.00 150.00 57,600.00 100.00 38,400.00 100.00 38,400.00 125.00 48,000.00
2110260 [HYDRO-SEEDING 74.00 ACRE 2,000.00 148,000.00 2,375.00 175,750.00 2,000.00 148,000.00 2,250.00 166,500.00 2,000.00 148,000.00 2,460.00 182,040.00
3020130 [TYPE 1 CLASS B AGGREGATE BASE 206,598.00 TON 8.00 1,652,784.00 6.75 1,394,536.50 7.00 1,446,186.00 10.50 2,169,279.00 5.00 1,032,990.00 13.00 2,685,774.00
4010120 |PAVEMENT REINFORCING FABRIC 969.00] SQYD 8.00 7,752.00 9.00 8,721.00 13.00 12,597.00 20.00 19,380.00 10.00 9,690.00 15.00 14,535.00
4020100 |PLANTMIXING MISCELLANEOUS AREAS 5,374.00( SQYD 10.00 53,740.00 2.00 10,748.00 5.50 29,557.00 15.00 80,610.00 15.00 80,610.00 1.00 5,374.00
4020180 |PLANTMIX SURFACING (TYPE 2)(WET) 145,143.00{ TON 70.00| 10,160,010.00 85.00| 12,337,155.00 79.00| 11,466,297.00 75.00| 10,885,725.00 80.00| 11,611,440.00 79.00| 11,466,297.00
4030100 |[MILLED RUMBLE STRIPS 27.00| MILE 500.00 13,500.00 516.00 13,932.00 400.00 10,800.00 850.00 22,950.00 300.00 8,100.00 610.00 16,470.00
4030110 |PLANTMIX OPEN-GRADED SURFACING 13,847.00f TON 90.00 1,246,230.00 112.00 1,550,864.00 107.00 1,481,629.00 95.00 1,315,465.00 120.00 1,661,640.00 113.00 1,564,711.00
(3/8-INCH)(WET)
4060110 |LIQUID ASPHALT, TYPE MC-70NV 529.00f TON 700.00 370,300.00 0.01 5.29 0.01 5.29 650.00 343,850.00 69.00 36,501.00 1.00 529.00
4070190 |EMULSIFIED ASPHALT, TYPE SS-1H 38.00/ TON 800.00 30,400.00 590.00 22,420.00 350.00 13,300.00 450.00 17,100.00 400.00 15,200.00 465.00 17,670.00
(DILUTED)
4070240 |SAND BLOTTER 20.00/ TON 50.00 1,000.00 0.01 0.20 8.00 160.00 20.00 400.00 68.00 1,360.00 0.01 0.20
5020740 [CLASS AA CONCRETE (MAJOR) 225.00f CUYD 600.00 135,000.00 200.00 45,000.00 0.01 2.25 550.00 123,750.00 300.00 67,500.00 1.00 225.00
5020750 [CLASS AA CONCRETE (MINOR) 37.54| CUYD 1,200.00 45,048.00 800.00 30,032.00 460.00 17,268.40 1,500.00 56,310.00 2,500.00 93,850.00 750.00 28,155.00
5020760 [CLASS AA CONCRETE (ISLAND 237.00( CUYD 250.00 59,250.00 150.00 35,550.00 250.00 59,250.00 300.00 71,100.00 300.00 71,100.00 300.00 71,100.00
PAVING)
5020990 [CLASS DA CONCRETE, MODIFIED 1,051.00| CUYD 600.00 630,600.00 275.00 289,025.00 330.00 346,830.00 300.00 315,300.00 300.00 315,300.00 360.00 378,360.00
(MAJOR)
5050100 [REINFORCING STEEL 257,983.00| POUND 0.80 206,386.40 0.72 185,747.76 0.95 245,083.85 1.50 386,974.50 2.00 515,966.00 1.00 257,983.00
5050120 |REINFORCING STEEL (EPOXY COATED) 7,740.00( POUND 1.50 11,610.00 1.05 8,127.00 1.35 10,449.00 2.00 15,480.00 4.00 30,960.00 1.30 10,062.00
6030190 ([18-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 1,117.00| LINFT 80.00 89,360.00 20.00 22,340.00 27.50 30,717.50 40.00 44,680.00 60.00 67,020.00 27.00 30,159.00
PIPE, CLASS V
6030690 |23-INCH X 14-INCH OVAL REINFORCED 604.00( LINFT 80.00 48,320.00 47.00 28,388.00 57.50 34,730.00 80.00 48,320.00 80.00 48,320.00 65.00 39,260.00
CONCRETE PIPE, CLASS HE V
6030730 |30-INCH X 19-INCH OVAL REINFORCED 389.00| LINFT 100.00 38,900.00 59.00 22,951.00 66.00 25,674.00 85.00 33,065.00 90.00 35,010.00 71.00 27,619.00
CONCRETE PIPE, CLASS HE IV
6030780 |38-INCH X 24-INCH OVAL REINFORCED 3,5674.00( LINFT 100.00 357,400.00 87.00 310,938.00 97.00 346,678.00 120.00 428,880.00 120.00 428,880.00 98.00 350,252.00
CONCRETE PIPE, CLASS HE IV
6031030 [18-INCH PRECAST END SECTION 32.00f EACH 600.00 19,200.00 490.00 15,680.00 570.00 18,240.00 800.00 25,600.00 250.00 8,000.00 700.00 22,400.00
6040995 |17-INCH X 13-INCH CORR. METAL ARCH 542.00( LINFT 80.00 43,360.00 15.00 8,130.00 24.00 13,008.00 60.00 32,520.00 140.00 75,880.00 34.00 18,428.00

PIPE (14 GAGE)
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Engineer's Estimate Granite Construction Company Q & D Construction, Inc. Fisher Sand & Gravel Co. Road & Highway Builders Sierra Nevada Construction
Item No. Description oty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount

6041270 |17-INCH X 13-INCH METAL ARCH END 14.00| EACH 500.00 7,000.00 62.00 868.00 115.00 1,610.00 400.00 5,600.00 400.00 5,600.00 500.00 7,000.00
SECTION

6042405 [15-INCH METAL END SECTION 12.00| EACH 515.00 6,180.00 531.00 6,372.00 365.00 4,380.00 400.00 4,800.00 350.00 4,200.00 730.00 8,760.00

6042420 |18-INCH METAL END SECTION (SAFETY 27.00( EACH 500.00 13,500.00 1,118.00 30,186.00 1,250.00 33,750.00 800.00 21,600.00 1,000.00 27,000.00 900.00 24,300.00
TYPE)

6042440 [24-INCH METAL END SECTION 34.00 EACH 375.00 12,750.00 120.00 4,080.00 200.00 6,800.00 600.00 20,400.00 500.00 17,000.00 330.00 11,220.00

6042460 [30-INCH METAL END SECTION 4.00{ EACH 500.00 2,000.00 218.00 872.00 300.00 1,200.00 850.00 3,400.00 1,200.00 4,800.00 455.00 1,820.00

6042475 [36-INCH METAL END SECTION 2.00{ EACH 550.00 1,100.00 334.00 668.00 445.00 890.00 1,200.00 2,400.00 1,500.00 3,000.00 570.00 1,140.00

6042625 |15-INCH SLOTTED CORR METAL PIPE 388.00| LINFT 100.00 38,800.00 24.00 9,312.00 34.50 13,386.00 80.00 31,040.00 100.00 38,800.00 46.00 17,848.00
DRAIN (16 GAGE)

6042702 [23-INCH X 14-INCH METAL END 9.00| EACH 700.00 6,300.00 1,321.00 11,889.00 1,450.00 13,050.00 650.00 5,850.00 1,000.00 9,000.00 1,540.00 13,860.00
SECTION (SAFETY TYPE)

6042706 [30-INCH X 19-INCH METAL END 4.00( EACH 800.00 3,200.00 1,647.00 6,588.00 2,125.00 8,500.00 750.00 3,000.00 1,100.00 4,400.00 2,200.00 8,800.00
SECTION (SAFETY TYPE)

6042710 [38-INCH X 24-INCH METAL END 40.00| EACH 800.00 32,000.00 3,135.00 125,400.00 3,400.00 136,000.00 1,200.00 48,000.00 1,000.00 40,000.00 3,400.00 136,000.00
SECTION (SAFETY TYPE)

6050160 (18 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 805.00| LINFT 45.00 36,225.00 10.00 8,050.00 18.00 14,490.00 45.00 36,225.00 100.00 80,500.00 17.00 13,685.00
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050170 (24 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 3,192.00( LINFT 40.00 127,680.00 16.00 51,072.00 24.75 79,002.00 35.00 111,720.00 100.00 319,200.00 24.00 76,608.00
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050180 (30 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 336.00| LINFT 60.00 20,160.00 23.00 7,728.00 34.00 11,424.00 50.00 16,800.00 120.00 40,320.00 33.00 11,088.00
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050190 (36 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 108.00( LINFT 80.00 8,640.00 34.00 3,672.00 47.00 5,076.00 65.00 7,020.00 150.00 16,200.00 42.00 4,536.00
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6090380 [TYPE 1 MANHOLE (MODIFIED) 11.00| EACH 4,000.00 44,000.00 1,651.00 18,161.00 2,200.00 24,200.00 2,000.00 22,000.00 2,500.00 27,500.00 1,800.00 19,800.00

6090390 [TYPE 2 MANHOLE (MODIFIED) 9.00] EACH 5,000.00 45,000.00 3,940.00 35,460.00 7,500.00 67,500.00 3,000.00 27,000.00 4,000.00 36,000.00 5,000.00 45,000.00

6090610 |ADJUSTING VALVE COVERS (METHOD 11.00| EACH 1,200.00 13,200.00 225.00 2,475.00 350.00 3,850.00 1,200.00 13,200.00 1,800.00 19,800.00 850.00 9,350.00
C)

6091030 [CASTINGS 5,670.00) POUND 3.00 17,010.00 2.00 11,340.00 2.25 12,757.50 2.50 14,175.00 5.00 28,350.00 1.90 10,773.00

6091040 [STRUCTURAL STEEL GRATES 2,340.00| POUND 4.50 10,530.00 1.80 4,212.00 2.25 5,265.00 3.00 7,020.00 5.00 11,700.00 1.75 4,095.00

6100170 [RIPRAP (CLASS 150) 1,242.30| CUYD 50.00 62,115.00 45.00 55,903.50 67.00 83,234.10 75.00 93,172.50 50.00 62,115.00 91.00 113,049.30

6100190 [RIPRAP (CLASS 300) 86.40| CUYD 60.00 5,184.00 45.00 3,888.00 69.00 5,961.60 85.00 7,344.00 150.00 12,960.00 87.00 7,516.80

6100460 [RIPRAP BEDDING,(CLASS 150) 835.80| CUYD 45.00 37,611.00 45.00 37,611.00 60.00 50,148.00 65.00 54,327.00 40.00 33,432.00 90.00 75,222.00

6100470 |RIPRAP BEDDING,(CLASS 300) 29.20| CUYD 75.00 2,190.00 45.00 1,314.00 90.00 2,628.00 85.00 2,482.00 150.00 4,380.00 104.00 3,036.80

6130390 [CLASS AA CONCRETE GLUE DOWN 7,858.00( LINFT 10.00 78,580.00 5.00 39,290.00 7.00 55,006.00 10.00 78,580.00 5.00 39,290.00 9.50 74,651.00
CURB (TYPE B)

6160180 [12-FOOT METAL DRIVE GATE 16.00| EACH 750.00 12,000.00 900.00 14,400.00 900.00 14,400.00 900.00 14,400.00 1,000.00 16,000.00 870.00 13,920.00

6160740 [TYPE A-4S FENCE 48,242.00| LINFT 3.50 168,847.00 3.17 152,927.14 3.25 156,786.50 3.25 156,786.50 3.50 168,847.00 3.15 151,962.30

6170100 [CATTLE GUARD WINGS 32.00f EACH 350.00 11,200.00 580.00 18,560.00 800.00 25,600.00 300.00 9,600.00 100.00 3,200.00 150.00 4,800.00

6170820 [36-FOOT PRECAST CATTLE GUARD 16.00| EACH 14,000.00 224,000.00 19,700.00 315,200.00 23,400.00 374,400.00 28,000.00 448,000.00 20,000.00 320,000.00 21,000.00 336,000.00

6190200 [GUIDE POSTS (RIGID) 1,065.00f EACH 32.00 34,080.00 43.00 45,795.00 45.00 47,925.00 32.00 34,080.00 20.00 21,300.00 43.00 45,795.00

6190330 |MILEPOST MARKERS (POSTS ONLY) 14.00| EACH 25.00 350.00 121.00 1,694.00 125.00 1,750.00 80.00 1,120.00 100.00 1,400.00 120.00 1,680.00

6230230 [NO. 5 PULL BOX 29.00] EACH 450.00 13,050.00 520.00 15,080.00 525.00 15,225.00 550.00 15,950.00 500.00 14,500.00 525.00 15,225.00

6231445 [REMOVE AND RESET LIGHT POLE 2.00{ EACH 1,800.00 3,600.00 2,430.00 4,860.00 2,500.00 5,000.00 3,000.00 6,000.00 5,000.00 10,000.00 2,450.00 4,900.00

6231620 |UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL SERVICE 1.00| EACH 8,000.00 8,000.00 3,890.00 3,890.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 3,900.00 3,900.00

6231630 |REMOVE ELECTRICAL SERVICE 1.00f EACH 600.00 600.00 410.00 410.00 425.00 425.00 550.00 550.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 400.00 400.00

6231820 [3-INCH CONDUIT 2,956.00| LINFT 15.00 44,340.00 23.00 67,988.00 24.00 70,944.00 25.00 73,900.00 40.00 118,240.00 23.00 67,988.00

