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the Transportation Board Adjournment 

 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Public Comment (Discussion Only) - No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of 
the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an item upon which 
action may be taken. Public comments are limited to 3 minutes unless the Committee elects to extend the 
comments for purposes of further discussion. Comments will not be restricted based on viewpoint. 

 
3. Comments from Working Group (Discussion Only) 

 
4. Approval of September 14, 2015 Nevada Department of Transportation Board of Directors 

Construction Working Group Meeting minutes (Discussion/For Possible Action) 
 

5. NDOT Communications Plan Update –This item was covered in the March 9, 2015 Construction 
Working Group meeting, this is an update to that item. (Informational Item Only) 

 
6. NDOT Landscape and Aesthetics Program – In June of 2002, the Transportation Board approved 

NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Program, this presentation will update the CWG on this 
program. (Informational Item Only) 

 
7. Contract 3389, I580 – Meadowood Way Interchange, Change Order 28. (Informational Item Only)  

 
8. Old Business (Discussion Only) 

A. CWG Task List 
• Item 2 - Construction and Project Management Agreements since June of 2015 
• Item 3 - NDOT Disadvantaged Business Process 
• Item 4 - CMAR Change Orders 
• Item 5 - As-Builts 
• Item 6 - Unbalanced bidding 
B. Requested Reports and Documents 

 
9. Briefing on Status of Projects under Construction (Discussion Only) 

A. Project Closeout Status 
B. Summary of Projects Closed 
C. Projects Closed, Detail Sheets 
D. Status of Active Projects 
E. Partnering/Dispute Process Update (Verbal) 

a) Steering Committee 
 

10. Public Comment (Discussion Only) - No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of 
the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an item upon which 
action may be taken. Public comments are limited to 3 minutes unless the Committee elects to extend 
the comments for purposes of further discussion. Comments will not be restricted based on viewpoint. 

 
11. Closed session to receive information from counsel regarding potential or existing litigation 

(Discussion Only) 
 

 
 



 
12. Adjournment (Possible Action) 

 
Notes: 
• Items on the agenda may be taken out of order. 
• The Board may combine two or more agenda items for consideration 
• The Board may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any time. 
• 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. 

• 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. 

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

Savage: Let’s go ahead and call the September 14, 2015 Construction Work Group 
Meeting to order.  And welcome everyone.  I believe Mary is going to be joining 
us from Las Vegas shortly.  Kevin is here from Elko, so that’s nice.  And 
welcome everyone around the table administration and staff and we’ll go ahead 
and proceed to public comment. 

Agenda Item No. 2, if there’s any public that would like to comment here in 
Carson City.  No.  It’s looks like the Las Vegas room is empty.  So without any 
public comment, we will move to comments, Agenda Item No. 3, if there’s any 
comments from anyone at the table here, or discussion only at this time. 

Kaiser: Reid Kaiser, Assistant Director, Operations.  If any anybody talks, please talk 
loud and clear.  We have new court reporters, and we want to make sure they hear 
and understand everything we say.  Thanks. 

Savage: With that being said, I apologize, I’m on the tail end of a cold, so I’m a little 
hoarse and coughing and I see Reid’s got the cough drops here, so I appreciate 
that but it is at the tail end.  So, I’ll speak as loud as I possibly can.   

 Any comments from the group here in Carson City?  Any thoughts?  Okay.  Mr. 
Controller any thoughts or comments. 

Knecht: You’re doing a great job Mr. Chairman keep it up. 

Savage: I want to mention too thank you Mr. Controller, but it’s going to take both of us 
today because member Martin is absent,  He had something come up last minute, 
so it just the Controller and myself. 

 Moving onto Agenda Item No. 4, if everyone has a chance to review the minutes, 
if there’s any comments, corrections, deletions, additions to the meeting of June 
8th, 2015.   
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Knecht: Mr. Chairman, page 18 of those minutes, apparently Reid’s advice was three 
months too late because I said government agencies being run by human beings, 
and it came out as government agency and by human beings, so I’ll try to speak 
louder and more clearly this time, but what that should say on the first line there is 
“government agencies being run by human beings”. 

Savage: Correction noted. 

Kaiser: I got two, on page 33, about halfway down, it has me saying ESL - it should be 
CSL.  And on page 35, where Bill Hoffman spoke it says “inaudible”, that’s just 
Bill Hoffman saying “Bill Hoffman for the record”. 

 And also the one right above that where it has me quoting or saying “O for O”.  
That should be “augmentations”. 

Savage: Corrections noted.  I have one note on page 44, change ATC to “AGC” on several 
locations, just a typo.  Any other comments, corrections, deletions, additions to 
the minutes?  If there isn’t we’ll take a motion. 

Knecht: Move approval as corrected and amended and added. 

Savage: And I will second.  All in favor aye.  [ayes around]  Motion passes. 

 Moving to Agenda Item No. 5, NDOT’s Agreement Process. 

Eyerly: Jenni Eyerly, Administrative Services Division Chief, and I prepared a 
presentation that will walk us through the consulting procurement process and by 
hopefully a little more detailed understanding of what the Department goes 
through in order to select consultants. 

 I did provide the material ahead of time.  I have the same presentation here today, 
it just has an updated logo with the Safe and Connected background.  So 
hopefully you won’t notice any difference in the content. 

 So walking through the different procurement types, admin services really 
oversees two main types of procurement.  On the left side, we have the low bid 
procurements, and these are basically your construction projects. 

 On the right-hand side we have the - what we refer to as service-based 
procurements.  They are different processes, what we’re going to cover today is 
the service-based procurements, which is on the right-hand side.  They’re 
different in that construction-based projects have bid items and quantities, 
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whereas service-based procurements have a general scope of services and an 
overall budget. 

 There are a whole slew of regulations, processes and procedures that go into 
defining how we procure consultants.  So because we get federal dollars, we 
follow the Federal Highway Administration and the Code of Federal Regulations.   

 We also are required to follow several NRS’s.  You’ll see those highlighted 
throughout the presentation, I’ve tried to note with a specific NRS or CFR’s 
apply.  We also follow the Nevada Administrative Code and the State 
Administrative Manual.  And then we have our own Transportation Policies and 
Procedures. 

 This is the general hierarchy of things.  So if they conflict, then we would look at 
the more senior if you will; the one higher on the list that takes precedence over 
what we do. 

 So to define a procurement we really need to look at several different factors, and 
bring them together in order to accurately evaluate who our best, most qualified 
firm is.  So in terms of defining the scope of work, we look at what we’re going to 
do, when we’re going to do it, and where we’re going to do it. 

 We develop a project estimate that tells us about how much it’s going to cost.  
And then the minimum qualifications that we set, define who we think is capable 
of doing it.  And then the evaluation criteria tells us how we’re going to select the 
proposal. 

 Those all feed into the request for proposal, which is a document that’s published, 
and it gives the proposers the idea or the parameters under which we’re going to 
evaluate them, and also defines for them the project and the scope of services that 
we’re looking for.  From there we evaluate the proposals and end up ultimately 
selecting a consultant. 

 The project manager is one of the key players in our consultant procurement 
process.  The project managers come from a wide variety of departments within - 
excuse me, divisions within the department, because we procure such a wide 
variety of services. 

 So we can be looking at a crew augmentation, a full project design, a safety 
project, the oversight of an architectural project.  There’s a huge range of projects 
that we procure for.  And we’re looking for project managers that are experts in 
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their own area, they’re familiar with the project, they know what’s necessary, they 
help to develop all of these documents that go into the Request for Proposal. 

 So they are following the project through its financial authorization.  They also 
request an enterprise goal as to manage business enterprise goal on a project.  
Some have DBE goals, and some don’t.  It depends on the nature of the project, 
availability of DBE companies and the type of project that it is. 

 The project manager also defines the evaluation criteria.  We do have a template 
for some general framework under which we evaluate most projects, and they can 
adjust that depending on their exact project and what its needs are.  And once they 
have all those things together, and they’ve assembled their committee as to who is 
going to evaluate these proposals, then we put together the Request for Proposal, 
the RFP. 

 So the RFP is going to define the scope.  It’s going to tell the proposer what 
qualifications we’re looking for.  It also tells them up front what the criteria is, so 
that they know exactly what we’re looking for.  That criteria as you’ll see will 
carry all the way through to consultant selection.  So it forms the basis upon 
which we select our service providers or consultants. 

 And then there’s a lot of details in the RFP about how to submit, what to submit, 
there’s certain forms that are required, there’s certain information that we want, 
and we also try really hard to have the proposals laid out in such a fashion that it 
matches the evaluation criteria.   

 So that when those committee members can review the proposals, they’re looking 
at a finite section if you will that covers one criteria; and then another section 
covering another criteria.  In general, that’s what we’re looking for. 

 There’s also a page limitation.  And that’s defined in the RFP, and then some 
agreements include a cost element and some don’t, by law.   

 For engineering and architectural services we are not allowed to include a cost 
element.  It has solely qualifications based.  For those that do include a cost 
element, the cost proposal must be kept separate, so the evaluation committee 
doesn’t evaluate based upon cost.   

 There’s a mathematical equation behind the scenes that creates a scoring 
component for cost, but the evaluation committee is looking at the qualifications 
of the firm. 
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 And we also have a template which has all of our standard agreement language in 
it.  It is subject to modification through the negotiation process, and discussion 
with legal, but we publish our basic language that says this is going to be our 
starting point for the agreement. 

 So as we move through the evaluation and selection process, admin services 
publishes the RFP, accepts the proposals and then performs a pass/fail of the 
proposal and that’s to see if it meets certain minimum proposal content. 

 Once it passes the pass/fail process, then it goes down to - I shouldn’t say down - 
it goes to the contract compliance section and the evaluation the DBE goal piece 
of the proposal.  And then the rest of the proposals go to the evaluation 
committee. 

 From there they score them, and determine the top ranked firm.  The project 
manager makes a recommendation to the Director as to whether to go to 
interviews or to negotiate with the top-ranked firm, and then from there, it moves 
forward to negotiations.  And we do have some details about that coming up. 

Knecht: Quick question, Mr. Chairman.  Jenni how long is the timeline there? 

Eyerly: Well, it is highly dependent… 

Knecht: Not by steps. 

Eyerly: Upon the - it depends on the project manager, it depends on the project, it depends 
how complicated it is and how many revisions it has.   

 In general, we advertise a project for three weeks, and there’s a question and 
answer period in there.  So from start to finish from advertising a project to 
actually getting the agreement, it can take several months.   

Knecht: And when you say start to finish, you mean agreement services completes the 
solicitation and advertises… 

Eyerly: Yes. 

Knecht: Okay, and then there’s how much more before that internally? 

Eyerly: Again, it totally depends on the project.  A project manager could pull this 
together in a week if they’re racing things through financial management and 
getting budget approval and really defining their criteria and staying on it, but in 
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general it can take several weeks. 

Knecht: This chart, are there specified times by which the other agencies must act or by 
which we must act or is it when we get that round to it? 

Eyerly: Act in terms of what? 

Knecht: Take their action - for example the second step there DBE goal criteria, etc. when 
do we get sign-off on that?  How long does that take?  Is there a limit? 

Eyerly: Yes, there is.  The contract compliance section generally has about three business 
days to look at the DBE criteria and get that back to us.  And then when the 
proposals are sent to the committee for evaluation, they’re given a deadline. 

Knecht: Okay.  That’s helpful. 

Kaiser: Reid Kaiser, Assistant Director Operations.  I’ve got a question probably for Jeff 
Freeman.  How long historically has it taken to get a construction augmentation or 
a full administration out? 

Freeman: Excuse me this is Jeff Freeman, Assistant Construction Engineer.  From the very 
start of the process to when I can have a person on the street working is a four or 
five month process.  And that’s from identifying, putting together a budget, trying 
to figure out what it’s going to cost, scope of services, so it’s about a four or five 
month process. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Eyerly: And that’s for the construction augmentation. 

Freeman: That’s for the construction augmentations. 

Savage: I have something to add to that.  I think the Controller is spot on here with the 
timeline concern.   

 It’s getting real busy out there, and these proposers have to know, as soon as they 
can as to the results and where they stand, as to what team is going to be where, 
with what jurisdiction, what project.   

 And I really complement NDOT for shaking this up Jenni, you know shaking it 
up.  Let’s look at ourselves in the mirror, no one is trying to be critical here.  Is 
there a different way of doing things?  Are we doing it on an A plus evaluation?  
What can we do better? 
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 I know we can do better, so I really complement you and the staff and Matt, you 
guys were very kind to come by the office, and give me a little preview of this.   