6231970 [NO. 4 CONDUCTOR 504.00| LINFT 1.50 756.00 3.00 1,512.00 3.00 1,512.00 3.00 1,512.00 3.00 1,512.00 3.00 1,512.00

6231980 [NO. 8 CONDUCTOR 2,770.00| LINFT 1.00 2,770.00 1.00 2,770.00 1.00 2,770.00 2.00 5,540.00 4.00 11,080.00 1.00 2,770.00

6231985 [NO. 10 CONDUCTOR 828.00| LINFT 1.50 1,242.00 1.00 828.00 1.00 828.00 1.00 828.00 5.00 4,140.00 1.00 828.00

6232630 |LOOP DETECTOR (6-FOOT X 6-FOQOT) 8.00] EACH 500.00 4,000.00 490.00 3,920.00 500.00 4,000.00 500.00 4,000.00 1,900.00 15,200.00 500.00 4,000.00

6232990 [REMOVE AND RESET SOLAR 3.00| EACH 1,500.00 4,500.00 2,240.00 6,720.00 2,300.00 6,900.00 3,500.00 10,500.00 1,000.00 3,000.00 2,275.00 6,825.00
POWERED WARNING LIGHTS

6240140 [TRAFFIC CONTROL SUPERVISOR 220.00 DAY 500.00 110,000.00 100.00 22,000.00 400.00 88,000.00 600.00 132,000.00 500.00 110,000.00 400.00 88,000.00

6250490 |RENT TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 1.00 LS 250,225.00 250,225.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 900,726.50 900,726.50 50,000.00 50,000.00

6270190 |PERMANENT SIGNS (GROUND 1,526.00| SQFT 65.00 99,190.00 84.59 129,084.34 85.00 129,710.00 100.00 152,600.00 100.00 152,600.00 86.00 131,236.00
MOUNTED) (METAL SUPPORTS)

6270220 |PERMANENT SIGN PANELS (PANELS 84.00| SQFT 75.00 6,300.00 37.54 3,153.36 38.00 3,192.00 50.00 4,200.00 80.00 6,720.00 38.00 3,192.00
ONLY)
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6270240 |PERMANENT SIGNS, REMOVE 866.00] SQFT 9.00 7,794.00 6.10 5,282.60 6.50 5,629.00 10.00 8,660.00 5.00 4,330.00 6.20 5,369.20

6270250 |PERMANENT SIGNS, REMOVE (PANEL 84.00| SQFT 5.00 420.00 6.10 512.40 6.50 546.00 10.00 840.00 80.00 6,720.00 6.20 520.80
ONLY)

6270260 |PERMANENT SIGNS, RESET 109.00f SQFT 55.00 5,995.00 122.85 13,390.65 130.00 14,170.00 35.00 3,815.00 70.00 7,630.00 125.00 13,625.00

6280120 [MOBILIZATION 1.00 LS 994,542.56 994,542.56 1,445,558.12 1,445,558.12 929,846.01 929,846.01 1,717,046.77 1,717,046.77 2,200,000.00 2,200,000.00 1,495,621.52 1,495,621.52

6320460 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 5,787.00( SQFT 2.00 11,574.00 2.52 14,583.24 2.50 14,467.50 0.75 4,340.25 2.00 11,574.00 2.57 14,872.59
(TYPE II)(VARIES)

6320480 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 19,918.00( LINFT 1.00 19,918.00 0.10 1,991.80 0.10 1,991.80 0.40 7,967.20 1.00 19,918.00 0.18 3,5685.24
(TYPE I1)(6-INCH DOTTED WHITE)

6320540 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 14.67| MILE 800.00 11,736.00 355.00 5,207.85 355.00 5,207.85 465.00 6,821.55 500.00 7,335.00 790.00 11,589.30
(TYPE_I1)(6-INCH BROKEN WHITE)

6320580 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 9.20( MILE 1,000.00 9,200.00 705.00 6,486.00 710.00 6,532.00 900.00 8,280.00 1,000.00 9,200.00 1,150.00 10,580.00
(TYPE I1)(SOLID WHITE)

6320590 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 14.00| MILE 1,200.00 16,800.00 980.00 13,720.00 1,000.00 14,000.00 900.00 12,600.00 1,500.00 21,000.00 1,430.00 20,020.00
(TYPE I1)(6-INCH SOLID WHITE)

6320610 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 7.07| MILE 1,400.00 9,898.00 1,265.00 8,943.55 1,300.00 9,191.00 1,250.00 8,837.50 1,700.00 12,019.00 1,720.00 12,160.40
(TYPE 11)(8-INCH SOLID WHITE)

6320640 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 600.00( LINFT 6.00 3,600.00 3.88 2,328.00 4.00 2,400.00 1.55 930.00 4.00 2,400.00 4.50 2,700.00
(TYPE I1)(24-INCH SOLID WHITE)

6320690 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 11.17| MILE 1,200.00 13,404.00 1,025.00 11,449.25 1,025.00 11,449.25 900.00 10,053.00 1,500.00 16,755.00 1,470.00 16,419.90
(TYPE I1)(6-INCH SOLID YELLOW)

6320750 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 1.84| MILE 1,200.00 2,208.00 760.00 1,398.40 760.00 1,398.40 800.00 1,472.00 1,400.00 2,576.00 1,200.00 2,208.00
(TYPE I1)(BROKEN YELLOW W/SOLID
YELLOW)

6320780 |WATERBORNE PAVEMENT STRIPING 4.60( MILE 1,500.00 6,900.00 1,265.00 5,819.00 1,275.00 5,865.00 1,225.00 5,635.00 1,700.00 7,820.00 1,720.00 7,912.00
(TYPE Il)(DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW)

6370110 |TEMPORARY POLLUTION CONTROL 1.00 LS 25,000.00 25,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 100,000.00 100,000.00 2,500.00 2,500.00 5,000.00 5,000.00

6370190 [DUST CONTROL 1.00 LS 29,836.28 29,836.28 5,000.00 5,000.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 100,000.00 100,000.00 2,500.00 2,500.00 1,000.00 1,000.00

6390155 [16-INCH STEEL PIPE 864.00| LINFT 175.00 151,200.00 70.00 60,480.00 90.00 77,760.00 150.00 129,600.00 30.00 25,920.00 115.00 99,360.00

6850100 [PARTNERING 1.00 FA 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00

Total 21,022,839.99 21,212,121.00 21,399,000.00 22,900,150.00 23,727,727.00 24,077,007.00
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Price Sensitivity Report

Attachment B

April 17, 2012
Contract No: 3505
Project Number: NH-050-2(012) Engineer's Granite Q&D Diff. Between 2nd| Diff Between EE | Low Bid % of EE
County: Lyon Estimate Construction Construction & Low & Low
Range: R33 $20,000,000.01 to $23,500,000 $21,022,839.99 $21,212,121.00 $21,399,000.00 $186,879.00 $189,281.01 100.90%
- . . . . . Qty Chg Req'd % Chg Significantly .
Item No. Qty Description Engr. Est Price Low Bid Price 2nd Bid Price to Chg Bid Order in Oty Req'd Low % of EE Unbalanced Quantity Check Comments
2020285 2,773.00|REMOVAL OF CULVERT PIPE 30.00 2.00 2.75 -249,172.00 -8985.65% 6.67% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
$22, large quantity should be $15-$20
2020990 37,251.00|REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS SURFACE 1.75 1.50 0.60 207,643.33 557.42% 85.71% No Quantity checked and is accurate. 3"
(COLD MILLING) depth, estimate price is reasonable
2030140 273,463.00|ROADWAY EXCAVATION 6.00 4.00 8.00 -46,719.75 -17.08% 66.67% Yes Quantitiy checked and is accurate. Price
difference possibly contractors desire to
waste excess within ROW. Avg $12 large
quantity, estimate price is reasonable
2030680 62,570.50| GEOTEXTILE 3.00 1.00 1.60 -311,465.00 -497.78% 33.33% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate. $1 -
$1.50 is a good price, large quantity,
NDOT estimate was high
2060110 16,356.00|STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 20.00 20.00 7.50 14,950.32 91.41% 100.00% No Quantity updated and checked on
Supplemental 1. Avg $27, large quantity,
$15-$20 good price
2070110 7,598.00| GRANULAR BACKFILL 25.00 10.00 23.00 -14,375.31 -189.20% 40.00% Yes Quantity updated and checked on
Supplemental 1. Avg $30, large quantity,
estimate was reasonable
2070130 3,656.00|BACKFILL 18.00 3.00 8.00 -37,375.80 -1022.31% 16.67% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
$28, estimate was reasonable
2070150 384.00(SLURRY CEMENT BACKFILL 150.00 110.00 150.00 -4,671.98 -1216.66% 73.33% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
$161, estimate was reasonable
2110260 74.00|HYDRO-SEEDING 2,000.00 2,375.00 2,000.00 498.34 673.44% 118.75% No Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
3020130 206,598.00| TYPE 1 CLASS B AGGREGATE BASE 8.00 6.75 7.00 -747,516.00 -361.82% 84.38% No Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
4020100 5,374.00|PLANTMIXING MISCELLANEOUS 10.00 2.00 5.50 -53,394.00 -993.56% 20.00% Yes Quantity checked and are accurate. Avg
AREAS $13 estimate was reasonable
4020180 145,143.00PLANTMIX SURFACING (TYPE 2)(WET) 70.00 85.00 79.00 31,146.50 21.46% 121.43% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Price
higher than EE due to oil cost volatilty.
Avg. $79, large quantity,$75-$80 is good
4030110 13,847.00| PLANTMIX OPEN-GRADED SURFACING 90.00 112.00 107.00 37,375.80 269.92% 124.44% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Price
(3/8-INCH)(WET) higher than EE due to oil cost volatilty.
Avg. $97, large quantiy, $100 - $110 is
good. Two season job, price may go up
more next year
4060110 529.00|LIQUID ASPHALT, TYPE MC-70NV 700.00 0.01 0.01 n/a n/a 0.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
5020740 225.00[CLASS AA CONCRETE (MAJOR) 600.00 200.00 0.01 934.44 415.31% 33.33% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate may have been a little high
5020760 237.00{CLASS AA CONCRETE (ISLAND 250.00 150.00 250.00 -1,868.79 -788.52% 60.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
PAVING) Estimate was reasonable
5020990 1,051.00|CLASS DA CONCRETE, MODIFIED 600.00 275.00 330.00 -3,397.80 -323.29% 45.83% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
(MAJOR) Estimate may have been a little high
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Contract No: 3505

Attachment B

Project Number: NH-050-2(012) Engineer's Granite Q&D Diff. Between 2nd| Diff Between EE | Low Bid % of EE
County: Lyon Estimate Construction Construction & Low & Low
Range: R33 $20,000,000.01 to $23,500,000 $21,022,839.99 $21,212,121.00 $21,399,000.00 $186,879.00 $189,281.01 100.90%
- . . . . . Qty Chg Req'd % Chg Significantly .
Item No. Qty Description Engr. Est Price Low Bid Price 2nd Bid Price to Chg Bid Order in Oty Req'd Low % of EE Unbalanced Quantity Check Comments
5050100 257,983.00|REINFORCING STEEL 0.80 0.72 0.95 -812,517.39 -314.95% 90.00% No Quantity updated and checked on
Supplemental 1. Estimate was reasonable
6030190 1,117.00[18-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 80.00 20.00 27.50 -24,917.20 -2230.73% 25.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
PIPE, CLASS V $88, large quantity may have been a little
high
6030780 3,574.00|38-INCH X 24-INCH OVAL REINFORCED 100.00 87.00 97.00 -18,687.90 -522.88% 87.00% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg.
CONCRETE PIPE, CLASS HE IV $130, large quantity, estimate was
6050170 3,192.00|24 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 40.00 16.00 24.75 -21,357.60 -669.10% 40.00% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S $52, large quantity, estimate wa
reasonable
6100170 1,242.30|RIPRAP (CLASS 150) 50.00 45.00 67.00 -8,494.50 -683.77% 90.00% No Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
6130390 7,858.00|CLASS AA CONCRETE GLUE DOWN 10.00 5.00 7.00 -93,439.50 -1189.10% 50.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
CURB (TYPE B) Resonable, maybe $8-$9
6160740 48,242.00| TYPE A-4S FENCE 3.50 3.17 3.25 -2,335,987.50 -4842.23% 90.57% No Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
6170820 16.00|36-FOOT PRECAST CATTLE GUARD 14,000.00 19,700.00 23,400.00 -50.51 -315.67% 140.71% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
$20k, large quantity, $20k - $25k ok
6240140 220.00{ TRAFFIC CONTROL SUPERVISOR 500.00 100.00 400.00 -622.93 -283.15% 20.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate was reasonable
6270190 1,526.00|PERMANENT SIGNS (GROUND 65.00 84.59 85.00 -455,802.44 -29869.10% 130.14% No Quantity checked and is accurate. Avg
MOUNTED) (METAL SUPPORTS) $65, estimate was reasonable, but $85 ok
6390155 864.00(16-INCH STEEL PIPE 175.00 70.00 90.00 -9,343.95 -1081.48% 40.00% Yes Quantity checked and is accurate.
Estimate may be high, small price
database

Additional Comments:
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1263 South Stewart Street

EVADA Carson City, Nevada 89712
Phone: (775) 888-7440
DOT Fax: (775)888-7201

MEMORANDUM
September 27, 2012
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors,
Construction Working Group
FROM: Richard Nelson, Assistant Director Operations
SUBJECT: October 8, 2012 Construction Working Group Meeting
Item # 6: Briefing on Status of Construction Projects — Informational Iltem Only

Summary:

The purpose of this item is to provide the Construction Working Group with information on
construction contacts.

Background:

The Department enters into approximately thirty (30) conventional design-bid-build highway
construction contracts a year which are administered, inspected and documented by a
combination of NDOT staff and consultants to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions
of the contract. This report provides information on the projects closed between January and
September 2012, project closeout status and active projects.

Analysis:

Twenty-nine (29) contracts were closed between January and September 2012. As of
September 27, 2012 there are seventy-three (73) active (open) contracts. Fifty-six (56) of these
contracts are listed on the Closeout Status and are being processed for closeout.

List of Attachments:

A. Projects Closed January — September 2012

B. Project Closeout Status

C. Active Projects

Recommendation for Board Action:

Informational item only.

Prepared by:

Todd Montgomery, Assistant Chief Construction Engineer
Sharon Foerschler, Assistant Chief Construction Engineer



NDOT Construction Contracts Closed Out
2012 January thru September

Project Manager Amount
Contract Description Contractor Resident Engineer NDOT/Consultant Original Bid CCO Amount % CCO Qty Adjustments (% Adjustments Total Paid Over/Under % Change
JOHN TERRY/ PARSONS
3260 US 95,PHASE 4B,WIDENING AND HOV LANES Las Vegas Paving Corp. Crew 926 -Williams TRANSPORTATION GROUP S 94,840,146.28 | $ 120,737.39 0.1% 721,768.39 0.8% $95,682,652.06 | $ 842,505.78 101%
3270 US 95, PHASE IV, CONSTRUCT 4-LANE HWY Road & Highway Builders Crew 906 -Petrenko BRADSHAW, JOHN S 46,333,333.00 | $  (1,133,678.99)| -2.4% 2,537,311.23 5.5% $47,736,965.24 | $ 1,403,632.24 103%
3289 SR 160, BLUE DIAMOND ( PHASE 2A) Capriati Construction Corp Inc Crew 903 - Voigt CERAGIOLI, JIM S 26,600,637.67 | $ 768,257.69 2.9% (589,706.32) -2.2% $26,779,189.04 | $ 178,551.37 101%
DICKINSON, JONATHAN/
3326 US 95, FAST INTEGRATION Transcore Holdings Inc Crew 916 - Ruguleiski ATKINS S 8,642,467.26 (5110,106.35)| -1.3% 5,301.25 0.1% $8,537,662.16 | $ (104,805.10) 99%
3358 US 395 GOLDEN VALLEY INTER. Granite Construction CO Crew 913 - Cocking ATKINS S 7,964,964.00 | $ 154,473.00 1.9% 240,358.51 3.0% $ 8,359,795.51 | $ 394,831.51 105%
Spirit Underground LLC/ Zurich DICKINSON, JONATHAN/
3379 1-515, ITS FAST PCKG B1 America Insurance Crew 906 - Petrenko KIMLEY-HORNE & ASSOC S 5,995,734.70 (6129,591.06)| -2.2% 376,208.29 6.3% $6,242,351.93 | $ 246,617.23 104%
3380 US93, ELKO, CIR Frehner Construction Crew 908 - Rupinski BRADSHAW, JOHN S 9,455,555.00 | $ - 0.0% (449,333.52) -4.8% $9,006,221.48 | $ (449,333.52) 95%
JOHN TERRY/ PARSONS
3391 US 95 MLK BLVD TO THE RAINBOW INTER. Valleycrest Landscape Crew 926 - Williams TRANSPORTATION GROUP S 3,115,684.58 | $ 1,347,250.61 43.2% (203,627.68) -6.5%| $ 4,259,307.51 | $ 1,143,622.93 137%
3394 US 95, N. I-15 TO CL/LI LINE Las Vegas Paving Corp. Crew 906 - Petrenko MIRANDA, EDUARDO S 5,844,600.00 | S 900,840.78 15.4% 123,103.29 2.1% $6,868,544.07 | $ 1,023,944.07 118%
3395 SR 317, RESTORE RD TO PRE-FLOOD CONDITION Southwest Iron Works Crew 906 - Petrenko BIRD, STEVE S 9,292,000.00 $1,876,176.19 20.2% 657,360.27 7.1% $11,825,536.46 | $ 2,533,536.46 127%
3399 SR651 N. AND W. MCCARRAN BLVD Granite Construction CO Crew 904 - Boge MAMMEN, KEN S 1,839,839.00 | $ 23,063.62 1.3% 175,854.89 9.6%| $ 2,038,757.51 | $ 198,918.51 111%
3406 CA/NV STATE LINE TO US 95 Nevada Barricade & Sign Co Inc Crew 922 -Christiansen CERAGIOLI, JIM S 407,777.00 | $ - 0.0% (94,486.40) -23.2%| $ 313,290.60 | $ (94,486.40) 77%
3408 US 93, 3 WILDLIFE UNDERPASSES Capriati Construction Corp Inc Crew 908 - Rupinski BRADSHAW, JOHN S 2,194,385.68 $329,482.39 | 15.0% (43,918.12) -2.0% $2,479,949.95 | $ 285,564.27 113%
MAMMEN, KEN/ MANHARD
3411 US 395, JACKS VALLEY RD TO LUPIN ROAD Q&D Construction Inc Crew 907 - Lani CONSULTING S 2,338,131.00 | $ 50,040.00 2.1% 164,370.28 7.0% S 2,552,541.28 | $ 214,410.28 109%
3412 US 95, SR 157, KYLE CANYON RD TO INDIAN SPR. Las Vegas Paving Corp. Crew 902 - Yousuf MAXWELL, KEVIN S 20,470,000.00 | $ 185,612.96 0.9% 970,874.21 4.7%| $ 21,626,487.17 | $ 1,156,487.17 106%
3413 US 95, MINERAL CO, CIR A & K Earth Movers Inc Crew 902 - Yousuf BRADSHAW, JOHN S 11,484,000.00 $117,519.27 1.0% 746,417.24 6.5% $12,347,936.51 | $ 863,936.51 108%
3419 180, W. MCCARRAN SC. OVRLK TO P. ROCK INTER. Granite Construction CO Lumos & Associates - Brown MAMMEN, KEN S 10,256,256.00 | $ 34,763.60 0.3% 965,883.53 9.4%| $ 11,256,903.13 | $ 1,000,647.13 110%
3420 US 93, S. SR229 TO SR232, CIR Staker & Parson Companies Crew 908 - Rupinski BIRD, STEVE S 4,483,773.60 $49,203.62 1.1% (30,044.25) -0.7% $4,502,932.97 | $ 19,159.37 100%
Northern Nevada Excavating
3422 US 93, JACKPOT, DRAINAGE IMP. Inc./Travelers Casualty and Surety Crew 908 - Rupinski BRADSHAW, JOHN S 731,777.00 $90,662.71 12.4% 40,154.91 5.5% $862,594.62 | $ 130,817.62 118%
3423 US 93, NEAR PANACA, SHARED USED PATH JNJ Engineering Construction Crew 906 - Petrenko PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER S 533,755.00 $30,500.00 5.7% 45,722.97 8.6% $609,977.97 | $ 76,222.97 114%
3425 ON VARIOUS ROUTES THROUGHOUT DISTRICT Il Nevada Barricade & Sign Co Inc Crew 912 - Simmons CERAGIOLI, JIM S 229,899.50 | $ - 0.0% (20,227.99) -8.8%| $ 209,671.51 | $ (20,227.99) 91%
3426 ON VARIOUS ROUTES THROUGHOUT DISTRICT |1 Nevada Barricade & Sign Co Inc Crew 913 - Cocking CERAGIOLI, JIM S 175,145.70 | $ - 0.0% (368.57) -0.2% $174,777.13 | $ (368.57) 100%
3430 1-515, LANDSCAPE Capriati Construction Corp Inc Crew 915 - Strganac JOYCE, LUCY S 949,433.10 | $ - 0.0% (19,399.05) -2.0% $930,034.05 | $ (19,399.05) 98%
3431 1-80, W. LOVELOCK VIADUCT Road & Highway Builders CME- G. Jordy PETERS, VICTOR S 8,080,080.00 $49,988.91 0.6% 423,574.93 5.2% $8,553,643.84 | $ 473,563.84 106%
3432 US 95, GOLDFIELD, SIDEWALK & LIGHTING Hardy Construction Inc. Crew 901 - Alwayek MAXWELL, KEVIN S 255,270.74 | $ - 0.0% (665.49) -0.3% $254,605.25 | $ (665.49) 100%
3434 ON SR 160,CLARK AND NYE COUNTIES Preferred Contracting Inc Crew 902 - Yousuf CERAGIOLI, JIM S 1,442,559.41 | $ 154,445.00 10.7% (20,611.81) -1.4%| $ 1,576,392.60 | $ 133,833.19 109%
3439 ON VARIOUS ROUTES THROUGHOUT DISTRICT | Diversified Concrete Cutting Crew 922 -Christiansen CERAGIOLI, JIM S 336,118.00 | $ (16,354.20)| -4.9% (20,506.85) -6.1%| $ 299,256.95 | $ (36,861.05) 89%
3443 180, E. P. ROCK INTER. TO E. OF FERN. GRD SEP. Q&D Construction Inc DCS - Holmes PETERS, VICTOR S 15,092,013.00 | $ (31,559.33) -0.2% 1,320,748.22 8.8%| $ 16,381,201.89 | $ 1,289,188.89 109%
AMIR SOLTANI/
3457 US 95, ES, US 6 to ES/MI COUNTY LINE A & K Earth Movers Inc VTN-MAMOLA CH2MHILL S 4,541,000.00 | $ 14,000.00 0.3% 140,655.32 3.1%| $ 4,695,655.32 | $ 154,655.32 103%
Totals S 303,926,336.22 | $ 4,875,727.81 1.6% 8,162,771.68 2.7% $316,964,835.71 | $ 13,038,499.49 104%

Attachment A



N=needed R= received

Attachment B

Department of Transportation

N=Needed Construction Contract Closeout Status R=Received
September 27, 2012
el c A
. . . . . A|lP|L|T|W|C . istri i i
Con DIST Crew Contractor - Resident Engineer Description Contract Bid Price | RetentHeld [ E [ A Clos IDISHAE] DIEEEer PHEX U P Comments Clien G
No. ols B(P|E|S|[C|A Compl. Accept Accept Comp. U Needed
R S
Contract will be closed at the same
3290 1 906 FREHNER-PETRENKO SAINT ROSE PARKWAY IN $61,242,038.90 $50,00000 |R|R|R|R/ R R N 7/11/08 2/11/09 2/19/09 10/18/10 time frame as 3361. Sent closeout item
SHARON HENDERSON PHASE 2A
to Rob per Jeff on 7/10/12.
Pick up started on 9/14/11 and items
were given back to the crew on
FREHNER -WILLIAMS SR 573, CRAIG RD,LAS VEGAS AT 10/03/11 to be addressed. Had a
3339 1 926 SHARON UPRR CROSSING AND FROM BERG $34,182,531.77 $10,000.00 | R[N/ N|R/ N N N 5/30/09 6/16/10 7/12/10 Y |meeting with Abid on 9/10/12 and went
ST TO PECOS RD, CLARK CO. through the remaining items and solved
quite a few. Abid still has several item
that need to be addressed.
This contract will be closed at the same
ON SR 146, ROSE PARKWAY IN time frame as 3290. Holding . Letter to
Rick for Dir. Accpt.5/22/2012. It was
SNP-CHRISTIANSEN HENDERSON, PHASE 2B, FROM evident the crew was not able to close
3361 1 922 GILLESPIE ST TO SEVEN HILLS $6,583,366.05 $50,00000 | R|R| N|R/ N N N 3/5/10 10/26/11 N
MICHELLE this contract out on their own. So | had
DR/SPENCER AVE & CORONADO I X
them bring it to me (9/19/12) and | will
CENTER
go through and flag was needs to be
addressed.
SR 574, CHEYENNE AVE.,FROM US Final pick up started on 07/02/11 and
LVP-WILLIAMS 95 TO LOSEE RD, FROM CIVIC items to be addressed were returned to
3383 1 926 MICHELLE CENTER DR. TO NELLIS BLVD AND $9,677,150.00 $50,000.00 FNYR| N | R\ N | R N 8/31/10 AL Gl Y the crew on 07/17/11. As of 8/14/12
FROM RANCHO DR. TO I-15 crew has not addressed items
SR 564, LAKE MEAD PKWY,FROM
LVP-ALHWAYEK BOULDER HWY(SR 582) TO LAKE As of 2/08/11 no request for pickup.
3390 1 901 MICHELLE MEAD NATIONAL REC AREA & SR $13,543,210.00 $50,000.00 |R{N| N|/R/ N R N 12/2/10 3/7/11 4/26/11 N Outstanding Lab issues per Wes
564,BOULDER HWY SR 582 TO ASH 5/3/2011
ST.
Final job pickup completed on
VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS IN THE .
3392 | 1 922 | WILLIAMS B;ga&f['g'ST'ANSEN CITY OF LAS VEGAS AND VARIOUS | $944,30433 | $47,21522 R|R|/R R N N N 9r2011 3/6/12 4212 | 622112 | Y %Ge/ffétze' tcoog:a;‘r?r ‘C’am‘:'; ‘Set’i'gf?
INTERSECTIONS IN CLARK COUNTY. gShagim P
As of 5/1/11 have not received a
ON I-15 FROM THE
3397 1 916 FISHER-RUGULEISKI CALIFORNIA/NEVADA STATELINE | $7,333,333.33 | $50,000.00 | R| N/ N R/ R| N N 12/23/10 | 4/23/12 | 5/21/12 N | requestior pickup. Waiting for Notice
ARRA MICHELLE to Creditors memo from Admin
TO MILEPOST 16.35
Services office
US 95 FROM RAINBOW/SUMMERLIN
3409 1 926 CAPR’:/'?‘CFE_EVXII_LELIAMS INTERCHG. TO RANCHO/ANN RD. & $68,761,909.90 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N CONTRACT AT 94% COMPLETE
DURANGO DR. (PKG. 1)
3421 1 916 LAS VEGAS PAVING -RUGULEISKI ON US 95AT SUMMERLIN PARKWAY |  $26,080,589.00 $50,000.00 [ N| N/ N/ N/N|N|N|N N CONSTRUCTION AT 98% 4 (backto RE
MICHELLE 7/18/12)
LVP-YOUSUE- ON SR 160 FROM DURANGO DRIVE Crew dropped off job for pickup on
3424 1 902 MICHELLE TO RED ROCK CANYON ROAD (SR $8,731,000.00, $50,000.00 | N|R| N|R/ N N N 5/16/12 Y 09/04/12. Construction to begin final
159) pickup asap.
ON SR 582, BOULDER HIGHWAY,
FROM THE JUNCTION OF RAMPS3
3427 | 1 so1 | UAS VEGASM'TQX'ENL(E‘EALHWAYEK AND 4 AT WAGONWHEEL $640,000.00 | $32,000.00 |[R|N|R R/ N N N| 72211 o1 | oama | sz | v | T Ofig’g‘:n”g %‘;gﬁsigﬁ% 1d2 after
INTERCHANGE, THEN NORTH FOR
0.194 MILES
15 FROM 0.70 MILES SOUTH OF ghven hack 1 he arow on 81712 1o e
LV PAVING-CHRISTIANSEN SLOAN WASH TO 0.30 MILES NORTH .
3437 1 922 SHARON OF SLOAN WASH TO 0.30 MILES $7,650,000.00 $50,00000 |R|R|R|R/ N R N 9/16/11 4/9/12 Y g/dztg/iszsae‘ﬁa giqm; meere :ss::sm;tfleilﬁn
NORTH OF DUCK p going
through them.
EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance CPPR=Contractors Past Performance WC=Wage Complaint
LAB=clearance from Materials LE=Letter of Explanation CA=Contractors Acceptance