 And it’s very helpful to look at ourselves in the mirror and figure out what we can 
do better.  And the timelines I think is very critical Jeff, and Jenni, it’s only fair to 
the public, to the proposers to respond as quickly as possible.   

 So please take that into consideration and ensuring that we’re on at the 
department.   

Eyerly: Absolutely. 

Savage: In that one small category, but thank you Controller, point well made.  Thank you 
Reid.  Anyway, continue Jenni, I’m sorry to interrupt. 

Eyerly: Nope.  No problem at all.  So this gives a little more detail about the proposal 
submission process.  It is submitted through our electronic procurement and 
tracking system also known as ePATS.   

 It’s an online system where PDF documents are uploaded, so that there’s no paper 
going back and forth and things don’t get lost or misplaced, and we know what 
time things were submitted, because the proposals we have a specific deadline for 
submittal.  They’re obviously confidential.  We don’t disclose the proposal 
contents, and we don’t discuss them outside of the evaluation committee until 
notice of award.   

 So agreement services starts off by looking at that pass/fail criteria.  So they’re 
looking at whether the proposer met the minimum qualifications, which we do 
have some from time to time that don’t meet the minimum qualifications.  We, in 
those cases have sometimes gone back to the proposer and clarified just to make 
sure that they haven’t missed something.   

 And we’ve had occasions where they’ve confirmed that they don’t meet the 
minimum qualifications, and then their proposal is not forwarded to the evaluation 
committee.   

 As I mentioned before, there are certain forms that they must have and [inaudible 
00:25:23] required, so we make sure they have those, and then any firms that 
don’t pass stage, don’t move on, because we couldn’t award to them anyway, so 
they don’t get evaluated by the committee. 

Savage: Good afternoon Mary.  Mary Martini just joined us from Las Vegas.  Thank you 
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for attending Mary. 

Martini: Thank you and Mario will be here in a minute.  We didn’t realize it wasn’t 
starting until - we thought it was going to start at 1:00. 

Savage: That’s okay.  We’re on Agenda Item No. 5.  Jenni, please continue. 

Eyerly: Sure.  So before this presentation, there were some questions I think it’s 
unfortunate that Frank is not here, member Martin actually had some questions 
about the DBE verification and how it was different between low bid and the 
quality-based selection. 

 So I wanted to include this slide just to point out that they are very different 
processes.  The DBE companies are the same and applying DBE goals to projects 
in general is the same.  You look at who’s available, you look at the type of work, 
and provide a percentage goal.   

 When it comes to evaluating the DBE criteria on a low bid contract, which is 
depicted on the left, you know the price.  You have a bid price.  Therefore, you 
know the dollar amount that’s necessary to meet the DBE goal on a low bid 
contract.  You list your DBE firms, you list the dollar amounts that they’re going 
to do and you get some commitment letters from them on DBE company 
letterhead saying I will do this much work for you. 

 That’s different from the qualifications based selection on the right, because we 
don’t yet know the amount.  The final scope and the final dollar amount are to be 
negotiated.  So in working with FHWA and understanding their processes, 
basically the proposer submits a list of DBE firms they’re going to use and the 
percentage of the project that they’re going to assign to those DBE firms. 

 Those firms also provide a commitment letter saying we plan to do work on this 
project, we’re qualified in these areas, but it doesn’t go down to the level of a 
dollar amount at that point.  Once the final project is negotiated, now we can 
monitor how much DBE participation we have and whether or not they’re hitting 
those percentage targets. 

Savage: This is on construction and consultant agreements? 

Eyerly: They’re different.  So on construction projects, we monitor the same way, yes. 

Savage: Okay. 
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Eyerly: The monitoring is the same.  The big review and analysis and proposal review and 
analysis are different, because we have different information that we base it upon.  
They also have different implications.   

 On a low bid project, if you don’t meet the DBE goal and you don’t display 
adequate good faith efforts, your bid can be deemed nonresponsive. 

 On a qualifications based project, if you don’t meet the DBE goal, you don’t get 
any points for the DBE evaluation criteria, so you get zero.  If you meet the DBE 
requirements, you get five points.  So it’s all or nothing.   

 It’s zero or five.  There’s no in between.  If you didn’t meet it you get zero, if you 
meet it you get five.  So there are some key differences there. 

 So then we get the committee evaluation stage, where each of the committee 
members is sent a link in our ePAT system to view the proposals and to enter their 
scores.  There are - as a department, we’ve moved towards more consensus 
rankings and we will continue to evaluate the use of that process as we go 
forward. 

 Traditionally - well, I don’t know about traditionally, in the last few years, it’s 
been mainly the individual scoring and then tabulating those scores and making a 
decision based upon that.   

 But more recently, we’ve moved to consensus where we have the evaluation 
committees review the proposals individually, but then come to a consensus 
meeting and discuss what the pros and cons were of each proposal. 

 There are pros and cons to each of those processes, to say the least.  We’re 
learning a lot about the processes and as project managers go through either the 
individual scoring, or the consensus, they’re starting to see some of those 
advantages and draw backs to each one. 

 So we’ll continue to work through those processes. 

Savage: While you’re on that committee evaluation, let’s talk about the committee 
members, who they are, and how they’re trained. 

Eyerly: Okay.  So the committee members are chosen by the project manager, and 
approved by the Director’s office.  So a list goes to the Director’s office, and 
sometimes there’s some back and forth about if they want a different person on 
the evaluation committee, there could be some discussion, but the final approval 
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rests with the Director’s office as to who is on the evaluation committee.   

 We encourage project managers to obviously choose people who are invested in 
the project.  They have some sort of motivation to want the best firm to be chosen 
for that project.  So in the example of construction augmentation, we might have 
the ARI some assistant ARI, someone from the construction office, sometimes 
traffic operations or materials.  It could be a variety of people. 

 On a design project you would have a completely different set of evaluators 
potentially.  So it’s highly dependent upon the nature of the project. 

Savage: Anyone from the outside? 

Eyerly: Yes, I was just going to touch on that.  Currently, by the NRS you are required to 
have two user agencies is the way it’s stated.  So that’s another branch of the 
executive government.  The proposal evaluation requires the participation of two 
user agencies. 

 So NDOT reaches out to another agency and gets an outside party to sit on the 
evaluation panel.  You had another question and I lost track of it. 

Savage: So the outside is another government entity? 

Eyerly: Yes. 

Savage: Not a private consultant. 

Eyerly: Typically. 

Savage: Because I think there’s a fine line there with any conflict that may occur if there’s 
a private consultant.  So that’s not the case, so that’s good. 

Terry: I’ve never seen… 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  It has happened.  It happened most recently on 
the Carson Freeway augmentation.  We had someone from Lewis Berger on the 
review team, and that was because they developed the plans and were intimately 
familiar with the project, and actually worked for Carson City.   

 So although they were from a private consultant, we felt that they had a lot of 
interest and input and knowledge of the project. 

Larkin: But in that case, were they not - they were representing Carson City. 
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Foerschler: Correct, although not a direct employee of Carson City if you will. 

Savage: And I think we just have to be very careful, because of the perception, you know 
these consultants wear different hats, and we have to be cognizant of the fact as a 
department of what hat they’re wearing that particular day, because the perception 
from some of the competition may be viewed differently as to what could be 
actually happening.  So we’ve got to be really - you know in good faith standings. 

 But I appreciate you mentioning that Sharon, I was not aware of that, but I think 
we need to be very careful moving forward, even if they are representing on that 
day a government entity, they may be competing on another proposal in a month 
or two, so you know it better than I do.  So I appreciate it very much.   

 Anything else on the committee evaluation?  Is it - on the training side, let’s talk 
about the training, because you evaluate the training.   

Eyerly: So each committee member is given what we call a jury letter, it outlines their 
obligations throughout the evaluation process, defines under what circumstances 
they can discuss or not discuss the evaluation. 

 There’s also - they are given through the ePAT system, the criteria under which 
they’re evaluating the proposals.  So as I mentioned earlier, the criteria is set in 
the RFP, but it also carries through to the evaluation committee, and it says this is 
what you’re evaluating based upon. 

 Under consensus there is even an additional step where the project manager in 
coordination with Admin Services develops certain key points that they’re 
looking for in a proposal and what might make that good.  It gives you a 
benchmark for - if it provides more than that it would be excellent.  If it provides 
less than that it might be fair. 

 That criteria really helps when you come to a consensus meeting, so that people 
are understanding where the bar is set.  It’s an effort to try to normalize the 
scoring and how people are evaluating each proposal.  Some people are just 
naturally more harsh at scoring.  Some people are more generous.  And so to have 
those benchmarks it helps to bring the group onto the same page about what we’re 
looking for there. 

Savage: That’s helpful, because again, it’s all about the consistency and the trust that the 
different consultants and contractors have in the department.  You have to work 
on it every day.   
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 You know and I know there’s - I get a little confused between Admin Services, 
between construction, and project management.  I think it’s a good check and 
balance. 

 I believe that’s what it’s set up for, but I do get confused as who is selecting who 
at times.  I think that’s probably my simple mind, but I’m still learning on how the 
department runs some of those functions.   

Eyerly: And I’ve probably helped to your confusion because we refer to the project 
manager on each procurement as the person whose role it is to pull together the 
criteria and you know guide the procurement through.   

 However, they are not project managers by title in the department.  There is a 
Project Management Division that has people titled Project Manager, and those 
project managers work on our construction projects and for example Lynette 
Russell during the Board meeting this morning was the Project Manager on the 
Tropicana CMAR, the escalator’s project.   

 So her title is a Project Manager, however Jeff could be a project manager if he’s 
in the agreement services world, Jeff could be a project manager, if he’s going to 
procure a crew augmentation. 

 So I apologize for that confusion.  They are three distinct, different divisions of 
agreement services, construction and project management; they’re different 
divisions with different roles. 

 For the purposes of this presentation, a project manager is a person who is leading 
a procurement. 

Savage: But does Administrative Services, you know yourself, Robert and Matt, do you 
oversee project management with Amir and construction with Sharon and Steven? 

Eyerly: We oversee their procurement processes and functions.  So if Amir or Sharon or 
Jeff wants to procure a service or has a project that needs to be bid, it funnels 
through Administrative Services in terms of the process.   

 So they can’t go out on their own and say I like you, you’re going to come sign 
this agreement.  They need to come through admin services to get that procured.   

Savage: So you’re kind of like the dentist in the room? 

[laughter] 
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Gallagher: Is that a ped crossing or… 

[laughter] 

Savage: That’s good, thank you, Jenni. 

Eyerly: You’re welcome.  So either through individual scoring or through consensus we 
identify the top ranked firm.  It’s probably helpful at that point to identify that 
there is a short list if you will ranking firms based on the proposals. 

 At that point, the project manager makes a recommendation to the Director to 
either move to negotiations with the top-ranked firm or to conduct interviews.  
And that decision really depends on the scoring, how close it is, perhaps if we had 
individual scoring and it was really all over the board, we may move to 
interviews.   

 It also can depend on the type of project it is, and sometimes the Director chooses 
to move interviews, because of the nature of the project if it’s really significant 
and we want to really vet out the proposers. 

 So there’s not a set criteria or set of rules about moving to interviews versus 
negotiating with the top ranked firm.  It’s highly dependent upon the 
circumstances. 

Savage: And just a comment from my world is that the interviews, again there’s pros and 
cons with interviews.  But if the interviews are consistent, then it can be a pro, 
because you’re getting to see the team who is presenting specifically for that 
project, if that might be the case. 

 Sometimes interviews can be a waste of time, we all know that.  But if we drill 
down sometimes interviews can be worthwhile.  The concerning part with that is 
the sales side of things.  You know it becomes more of a sales show, rather than a 
factual numbers type of evaluation, that’s the concern.   

 So I think the department needs to be open and aware of that ensuring that you 
know if someone wants an interview, I don’t know; do you give them an 
interview.  I think you guys need to direct consistently on where you’re going 
with interviews. 

Larkin: Well, to do interviews that’s usually a decision making house. 

Savage: Right. 
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Larkin: As a rule, but it’s also - we recognize that it costs money to do interviews. 

Savage: Of course. 

Larkin: So that we don’t want to waste.  You know if proposals come in, let’s say you 
have five proposals.  If three are clearly not at the same levels to ours, we will 
look to interview maybe the top two.   

 If there’s one that stands out completely, we may choose not to do interviews at 
all, because there’s a substantial - when they’re close on there then we’ll often go 
to the top level.  But we don’t want to be - we want to be cognizant all the way 
around. 

Savage: Exactly, exactly.  That makes good sense Tracy, and I agree.  Because it can be a 
waste of time and a waste of dollars with the [inaudible 00:42:09] make that 
selection. 