AB=As-Builts ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet *= Internal



N=needed

R= received
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Department of Transportation

N=Needed Construction Contract Closeout Status R=Received
September 27, 2012
E|L € R R
. . . . . A|P T|W|C . istri i i
SOt DIST Crew Contractor - Resident Engineer Description Contract Bid Price | RetentHeld [ E [ A Clos IDISHAE] DIEEEer PHEX U P Comments Clien G
No. B[P S|C|A Compl. Accept Accept Comp. Needed
o|B V]
R S
US 95 FROM 3.131 MILES NORTH OF A Mid-point audit was completed on
3442 1 901 ROAD & HISIZV:EA:\:ELHWAYEK CHINA WASH TO 0.796 MILES $10,171,171.00 $50,000.00 | N| N | N|N N N 11/22/11 1/9/12 N | 9/07/11. Holding District Acceptance
SOUTH OF DRY WASH. letter until RE corrects working Days
SR 604 LV BLVD,FROM N. CRAIG RD
TO JUNCTION OF APEX
3444 1 901 LAS VEGASMTCAXIE'\‘L(E-EALHWAYEK INTERCHANGE RAMPS 3 & 4, A $5,035,000.00 $50,000.00 | R|{N| N|R N N 9/30/11 1/6/12 2/14/12 N As of 4/2/12 no request for pickup.
FUNCTIONAL CL. BREAK AT 2004 N.
URBAN LIMITS OF LV
LVP -CHRISTIANSEN US -95/I-515 OVER FLAMINGO ROAD
3445 1 922 MICHELLE INTERCHANGE $3,416,804.05 $50,000.00 | N| N | N|N N N 1/17/12 7117112 N As of 8/16/12 no request for pickup
FISHER-ALHWAYEK ON US 93 FROM BUCHANAN TO o CO#3.CO #4
3453 1 901 MICHELLE HOOVER INTERCHANGE. $15,858,585.85 $50,000.00f N| N N|N N N N | CONSTRUCTION 101% COMPLETE ne‘e‘d to be.
. RE to resubmit Letter of Explanation.
3454 1 916 FISHER-RUGULEISKI ON -15 FROM TROPICANA AVENUE $5,995,000.00 $50,000.00 | N|R| R|R N N 3/23/12 4/20/12 5/21/12 9/4/12 Y | Qty's sent to Contractor on 9/10/2012.
SHARON TO US 95 ( SPAGHETTI BOWL)
Possible close 10/10/2012
ON US SR. 373 FROM THE .
3460 | 1 cmw | LASVEGASPAVING FERGUSON | (5 \roRNIA/NEVADA STATE LINE | $3,895,000.00 | $50,000.00 |N| N N N/ N N N| 627112 82112 | 8/16/12 n | REsentfinal payment. CM19 sent to Paid on
MICHELLE TO US 95 RE to start closeout process prior,CO#1
LAS VEGAS PAVING FERGUSON | ON US 95 FROM N. OF SR 160 TO S. .QTY's sent to Contractor 8/28/2012.
3462 1 CMW SHARON OF AMARGOSA VALLEY JUNCTION $5,795,000.00 $50,00000 | R|R| R|R R N 10/31/11 2/28/12 4/2/12 Y Possible close 9/30/2012
Pick up started on 9/12/12 and items
INTERSTATE IMP-PETRENKO 1-15 FROM CA/NV STATE LINE TO
3470 1 906 SHARON NORTHOF SLOAN INTERCHANGE $8,061,738.13 $50,000.00 [ N|N| N R N N Y |were given back to the crew on 9/12/12
to be addressed.
LAS VEGAS ELECTRIC.- ON MUTIPLE INTERSECTIONS IN .
3472 1 922 CHRISTIANSEN MICHELLE DIST. 1 CLARK COUNTY $3,393,786.20 $50,000.00 | N[N | N|N N N N Construction at 83%
R Rec'd. District acceptance. Requested
3475 1 922 LLO INC - CHRISTIANSEN SIGNAL MODIFICATIONS CLARK $940,692.00 $47,03460 | N|R| N|R R N 6/19/12 8/2/12 N director accpt. Final pickup began
MICHELLE COUNTY
08/30/12.
AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES - YOU gpA?ESLEﬁ_%O&T?;)CA?\‘L[;FéSEYr
. . o
3480 1 902 M|CS|.|UEFLLE RT 160 1.317 MI N. OF CLARK / NYE $8,175,000.00 $500,000.00 N| N | N|N N N N Contruction at 81%
COUNTY LINE TO MI POST NY - 9.954
AoGREGATE ousTeS | NS BETOM LT MSouToF
3481 1 901 ALHWAYEK NORTH OF THE TRAILING EDGE OF $850,000.00 $50,000.00 | N| N | N|N N N N CONSTRUCTION AT 85%
SHARON
B-636
- Contractor needs to sign LOA # 2. Jeff
3267 | 2 011 RHB Williams- Angel USS0 IN LYON COUNTY FMEASTOF | ¢ 59229200 | $50,00000 |[R R R|R|R R| |N| 1012306 | 8/27/08 | 10/6/08 | 10/3/08 Shapiro needs to write Change Order
ROB V.C. TO FORTUNE DRIVE. N
per meeting 1/26/2011.
pd on priors
FISHER-DURSKI FROM 395 S. OF BOWERS MANSION #6;'169' 75.’ 80&
3292 | 2 905 OB CUTOFF NORTH TO MOUNT ROSE | $393,393,393.00 | $50,000.00 | N | N| N N/ N|N N N | CONSTRUCTION 91% COMPLETE a;“zsgms'
HWY. 31,55,66,71,79,8
2,85.

EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance
LAB=clearance from Materials

AB=As-Builts

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation

ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance
*= Internal




N=needed

R= received

Attachment B

Department of Transportation

N=Needed Construction Contract Closeout Status R=Received
September 27, 2012
el c A
. . . . . A|lP|L|T|W|C . istri i i
SOt DIST Crew Contractor - Resident Engineer Description Contract Bid Price | RetentHeld [ E [ A Sl IDISHAE] DIEEEer PHEX U P Comments Clien G
No. ols B(P|E|S|[C|A Compl. Accept Accept Comp. U Needed
R S
As of 6/5/12 job was to be ready for
pickup (no response). Roc Stacey
RHB-LANI US 395, CARSON CITY FREEWAY has investigated W/C and it will
3327 2 907 ROB FROM FAIRVIEW DR. TO US 50 E.- $44,968,149.00 $50,000.00 | N|R| RN/ N N 4 N 10/8/09 7/21/11 8/23/11 N | continue, but indicated we can close
PHASE 2 project on our end. After crew req for
pickup. REC'D MEMO FOR P/U 8-15-
12
SR 207, KINGSBURY GRADE,FROM .
3377 | 2 911 PEAE’QSGEL THE JUNCTION WITH HIGHWAY 50 |  $6,852,746.00 | $50,000.00 | N| N | N|N| N|N N N | CONSTRUCTION 116 % COMPLETE pgsoi'; ‘;"Or'iolrz'
TO THE SUMMIT AT DAGGETT PASS prior.
Waiting Q&D to sign paperwork so
pickup process can start. as of
FROM CAL/NEV LINE AT TOPAZ .
4/26/2012 no request for pickup plant
Q&D -LANI LAKE NORTH /CARSON CITY LINE " . N
3400 2 904 MATT TO THE CARSON WASHOE COUNTY $7,548,315.70 $50,000.00 [ N|N| R/ N/ N|N N 11/30/11 N establishment work will not end utml Address CO#2
...... 6/20/2012 contractor has LOA's to
LINE 3 " -
be signed, crew waiting for final certs
for lab to clear.
Job pick up finished up to 95% due to
3401 2 913 GRQggs SEOEC,\P‘(AI\NG ON 395 FROM MOANA TO | 80 $31,495,495.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N ending of agreement with DCS #SA;:'?;;'?SS’SA'
CONSTRUCTION 105% COMPLETE p )
Job has been pickup. Final pickup
O 190 FROM 8.7 LES EAST OF st oLz Contact
RHB-BOGE THE NIGHTINGALE INTERCHANGE
3402 2 904 MATT TO THE CHURCHILL/PERSHING CO. $11,464,464.00 $22,341.00  N|R|R R|/R|R|N|N 4/12/11 5/23/11 8/8/11 Y de_\tt_ed 8/27/201_21 OQ 9/10/2012,
Patricia sent remaining items to HQ to
LINE . Lo
be processed. Revised Determination
letter received 8/2/2012
RE has indicated project will be ready
ON US 395, CARSON CITY BYPASS, for pick up end of June plant
Q&D - LANI AT THE 5TH STREET GRADE establishment is on going contractor
3417 2 907 ROB SEPARATIONS AND FAIRVIEW $1,021,452.00 $50,000.00 FRURY R |N|N|R N 9/16/11 N has LOA's that need to be signed and
INTERCHANGE waiting on certs for lab clearence
waiting for actual date from office
VARIOUS RTES THROUGHOUT
3426 2 913 NEVADA BAREISBADE_COCKING DISTRICT I, PERSHING, LYON, $175,145.70 $8,75729 |R|R|R|/R|/R|R N 4/21/11 4/10/12 7/16/12 4/25/12 Y QT;:JOacrggnzzﬁecfngZéfzo12
CHURCHILL AND MINERAL pay
MERIT ELECTRIC.-BOGE MULTIPLE INTERSECTIONS Crew is starting closeout. No request CO#4& 5 In
3438 2 904 MATT THROUGH OUT DISTRICT Il $1,013,762.20 $50,000.00 FNFRY N | N| N| N N 11715111 N for pickup as of 8/27/2012 Route
Q&D-ANGEL ON SR 28 FROM JUNCTION WITH ST
3440 2 911 MATT 432 TO CALIFORNIA/NEVADA STATE $5,613,054.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N CONSTRUCTION AT 88.4 %
LINE
ON US 395 FROM 1.2 MILES SOUTH
3446 2 HDR A TERCGE?_:_SELMI OF WATERLOO LANE TO JUNCTION $12,913,116.86 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N CONSTRUCTION AT 89.9 %
WITH US 50 IN CARSON CITY

EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance
LAB=clearance from Materials
AB=As-Builts

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation
ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance
*= Internal