Larkin: So I think it really comes down to what Jenni was saying all along.  It really 
depends on the project. 

Savage: Yes. 

Foerschler: Well, Sharon Foerschler for the record.  I’d also like to add that as a Division who 
procures consultants, we have concern and it’s not through any control that we 
have but once you go to interviews, the rankings of the proposals are irrelevant 
and you’re starting from square one. 

 So you can have and that’s per - Jenni, correct me if I’m wrong - but that’s per 
statute.  We don’t have the ability in our types of procurements to say okay, these 
are the top three firms.   

 Here’s the scores going in.  Now, we’re going to interview, average those scores 
and see what we end up with.  We start from square one.  The proposals get them 
to the interview, and then the selection is based on the interview.   

Savage: Wow, that’s scary.  So everything they have done up to this point is out the door 
if they go to an interview? 

Foerschler: That’s correct. 

Savage: Is that true? 

Eyerly: Yes, it is true.  And we’ve discussed it several times from different perspectives, 
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but I think what it comes down to is the firms that are at the interview stage are 
there because they are the top cut. 

 They made - they made that cut for a reason.  Interviews tend to happen when you 
have close scores between first and second, that’s a really common time that we 
go to interviews; or if the scoring looked to be kind of all over the board, and we 
might want to try and clarify that through an interview process. 

 So in general when we get to the interview point, the proposals haven’t clearly 
identified a top-ranked firm if you will, a winner.  So there are some - there’s pros 
and cons of course, but there can be some benefit to having a level playing field at 
the interview stage, because if the proposal scores play into it, now you’re coming 
into that interview, carrying the weight of that score. 

 When the reason that you’re there is to compete for the top spot when you were 
obviously close in the first place or you wouldn’t be in interviews. 

Savage: Has the Department ever been challenged on something like that?  No.  And all 
the proposers I would assume know that if they do go over to interview, it’s a new 
day. 

Eyerly: Yes, and that says in the RFP up front, they know that if it goes to interviews, it 
gets… 

Kaiser: Reid Kaiser.  One quick question.  When a consultant submits a proposal, the 
decision to go to interviews doesn’t really take place until all the scores are 
tabulated and so forth, so they really have no idea going into - when they submit 
the proposal there’s going to be interviews. 

Eyerly: In the RFP, it says that we reserve the right to do interviews and I don’t have it 
right off the top of my head but there’s in the template, it tells them about the 
interview process right up front. 

Larkin: But technically you’re right, what goes in, it may go to interviews but there’s no 
guarantee. 

Kaiser: That makes sense. 

Savage: Thank you Jenni. 

Eyerly: You’re welcome.  So again, the ultimate decision about the interview versus 
proposal scoring and the action that we take is at the Director’s discretion.  The 
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project manager is making recommendations to award or to negotiate to the 
Director, and then the agreement goes through into negotiation stage, talking 
about the scope and budget.   

 And then ultimately agreement services facilitates an agreement, executing an 
agreement, in partnership with the project manager. 

 In between times we also offer debriefs to the firms that were not selected and 
that is an area that we’re working on, because we’ve heard comments through the 
individual scoring or through the consensus ranking process where firms get - one 
person thinks they’re great, and another person doesn’t think they’re so great, 
what are they going to do with that.   

 Or in a consensus, you know maybe everything seems like they’re fantastic, and 
they don’t know what to do with that, because they didn’t win. 

 Part of that I don’t think we’re going to able to overcome, because sometimes we 
get fantastic firms competing and only one of them can be selected.  So maybe the 
others were really close behind and they’re great firms and they had great 
proposals and they did a fantastic job in interviews, but for whatever that little 
you know one percent was that put them over the other firm, we’re not going to 
be able to identify that all the time in a debrief. 

 In other cases, I think there is an opportunity for some good feedback through the 
debrief process and we’re working to align the comments as much as possible, so 
that we don’t get you’re good, you’re bad, we get more constructive comments 
from the evaluation committee. 

 That has to be balanced with the amount of time and energy that we’re having our 
evaluation committee members invest in the process.  They’ve already gone 
through the proposal evaluations, potentially a consensus a meeting for that.  They 
could also have gone through the interview process and consensus meetings for 
that. 

 So again, to try to extract all of that out and put it into a debrief it can be a 
difficult and time consuming process to try to get a consensus on their comments, 
you know afterwards. 

 If we’re doing a consensus meeting, it’s easy, everybody is all together, we can - 
we can shape that a little better.  If we’re doing individual scoring, it’s something 
that we’re going to work on. 
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Savage: So is the consensus review or intervention going to be standard now? 

Eyerly: To do consensus reviews… 

Savage: Evaluation. 

Eyerly: No. 

Savage: No. 

Eyerly: No, like I said, there’s pros and cons to each.  There’s - it’s time consuming to do 
the consensus meeting, so if we have a smaller, relatively straightforward 
proposal, we’re going to do the individual scoring.  So it’s going to be dependent 
upon the circumstances. 

 But the debrief is a courtesy that we offer to the firms, to at least give them some 
feedback on the evaluation, and how their firm fared. 

Savage: So are the evaluations public? 

Eyerly: The individual evaluations are not.  The scores get tabulated and that information 
is public. 

Savage: So the timeline just to throw something out here, what’s the timelines after the 
selection has been made.  They have a time for challenge and then the debrief is 
done after the evaluations are made public or how - what’s the timeline there? 

Eyerly: Yes.  And I don’t know - I’m not sure to be honest of the exact timeframe.  It’s 
usually soon after the notice of - I don’t know if it’s intent to award or award, that 
the firms get an opportunity to be debriefed. 

 So we don’t want it to be a - you know months after we did the evaluation, it’s 
once the top firm is announced, and the remainder of the firms get an opportunity 
to be debriefed. 

Savage: I guess my question is after the notice is issued, the notice of award is issued, you 
have a time for challenge and then the debrief is given after that time of challenge, 
I would think, or am I incorrect? 

Eyerly: I don’t know.  I can check into that. 

Savage: Does anybody know?   
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Dodson: I do.  Jim Dodson with Atkins. 

Savage: Yes, Jim, welcome. 

Dodson: Thank you.  Jenni, usually the debriefs are held after notice of intent to award, but 
the protest period doesn’t begin until after the contract is awarded. 

Savage: Until after contract is awarded. 

Dodson: Yes.  

Savage: So we might want to review those timelines.  Thank you Jim. 

Terry: This is John Terry.  You kind of have to do that because it rarely happens but it’s 
possible you may not come to agreement with the number one firm.  Remember 
no price is involved. 

Savage: Right. 

Terry: So we then have to negotiate with the number one firm.  It doesn’t happen often, 
but we could go to the second firm, if we can’t come to an agreement with 
number one.  That’s why we can’t - we have to wait until we have the contract 
with the number one firm to release - to start the process period.  Does that make 
sense?   

 It doesn’t happen very often, but it’s possible that you don’t come to agreement 
with a number one firm. 

Savage: Because of the overhead?  That’s another point of contention is the overhead.  We 
can talk about that later. 

Terry: But remember you’re just announcing - it’s not like a bid you’re not announcing 
so and so won for so many million dollars.  You’re saying so and so is the 
apparent low bidder, we’re going to begin negotiations with that firm.  We 
wouldn’t have the protest until we actually had the agreement with that firm. 

Savage: But the protest period is over at that time when you start negotiations?  No. 

Terry: No. 

Savage: No, it’s not. 

Terry: Until after that. 
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Eyerly: Because you don’t know who you’re protesting.  This is Jenni. 

Savage: Okay. 

Eyerly: Yes, you don’t know who you’re protesting until the actual award of the 
agreement has taken place. 

Savage: Okay, I follow you.  Thank you John.  Thank you Jim.  Go ahead and continue 
Jenni. 

Eyerly: So from there, Agreement Services facilitates pulling together the final executed 
agreement.  It may or may not need transportation approval depending on its 
amount.  So if it doesn’t then it moves forward and gets its signatures. 

 And then as soon as the agreement is signed, work can begin, as long as they’ve 
provided certificates of insurance and things that are required under the 
agreement.  And otherwise it may have to wait for the transportation board 
approval, and then at that point, it can be awarded and we move into the ten-day 
protest period, and then from there work can begin. 

Savage: Okay. 

Eyerly: So just to summarize, we make every attempt to have our processes be known, 
fair and followed.  That’s our goal.  We want consistency throughout the 
procurement process, and we really are looking for continuous improvement.   

 So we take your feedback and try to incorporate it into what we’re doing.  I 
noticed at the Board meeting today, that you’re looking for some more 
information and the packets and we’re happy to provide that and work on it.   

 And that may too be a process where we you know put some more in the packet, 
and it may or may not be what you’re looking for.  And we continue to work 
through that. 

Savage: Thank you Jenni.  My comment on the information in the Board packet would be 
similar to what is done on the construction side.  You know when we’re 
evaluating an award, we need as much information as possible, I think. 

 And so it’s a work in progress.  I also - I know this was a concern or an idea of 
member Martin on this whole consultant agreement process.  And so I would like 
to keep it as an open agenda item, and I also would like to see if maybe Matt and 
yourself… 
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Eyerly: It’s Mark, sorry. 

Savage: It’s Mark, I’m sorry. 

Eyerly: Yes. 

Savage: Mark, as well yourself, can meet one on one with Member Martin.  And the 
Controller if he wishes.  I know he’s been here, but it’s important, because I know 
Member Martin was very, very interested in some of the process.  So I’d like to 
keep it on the agenda. 

Kaiser: I’ll add to that, Reid Kaiser.  I’ll add it to the CWG task list. 

Savage: Yes. 

Kaiser: And what would you like to hear quarterly with this item?  Any specific 
information, do you want me to reach out to Frank to see if he has any ideas? 

Savage: Well, I’ve got some ideas, you know like you have in agenda number six.  It’s 
something along those same lines I think within the last year or so. 

Kaiser: Like every - like maybe ever six months over how many agreements the 
Construction Division has entered into, maybe something along those lines. 

Savage: The administration, right, right. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: Project management, something along those same lines. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: And we can talk further on it. 

Kaiser: Okay, okay. 

Savage: Overhead, I was serious when I was talking about overhead.  I’m still not real 
clear why they can charge 135 to 150 percent overhead.  I’m not clear on that.   

Kaiser: You know I don’t understand either, but what we can do is maybe in the 
December CWG meeting get somebody from accounting in here and explain to 
us, or somebody who can understand it better than I can anyway. 

Hoffman: Bill Hoffman from NDOT.  This will be an internal audit function, so just let me 
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know if you want an item that needs to be explained at this meeting. 

 In terms of internal audit, and auditing overhead rates and those sorts of things, I 
can lay that out, provide it. 

Savage: Internal, we’re talking about the rate the consultants charge. 

Hoffman: Yes.  Every single one of those rates gets audited by our Internal Audit Division, 
and I can walk through that process so that you’re comfortable with it, provide 
some information on how that process works.  And then if there are tweaks or 
things that you all think need to be made, and that we think as a group need to be 
made, we can certainly do that. 

Savage: Right, and how it compares to UDOT or ADOT or anybody else across the nation, 
you can audit - maybe it’s an national deal, I’m not sure.  But it’s something for 
discussion. 

Hoffman: Right. 

Terry: John Terry.  And those consultant rates are fair rates that all accounting, 
regulations, I mean they all meet the federal accounting, and while often the big 
multinational firms we audit the [audio one ends 00:57:47]… 

 We often use, they have national audits that are done, that are presented to us to 
audit those, but those are federal rates that are approved, so yes. 

Savage: I wasn’t aware of that, thank you John.  Thank you Bill. 

Knecht: Mr. Chairman? 

Savage: Yes. 

Knecht: Point of personal privilege, I have a gentleman coming to see me at 2:00, and I 
don’t think we’re going to be finished by then.  Can I take 30 seconds to call my 
office and see if they can catch him before he leaves and we’ll reschedule him? 

Savage: Yes, sir. 

[Pause, crosstalk] 

Savage: Let’s take a five-minute recess. 

[Five-minute recess taken.] 
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Savage: Mario, I want to welcome you in Las Vegas. 

Martini: Say thank you. 

Gomez: Thank you.   

[laughter] 

Gomez: We’ve been here for the past half hour. 

Savage: I apologize, a little slow at the switch there.  So do we have anything else on 
Agenda Item No. 5, from anybody else at the table?   

Eyerly: That concluded my presentation, but if you have any questions, I’d be happy to 
answer them.   

Savage: Well, thank you Jenni, was a very thorough presentation, and like I said let me 
reach out to Member Martin and we’ll keep it on the task list as an open agenda 
item.   

 Any other comments here in Carson City?  Las Vegas, any comments? 

Martini: None here. 

Savage: Then we’ll move onto Agenda Item No. 6, discussion related to the Construction 
Crew Augmentation/Full Administration/Project Management agreements entered 
into by NDOT, the last 10 years. 

Kaiser: Okay.  Reid Kaiser Assistant Director for Operations, I want to thank Sharon and 
Steve Lani, Jeff Freeman, Megan Sizelove and Mark Stewart for putting together 
all these agreements, it was quite a feat for those guys to put them together and 
organize them in a manner that you can actually understand and pull a lot of good 
information from them.  I appreciate all your work with that. 

 Architecture agreements was not included.  If you are interested in seeing the 
architecture agreements, I didn’t want to include those this time.  I think that we 
would have got overwhelmed looking at the agreements, so I just included the 
construction and the project management agreements. 

 Okay.  Construction agreements, I just got a quick presentation here.  And what I 
did is I went through and pulled out some of the information from these 
agreements just to kind of put it in perspective what exactly is involved in, and 
how many agreements we’ve had in the last 10 years. 
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 In the last 10 years, there’s been 94 agreements from the construction division, 
totally about $170M worth of work.  There’s been 33 firms used and seven firms 
received about 62 percent of the agreements. 

 In the project management agreements, there’s about 123 agreements totally 
$136,000 and I’ve been told that that dollar amount is wrong, so am I closer… 

Terry: $136M. 

Kaiser: $136M, yeah.  But it might be closer to 120 million, there’s been 49 firms used 
and six firms have received 51 percent of the agreements. 

 The construction division, their agreements are for full administration and what 
full administration is, is when the district cannot supply a full construction crew 
composed of a resident engineer, an assistant resident engineer, testers and a 
survey crew, will go and hire a consultant to take all that work on for us to 
administer the contract. 

 Crew augmentation is when the construction crew is under manned and needs 
additional help, additional testers, inspectors, a survey crew, it might need a 
scheduler, we’ll hire a consultant to augment our crew in that manner. 

 Biological oversight is for Clark County and for clearing our projects for 
Tortoises. 

 Claim support, we’ve hired consultants in the past to help us out to review the 
contractor’s claim.  We don’t have a group here at NDOT that that’s all they do 
and there’s some very knowledgeable consultants out there, who are very familiar 
with the claim process on a national level, and they’ve helped us out and provided 
schedule oversight, schedule review, those kind of things. 

 Rewriting construction division manuals.  Again we have a handful of manuals in 
the construction division, we’ve got the construction manual, the documentation 
manual, survey manual and we’ve hired consultants to rewrite those manuals, and 
there’s also miscellaneous items that are in the packet also that are covered. 

 Now for project management, I’ll hand this off to either Amir.  Amir is the 
gentleman right over here, in case - or John Terry, whoever wants to handle this 
for project management can go ahead. 

Soltani: I’ll go.  I’m Amir Soltani, Chief of Project Management.  Just a couple of 
[inaudible 00:10:29] up front, the list of the agreements, those are just for 
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consultant agreements and the costs that you saw.  It does not include design-
build, CMAR contracts, and those are also our agreements that we work on.  That 
does not include any of our interlocal agreements because they are huge. 

 So under this list, only - these are also only agreements that we enter into out of 
Project Management Division, which are tied to major projects primarily.  Other 
divisions have their own agreements and they are not included as part of our 
work. 

 Under project design that includes every activity that we have to do under 
designing a project.  It includes all divisions within the department, mobility 
design, structural design, technical materials and so on.   

 Gradually—I mixed up—gradually, on the right-of-way, we support our major 
divisions whenever they need help, so we do turn to agreements to support our 
divisions under -- with the right of way activities that will include appraisals, 
utility investigations.   

 Under NEPA we follow the federal requirements, we develop [inaudible 
00:11:55] design, do more local studies, cultural resources, biological analysis 
and so on. 

 CMAR support and [inaudible 00:12:05] through the pre-construction agreements 
that we enter into with contractors to help us with the [inaudible 00:12:14] and 
cost estimating. 

 Design-build administration, these are consultants that we hire to help us develop 
the [inaudible 00:12:24] for our development contracts that help us with the 
contract administration during design and construction. 

 Legal advisory, mostly these are supports for design-build activities and they also 
helped quite a bit under the [inaudible 00:12:45] process we went through. 

 Scoping visibility studies, preliminary studies, alternative analysis on different 
type of projects we develop scope of work, project schedule, costs and decide on 
if we want to move the project forward or not. 

 And under miscellaneous we have few smaller activities than we do in the world 
finance plans [inaudible 00:13:16] projects, the [inaudible 00:13:17] plans for 
major projects. 

 We do cost risk analysis or risk analysis and those kind of activities following 
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[inaudible 00:13:27]. 

Savage: Thank you Amir. 

Kaiser: Okay, some of the other information in regard to these agreements, many of these 
consultant agreements which you won’t see in this packet do have sub consultants 
working for them, as an example is some of the fine consultants who we hire 
don’t have a tester - don’t have testers working for them, so they’ll hire a sub 
consultant, and it’s just to help them out with the testing site, or they’ll want to 
have the schedule supports so they’ll hire sub consultants for claim support, for 
scheduling. 

 And also these agreements typically do have DBE requirements.  And that is all I 
have to present.  There’s a lot of information here.  So I’m assuming there’s 
probably quite a few questions. 

Savage: There is a lot of information and I again want to thank you Reid, Amir, Sharon, 
Steven, Jeff, Megan, Mark, a lot of information here. 

 And I guess I’ll go ahead and start on the questions and again I know Member 
Martin has a lot of interest in this agenda item, so again, we’d want to kind of 
keep this open for his review and consideration.  At the last minute he was unable 
to attend today’s Board meeting or CWG. 

Kaiser: Would you like for me to meet with him, and take him this item and see if I can 
answer some of his questions, or maybe get a group of people to go meet with 
him and discuss with him this item? 

Savage: I think it would be well worth it, Reid, to meet with a few people and again 
maybe revisit this when he has a fair chance. 

Kaiser: Right. 

Savage: But to start out I do have a few questions, and I appreciate your patience again.  
And I want to thank each and every one of you for taking the time, because it’s 
about fairness to the taxpayer at the end of the day, ensuring that we’re getting the 
right value we deserve as a department, because it’s getting busy out there like I 
mentioned, and there’s a lot of work and we want to make sure we’re getting the 
best bang for the buck for the Department of Transportation and the state taxpayer 
at the end of the day.   

 So getting down to the weeds a little bit, can you explain - I’m looking at Item 
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6A, the numbers here, and I’m not a good numbers guy.  And I know Ron is, so 
you might be able to help me out here and Reid, and Ron, but the consultant 
payments in ’05 for example were 338.  The three columns to the right add up to 
364.  Are these columns supposed to add up to the consultant payments?  If so, 
they don’t. 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  What you’re saying under the breakout is what 
the agreement was written for?  Okay.  And so what you’re seeing under 
consultant payments is what we actually paid out.  So they will not match. 

Savage: They will not match, because… 

Foerschler: Not necessarily, they could by a luck of genius faith, right.  But normally they 
won’t because the agreement is written as a maximum dollar amount, but we pay 
actual costs, so what you’re seeing under the consultant payments is what we 
actually paid. 

Savage: Actually paid.  Thank you Sharon, yes, Mr. Controller. 

Knecht: Mr. Chairman, the only time I’d be worried is if the actual amounts paid, the 
payments exceeded the agreement of dollars. 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  That could happen as well, because what we’re 
capturing is in a fiscal year, and we could have agreements we’re paying from the 
previous fiscal year, so you could have instances where perhaps the consultant 
payments exceed what the agreements for that year are, if that makes sense.  So it 
can work both ways. 

Knecht: Thank you that’s helpful.   

Savage: Thank you Sharon and what happened to the data on 2012 and 2013 and 2014? 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  That’s when our program crashed if you will.  
We stopped using consultants and there was some reconciliation so when you 
look at the 2014 it shows a negative.   

 So it happens at the end of every consultant agreement, as it goes to internal audit 
for a final audit of the agreement.  So because we weren’t entering into any new 
agreements, we had one agreement for a biologist and another agreement - two 
agreements in 2013.  When we went through the backlog if you will - so 
sometimes it takes some time for an internal audit in our own division to request 
the final audit.   
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 That was actually kind of a billing if you will of the closed-out agreements.  
Oftentimes we take money back.  Oftentimes we give money back to the 
consultants, or we take it back from the consultants, depending on the final audit.   

Savage: For instance in 2012, we paid out 21.7. 

Foerschler:   Yes. 

Savage: And it only shows 4.5. 

Foerschler: That would be carryover from the previous year. 

Freeman: Or years. 

Foerschler: So some agreements might be for one year.  Some agreements might be for three 
years, so what you’re seeing under the years for the agreement, that’s when those 
agreements were executed, so the right side, the box of the spreadsheet there 
shows the agreements that were written for that year with the dollar amounts, but 
what you’re seeing under the payments, are the payments out for those 
agreements. 

 So it could be a two-year agreement.  It could be a three-year agreement.  So you 
could have additional expenditures in years following the execution date for those 
agreements. 

Savage: So it’s a timing issue. 

Foerschler: Correct.  We could have a two-year construction project, we execute the 
agreement in 2012, but we’re actually paying on that agreement in 2012, 2013, 
perhaps you know the first part of ’14, as they’re cleaning up the project.  So 
there’s carryover. 

Savage: So will there be numbers in the full administration and the crew augmentation 
gaps there in 2013 and 2014?  I mean you said crashed, what did you mean? 

Foerschler:   Well, we stopped using consultants.  So our program decreased substantially.  We 
stopped using as many consultants and that’s why you don’t see agreements 
executed.  So our agreements show… 

Savage: We didn’t use them, okay. 

Foerschler: Correct.  We’re just now this year starting to use consultants. 
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Savage: Oh I see, I see. 

[crosstalk] 

Savage: Okay, I follow you now, when you said crashed, I didn’t know if it was software 
crash… 

Kaiser: What we’ve actually done in the past, we’ve actually - if we had a district that 
was busy, we will pull crews from say Vegas or District two to head up to Elko 
for - to manage a project for us or so forth.  So we like to try and keep our crews 
busy and then hire consultants when needed. 

Savage: Okay, thank you Reid.  Does the department have a category for firms that do 
better in some categories than other categories? 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler, can you clarify your question, I’m not sure I understand? 

Savage: Do we know what firms may do better in full administration versus crew 
augmentation, you know biological I understand that, that’s a specialty, but do 
different firms have different firms have different strengths in different areas? 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler, I would say yes, but the way that we do our process now is it’s 
an RFP, a request for proposal for every single project that we hire a consultant.  
So until you see those proposals and see the teams that they put together, we 
might not know what their strengths are. 

 A lot of teams, because of the economy are starting to team with other 
consultants, other firms, so it just depends on that combination of what they put 
together, and what they propose. 

 I know we talked a little bit about it at the last CWG.  In the past, we used to get a 
pre-qualification that was good for a year or two.  We’d go through all the 
proposals and we might get 15 or 20 proposals, we would rank them, say we’ve 
got, I’ll just use round figures $100,000 of consultant needs over the next two 
years.  We’ll say okay, well, there’s a clear distinction between the 10th proposal 
and the 15 through 20, or we’d short list if you will. 

 And then we would go down that short list, and spread the work out according to 
what was fair with their resources and with the budget.  We don’t do that 
anymore.  We RFP every project that we need consultants on.   

 So I can’t say historically I have in my mind who we’ve had good luck with in the 
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past, but you never know until you receive a proposal in project specific now, the 
strength of any firm putting in. 

Savage: And the RFP process started in what year, Sharon? 

Foerschler: Shoot, we’ve done it since I’ve been in construction, since 2015, it’s just a 
different process through the RFPs that we have followed over those years.  So I 
don’t know when did we start using consultants, I can’t answer that. 

Savage: No, not starting using consultants.  No, I’m talking about the evaluation RFP.  
You said you used to go back to the library and select your consultants. 

Foerschler: Right. 

Eyerly: This is Jenni Eyerly.  I think it was about three or four years ago, that we stopped 
doing the mass on call method. 

Savage: Yes, okay.  That’s fair.  And one other comment Reid, you made mention about 
what mechanism we need to continue this review, and like you had mentioned, 
regarding the close out document section that we have in the construction 
[inaudible 00:23:51] it might be helpful if we have a continual review of the 
consultants. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: Just ensuring again that we’re getting our best value. 