N=needed

R= received

Attachment B

Department of Transportation

N=Needed Construction Contract Closeout Status R=Received
September 27, 2012
E|L € s R
. . . . . A|lP|L|T|W|C . istri i i
SOt DIST Crew Contractor - Resident Engineer Description Contract Bid Price | RetentHeld [ E [ A Sl IDISHAE] DIEEEer PHEX U P Comments Clien G
No. ols B(P|E|S|[C|A Compl. Accept Accept Comp. U Needed
R S
MKD- LANI US 395 NORTH OF THE NEV/CAL the quantities are ready to send outas
3449 2 907 ROB STATE LINE TO TOPAZ PARK ROAD $379,000.00 $18,950.00 SRISRE R | N| N| R N 107111 shsnz | v soon as district acceptence is reiceved
ON SR 828,FARM DISTRICT Crew is starting closeout possible end
DON GARCIA-BOGE ROAD,BETWEE US 50A TO of September for request of pickup.
3452 2 904 MATT CRIMSON LANE IN THE CITY $368,864.40 $18,443.22 |NJNY N N\ N | N N 912111 N Qtys issues with contractor. No request
FERNLEY for pickup as of 8/27/2012
MERIT ELECTRIC.-BOGE ON MULTIPLE INTERSECTIONS IN CO#1,2,3in
3458 2 904 MATT DISTRICT I $580,325.46 $29,816.27 N| R/ N|N| N|N N N CONSTRUCTION 85% COMPLETE route
SR 341 VIRGINIA CITY FROM
SNC - BOGE STOREY/WASHOE CO. LINE TO THE
3465 2 904 DEENA JUNCTION OF TOLL RD. & SR 341 $6,969,007.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N | CONTRACT AT 100.6% COMPLETE CO#1
VIRGINIA CITY FROM .02 MILES S. D
ST.
Project was completed 7-19-12.
3467 | 2 911 MKD - ANGEL US 50 & SR28 $446,162.00 | $23,320.00 [N|N|N| N N|N N 771912 | 82712 N | Waiting on an LOA to be signed for un-
DEENA installed drains, grates and frames
Working through checklist for closeout.
US 50 N. of SR-362 TO N. OF DUTCH
ROAD & HWY CREEK:US 95 N. BOUNDARY OF
3469 2 BMG DEENA AMMO DEPOT TO S. OF WALKER $7,864,567.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N PROJECT AT 85% COMPLETE
RESERVATION; SR 362 FROM US 95
S. HAWTHORNE
ON SR 722 FROM US 50 TO THE
3478 2 C9040 SNC-H’\?AVYI_ERTON CHURCHHILL / LANDER COUNTY $4,029,007.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N CONSTRUCTION AT 92.0 %
LINE
1-80 FROM 0.26 MILES EAST OF THE
AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES- HALLECK/RUBY VALLEY
3435 3 908 RUPINSKI INTERCHANGE TO 0.60 MI EAST OF $33,699,999.00 $50,000.00 | N[ N| NN/ N N N N CONTRACT AT 85%
DEENA THE GREY'S CREEK GRADE
SEPARATION
1-80 LANDER CO. FROM ROSNY
FREHNER-RUPINSKI GRADE SEP. TO LANDER/EUREKA Quantities issues resolved. Quantities
3350 3 908 ROB CO. /[EUREKA CO. FROM $8,922,921.99 $50,00000 |R|R|R|/R/R R N 7/20/09 10/16/09 4/21/10 7/1/11 Y to contractor 8/17/12. Final close
LANDER/EUREKA CO LINE TO 10/17/12,
CONCRETE PAVEMENT
PEAK CONST- RUPINSKI Job has been picked up. Construction |, , P4 01 Prior
3407 3 908 US 93 AT HD SUMMIT $3,156,345.49 $50,00000 |R|R/R|/R/R R N 11/19/10 7/18/11 9/23/11 Y en pic p. ¢o #4,6,7,8 Shapiro
ROB auditing final quantities ,
has CO's
Quantities to contractor AGG Industries
US 93 NO. OF SUCCESS SUMMIT RD is disputing LD's for working days RE is
3415 AGGREGATE IND-MUSGROVE TO SO. OF CHERRY CKRD & going to contact contractor. Letter sent
ARRA 3 912 ROB CAMPTON ST AVE 1, MURRY ST,& $9,439,999.00 $50.000.00 |RIR| R R\ R R N| 111710 VG Az 2z Y to sub- contractor that final payroll letter
MILL ST IN ELY on 7-17-12 would delete bid items by
them.

EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance
LAB=clearance from Materials

AB=As-Builts

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation
ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance
*= Internal
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Attachment B

Department of Transportation

N=Needed Construction Contract Closeout Status R=Received
September 27, 2012
el c| |a
) ) - o Alp Tlw|c 3 istri i i
SOt DIST Crew Contractor - Resident Engineer Description Contract Bid Price | RetentHeld [ E [ A Sl IDISHAE] DIEEEer PHEX U Comments Clien G
No. ols B[P S|C|A Compl. Accept Accept Comp. Needed
R s
Job pickup done 8/7/2012. Sent whole
. 180 FROM 3.16MILES WEST OF THE project back to RE for corrections.
3436 | 3 918 ROAD AND ':/:i";%’v AY-YATES | bl OT PEAK INTERCHANGE TO THE | $11,535,535.00 | $50,000.00 | R| N R R N N 11/1812 | 4/9/12 Awaiting project corrections and return
NEVADA/UTAH STATE LINE before final project report sent to RE.
Awaiting District accept letter from RE.
1-80 FROM 3.63 MILES WEST OF THE 9
3450 | 3 912 STAKER & PARSON-SIMMONS HUNTER INTERCHANGE TO 0.40 $7,684,054.52 | $50,000.00 | N| N | N|N N N Conggz';losrTS?ILIJ ﬂCnTslﬁu’: ISuAZr? \ngrfand
MATT MILES WEST OF WEST ELKO ORI PO nchligst P
INTERCHANGE pu
US 50 FROM 3.38 MI. OF HICKSON . "
3451 | 3 | ATKINS RHgéézzDY SUMMIT TO THE LANDER / EUREKA | $10,799,999.00 | $50,000.00 | N | R| N N/ N|N N| 61512 pm’?&:ﬁ;{gﬁ'ﬁf "i”;f'"g for
COUNTY LINE . pickup
Final quantities sent out 8-29-12.
AGGREGATE IND.-SCHWARTZ | US 95 AT THE INTERSECTION WITH Requested director acceptance.
3455 | 3 920 DEENA SR 140 $946,666.00 | $47,33330 |[R| R| R|R R N 111812 | 7/6/12 8/21/12 Possible payoft 9.29.12. Waiting for
Notice to Creditors
RHB-YATES
3456 | 3 918 VAT US 93 SCHELLBOURNE REST AREA | $1,832,222.00 | $50,000.00 | N| N| N | N N N CONSTRUCTION AT 85.6 %
ON TUSCARORA RD. AT THE ) -, )
3450 | 3 912 Q& D- SIMMONS SOUTHE FORK OF THE OWYHEE $569,525.00 | $28,476.25 |[R|R|R| R R| R N| 113011 | 129012 | 4n9m2 | 682 on going negotiations about working
ROB day LD's
RIVER
BECO CONSTRUCTION -RATLIFF DISTRICT Il VARIOUS )
3473 | 3 301 gl INTERSECTIONS $341,000.00 | $17,050.00 | N| N | N|N N N CONSTRUCTION 85.9% COMPLETE
Final quantities sent to contractor on
ON US 50 FROM .20 MILES SOUTH "
3477 3 920 | Q&D CONSTRUCTION-SCHWARTZ | o0 o 590 70 10 MILES SOUTH OF | $4,792,006.99 | $50,000.00 | R| R R R R N| 620112 7113112 8/21/12 8-27-2012. Requested director
DEENA acceptance. Possible payoff on 9-27-
SR140 T
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO. - | ON US 93 FROM 0.097 MILES SOUTH
3479 | 3 CH2MHILL JOHNSON OF THE LAWPRR X-ING TO 12.825 M| $8,654,654.00 | $50,000.00 | N| N| N | N N N CONTRACT AT 85%
DEENA NORTH OF CATTLE PASS, ELKO CO.

EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance
LAB=clearance from Materials

AB=As-Builts

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation
ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance
*= Internal




Contract No.: 3260

NDOT Project No.: 60207 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: EB-NH-095-2(043)

County: Clark

Length: 3.08 miles

Location: US 95 Project Phase (4B/5), From East of Valley View to Rainbow
Interchange

Work Description: Widen from 6 to 10 lanes. HOV lanes, drainage improvements,
structure “DR1” over “VR2”, ITS, Ramp metering.

Contract Awarded: October 13, 2005
Notice to Proceed: November 28, 2005
Work Completed: January 03, 2008
Work Accepted: May 1, 2008

Final Payment: July 6, 2012

Contractor: Las Vegas Paving Co.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 926 — G. Williams
Designer: Parsons Transportation Group

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $87,065,113.58
Bid Price: $94,840,146.28
Final Contract Amount: $95,682,652.06
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $842,505.78
Percent Over/Under Bid: 101%
Construction Engineering Costs: $4,497,294.46
Total Change Orders: $120,737.39
Percent Change Orders: 0.1%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 560
Updated Working Days: 541
Charged Working Days: 539
Liguidated Damages: -53,956.19

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $19,365,128.98 (20.24%)
Right of Way: $151,994,834.27
Construction Engineering: $4,497,294.46 (4.70%)
Construction Contract: $95,682,652.06

Total Project Cost: $271,539,909.77



Contract No.: 3270

NDOT Project No.: 60269 & 60248 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: NH-095-1(039)

County: Clark

Length: 17.737 Miles

Location: US 95 from Laughlin Highway (SR 163) to Two Miles South of Searchlight
(Phase IV) & (Phase lll)

Work Description: Construct a Four-Lane Divided Highway with a Graded Median
Contract Awarded: June 5, 2008

Notice to Proceed: July 21, 2008

Work Completed: October 8, 2010

Work Accepted: May 11, 2011

Final Payment: July 13, 2012

Contractor: Road and Highway Builders LLC.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 906 — G. Petrenko
Designer: John Bradshaw

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $48,338,168.50
Bid Price: $46,333,333.00
Final Contract Amount: $47,736,965.24
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $1,403,632.24
Percent Over/Under Bid: 103%
Construction Engineering Costs: $3,646,957.65
Total Change Orders: -$1,133,678.99
Percent Change Orders: -2.4%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 230
Updated Working Days: 235
Charged Working Days: 235
Liquidated Damages: -$11,991.30

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $4,340,398.70 (9.09%)
Right of Way: $1,023,302.14
Construction Engineering: $3,646,957.65 (7.64%)
Construction Contract: $47,736,965.24

Total Project Cost: $56,747,623.73



Contract No.: 3289

NDOT Project No.: 60210 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: STP-0160(017)

County: Clark

Length: 1.28 miles

Ié)ocation: SR 160, Blue Diamond Road from Valley View Blvd to Decatur Blvd (Phase
Work Description: Construct a new 8 lane road and a drainage channel

Contract Awarded: $26,600,637.67

Notice to Proceed: August 4, 2008

Work Completed: December 4, 2009

Work Accepted: July 12, 2010

Final Payment: March 12, 2012

Contractor: Capriati Construction Corp, Inc.

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 903 — J. Voigt

Designer: Jim Ceragioli

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $24,900,313.99
Bid Price: $26,600,637.67
Final Contract Amount: $26,779,189.04
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $178,551.37
Percent Over/Under Bid: 101%
Construction Engineering Costs: $1,673,050.44
Total Change Orders: $768,257.69
Percent Change Orders: 2.9%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 250
Updated Working Days: 250
Charged Working Days: 250
Liquidated Damages: - $1,098.00

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:
Construction Engineering:
Construction Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$8,720,627.17 (32.56%)

$50,068,161.52

$1,673,050.44 (6.25%)

$26,779,189.04
$87,241,028.17



Contract No.: 3326

NDOT Project No.: 60232

FHWA Project No.: EB-NH-095-2(046)
County: Clark

Length: 19.97 Kilometers

Location: US 95 from Martin Luther King Boulevard to Craig Road
Work Description: Fast Integration
Contract Awarded: March 22, 2007
Notice to Proceed: May 22, 2007
Work Completed: October 1, 2008
Work Accepted: March 7, 2011

Final Payment: August 1, 2012

Contractor: Transcore ITS LLC
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 916 — T. Ruguleiski

Designer: Jonathan Dickinson

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $9,243,208.89
Bid Price: $8,642,467.26
Final Contract Amount: $8,537,662.16
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: - $104,805.10
Percent Over/Under Bid: 99%
Construction Engineering Costs: $402,331.06
Total Change Orders: -$110,106.35
Percent Change Orders: -1.3%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: Complete By October 1, 2008
Updated Working Days: 0
Charged Working Days: 0
Liguidated Damages: - $8,058.53

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: (tied to 3260) $25,981,723.09 (304.32%)
Right of Way: $0.00
Construction Engineering: $402,331.06 (4.71%)
Construction Contract: $8,537,662.16

Total Project Cost: $34,921,716.31

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3358

NDOT Project No.: 60314 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SI-395-2(041)

County: Washoe

Length: 6.52 miles

Location: US 395 from the beginning of asphalt at the Golden Valley Interchange to
0.43 miles South of the Cold Springs Interchange.

Work Description: 1 inch coldmill, 2 inch plantmix bituminous surface with open grade.
Repairs to 4 structures.

Contract Awarded: July 3, 2008
Notice to Proceed: August 4, 2008
Work Completed: December 4, 2009
Work Accepted: May 7, 2010

Final Payment: April 25, 2012

Contractor: Granite Construction Co
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 913 — S. Cocking
Designer: Atkins

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $7,472,796.50
Bid Price: $7,964,964.00
Final Contract Amount: $8,359,795.51
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $394,831.51
Percent Over/Under Bid: 105%
Construction Engineering Costs: $874,962.91
Total Change Orders: $154,473.00
Percent Change Orders: $1.9%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 130
Updated Working Days: 130
Charged Working Days: 86
Liguidated Damages: - $9,000.00

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$597,395.36 (7.15%)
$8,396.52
$874,962.91 (10.47%)
$8,359,795.51
$9,840,550.30



Contract No.: 3379

NDOT Project No.: 60339 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: CM-515-1(034)

County: Clark County

Length: 13.3 MILES

Location: I-515 from the Southern Beltway (I-215) to Charleston Boulevard (SR 159)
Work Description: ITS Infrastructure for Fast Package B1

Contract Awarded: June 11, 2009

Notice to Proceed: July 27, 2009

Work Completed: September 21, 2010

Work Accepted: May 11, 2011

Final Payment: September 12, 2012

Contractor: Spirit Underground LLC
Zurich American Insurance Co.

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 906 — G. Petrenko
Designer: Kimley — Horne Assoc.