Kaiser: Okay, Reid Kaiser for the record.  So what I’ll do is I’ll add like I mentioned to 
the task list a consultant item, and do you want to hear about it quarterly, semi-
annually, every six months, how many consultants we’ve hired and who that is? 

Savage: Bi-annually. 

Kaiser: Okay.  Okay.  What do you think Controller? 

Knecht: Yes. 

Kaiser: Okay.  That will definitely be easier than every 10 years. 

[laughter] 

Savage: On one of the pages, page three is DCS the same as Diversified Consulting 
Service?  Are they different? 

29 

 



Transcript of Nevada Department of Transportation 
Board of Directors Construction Work Group Meeting 

September 14, 2015 
 

Freeman: Yes it is. 

Freeman: They’re the same firm. 

Savage: They’re the same firm.  Thank you Jeff. 

Larkin: And PBSJ is the same as ATKINS. 

Savage: Oh, it is? 

Freeman: Yes Jeff Freeman for the record.  If you go through and look at the construction 
side, there’s been a lot of changes in the consultant world, mergers, acquisitions, 
things like that.  So a lot of these firms aren’t even listed.  I don’t even know who 
they are now, because they - I mean we know who they’ve become, but I was just 
going through this history.  There have been a lot of mergers, acquisitions in the 
consulting world. 

Savage: Yes, yes there have been.  Thank you Jeff.  Anything else or any comments on 
item 6A from anyone at the table?  Anyone else in Vegas? 

 Well is it helpful for the department I guess to kind of look a little bit at 
housekeeping to see if there were any things that - any areas that we might 
improve upon?  Was it helpful or just a hard task to try to come up with, because 
I’m hoping it was somewhat beneficial? 

Foerschler:   Sharon Foerschler.  I enjoying assigning it to staff to [laughter] if you will.  I also 
enjoyed seeing how everything kind of was summarized if you will throughout 
probably the last year or so or in particular since I’ve come into the position I 
have, we’ve taken a harder look through some of the questions you guys are 
asking and how appreciative how we’re procuring consultants and going to more 
of a consensus.   

 That’s been some of the concern with some team members in the past is interview 
the proposals and yet you don’t have the opportunity to discuss some, and kind of 
brainstorm amongst your team as to what you think the strengths and weaknesses 
are.   

 Because of that we are now going at least in our division more towards a 
consultant - I’m sorry, a consensus process, and we’re making that determination 
kind of up front, so the team all agrees that that’s the right way to go. 

 So we work very closely with districts who are going to be administering these 
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construction contracts to see what their preference is.  I think a good example and 
the highlight in the Board will see this in the next few months for consultants is 
Project NEON, a four-year project, very large dollar value.  We have decided to a 
consensus ranking on the proposals themselves and the interviews, so it’s there 
across the board. 

 We’ve also taken that augmentation and split it into two pieces, so we will have 
one piece that we will bring on a consulting firm to provide an inspection, 
augmentation and do a separate proposal RFP for the testing, because it’s such a 
high dollar value, and such a long duration.   

 It will be the largest augmentation we’ve ever had in history that I’m aware of for 
the Construction Office.  So we’re starting to have those conversations up front as 
a team, make a decision of the best way to move forward. 

 One thing I would like to add is it’s very difficult to get outside review of these 
proposals in general.  So we really struggle with that.   

 Because of the way the NRS is written it requires the two entities but to get 
another entity or person to commit and have their employer agree to commit the 
time resource it takes to review these proposals is becoming very difficult which 
sometimes delays our process of moving forward, because we have to have the 
selection committee in place before we can move forward with other steps in the 
process.  So that’s becoming a challenge for us. 

 We rely on federal highways, and they’re very good at assisting us with review, 
but when you go out to some of the outlying areas, and try to find someone to 
assist you, it’s very much a challenge.   

 So I think with Jenni’s assistance, she’s been awesome and her group in Admin 
Services helping us kind of identify where we can tweak and make changes.  
She’s been very helpful, and perhaps without you guys asking the questions, we 
might not have explored some of those avenues.  So I think it’s been a good 
exercise. 

Savage: Well, thank you Sharon.  And hopefully it has been and it’s always a work in 
progress, and I just appreciate the way that the department is responding, you 
know it’s very helpful and reassuring that we’re trying to do the best we can day 
in and day out.  And that’s really what the exercise is all about. 

 So I can see where the reviewers it’s going to be a challenge, because they have a 
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full plate as it is, whatever their task might be so I think we have to do some good 
brainstorming from the director’s office all the way down, as to how we kind of 
spread this out, yet be consistent.  It’s a challenge.   

 I can see it from the outside looking in.  So maybe the Feds have some ideas, and 
I’m sure it’s happening across the states, I guess, and work picks up, it’s a reality.  
And it’s a good thing, but I appreciate everyone’s input. 

 Moving onto Agenda Item No. 6B of Agenda Item 6, I have a few questions on 
the project management agreement summary.  Again, first of all very thorough, 
great support documentation, I mean it was well put together.  Just a couple 
questions on the summary page, and I’m looking at Item 6B of the Project 
Management Agreement Summary, 2005 to 2015. 

 Why is Fisher Sand and Gravel in there as a contractor? 

Soltani: I’m sorry, I’m not looking at the same… 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler, I can’t answer your questions on this spreadsheet and this data, 
because we didn’t mine it.  We did Construction Office. 

Savage: Did I say Sharon; I didn’t mean to say Sharon. 

Foerschler: No, no, that’s okay.  I just want you to be clear that Amir and John Terry will 
answer for you. 

Terry: Zero amount I have no idea.  There’s no dollars, no agreements, they’re just on 
the list.  I have no idea. 

Soltani: Me neither. 

Savage: And the attorney Nossaman. 

Soltani: They are - they have the… 

Savage: That’s the NEON. 

Soltani: Yes. 

Terry: That’s the NEON. 

Savage: That’s NEON. 

Soltani: Yes. 
32 

 



Transcript of Nevada Department of Transportation 
Board of Directors Construction Work Group Meeting 

September 14, 2015 
 

Kaiser: Did Fisher ever apply for a CMAR project, have a proposal for a CMAR?  
Because that would be the only reason they would be on there, if they submitted a 
package with a design-build. 

Terry: Or were paid a stipend, but I can’t think of either of those cases that-- 

Kaiser:   Well, they were on Phase 2 of Boulder City but that was… 

Terry: It’s on here, but it has no amounts, no contracts, no nothing. 

[crosstalk] 

Soltani: There are few initial tiny project management, there are a few projects listed here 
that should not be on the project management page.  We’ll clean it up. 

Terry: I can’t come to any reason why Fisher would be on here. 

Savage: And I saw just going through the Item No. 15, it’s Overland Pacific Cutler. 

Soltani: Yes. 

Savage: They’re doing the right-of-way work for Project NEON 

Terry: Yes, you’ll have call it OPC but yes, that’s there. 

Savage: Now, are they responding timely? 

Soltani: Yes.  They had a hard start up but after they picked it up, they’ve been much 
better, yes. 

Savage: So they worked with project management and Paul Salcita? 

Terry: Yes.  But project management is a little better at doing large consultant 
agreements, so we put it under project management, day-to-day they work with 
both the project manager and right-of-way, but project management is the 
agreements and stuff. 

Soltani: You received a contract made to that - in these coordination decisions [inaudible 
00:34:02] Right-of-Way Division. 

Savage: Okay, that makes sense.  But is it such a big issue?  I just want to make sure that 
they’re on top of their game. 

Terry: And essentially done, I mean really their part of NEON is done, it’s pretty much 
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the legal is the main… 

Savage: The Reno Retail Company that was the Summit Mall acquisition? 

Terry: $21M.  Reno Retail Company, LLC.  I have no idea. 

Savage: It’s on - again it’s - I don’t - these pages aren’t numbered, but… 

Terry: It sure looks like some sort of interlocal- 

Savage: Well, it’s on Page 4, university developer for the roadway improvements, I-580 
and Mount Rose interchange. 

Terry: Okay, so it’s like an interlocal, maybe it’s what the developer - so he paid some 
money for stuff. 

Savage: To the developer. 

Soltani: That was probably an interlocal agreement, not a consultant agreement. 

Terry: Yes, they’re not a consultant. 

Soltani: They’re not a consultant. 

Terry: Omni owner agreement. 

Soltani: I believe there are four or five contracts such as that one listed.  There shouldn’t 
be on consultant agreements. 

Larkin: It says reimbursing roadway improvements incurred by [inaudible 00:35:36]. 

Savage: Yes.  Okay, and then the last question, one of the last questions was the Southwest 
Ironworks for 6.9.  I don’t know if that had to do with landscaping or what. 

Soltani: That’s another interlocal agreement. 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler.  That was actually a maintenance contract for a road 
modification on State Route 306.  I’m not sure why it ended up on the query when 
they got this information.  That was actually a construction contract. 

Freeman: A state stimulus. 

Kaiser: A state stimulus projects, and those are all handled by the Project Management 
Division. 
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Lee: Actually it started there and then we ended up paying for it out of the district. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Lee: A long story. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: So we’re going to clean this up then I guess when you have a chance.  So I guess 
that leads to my question - don’t take this as a setup John or Amir, but does 
project management feel we’re getting the services we require, you know in the 
best interest.  Is there 100 percent grade there. 

Terry: I’ll let Amir jump in there.  I think we have in the past.  I think we had some 
concerns recently that we’re started to overload some of the consultants that 
we’ve got out there and we’re becoming concerned about it.  I don’t know, jump 
in there if you have something to add.   

Soltani: No, so far, we’re getting good service, and as the market is coming back, 
consultants are starting to hire more, and do better.  We had some hiccups in the 
past, it’s getting much better.   

Savage: And that’s you know from an outside perspective, we just want to see the 
consistency on their part, and we’re trying to be consistent, and we’re trying to 
show the trust, in return, we expect consistency on their side by having the same 
faces, by having the same people on the different projects, rather than, oh, we’ve 
got to send this team over to…   

Terry: That’s easy to say, but many of these consultants with the downturn hit, all of the 
very familiar project managers that we were used to were gone.  They weren’t 
going to sit around when there was no work. 

 I knew a lot of good project managers, they went to Guam, they went to wherever 
the work was.  So some of the ones that we have used for years aren’t around.  
Some will come back, but when there was no work, they weren’t going to stay 
here. 

Savage: No, no, and I realize that.  My point is, the ones we’re engaged with now on 
current agreements, our expectations that those faces don’t change, those people 
don’t change because… 

Terry: They’re pretty good about that. 
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Savage: Because they going to ship them down to ADOT or UDOT or CALTRANS on a 
different project, where we’ve already engaged these people and we just want the 
loyalty to go both ways is what I’m trying to say. 

Terry: We get some turnover, but not that bad. 

Savage: Okay, okay. 

Knecht: On the other side of that Mr. Chairman, I would expect that as the volume goes 
up, that they will have to do some hiring and they will bring in some new good 
people. 

Speaker: Agreed. 

Savage: Absolutely.  That’s all I have.  Mr. Controller, anything?  And again, if you could 
take time Amir and John to maybe speak with Member Martin. 

Soltani: Yes, sir. 

Savage: I think it would be very helpful, and we’ll keep the agenda item open for future 
reference. 

Knecht: I think that’s a good idea.  And I’ll just add one thing.  We of course have our 
fiduciary duty, our principal duty to the voters, the taxpayers, the broad public 
interest as the Chairman’s been talking about, but continuing a line of thought 
from last meeting, we also have a duty to the vendors to conduct fair process, and 
to assure that it’s proceeding as a fair process. 

Savage: Yes. 

Knecht: And I think we’re doing that, and I won’t ask you to open the previous item.  I’ll 
just say that when Jenni talked about that item, that I thought the idea that we’re 
working with really effectively is we have our standards, we have our reviews, 
etc., but we also have an appropriate level of flexibility in the operational aspects 
with our staff.  And so I think you found a good balance there. 

Savage: Very well said, Mr. Controller, and it is about fairness to both sides.  It’s work in 
progress each and every day.  Yes, so I thank you for your comments, Mr. 
Controller.  Any other comments around the table on Agenda Item No. 6?  Thank 
you John, thank you Amir. 

Wellman: Mr. Chairman, Bill Wellman, Las Vegas Paving, I’ve got to leave fairly quick, 
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and maybe it doesn’t seem relevant but when I printed the agenda yesterday, it 
might be a little bit different from yesterday what you’re using the 6A, 6B, this 
one does not - regardless, you had an item in here, NDOT contract 
prequalification and some documents in there, but I don’t see it anywhere on the 
Agenda.  Is that something that’s going to be talked about or just discussed in 
general? 

Savage: It’s on the task list. 

Kaiser: It’s on the CWG task list. 

Savage: 7B. 

Wellman: Okay.   

Kaiser: Yes, it’s not listed on the agenda.  If you would like - I can always put those items 
on the agenda. 

Wellman: No, I just - if there was any significance that you were going to talk about it. 

Kaiser: Yes, you’re probably going to want to stick around. 

[laughter and crosstalk] 

Savage: Okay, thank you.  Okay, Bill, we’ll try to take care of some things here.  Close 
Agenda Item 6.  We’ll move onto Agenda Item 7, in respect to Bill let’s move 
through - if it’s okay, Dennis, we’ll move to Agenda 7B before A and C. 

Gallagher: You’re permitted to take it out of order Mr. Chairman. 

Savage: Thank you Dennis. 

Kaiser: Okay, Agenda Item 7B is the CWG task list, and Item No. 1 is contractor 
prequalification, and at the request of the CWG, a Steering Committee has been 
formed to look at our prequalification, our contractor prequalification process and 
we had our first meeting on August 17th, and in the meeting, just to give a brief 
history of what our prequalification process involves, that Code of Federal 
Regulations, it has some comments that are in the packet, dealing with 
prequalifications and their biggest concern, I would have to say would be that we 
don’t - we do not restrict competition. 

 And so our prequalification package cannot restrict competition.  The NRS 
Section 408.333 also addresses our prequalification package and it just essentially 
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tells us we have to have our prequalification process has to be formed by looking 
at the contractor’s financial documents, we ask them some questions and so forth, 
and so with that, the Department created a confidential past performance report 
that is used by the resident engineers to rate the contractors on these construction 
projects. 

 So our prequalification package consists of a financial condition computation, a 
company experience, volume of business, and a past performance rating. 

 And all those items are given a certain number of points, and then a dollar amount 
at the bottom is given for your total bidding capacity, since we believe that - or 
the committee anyway, the Steering Committee believes that the company 
experience, the financial, and the volume of work are very important, we’re not 
going to change those with our review of the process. 

 What we are looking at is our confidential past performance report.  What our 
current report asks are pretty open-ended questions that are not real - not as 
applicable as we think they could be to what an - how an RE manages the 
contractors on our projects. 

 So what we’re going to do, and REs have brought this up in the past at our RE 
meetings, that they would like the questions to be more applicable to their 
interactions with the contractor.  So we’re going to look at coming up with some 
new questions, something along the lines of how this contractor dealt with storm 
water.  How this contractor dealt with DBE.  How they dealt with public safety, 
with the safety of the workers and so forth.   

 And so right now we’re in the process of coming up with what those questions 
are, and our next meeting of the steering committee will be on October 7th, and 
we’re going to go look at those questions and see if maybe we can modify the past 
performance report. 

Savage: Good. 

Kaiser: So we are looking at changing that.  And what we’ll probably end up doing is 
before it becomes officially, and if we change anything, we’ll run that through the 
AGC, so that the contractors at the same time will be able to comment on it. 

Savage: That’s good Reid, thank you. 

Kaiser: Yes.   
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Wellman: And if I may, Bill Wellman, Las Vegas Paving.  Could you give some 
consideration that the contractor gets to - I don’t know how to say it - discuss, or 
vetted evaluations subsequent, because it’s very subjective.  And maybe there’s a 
threshold that says how the scoring is, but if it’s under 85 percent, if it’s over 85 
percent, maybe it’s irrelevant, and you need to discuss it, but maybe we do, I 
don’t know. 

Kaiser: Right now, I believe if a contractor gets a below average… 

Savage: 65. 

Kaiser: 65 percent or lower, then they can be disqualified. 

Wellman: [crosstalk] pretty bad though. 

Kaiser: Yes. 

Wellman: And we just would want that opportunity in [inaudible 00:47:20], you see it in the 
[inaudible]. 

Larkin: Reid, are you discussing it tomorrow at the liaison meeting? 

Kaiser: I didn’t plan on it.  No.  We’re not to the point really to take anything to them, 
other than we’re discussing. 

Larkin: Well, that’s all I… 

Kaiser: Okay, yes, we can do that. 

Wellman: Thank you, Mr. Chair for… 

Savage: Thank you Bill.  Thanks for taking your time. 

Kaiser: Okay, Item No. 4, change orders on CMAR project. 

Savage: Excuse me one second Reid.  I have a couple comments on that prequal for the 
contractors.  And maybe I’m just reading my docs wrong, but it look like the 
department drafted something in 1990, and then we had notes in 2012 that were 
reviewed, is that correct? 

Kaiser: Yes, what happened was, that’s when the TP telling us how to run our prequal 
kind of process was written was in 1990, and then Susan modified it in 2012 with 
another TP. 
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 So we scratched the 1990 in 2012, and used the new process, and they changed 
very little. 

Savage: So how often do the contractors have to prequal?   

Eyerly: This is Jenni Eyerly.  Every year. 

Savage: Every year.  And are the questions a work in progress asked, a percentage of work 
in progress?  Or not percentage of work I’m sorry, dollar amount of work in 
progress.  Are those questions asked? 

Eyerly: They submit a dollar volume of business.  So it would be the dollar amount up 
until that point in time. 

Savage: And I’m not talking about within NDOT… 

Eyerly: Oh you’re talking about… 

Savage: I’m talking about - excuse me.  I’m not talking about with NDOT.  I’m talking 
about work dollars in progress for this contractor. 

Schlaffer: Yes, Teresa Schlaffer, Contract Services.  Yes, they have an opportunity to list 
their projects with their dollar amounts that they are currently working on, or have 
worked on in the past. 

Savage: But we specifically request that? 

Schlaffer: Yes, we do. 

Savage: And how about litigation history? 

Schlaffer:   That is not requested. 

Soltani: If I may, for design-build projects we do require all that information.  For design 
bid build we do not [inaudible 00:49:53]. 

Savage: Because I know on the vertical side when we have to prequal for the State Public 
Works or different jurisdictions, the litigation question is there, current litigation, 
past litigation, and I don’t know if that’s applicable to what the Feds dictate or 
not, but I think it’s something we can look into. 

Schlaffer: Mr. Chairman, we do check.  They are - we are required to check their - for 
suspension and debarment which is also - it has to do with litigation.  So they do 
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have to provide any information if they are currently under suspension or 
debarment. 

Savage: That’s State Contractor’s Board is what you’re referring to Teresa?   

Schlaffer: And Federal. 

Kaiser: I think that’s Federal, yeah. 

Savage: Exactly.  So we would know if they’re in current litigation in a different state? 

Schlaffer: We would only know an outcome of suspension or debarment. 

Kaiser: Yes, we wouldn’t know if they’re in litigation. 

Savage: Do we want to? 

[laughter and crosstalk] 

Kaiser: I don’t know. 

Savage: I do. 

Eyerly: This is Jenni.  I guess you would have to know what you’re going to do with that 
information.  So that could be part of what the committee looked at. 

Savage: Yes. 

Eyerly: Is if we got that information, what could we do with it, according to federal and 
state prequalification requirements and the transportation… 

Savage: And I don’t know the answer, I’m just vetting it, throwing it out there to see 
because if a contractor has litigation in the one state and another state and another 
state, then they come over to this state, do we really want to be working with that 
contractor? 

Kaiser: You know if there’s federal funds used, I don’t know if we could not work with 
that contractor, you know what I mean.  There’s - what we have done in the past 
is we have said that a contractor is not… 

Savage: Good standing? 

Kaiser: No, he - shoot, this happened up in Elko years ago, where the Director actually 
wrote a letter, but he never sent it out, because they pulled it - they agreed not to 
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be on the project, because they had a bunch of projects go south on them. 

 We can disqualify their bid in they’re not in - it’s not in good standing, but I can’t 
remember what the exact language [inaudible 00:52:19] respects.  So if they have 
a bad history or something you know, it’s there, but you know a lot of times, 
that’s just going to go to court anyway, and we can’t do the work on the project. 

Savage: Well, you know I just - I would just like to look into it to see what opportunities 
are there. 

Kaiser: Okay.  It sounds like a Dennis item to me. 

Savage: But it’s something - you know it’s work in progress again, it doesn’t have to be 
answered next meeting. 

Kaiser: Um-hmm, okay. 

Savage: It could be answered you know in six months, but at least let’s be aware of who 
we’re dealing with, because it is getting busy is all I’m saying and then work 
picks up.  Sometimes the people don’t have their hands on the wheel.  So I’m 
talking about private contractors. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Knecht: Them too. 

Savage: Safety, is safety on the prequal?  Safety rating?   

Kaiser: No.  Now, it is the REs do get to rate the contractors on safety, and the 
confidential and the past performance report.  They get to rate the contractors on 
safety. 

Savage: But their safety record, their EOR? 

Kaiser: I don’t think it is.  I don’t see it on here. 

Savage: It just something I think that the department ought to be aware of. 

Kaiser: What did you call that, EOR? 

Savage: Yes. 

Kaiser: Okay. 
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Savage: I can get more specifics for you too, Reid. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: Storm water violations?  I don’t know, EPA violations. 

Soltani: If I may, Amir Soltani, we have all that in the safety record, safety requirements 
and past litigation is under contracts, we do have those as part of the 
prequalification.  That information is readily available from us, and Lou Holland, 
you can get all that information.  And we can provide our - how we do the safety 
check to you, Reid. 

Kaiser: That would be good.   

Savage: Thank you Amir.  That’s all I have on 7 - 7B.  Next task item.   

Kaiser: Okay.  Change orders on CMAR projects, right now we have two active CMAR 
projects, the Verdi bridges and the Tropicana escalators, and there were no change 
orders this last quarter on any CMAR projects. 

 Okay, As-Builts, Items Number 5.  We are going to implement contractor 
supplied As-Builts on a project in Las Vegas on I-15, and we’re going to see how 
it goes.  And if it goes smooth for us, and it’s a good process, then we may 
implement it you know, but we’re going to go take a look at it, and see if that’s 
something that we could do for NDOT. 

Savage: Just test it out. 

Kaiser: Just test it out. 

Savage: Test it out. 

Freeman: Yes, it will be test, Jeff Freeman for the record.  It will be a test, we’ll do our as-
built as per we usually do, have the crew do it, and we’ll have a contractor 
provide it, and we’ll be able to compare it to see what we get. 

 So it’s a trial, but we’ve chosen a pretty decent project down in Vegas to try it on. 

Savage: Good, thank you. 

Kaiser: Okay, unbalanced bidding, Item Number 7.  Right now the department has - does 
have a record of dealing with unbalanced bidding, just on a contract that was 
approved at the Board this morning.  That project was awarded to the number two 
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bidder, so we are dealing with it.   

 Still trying to see if unbalanced bidding has affected us in the past, I haven’t 
received any information yet to confirm that it has, but I’m still - some folks are 
still compiling information to get to me to see if it has affected the quality of work 
that’s been done in the past on some of our projects. 

Savage: Like I said in the Board Meeting, Reid, I complement the Director’s office, 
Construction, the BRAT team with you, I think it’s important to keep everybody 
honest, from the contractor’s side and the penny per ton you know let’s try to get 
this thing as a level playing field as best we can.   

 I know there’s always different strategies out there from different contractors, but 
I really commend the department and support - and the Director’s office support 
on this.  That was a wise decision and a good move. 

Kaiser: We had another contract last week that rejected all bids for the same reason, you 
know a contractor came in and unbalanced the bid, and it actually - if we - when 
we corrected the quantity, it put number two as the low bid, but we rejected all 
bids, since the work doesn’t need to begin on this project until next Spring. 

 So we are taking positive steps to deal with it. 

Savage: Good.  [audio 2 ended] 

Kaiser: Yes.   

Savage: That’s a good change. 

Kaiser: Okay, do you want to go back to Item 7A?  Are you guys interested in getting 
updates on eDocumentation?  Do you think you’ve heard enough on 
eDocumentation?  It was going to a verbal update.   

 There’s nothing in the packet for you to look at, but do you want me to leave that 
on there?  Do you want me to remove it?  It think that’s the… 

Savage: I think it was to ensure that you know the wheels on the bus and things are going 
forward, there’s no reason - unless you want to leave it on there. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record, Megan’s not here today, we are implementing - 
she’s out at an AASHTO Leadership Conference.   
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 Everything is going smoothly, we’re making tweaks as we go, as needed be.  
Some decisions were made with the software, with the previous administration, 
that we are looking at.  We’ve purchased iPads for the field testers to implement 
their data.  Everything is going really smoothly.  We’ve gotten great feedback.   