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $8,689,718.00
Bid Price: $5,995,734.40
Final Contract Amount: $6,242,351.93
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $246,617.23
Percent Over/Under Bid: 104%
Construction Engineering Costs: $524,707.98
Total Change Orders: - $129,591.06
Percent Change Orders: -2.2%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 300
Updated Working Days: 300
Charged Working Days: 278
Liquidated Damages: -$4,016.67

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $2,466,011.56 (39.50%)
Right of Way: $72,093.55
Construction Engineering: $ 524,707.98 (8.41%)
Construction Contract: $6,242,351.93

Total Project Cost: $9,305,165.02



Contract No.: 3380

NDOT Project No.: 60352 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-093-5(006)
County: Elko

Length: 18.356 Miles
Location: US 93 from 11.7 Miles South to 5.6 Miles North of Elko Street

Work Description: 3 Inch Cold-In-Place recycle, 3 Inch Plantmix Bituminous Surface
with Open Grade

Contract Awarded: May 18, 2009
Notice to Proceed: June 22, 2009
Work Completed: August 10, 2010
Work Accepted: March 9, 2011
Final Payment: August 15, 2012

Contractor: Frehner Construction Company Inc
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 908 — Rupinski
Designer: John Bradshaw

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $9,816,225.50
Bid Price: $9,455,555.00
Final Contract Amount: $9,006,221.48
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: - $449,333.52
Percent Over/Under Bid: 95%
Construction Engineering Costs: $805,853.11
Total Change Orders: $0.00
Percent Change Orders: 0.0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 120
Updated Working Days: 120
Charged Working Days: 119
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $409,484.28 (4.55%)
Right of Way: $4,494.83
Construction Engineering: $805,853.11 (8.95%)
Construction Contract: $9,006,221.48

Total Project Cost: $10,226,053.70



Contract No.: 3391

NDOT Project No.: 60389

FHWA Project No.: ARRA-095-2(055)
County: Clark

Length: O

Location: US 95 from MLK Blvd to the Rainbow Interchange
Work Description: Landscaping
Contract Awarded: August 5, 2009
Notice to Proceed: September 21, 2009
Work Completed: September 8, 2010
Work Accepted: March 9, 2011

Final Payment: May 2, 2012

Contractor: Valleycrest Landscape Development, Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 926 — G. Williams
Designer: Parsons Transportation Group

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $5,796,009.50
Bid Price: $3,115,684.58
Final Contract Amount: $4,259,307.51
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $1,143,622.93
Percent Over/Under Bid: 137%
Construction Engineering Costs: $508,978.57
Total Change Orders: $1,347,250.61
Percent Change Orders: 43.2%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 200
Updated Working Days: 230
Charged Working Days: 224
Liquidated Damages: - $2,755.22

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$898,810.63 (21.10%)

$40,136.85

$508,978.57 (11.95%)

$4,259,307.51
$5,707,233.56

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3394

NDOT Project No.: 60392 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-093-2(002)

County: Clark/Lincoln County Line, Clark County

Length: 18.76 Miles

Location: On US 95 from 15.82 Miles North of 1-15 Garnet Interchange to the
Clark/Lincoln County line

Work Description: 2 Inch Plantmix Bituminous Surface with % Inch Open Grade.
Place 18.6 Miles of Tortoise Fence

Contract Awarded: August 14, 2009
Notice to Proceed: September 14, 2009
Work Completed: June 10, 2011

Work Accepted: August 3, 2011

Final Payment: June 18, 2012

Contractor: Las Vegas Paving Corporation
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 906 — G. Petrenko
Designer: Eduardo Miranda

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $7,001,915.50
Bid Price: $5,844,600.00
Final Contract Amount: $6,868,544.07
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $1,023,944.07
Percent Over/Under Bid: 118%
Construction Engineering Costs: $464,936.76
Total Change Orders: $900,840.78
Percent Change Orders: 15.4%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 120
Updated Working Days: 120
Charged Working Days: 117
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:

$171,383.52 (2.50%)

Right of Way: $0.00
Construction Engineering: $464,936.76 (6.77%)
Construction Contract: $6,868,544.07

Total Project Cost:

$7,504,864.35



Contract No.: 3395

NDOT Project No.: 50072

FHWA Project No.: ER-0317(002)

County: Lincoln

Length: 21.69 Miles

Location: SR 317, From 1 Mile North of Elgin Road to Junction of US 93
Work Description: Restore road to pre-flood conditions
Contract Awarded: November 24, 2009

Notice to Proceed: December 28, 2009

Work Completed: November 16, 2010

Work Accepted: January 9, 2012

Final Payment: June 11, 2012

Contractor: Southwest Iron Works LLC
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 906 — G. Petrenko
Designer: Steve Bird

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $13,557,852.00
Bid Price: $9,292,000.00
Final Contract Amount: $11,825,536.46
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $2,533,536.46
Percent Over/Under Bid: 127%
Construction Engineering Costs: $1,094,819.65
Total Change Orders: $1,876,176.19
Percent Change Orders: 20.2%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 160
Updated Working Days: 160
Charged Working Days: 160
Liguidated Damages: -$0

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $ 795,202.71 (6.72%)
Right of Way: $ 765,338.28
Construction Engineering: $1,094,819.65 (9.26%)
Construction Contract: $11,825,536.46

Total Project Cost: $14,480,897.10

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3399 Attachment B
NDOT Project No.: 60403

FHWA Project No.: STP-0651(005)

County: Washoe

Length: 3 miles

Location: SR 651, North and West McCarran Blvd, from North Virginia St to Seventh St
Work Description: 2.75 inch mill, 2 inch plantmix bituminous surface with open grade
Contract Awarded: November 23, 2009

Notice to Proceed: April 4, 2010

Work Completed: April 4, 2011

Work Accepted: July 21, 2011

Final Payment: August 23, 2011

Contractor: Granite Construction Company
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 904 — L. Boge
Designer: Ken Mammen

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $2,230,818.95
Bid Price: $1,839,839.00
Final Contract Amount: $2,038,757.51
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $198,918.51
Percent Over/Under Bid: 111%
Construction Engineering Costs: $221,932.91
Total Change Orders: $23,063.62
Percent Change Orders: 1.3%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 50
Updated Working Days: 50
Charged Working Days: 48
Liquidated Damages: 0

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $219,903.39 (10.79%)
Right of Way: $4,388.13
Construction Engineering: $221,932.91 (10.89%)
Contract: $2,038,757.51

Total Project Cost: $2,484,981.94



Contract No.: 3406

NDOT Project No.: 60360

FHWA Project No.: SI-0032(067)

County: Various

Length: O

Location: CA/NV State Line to the Junction with US 95 at Coaldale
Work Description: Place centerline rumble strips
Contract Awarded: November 6, 2009

Notice to Proceed: December 7, 2009

Work Completed: May 12, 2010

Work Accepted: November 29, 2011

Final Payment: March 30, 2012

Contractor: Nevada Barricade & Sign Co Inc
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 922 — D. Christiansen
Designer: Jim Ceragioli

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $334,909.00
Bid Price: $407,777.00
Final Contract Amount: $313,290.60
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $94,486.40
Percent Over/Under Bid: 77%
Construction Engineering Costs: $63,460.45
Total Change Orders: $0.00
Percent Change Orders: 0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 50
Updated Working Days: 50
Charged Working Days: 31
Liquidated Damages: 0

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $41,245.15 (13.17%)
Right of Way: $0
Construction Engineering: $63,460.45 (20.26%)
Contract: $313,290.60

Total Project Cost: $417,996.20

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3408

NDOT Project No.: 73523 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: STP-093-4(014)

County: Elko

Length: 11.36 Miles

Location: On US 93 North of Wells Near Jackpot

Work Description: Construct 3 Wildlife Underpasses on US 93, B-2937, B-2938, & B-
2939

Contract Awarded: December 9, 2009
Notice to Proceed: April 4, 2010

Work Completed: September 29, 2010
Work Accepted: November 21, 2011
Final Payment: June 7, 2012

Contractor: Capriati Construction Corp. Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 908 — C. Rupinski
Designer: John Bradshaw

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $4,261,134.00
Bid Price: $2,194,385.68
Final Contract Amount: $2,479,949.95
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $285,564.27
Percent Over/Under Bid: 113%
Construction Engineering Costs: $322,633.37
Total Change Orders: $329,482.39
Percent Change Orders: 15.0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 70
Updated Working Days: 82
Charged Working Days: 80
Liquidated Damages: - $6,121.59

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $ 47,688.78 (1.92%)
Right of Way: $50.27
Construction Engineering: $322,633.37 (13.01%)
Construction Contract: $2,479,949.95

Total Project Cost: $2,850,322.37



Contract No.: 3411

NDOT Project No.: 60413 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-395-1(021)

County: Douglas

Length: 0.90 miles

Location: US 395 from Jacks Valley Road to Douglas/Carson City County line

Work Description: Widen North bound lanes from two to three lanes

Contract Awarded: March 23, 2010

Notice to Proceed: April 26, 2010

Work Completed: January 20, 2011

Work Accepted: July 21, 2011
Final Payment: April 23, 2012

Contractor: Q&D Construction Inc

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 907 — S. Lani

Designer: Manhard Consulting

Project Performance:
Engineers Estimate:
Bid Price:

Final Contract Amount:

$3,018,509.66
$2,338,131.00

$2,552,541.28

Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $214,410.28
Percent Over/Under Bid: 109%
Construction Engineering Costs: $311,554.22
Total Change Orders: $50,040.00
Percent Change Orders: 21%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 120
Updated Working Days: 120
Charged Working Days: 120
Liquidated Damages: - $3,599.00

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:
Construction Engineering:
Contract:

Total Project Cost:

$361,587.27 (14.17%)

$21,384.46

$311,554.22 (12.21%)

$2,552,541.28
$3,247,067.23



Contract No.: 3412
NDOT Project No.: 60387 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-095-2(054)
County: Clark
Length: 29.19 miles
goc_ation: US 95 from 0.4 miles south of SR 157, Kyle Canyon Road to North of Indian
prings
Work Description: 1 inch coldmill, 2 inch plantmix bituminous surface with 0.75 inch
opengrade, extend drainage facilities and flatten slopes in the median. Reconstruct

ramps, modify lighting, extend acceleration and deceleration lane at various
intersections

Contract Awarded: April 6, 2010
Notice to Proceed: May 10, 2010
Work Completed: July 7, 2011
Work Accepted: October 26, 2011
Final Payment: January 31, 2012

Contractor: Las Vegas Paving Corporation

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 902 — S. Yousuf

Designer: Kevin Maxwell

Project Performance:
Engineers Estimate:
Bid Price:

Final Contract Amount:

Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid:

Percent Over/Under Bid:

Construction Engineering Costs:

Total Change Orders:
Percent Change Orders:
Settlements/Claims:
Original Working Days:
Updated Working Days:
Charged Working Days:
Liguidated Damages:

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$27,676,325.10
$20,470,000.00
$21,626,487.17
$1,156,487.17
106%

$954,101.50
$185,612.96
0.9%

none

200

200

200
- $4,727.38

$467,381.80 (2.16%)
$26,297.56

$954,101.50 (4.41%)
$21,626,487.17
$23,074,268.03



Contract No.: 3413

NDOT Project No.: 60441 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-095-4-(016)

County: Mineral

Length: 27.70 Miles

Location: US 95 From the ES/MI County line to 2.44 miles North of SR 361.

Work Description: 3 Inch Cold in Place Recycle with 3 Inch Plantmix Bituminous
Overlay with Open Grade

Contract Awarded: December 15, 2010
Notice to Proceed: January 18, 2011
Work Completed: October 3, 2011
Work Accepted: November 23, 2011
Final Payment: July 13, 2012

Contractor: A & K Earth Movers, Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 902 — S. Yousuf
Designer: John Bradshaw

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $24,900,313.99
Bid Price: $11,484,000.00
Final Contract Amount: $12,347,936.50
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $863,936.51
Percent Over/Under Bid: 108%
Construction Engineering Costs: $483,695.51
Total Change Orders: $117,519.27
Percent Change Orders: 1.0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 100
Updated Working Days: 100
Charged Working Days: 100
Liquidated Damages: - $7,110.

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $370,136.94 (3.00%)
Right of Way: $5,904.64
Construction Engineering: $ 483,695.51 (3.92%)
Construction Contract: $12,347,936.50

Total Project Cost: $13,207,673.59



Contract No.: 3419

NDOT Project No.: 73487 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: IM-080-1(162)

County: Washoe

Length: 14.74 miles

Location: 180 from 0.92 miles West of the McCarran scenic overlook to 1.41 miles East of
the Painted Rock Interchange

Work Description: 1.5 inch coldmill, 2 inch plantmix bituminous surface with open
grade

Contract Awarded: June 17, 2010
Notice to Proceed: July 19, 2010
Work Completed: October 24, 2011
Work Accepted: December 29, 2011
Final Payment: May 25, 2012

Contractor: Granite Construction Company

Resident Engineer: Lumos & Associates — M. Brown

Designer: Ken Mammen

Project Performance:
Engineers Estimate:
Bid Price:

Final Contract Amount:

Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid:

Percent Over/Under Bid:

Construction Engineering Costs:

Total Change Orders:
Percent Change Orders:
Settlements/Claims:
Original Working Days:
Updated Working Days:
Charged Working Days:
Liguidated Damages:

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$10,179,222.50
$10,256,256.00
$11,256,903.13
$1,000,647.13
110%

$2,150,759.20
$34,763.60
0.3%

none

100

102

102
- $355.00

$262,538.95 (2.33%)
$14,190.00
$2,150,759.20 (19.11%)
$11,256,903.13
$13,684,391.28



Contract No.: 3420

NDOT Project No.: 73535 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SPF-093-4(025)

County: Elko

Length: 11.36 Miles

Location: On US 93 FM 1.82 Miles South of SR 229 to SR 232, Clover Valley Road

Work Description: 3 Inch Cold In Place Recycle with 3 inch Plantmix Bituminous
Overlay with Open Grade

Contract Awarded: June 8, 2010
Notice to Proceed: July 12, 2010
Work Completed: October 21, 2010
Work Accepted: November 21, 2010
Final Payment: September 19, 2012

Contractor: Staker & Parsons Co.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 908 — C. Rupinski
Designer: Steve Bird

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $5,063,540.20
Bid Price: $4,483,773.60
Final Contract Amount: $4,502,932.97
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $19,159.37
Percent Over/Under Bid: 100%
Construction Engineering Costs: $423,950.51
Total Change Orders: $49,203.62
Percent Change Orders: 1.1%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 60
Updated Working Days: 70
Charged Working Days: 69
Liquidated Damages: $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $78,674.29 (1.75%)
Right of Way: $4,686.35
Construction Engineering: $423,950.51 (9.41%)
Construction Contract: $4,502,932.97