 The contractors are getting paid.  From our perspective everything is going well.  
So if you want to hear that same thing every quarter, we’re happy to report it. 

[laughter] 

Foerschler: If we have any glitches or you hear anything from contractors aren’t getting paid, 
please let us know, and we will address accordingly.   

Savage: We’ll reopen it up if need to, thank you Sharon.  Be sure to thank Megan as well. 

Foerschler: Will do. 

Kaiser: Okay, Item 7C, just got the Agenda for a handful of AGC meetings we attended 
this last quarter.  If there are any questions, in regards to these meetings. 

 What you’ll see a lot in this packet is just like what we talked about with the 
prequalification, when we change any of our specifications to deal directly with 
the contractors, we’ll take them to the AGC meetings and some of the information 
here is - are some of the changes we’ve made in our specs.   

 You know we’re looking at implementing percent within limits, that’s been a big 
concern to a lot of contractors.  Our executive partnering group, that’s been - 
they’re into some contractors, so I see items in here related to those items. 

Savage: How about any determination as to how the DRTs are being formulated? 

Kaiser: Right now… 

Schettler: I can address that.  It’s a later agenda item, but I can address it now. 

Savage: No, no, if it’s a later agenda item, let’s just talk about it then.  Okay. 

Schettler: Yes.  Oh, it was Lisa Schettler, I’m sorry. 

Savage: I’m getting ahead of myself there.  That was 7C. 

Kaiser: That was 7C. 

Savage: We’ll discuss it on the agenda item Lisa. 
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Schettler: Okay. 

Savage: Anything else Reid? 

Kaiser: That’s all I have for Item No. 7. 

Savage: Okay.  The only question I have was Item 7B, and I think this goes to John and 
Amir.  On the term GMP, you know for the term GMP for the CMARs, we see it 
all the time at the Board meetings, and I don’t know if this is per the federal 
regulations or not, but are there are any shared saving - in the vertical world on a 
GMP, you have a not to exceed limit, guaranteed maximum price.  And if that 
comes in below that price, there’s a shared savings clause.   

 And it can go 50/50, it can go 60/40, it can go 70/30, and I don’t know if that 
mechanism is in place on a GMP project or not for the Department of 
Transportation.   

Soltani: Amir Soltani, Project Management.  We are following the NRS requirements and 
that is - is that under NRS, however we are not using it.   

 The way we are set up is all the construction, bid item risks are transferred to the 
contractor.  So overruns and under runs are all contractor risks.  So if it goes down 
it’s their savings.  If it goes up, it’s their risk. 

 Anything that is on the risk reserve comes back to the Department.  But we do 
have the option of doing it this year and not exercise that. 

Savage: So have you seen cost savings come back on CMAR projects? 

Soltani: Yes.  Risk reserve cost has not been touched fully.  Typically, we tap into 
[inaudible 00:04:57] 23 percent of our risk reserve. 

Savage: So the risk reserve Amir, is the contingency. 

Soltani: Yes. 

Savage: But I’m talking about the base contract.  If you have a base contract GMP, have 
you seen costs come below that GMP price for any CMAR projects that we’ve 
had? 

Soltani: It’s a lump sum contract. 

Savage: Oh it’s a lump sum contract. 
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Soltani: It’s a lump sum contract.  So we do not measure - we pay based on progress 
items. 

Savage: Oh, so it’s not a GMP contract? 

Soltani: It’s - yes, I think maximum price contract for the amount they’re bidding, plus the 
risk reserves.  They’re not entitled to the risk reserve unless it happens [crosstalk]. 

Savage: Oh, because I thought the support documentation has to substantiate the GMP 
price, but that’s not the case. 

Soltani: It does substantiate it.  It does - the contractor and the department go and agree on 
what could go possibly wrong, and that amount goes into a risk reserve.  And if 
any of those events occur, the contractor is entitled to use that amount that was set 
aside.   

 If it doesn’t occur, that money comes back to the department.  That’s per contract 
as we have set it up. 

Savage: Okay, and rather than taking the construction work group time, I would like to 
have a meeting maybe Amir and John, yourself and your staff and talk about 
some of that. 

Terry: I’ll set something up. 

Savage: And talk about some of that language.  So we can be on the same page, rather 
than holding everybody up.  Any other questions or comments regarding agenda 
item 7B? 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  I just want to clarify during the contract 
execution for the CMARs, the construction crews still track quantities, what they 
pay is the plan quantity. 

Savage: Yes. 

Foerschler: So we still do the tracking, it’s just not here is your money for your roadway 
excavation, we still track and document those ones. 

Savage: Well, thanks for clarifying that yeah.  A couple of items possibly for future, Reid? 

Kaiser: Yes. 

Savage: Would be landscape, I’d like to chat about landscape. 
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Kaiser: Okay, what about landscape? 

Savage: Everything about landscape. 

[laughter] 

Hoffman: Save it for later. 

Savage:   That’s what I’m saying later.  This is a future… 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: And then you’re going to love me on this one, morale and image for the 
department. 

Kaiser: Again, Reid Kaiser.  We’ll have Sean at our - at our December and give an update 
on the communication plan. 

Savage: Okay. 

Kaiser: And so that will cover one of those, but would you like to have a discussion 
regarding morale, like human resources? 

Savage: Well, I know - did we ever engage in an internal audit that you know, we talked 
about engaging - there was two firms, and I don’t know if we ever engaged a firm.  
It was an accounting firm. 

Kaiser: Oh you’re talking about - that was for our operational audit. 

Savage: Operational audit. 

Kaiser: Um-hmm. 

Savage: But I don’t know if they have any discussions about morale and image. 

Kaiser: Not in the operational audit. 

Terry: John Terry, I mean we do do surveys.  I mean we do do department wide surveys, 
which many of the questions are pay and satisfaction with your job and whatever.   

 And I think the latest one is out, but have not come in.  So we do do those, but the 
operational audit really doesn’t get into that, it’s more of a numbers. 

Savage: Okay.  I wasn’t sure, and the reason I bring up the morale and the image is just 
because work is picking up, private side is getting busy, and we have to ensure 
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that we keep our own people and how are we replacing those people?  I know it’s 
a big, big item. 

Kaiser: Um-hmm. 

Savage: But maybe it’s something we can just start a discussion on. 

Kaiser: Okay. 

Savage: How everybody feels.  Are there enough smiles?  I know this meeting is going 
long, so let’s keep moving.  7C, request reports and documents. 

Kaiser: Yes, I just talked about one with the AGC meeting.  Probably jumped ahead of 
you there. 

Savage: So we covered that, okay. 

Kaiser: Yes. 

Savage: So that will close Agenda Item No. 7, unless there’s any other comments, we can 
move onto Agenda Item No. 8.  Briefing on the status of projects in development, 
five-year plan. 

Terry: This is John Terry.  I didn’t print out the latest five-year plan and really kind of 
beg off a little bit.  It’s going to change partly because of the presentation we 
made today, and the additional projects we’re going to add to that.  Other than 
that, you know not much has changed in the last quarter, I guess I would add we 
were able to put out all of the major projects and we want them in this state. 

 Well, in this federal fiscal year have gotten out, so with this SR 160 that we talked 
about the October [inaudible 00:10:23] being the last one.  So I guess would be 
federal fiscal - and the five-year plan is based on federal fiscal year.   

 The federal fiscal year, ‘15 is essentially behind us, and we’re moving into ’16 
and we have some challenges waiting on the federal bill, but we fully intend to do 
what’s in there and to add to this list projects from the presentation today. 

Savage: Thank you John.  And just a few words on my behalf; you know I think it’s - the 
department is doing their work with full transparency, and I don’t think it’s been 
done like this in the past, so I complement you, John Terry and the rest of the 
administration for a job well done.   

 And I think it’s work every day, but these plans, they’re transparent to the public 
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and to the contractors, and that’s what it’s all about.  So I really sincerely thank 
you for your hard work, everyone at this time.  Any other comments on Agenda 
Item No. 8? 

 Moving right along, we’ll move to Agenda Item No. 9; briefing on status of 
projects under construction. 

Kaiser: I think we might have mistitled that one.  We got - that’s not till Item 9E - Item 
9A is projects closeout status, and so Item 9A.  We closed out 10 projects this last 
quarter.   

 They’re listed on - under Section 9B.  Section 9A is - has a list of every project 
that we are in the process of closing out.  Are there any questions you guys have 
for us on those projects?   

Savage: I have a question on the contract 3409.  It seems like it’s been there since 2012. 

Kaiser: That’s with Capriati Construction and I believe right now it’s on hold, due to 
some legal issues. 

Savage: Okay. 

Kaiser: That’s the one of Capriati 95 north Vegas. 

Freeman: Jeff Freeman for the record.  It is labor compliance issues.  So they have to go to 
the Labor Board.  We can’t close the contract out until the Labor Board renders a 
decision. 

Savage: So we’re waiting for the Labor Commissioner to render an opinion? 

Freeman: Yes, that is one of the things we’re waiting on. 

Gallagher: For the record, Dennis Gallagher, counsel for the Board.  I believe the Labor 
Commissioner has ruled on this matter, and one of the parties has appealed, and 
it’s simply to the District Court.  But I may be confused with another matter 
before the Labor Commissioner. 

Savage: Okay. 

Gallagher: There’s a handful before the Labor Commissioner or Labor Commissioner 
decisions that are being reviewed in the District Court. 

Savage: Okay.  Thank you Dennis.  Thank you Jeff. 
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Freeman: We can finish this discussion up when we close the door session. 

Savage: Okay.  The other question I have is on contract 3529, why is there not any 
retention held in Trans Corp ITS LLC project? 

Savage: It’s not closed out.  The retention has been paid. 

Inda: This is Denise Inda, Traffic Operations.  I’m going to suggest, I don’t know if 
Jenni, you can correct me, but that’s a - it’s not a contract, it’s an agreement, and 
so I’m pretty sure we don’t do retentions on those. 

Eyerly: That’s correct.  This is Jenni.  We don’t - do you have the number. 

Inda: I think we call it integration. 

Freeman: It is actually a design build. 

Soltani: Is that the stipend. 

Freeman: Jeff Freeman for the record.  Contract 3529 I believe was the design build with 
Trans Corp to do the ITS down on 15. 

Savage: Okay.  My question is again why isn’t it closed out, ready for payoff, waiting for 
EEO. 

Soltani: The contract - this is Amir Soltani.  If it’s design-build project, it was supposed to 
be closed out by my staff, if not, I will look into it. 

Inda: I just - verify which project that is, which fast project, because I just saw in… 

Savage: 3529. 

[crosstalk] 

Inda: I mean is it FAST package. 

Speaker: 3529… 

Martini: This is Mary Martini in Las Vegas, District Engineer.  3529 was the ITS design 
build on I-15, south of Las Vegas.  Trans Corp was the contractor, and the RE 
was Glenn Petranko and Tony Lorenzi was the Project Manager.   

 So it was a construction project, but it was a design build, and the process for 
design build doesn’t follow the same rules as a design bid build contract. 
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Savage: But we still hold retention, do we not? 

Terry: Yes, yes, we do. 

Savage: We do.  We didn’t on that. 

Kaiser: We’ll find out and let you know, Len, okay. 

Savage: Thank you. 

Kasier: Yes. 

Savage: Then on the detail sheets, Contract 3433, underneath 9C, and I think we talked 
about this before, but if you can just refresh my memory, why the change order 
magnitude up there at Cave Rock. 

Foerschler: Sharon Foerschler for the record.  These were the slope stability projects when the 
contractor went in and opened up one of the slopes, it started failing.  And so we 
had to go to a much greater scope to stabilize.  It’s as you come from Glenbrook 
up the hill on the mountainside, and we have talked about this in the past. 

Savage: We have talked about it, okay.  So that’s what it was.  It was a whole different 
scope of work, once they got involved with the sloping. 

Foerschler: Different [crosstalk] yes. 

Savage: That’s right, okay.  Thank you Sharon. 

Foerschler: You’re welcome. 

Savage: Okay, so did you cover Item D. 

Kaiser: No, we have not covered Item D.  That’s the status of our active projects.  Do you 
have any questions for us? 

Savage: No questions, just one comment; my last comment of the day.  It has to do with 
the top three or four that are in red, and I see that CH2M Hill is the engineer of 
record on the top three that are in red? 

 So my concern goes to Project NEON.  To ensure or to reassure I guess that 
CH2M Hill their top management, their administration and their people realize 
that we cannot have any major holdups or any issues on Project NEON. 