Total Project Cost: $5,010,244.12



Contract No.: 3422

NDOT Project No.: 73486 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SPF-093-5(022)

County: Elko

Length: 0.608 Miles

Location: On US 93 in Jackpot

Work Description: Construct Drainage Improvements on the West side of US 93 in
Jackpot

Contract Awarded: June 28, 2010
Notice to Proceed: August 2, 2010
Work Completed: June 23, 2011
Work Accepted: August 29, 2011
Final Payment: June 7, 2012

Contractor: Northern Nevada Excavating Inc.
Travelers Casualty and Surety

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 908 — C. Rupinski
Designer: John Bradshaw

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $810,095.18
Bid Price: $731,777.00
Final Contract Amount: $862,594.62
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $130,817.62
Percent Over/Under Bid: 118%
Construction Engineering Costs: $220,427.68
Total Change Orders: $90,662.71
Percent Change Orders: 12.4%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 50
Updated Working Days: 56
Charged Working Days: 56
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $75,534.83 (8.76%)
Right of Way: $9,946.29
Construction Engineering: $220,427.68 (25.55%)
Construction Contract: $862,594.62

Total Project Cost: $1,168,503.42



Contract No.: 3423

NDOT Project No.: 60440 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SI-0017(020)

County: Lincoln

Length: 1.78 Miles

Location: On US 93 and SR 319 Near Panaca

Work Description: 12 Foot wide Shared Use Path from Cathedral Gorge State Park to
Second St. Panaca

Contract Awarded: October 14, 2010
Notice to Proceed: April 4, 2010
Work Completed: August 9, 2011
Work Accepted: November 23, 2011
Final Payment: January 6, 2012

Contractor: JNJ Engineering Construction Co.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 906 — G. Petrenko
Designer: Chris Petersen

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $480,148.00
Bid Price: $533,755.00
Final Contract Amount: $609,977.97
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $76,222.97
Percent Over/Under Bid: 114%
Construction Engineering Costs: $117,696.80
Total Change Orders: $30,500.00
Percent Change Orders: 5.7%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 50
Updated Working Days: 52
Charged Working Days: 52

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $156,600.19 (25.67%)
Right of Way: $8,062.19
Construction Engineering: $117,696.80 (19.30%)
Construction Contract: $609,977.97

Total Project Cost: $892,337.15



Contract No.: 3425

NDOT Project No.: 73590 and 73591

FHWA Project No.: SI-0032(081) and SI-0032(082)
County: Various

Length: O

Location: Various routes throughout District 3
Work Description: Place centerline rumble strips
Contract Awarded: October 14, 2010

Notice to Proceed: November 15, 2010

Work Completed: June 9, 2011

Work Accepted: December 16, 2011

Final Payment: April 12, 2012

Contractor: Nevada Barricade & Sign Co, Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 912 — M. Simmons
Designer: Jim Ceragioli

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $302,239.70
Bid Price: $229,899.50
Final Contract Amount: $209,671.51
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $20,227.99
Percent Over/Under Bid: 91%
Construction Engineering Costs: $20,807.11
Total Change Orders: $0.00
Percent Change Orders: 0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 60
Updated Working Days: 60
Charged Working Days: 33
Liquidated Damages: - $518.74

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:
Construction Engineering:
Contract:

Total Project Cost:

$4,069.86 (1.94%)

$0

$37,262.01 (17.77%)

$209,671.51
$251,003.38

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3426

NDOT Project No.: 73582

FHWA Project No.: SI-0032(078)

County: Pershing, Mineral, Lyon & Churchill
Length: 32.25 Miles

Location: On Various Routes throughout District Il
Work Description: Mill rumble strips along Centerline
Contract Awarded: October 13, 2010

Notice to Proceed: November 15, 2010

Work Completed: April 21, 2011

Work Accepted: April 10, 2012

Final Payment: August 29, 2012

Contractor: Nevada Barricade & Sign Co. Inc.

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 913 — S. Cocking

Designer: Jim Ceregioli

Project Performance:
Engineers Estimate:
Bid Price:

Final Contract Amount:

Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid:

Percent Over/Under Bid:

Construction Engineering Costs:

Total Change Orders:
Percent Change Orders:
Settlements/Claims:
Original Working Days:
Updated Working Days:
Charged Working Days:
Liguidated Damages:

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Construction Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$209,730.00
$175,145.70
$174,777.13
- $368.57
100%
$8,640.42
0
0%
none
40
40
20
- $0.00

$ 10,750.90 (6.15%)
$0.00

$ 8,640.42 (4.94%)
$174,777.13
$ 194,168.45

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3430

NDOT Project No.: 60447 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: ARRA-515-1(036)

County: Clark

Length: .530 Miles

Location: On |-515 at the Intersection with East Tropicana Ave.

Work Description: Landscape the Interchange at IR 515 and Tropicana Ave.
Contract Awarded: November 16, 2010

Notice to Proceed: December 20, 2010

Work Completed: June 6, 2011

Work Accepted: August 8, 2011

Final Payment: August 17, 2012

Contractor: Capriati Construction Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 915 — M. Strganac
Designer: Lucy Joyce

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $1,008,476.00
Bid Price: $949,433.10
Final Contract Amount: $930,034.05
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: - $19,399.05
Percent Over/Under Bid: 98%
Construction Engineering Costs: $134,164.51
Total Change Orders: $0
Percent Change Orders: $0.0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 55
Updated Working Days: 55
Charged Working Days: 55
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: No costs captured

Right of Way:

Construction Engineering: $134,164.51 (14.43%)
Construction Contract: $930,034.05

Total Project Cost: $1,064,198.56



Contract No.: 3431

NDOT Project No.: 73512 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: IM-080-2(053)

County: Pershing

Length: 9.22Miles

Location: On I-80 from the Trailing Edge of the West Lovelock Viaduct to 1.60 Miles
West of the Torey Grade Separation

Work Description: 1-1/2 Inch Coldmill, 2 Inch Plantmix Bituminous Surface With
Open Grade.

Contract Awarded: November 19, 2010
Notice to Proceed: February 28, 2011
Work Completed: August 19, 2011
Work Accepted: April 16, 2012

Final Payment: September 11, 2012

Contractor: Road and Highway Builders, LLC
Resident Engineer: CME — G .Jordy
Designer: Victor Peters

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $7,986,926.25
Bid Price: $8,080,080.00
Final Contract Amount: $8,553,643.84
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $473,563.84
Percent Over/Under Bid: 106%
Construction Engineering Costs: $1,340,526.80
Total Change Orders: $49,988.91
Percent Change Orders: 0.6%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 100
Updated Working Days: 100
Charged Working Days: 85
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:

$225,246.76 (2.63%)

Right of Way: $13,360.97
Construction Engineering: $1,340,526.80 (15.67%)
Construction Contract: $8,553,643.84

Total Project Cost:

$10,132,778.37



Contract No.: 3432

NDOT Project No.: 73528

FHWA Project No.: STP-095-3(008)

County: Esmeralda

Length: .315 Miles

Location: On US 95, Goldfield, From Bellevue Ave. to Main Street
Work Description: Construct Sidewalk and Lighting Beautification
Contract Awarded: October 13, 2010

Notice to Proceed: November 15, 2010

Work Completed: March 31, 2011

Work Accepted: January 6, 2012

Final Payment: August 1, 2012

Contractor: Hardy Construction Inc.
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 901 — S. Alhwayek
Designer: Kevin Maxwell

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $216,433.00
Bid Price: $255,270.74
Final Contract Amount: $254,605.25
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: - $665.49
Percent Over/Under Bid: 100%
Construction Engineering Costs: $38,649.61
Total Change Orders: $0
Percent Change Orders: 0%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 40
Updated Working Days: 40
Charged Working Days: 28
Liquidated Damages: - $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Construction Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$62,683.34 (24.62%)
$0.00

$38,649.61 (15.18%)
$254,605.25
$355,938.20

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3434

NDOT Project No.: 73587

FHWA Project No.: SI-0160(023)
County: Clark

Length: O

Location: SR 160, Clark and Nye Counties
Work Description: Install cable barrier rail and flatten slopes
Contract Awarded: October 27, 2010
Notice to Proceed: November 29, 2010
Work Completed: April 11, 2011

Work Accepted: May 11, 2011

Final Payment: March 24, 2012

Contractor: Preferred Contracting Inc.

Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 902 — S. Yousuf

Designer: Jim Ceragioli

Project Performance:
Engineers Estimate:
Bid Price:

Final Contract Amount:

Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid:

Percent Over/Under Bid:

Construction Engineering Costs:

Total Change Orders:
Percent Change Orders:
Settlements/Claims:
Original Working Days:
Updated Working Days:
Charged Working Days:
Liguidated Damages:

Project Cost Breakdown:
Preliminary Engineering:
Right of Way:

Construction Engineering:

Contract:
Total Project Cost:

$1,949,387.00
$1,442,559.41
$1,576,392.60
$133,833.19
109%
$191,206.20
$154,445.00
10.7%
none
110
110
74
0

$48,384.07(3.07%)
$164.36
$191,206.20 (12.13%)
$1,576,392.60
$1,816,147.23

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3439

NDOT Project No.: 73588 & 73589

FHWA Project No.: SI-0032(079) & SI-0032(080)
County: Clark, Lincoln, Nye & Esmeralda
Length: 20.43

Location: On various routes throughout Dist. |
Work Description: Construct centerline rumble strips
Contract Awarded: November 19, 2010

Notice to Proceed: December 20,2010

Work Completed: April 28, 2011

Work Accepted: April 20, 2012

Final Payment: September 20, 2012

Contractor: Diversified Concrete Cutting
Resident Engineer: NDOT Crew 922 — D. Christiansen
Designer: Jim Ceregioli

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $323,777.00
Bid Price: $336,118.00
Final Contract Amount: $299,256.95
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: - $36,861.05
Percent Over/Under Bid: 89%
Construction Engineering Costs: $51,463.59
Total Change Orders: - $16,354.20
Percent Change Orders: -4.9%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 45
Updated Working Days: 45
Charged Working Days: 45
Liquidated Damages: $0.00

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $13,488.30 (4.51%)
Right of Way: $0.00
Construction Engineering: $ 51,463.59 (17.20%)
Construction Contract: $299,256.95

Total Project Cost: $364,208.84

Attachment B



Contract No.: 3443

NDOT Project No.: 73545 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SPI-080-1(066) & BR-080-1(166)

County: Lyon

Length: O

Location: 180 at UPRR in Fernley

Work Description: Coldmill, 2 Inch PBS with Open Grade. Construct Seismic retrofit
and rehabilitation of structures

Contract Awarded: February 22, 2011
Notice to Proceed: March 28, 2011
Work Completed: November 17, 2011
Work Accepted: December 29, 2011
Final Payment: February 6, 2012

Contractor: Q&D Construction
Resident Engineer: DCS — R. Holmes
Designer: Victor Peters

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $16,483,766.50
Bid Price: $15,092,013.00
Final Contract Amount: $16,381,201.89
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $1,289,188.89
Percent Over/Under Bid: 109%
Construction Engineering Costs: $2,257,793.51
Total Change Orders: $31,559.33
Percent Change Orders: -0.2%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 250
Updated Working Days: 250
Charged Working Days: 166
Liquidated Damages: - $2,365.60

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: $829,255.05 (5.06%)
Right of Way: $24,214.48
Construction Engineering: $2,240,573.13 (13.68%)
Contract: $16,381,201.89

Total Project Cost: $19,475,244.55



Contract No.: 3457

NDOT Project No.: 60510 Attachment B
FHWA Project No.: SPF-095-4(025)

County: Esmeralda, & Mineral

Length: 14.06 Miles

Location: US 95 From US 6 to Esmeralda/Mineral County Line

Work Description: 2 Inch Mill, 2 72 Inch Overlay with % Inch Open Grade
Contract Awarded: June 27, 2011

Notice to Proceed: July 26, 2011

Work Completed: November 23, 2011

Work Accepted: February 22, 2012

Final Payment: July 21, 2012

Contractor: A & K Earth Movers Inc
Resident Engineer: VTN- Mamola
Designer: CH2MHILL

Project Performance:

Engineers Estimate: $4,679,941.50
Bid Price: $4,541,000.00
Final Contract Amount: $4,695,655.32
Dollar Amount Over/Under Bid: $154,655.32
Percent Over/Under Bid: 103%
Construction Engineering Costs: $1,087,712.36
Total Change Orders: $14,000.00
Percent Change Orders: 0.3%
Settlements/Claims: none
Original Working Days: 70
Updated Working Days: 70
Charged Working Days: 53
Liguidated Damages: -$0

Project Cost Breakdown:

Preliminary Engineering: No Cost Captured

Right of Way:

Construction Engineering: $1,087,712.36 (23.16%)
Construction Contract: $4,695,655.32

Total Project Cost: $5,783,367.68
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ADJUSTED BID

BID CONTRACT TOTAL PAID TO . PROJECT MANAGER
CONTRACT DESCRIPTION AMOUNT CONTRACT DATE % Work | % Time NDOT/CONSULTANT DESCRIPTION
AMOUNT
US 50 & SR 822 S 14,292,292.00 | $ 15,002,025.85 | $  16,332,070.32 | 108.9%| 96.4%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 146 ST.ROSE PARKWAY S 61,242,038.90 | $ 61,285,604.26 | S 63,601,756.18 | 103.8%| 96.5%|MIRANDA, EDUARDO/HDR Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-580 FREEWAY EXTENSION S 393,393,393.00 | S 426,649,015.10 | S 424,451,616.57 99.5%| 100.1%|MONTGOMERY, T./CH2M HILL |Construction ongoing, project is over budget
I-15 DESIGN BUILD NORTH S 242,337,447.00 | S 252,880,276.07 | § 251,823,182.65 99.6%| 100.0%|SOLTANI, AMIR/CH2M HILL Construction completed, in Closeout Process
Construction completed, in Closeout Process, project is over

US 395 CC FREEWAY (2A) S 44,968,149.00 | S 47,121,133.12 [ S  48,355,501.37 | 102.6%| 100.0%|GALLEGOS, J./LOUIS BERGER |budget
CRAIGROAD AT UPRR S 34,182,531.77 | S 34,703,285.79 | S  35,153,975.01 | 101.3%| 100.0%|PETRENKO, GLENN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-80 ROSNEY CREEK S 8,922,921.99 | § 12,086,150.24 | S  10,778,529.42 89.2%| 99.0%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 146 ST.ROSE PARKWAY S 6,583,366.05 | $ 7,747,138.71 | $ 7,926,699.02 | 102.3%| 100.0%|MIRANDA, EDUARDO, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
I-15 DESIGN BUILD SOUTH S 246,500,000.00 | S 262,265,756.09 | S 264,090,586.46 | 100.7%| 100.6%|TERRY, JOHN/JACOBS Construction substantially completed, in Closeout
SR 207 KINGSBURY S 6,852,746.00 | $ 7,466,646.94 | S 8,665,120.10 | 116.1%| 109.9%|NUSSBAUMER, M./WOOD R. |Contract work not complete, lawsuit pending
SR 574, CHEYENNE AVE S 9,677,150.00 | $ 9,765,326.09 | $ 10,189,344.44 | 104.3%| 100.0%|CERAGIOLI, JIM/PB Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-580 MEADOWOOD MALL S 21,827,613.92 | S 21,860,638.63 | S  18,294,282.35 83.8%| 101.3%|MONTGOMERY, T./CH2M HILL |Project behind schedule, claim will be filed
SR 564 L. MEAD PARKWAY S 13,543,210.00 | $ 14,605,336.84 | S 14,139,233.20 96.8%| 100.0%|MC MARTIN, DAN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SIGNAL MOD. CL COUNTY S 944,304.33 | S 1,317,907.91 | S 1,020,101.22 | 101.8%| 100.0%|CERAGIOLI, JIM, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
I-15, STATELINE S 7,333,333.33 | § 7,309,318.33 | S 7,909,605.56 | 108.2%| 100.0%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER, Construction completed, Outstanding REA
US 395, CC FRWY (2B) S 7,548,315.70 | $ 7,556,670.70 | $ 7,379,929.33 97.8%| 99.2%|GALLEGOS, J./LOUIS BERGER |Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 395 WIDENING S 31,495,495.00 | $ 33,239,981.17 | S 36,391,902.97 | 109.5%| 92.7%|GALLEGOS, J./ATKINS Construction finishing up, project is over budget
[-80 E. NIGHTINGALE S 11,464,464.00 | $ 12,118,864.00 | §  12,883,432.76 | 106.3%| 83.1%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction completed, project is in closeout
OVERPASS SAFETY CROSSING S 3,156,345.49 | S 3,236,393.34 | S 3,466,362.60 | 107.1%| 114.5%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction complete, lawsuit pending
US 95 WIDENING PCKG 1 S 68,761,909.90 | S 69,688,310.50 | S  63,422,958.98 91.1%| 103.7%(JOHNSON, NICHOLAS,
US 93 ELY, CIR S 9,439,999.00 | $ 9,445,207.24 | $ 9,269,830.83 98.1%| 105.0%|BIRD, STEVE, Construction complete, in Closeout Process
US 395 CC FRWY AESTHETICS S 1,021,452.00 | S 1,021,452.00 | S 1,013,528.98 99.4%| 80.0%(JOYCE, LUCY, Construction complete, in Closeout Process
US 95 SUMMERLIN PKWY HOV S 26,080,589.00 | $ 26,041,539.00 | S 26,940,264.16 | 103.5%]| 100.0%|TERRY, JOHN/ATKINS Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 160, DURANGO TO RED ROCK C. S 8,731,000.00 | $ 10,040,591.31 | S  10,004,036.20 99.6%| 100.0%|PETERS, VICTOR, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 582, BOULDER HWY S 640,000.00 | $ 640,000.00 | S 755,247.48 | 118.0%| 82.5%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER, Construction completed, in Closeout Process

3429 | 15, ITS DB S 13,474,672.00 | $ 13,285,432.00 | §  11,057,432.00 78.0%| 83.0%|LORENZI, A./TRANSCORE

3433 US 50, CAVE ROCK TO SPOONER S 3,661,661.00 | S 3,661,661.00 | S 2,162,168.02 59.3%| 111.3%|NUSSBAUMER, M./WOOD R. |Potential $2M change, Construction ongoing
[-80 WEST OF OSINO, ELKO S 33,699,999.00 | S 33,659,205.25 | S  28,566,906.23 85.1%| 95.9%(BIRD, STEVE, Contractor running out of time to complete work

Construction completed, in Closeout Process, project is over

[-80 W. PILOT PEAK INT S 11,535,535.00 | $ 11,656,632.14 | $  12,579,606.03 | 107.9%| 90.7%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, budget
[-15 SOUTH SLOAN WASH S 7,650,000.00 | S 7,608,385.00 | S 7,937,886.00 | 104.3%| 91.7%|MAXWELL, KEVIN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
FLASHING YELLOW ARROW, DIST 2 S 1,013,762.20 | S 1,065,479.29 | S 1,208,634.44 | 113.4%| 100.0%|CERAGIOLI, JIM, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 28, JCT SR 431 TO STATELINE S 5,613,054.00 | $ 5,758,186.10 | $ 5,228,318.90 90.9%| 60.2%|NUSSBAUMER, M./WOOD R.
| 80DB, ROBB TO VISTA S 72,000,000.00 | S 76,317,460.00 | $  71,914,121.00 92.0%| 82.3%|LERUD, J./ATKINS
US 95, N. CHINA WASH, ES COUNTY S 10,171,171.00 | $ 11,508,946.50 | S 12,836,086.84 | 111.5%| 100.0%|RAGAN, JAMES/HDR Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 604, LAS VEGAS BLVD S 5,035,000.00 | $ 4,862,801.42 | $ 4,973,619.78 | 102.3%| 80.0%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 95/ 1-515 FLAMINGO INTER. S 3,416,804.05 | S 3,457,036.66 | S 3,340,413.51 96.7%| 78.8%|PETERSON, C./ATKINS Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 395, S. WATERLOO LN S 12,913,116.86 | $ 13,274,283.68 | $  12,655,560.63 95.4%| 80.0%[JOHNSON, NICHOLAS,
US 395, CA/NV SL TO TOPAZ PR S 379,000.00 | $ 397,053.00 | S 412,977.12 | 104.0%| 100.0%|PETERS, VICTOR, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-80 TO WEST ELKO INT S 7,684,054.52 | $§ 7,881,036.85 | $ 7,392,473.65 93.8%| 100.0%(BIRD, STEVE,
US 50, CIR LA/EU COUNTY S 10,799,999.00 | S 10,745,288.30 | S 10,850,373.05 | 101.0%| 100.0%|PETERS, VICTOR, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 828, FARM DISTRICT ROAD, LY S 368,864.40 | S 368,864.40 | S 452,943.98 | 122.8%| 100.0%|BIRD, STEVE, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 93, BUCHANAN TO HOOVER INT S 15,858,585.85 | S 15,858,585.85 | S 16,324,853.60 | 102.9%| 100.0%|LORENZI, A./CH2M HILL Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-15, TROPICANA TO US 95 S 5,995,000.00 | $ 5,995,000.00 | $ 7,017,507.53 | 117.1%| 100.0%|GARAY, LUIS, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 95, ACC/ TRUCK LANE, HU S 946,666.00 | S 987,348.85 | S 999,356.43 | 101.2%]| 100.0%|PETERS, VICTOR, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 93 WP, REST AREA S 1,832,222.00 | S 1,832,221.60 | S 1,564,892.39 85.6%| 102.0%(BIRD, STEVE,

1of2



Attachment C

SIGNAL MODIFICATION DIST 2 S 580,325.46 | S 580,325.46 | S 498,166.60 85.8%| 71.7%|CERAGIOLI, JIM,
TUSCARORA RD BRIDGE, ELKO S 569,525.00 | S 569,525.00 | S 580,856.22 | 102.0%| 75.6%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 373, OVERLAY, NYE CO. S 3,895,000.00 | $ 3,895,000.00 | $ 4,068,320.51 | 104.4%]| 103.3%|SOLTANI, AMIR/PARSONS Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-80, E.OASIS TO PILOT PK, CIR S 31,000,000.00 | S 30,999,999.84 | $ 7,393,660.18 24.2%| 29.6%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Over $2M in pending change orders
US 95, PAHRUMP TO AMARGOSA V. S 5,795,000.00 | $ 5,812,950.00 | S 6,290,725.78 | 108.2%| 51.1%|SOLTANI, A./LOUIS BERGER Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 341, COLDMILLING, WA & ST S 6,969,007.00 | $ 6,969,007.00 | $ 7,271,009.38 | 104.3%| 97.0%|MAXWELL, KEVIN,
-15, SPEEDWAY/ HOLLYWOOD INT. $ 18,006,000.00 [ $  17,869,227.50 [ $  11,102,262.13 | 62.5%| 76.9%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER,
US 50 AND SR 28, MOD INLETS S 446,162.00 | $ 466,409.00 | S 710,116.50 | 152.3%| 53.3%|NUSSBAUMER, M./ATKINS Construction completed, in Closeout Process
[-80,DIAMOND INT,W. CARLIN S 7,263,806.50 | S 7,427,819.10 | $ 5,462,024.54 73.9%| 62.5%|PETERS, VICTOR,
US 95 & SR 362, COLDMILLING, MI S 7,862,633.00 | $ 7,854,073.57 | $ 8,010,410.21 | 102.0%| 65.3%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER,
I-15, PCCP REPAIRS & BARRIER RAIL S 8,061,738.13 [ S 8,112,498.99 | $ 7,992,196.28 98.5%| 57.2%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
SR 28, ROUNDABOUT S 2,414,236.00 | $ 2,414,236.00 | $ 1,529,916.19 63.5%| 0.0%|BIRD, STEVE, Comp Date 10/15/12
VAR. CLARK, SIG. SYS. MOD S 3,393,786.20 | S 3,393,786.20 | S 2,898,384.99 85.7%| 75.3%|CERAGIOLI, JIM,
VAR. INT, SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS S 341,000.00 | S 341,000.00 | S 344,123.50 | 100.9%| 57.5%|CERAGIOLI, JIM,
I-515, ITS S 6,647,492.75 | $ 6,647,492.75 | S 2,311,866.32 36.0%| 42.1%|DICKINSON, J./KH & ASSOC.
VAR. CLARK, SIG. HEAD MOD S 940,692.00 | S 940,692.00 | S 947,892.22 | 100.8%| 71.7%|CERAGIOLI, JIM, Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 95, COLDMILLING, HU S 4,792,006.99 | S 4,792,006.99 | S 4,590,505.92 95.8%| 100.0%|FINNERTY, J./G.C. WALLACE
SR 722, DBLE CHIP SEAL, CH S 4,029,007.00 | $ 3,479,007.00 | $ 3,165,263.16 92.8%| 90.0%|FINNERTY, J./PB AMERICAS Construction completed, in Closeout Process
US 93, CIR, ELKO S 8,654,654.00 | S 8,654,654.00 | $ 8,495,354.76 98.2%| 96.3%|FINNERTY, J./C. A. GROUP
SR 372 & SR 160, COLDMILL, NYE S 8,175,000.00 | $ 8,175,000.00 | $ 7,487,831.22 91.7%| 96.7%|BIRD, STEVE, Construction substantially complete, in Closeout
US 95, COLDMILL & RDBED MOD, NY S 8,500,000.00 | S 8,500,000.00 | $ 8,350,512.26 98.3%| 67.5%|BRADSHAW, JOHN, Construction substantially complete, in Closeout
[-15,FECING & EROSION CONT. PIT S 812,000.00 | S 812,000.00 | S 249,142.36 31.9%| 20.0%|SULAHRIA, SAJID
SR 431, WATER QLTY & EROSION C. S 5,318,188.00 | S 5,318,188.00 | $ 3,155,009.27 59.4%| 81.0%|NUSSBAUMER, M./WOOD R.
[-80, PCCP REPAIRS, LA S 3,181,013.78 | $ 3,181,013.78 | $ 1,495,346.66 48.5%| 66.0%|BRADSHAW, JOHN,
SR 443, COLDMILL & STRESS RELIEFC. | $ 4,192,192.00 | $ 4,192,192.00 | $ 3,291,259.47 78.8%| 35.0%|FINNERTY, J./MANHARD
[-15, STATELINE TO SLOAN INT S 14,200,000.00 | $ 14,200,000.00 | $ 3,002,141.33 21.7%| 26.2%|PETERSEN, CHRISTOPHER,
US 50, WIDEN & DRAINAGE IMP. S 21,212,121.00 | S 21,212,121.00 | $ 838,657.08 4.0%| 16.8%|BIRD, STEVE,
LY & CH, 20 MILES CONST. FENCING S 886,007.00 | S 886,007.00 | S - 0.0%| 0.0%|PETERS, VICTOR,
$ $ S

1,692,241,821.07

1,772,085,702.30

1,685,268,184.33
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ASSUMPTIONS:
_ Work on or ahead of schedule and within budget
Work behind schedule and/or over budget, recovery possible
_ Work behind schedule and/or over budget, recovery unlikely; or Outstanding REA
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount = Original Bid Amount + Change Orders

Total Paid to Date = Total Amount Paid to Contractor including Change Orders, LOA's and quantity
over-runs

% Work = % of bid item work paid

% Time = % of time expended

Contractor: Data obtained from Integrated Financial System (IFS)
Resident Engineer: Data obtained from IFS

Project Manager: Data obtained from PSAMS

Description: Comments provided by Construction Division

All contracts considered active upon upload into IFS through active bid item work or outstanding REA
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