Kaiser: Okay. 
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Savage: Just a comment.  Because we have - I’m not going to - page one of one, the 580, 
the Meadowood, the widening, those three under the consultants for CH2M Hill. 

Kaiser: Yes, they’re the engineer of record. 

Savage: They’re the engineer of record. 

Kaiser: Um-hmm. 

Savage: And it’s only a comment that we need to feel comfortable as a department that 
CH2M Hill is on top of their game for Project NEON.  Because this is our biggest 
project ever, and we want to ensure from their very top people to their boots on 
the ground that we are reassured that they have their A Team on Project NEON.  
And it’s not - it’s a reality check to make sure that we’re getting the bang for the 
buck, and we’re getting the value we deserve as a taxpayer. 

Soltani: This is Amir Soltani, Project Management.  I can assure you that CH2M Hill on 
NEON, just on NEON, they have performed exceptionally.  They have gone - 
they’ve gone out of their way to accommodate us, and have done fantastic work, 
helping us and supporting us during this few years’ process.  And in fact they 
been traced by me and by my staff just a few weeks ago for the good work they 
have done.   

 We will keep continuing watching them, working with them, and making sure 
they continue to perform at a high level. 

Savage: I think it’s very important, Amir, because they’re in my red zone, or our red zone, 
they’re at the top of the sheet, and we cannot have that on Project NEON. 

Soltani: I understand your concern.  Unfortunately, I’m a bit baffled by that red zone, I 
need to double check it. 

Savage: I appreciate your comments Amir.  That’s all I have. 

Knecht: One final thing Mr. Chairman, and I don’t think it needs to be agendized, but 
sometime somebody can take me aside and explain one of the inside baseball 
aspects of contracting here with the construction contracting.   

 Under 9C at contract number 3562, bid price was $2,886,886, and these kinds of 
patterns seem to crop up, unusually frequently in some contracts we reviewed this 
morning.  One party had something like $3,192,192 and the other party in the 
same one had $4,333… 
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Terry: Contractors are superstitious just like everybody else, and certain ones like certain 
ways, and they’ll adjust them at the end so that the numbers… 

Knecht: Sometimes you’ll get six 3’s in a row, or six 7’s or something.  I understand when 
it comes in at $2,999,999.  They’re trying to avoid getting to three million, but 
they must be superstitious. 

Kaiser: One other thing, Reid Kaiser, one other thing they will do is on bid day, they will 
still be getting prices within an hour of when the bids are due here at 
headquarters, and they’ll already have their bottom line numbers, so they’ll be 
able to write them in on their… 

Knecht: By the way, the superstitious part didn’t work, because all these bids lost. 

Savage: But you’re right Mr. Controller, and being a contractor, we’re not the sharpest 
tool in the box, I’ll tell you that.  So we are very superstitious.  We have the 
voodoo dolls and the number 7 patched all around our office.   

 Your point is well made, but there’s no - no statistic there.  Anything else on 
Agenda Item No. 9D, now I’m going to Agenda Item 9E, Partnering Dispute 
Process. 

Schettler: Next time I’ll let you know who I am before I start talking.  Lisa Schettler.  
Before I get to the dispute resolution, I wanted to mention that - as I’ve mentioned 
before we had gotten funding from Federal Highways Administration to do kind 
of a survey research project on partnering, best practices, and compiling 
documentation, nationwide.   

 I’ve finally gotten our [inaudible 00:24:23] for that project, facilitate that, and so 
we had our kick-off meeting on Friday, and so we’re going to [inaudible 
00:24:31] with developing our expert panel for that project, and we are looking at 
September 2016 date to hold the conference that will showcase the top findings in 
this project.  So that one is moving forward. 

 The dispute resolution we had our first - and partnering, we had our first steering 
committee meeting July 16th, and mostly we focused on dispute resolution at that 
meeting, although the steering committee will also be addressing partnering on 
construction projects and overall partnering in the department.   

 And from that meeting, we’ve developing a working group to develop and 
finalize the process and documents and specifications that we’re going to be using 
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for our dispute resolution program. 

 The working group consists of two contractor representatives from up north, and 
two from the south, and also an AGC representative north and south along this 
key NDOT folks.  And we have a meeting in September, October, and November 
so that we can finalize our process, our documentation in a collaborative way and 
we hope to fully implement the program starting in 2016 in a consistent manner. 

 So that’s kind of where we are with dispute resolution.  And if you have any 
questions let me know. 

Savage: One question.  Have the DRTs been established on the Carson Freeway and the 
Boulder Bypass? 

Schettler: We have - we’ve provided Ashley, the resident engineer on that project with our 
dispute resolution candidate list that we have along with their resumes.  She’s 
sharing that with the contractor, and they also - we’ve suggested other resources, 
because at this time, we do have a rather small pool on our list. 

Savage: This is on Carson and Boulder? 

Schettler: This is just Carson Freeway.  So they do have that list of people and they’re in the 
process of establishing the resolution team. 

Savage: Has there been a partnering meeting held? 

Schettler: Yes, they have had a partnering meeting.  We’ve had a partnering kickoff meeting 
on that project. 

 Also the other thing that we’re going to be doing on the dispute resolution once 
we’ve kind of finalized the program is move into offer training in early 2016 for 
dispute resolution team members so we can get a better pool of candidates that are 
trained here in Nevada.  And also provide training for contractors and NDOT 
staff, so we can successfully use the dispute resolution teams. 

Savage: That’s great, thank you Lisa.  Any other comments on item 9E. 

Freeman: Jeff Freeman for the record.  Boulder City Bypass, we’re at the same place we are 
with Carson City Bypass project.  We have provided all the language, candidate 
pools, and we’re trying to weed through the issue of not having the full pool set 
up of you know our specs saying pull out of this pool and it not being set up fully. 
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 So we do have a search for candidates, we have the [inaudible 00:28:00] as well, 
and the RE and project manager for finishing our walk through, establishing 
[inaudible 00:28:07], but they have the language and they have everything put 
together.  So we are working on it down there as well. 

Savage: Has the partnering meeting been held on that? 

Freeman: Yes, we have held initial partnering. 

Savage: Thank you Jeff.  Any other comments on 9E. 

Kaiser: No, but Jeff found the reason why we don’t have any reten on 3529.   

Freeman: Contract 3529, I was getting it confused, I was getting it confused with Contract 
3429, which was Trans Corp’s as well.  This was a single job in Las Vegas, we 
have held reten, because we only spent 67 percent of the funds.  Reten is held out 
at 85 percent.   

 And we are to the point of wanting to close it out, because we reduced a bunch of 
the work, so we’re not ever going to hit 85 percent.  So our system had no way of 
actually collecting the reten. 

Savage: Okay.  Thank you Jeff. 

Larkin: Nice, Jeff. 

Savage: Thank you.  Okay, so let’s move onto Agenda No. 10.  Is there any public 
comment here in Carson City?  Mr. Controller. 

Knecht: Mr. Chairman, if I may, I’d just like to say to everybody at NDOT, keep up the 
great work we appreciate it. 

Freeman: Thank you. 

Kaiser: Thank you. 

Terry: Thanks. 

Savage: Thank you Mr. Controller.  Any public comment in Las Vegas Mary? 

Martini: None here, Sir. 

Savage: Okay.  Then with that moving onto Agenda Item 11, I’ll take a motion to move to 
close the session. 
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Knecht: So moved. 

Savage: I’ll second. 

Savage: Close session.   

[end of meeting] 
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    MEMORANDUM 
          

        December 14, 2015 
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors  
 Construction Working Group 
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director 
SUBJECT: December 14, 2015 Construction Working Group Meeting 
Item #5: NDOT Communications Plan Update – Informational Item Only 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Summary: 
 

Following up on the presentation to the Transportation Board in May on branding by students 
from the University of Nevada, Reno, this item is to update the Construction Working Group on 
how the NDOT Communications team has continued to develop the “safe and connected” 
brand. The Communications team adopted the tagline, incorporated it department-wide, and 
built on it with a new strategic communications plan that supports the brand and emphasizes 
how greatly NDOT cares for the safety of everyone on the road and how NDOT roadways keep 
Nevadans connected every day. 
 
Background: 
 

Instead of spending a lot of money hiring an ad agency to develop a brand, the Communications 
team asked a class of UNR Reynolds School of Journalism students and their professor to help 
develop one over a semester. The material NDOT got back from the group was ad agency 
quality at no cost. The students stressed the need for NDOT to continue to focus on a mission 
of roadway safety and connectivity. They did extensive research, crafted a positioning 
statement, identified a target audience, suggested measurement tools, and most importantly, 
created a brand. Governor Sandoval and the Transportation Board supported the new 
campaign and challenged the NDOT Communications team to carry the momentum forward. 
 
Analysis: 
 

The NDOT Communications team has taken the “safe and connected” concept to the next level 
by creating an extensive strategic communications plan that incorporates the students’ 
recommendations and builds on them by enhancing each one of NDOT’s communication 
channels. The goal of this plan is to expose the diversity of ways NDOT keeps Nevadans “safe 
and connected”. The result is a dynamite plan with energetic tactics that aim to reach Nevadans 
by highlighting the good things that NDOT does for the public every day. 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Sean Sever, Communications Director 



 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 December 14, 2015 
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors 
 Construction Working Group 
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director 
SUBJECT: December 14, 2015 Construction Working Group Meeting 
Item #6: NDOT Landscape and Aesthetics Program – Informational Item Only 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Summary: 
  
At the September Transportation Board Meeting, the Board requested information on the 
Landscape and Aesthetics Program.  Below is information to provide further background. 
 
Background: 
 
In June of 2002, the Nevada State Transportation Board adopted the Landscape and 
Aesthetics Master Plan (LAMP).  This Plan was developed as a collaborative effort with many 
agencies in response to the numerous complaints about the appearance of our roadways.  
Recognizing that there are limits to our resources, the public indicated that for the cost they 
would rather we build attractive roads than build a small amount of additional lanes. In a public 
participation process, it was agreed that 3% of the construction cost should go to aesthetic 
elements.  This is defined in our Landscape and Aesthetic Master Plan. It is referenced during 
public meetings and design hearings for the projects on which it is applied.  The aesthetics 
have been well received.  The Department receives positive feedback on proposed and built 
aesthetic treatments even during difficult economic times. 
 
The Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan quotes the late Governor Guinn in expressing one 
of the major messages regarding the importance of L&A; “Highways are among the most visible 
artifacts of our civilization.  Our highways give form to our communities and impact us every day 
of our lives. They connect us to each other and to the place we call home. They welcome our 
guests upon arrival and send them on their way when they leave. Because they affect our 
ecosystems and the way our neighborhoods and places of business connect to each other, they 
influence the quality of life of every citizen in the state.” 
 
Under the Master Plan, the Department developed Landscape and Aesthetic Corridor Plans for 
each of the 11 major corridors in Nevada.  
  

• I-15, Stateline to Stateline 
• I-80, Stateline to Stateline 
• Central US 95, West US 6, Central US 50 
• US 395, West US 50, SR 28, SR 207, SR 431 
• Southern US 95 
• US 93 
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These plans were also developed in a collaborative effort with substantial and concerted 
outreach to agencies, entities and the public throughout the state to provide their thoughts and 
input. As a result, the Master Plan and Corridor Plans provide the foundation for our Landscape 
and Aesthetics program. 
 
In addition, aesthetics are often part of required mitigation to offset the impacts of highway 
projects on neighborhoods.  The use of aesthetics can help achieve acceptance of a project by 
improving the public's opinion of the visual impact of a project. Landscaping and aesthetics 
addresses concerns about the disruption of neighborhood identities by drawing on cultural 
elements important to those neighborhoods, and reflecting their heritage and culture. We have 
developed partnerships with other agencies, such as the City of Las Vegas on the F St. project. 
The landscape and aesthetics component greatly helped to eliminate the accusation of 
environmental injustice in the neighborhood. 
 
Our program incorporates sustainable practices such as actively reducing our water usage on 
projects, as well as incorporating “LID”- Low Impact Development, important in our stormwater 
management. Techniques such as water harvesting utilizes the water that falls on an area and 
incorporates it back into the project site for the use of native plantings. We utilize either native 
or desert adapted plantings, so we minimize the use of water. No new irrigation systems are 
constructed, instead using soil amendments and temporary watering to help these native 
plantings become established without the high maintenance and water use of a permanent 
irrigation system 
 
With the declining economic base of Nevada’s casino industry, it is imperative we expand that 
base. Economic development is one of the key elements NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics 
Program provides. The landscape and aesthetics on our freeways and highways show a safe, 
interesting and welcoming community presence to potential business and new residents, with 
the State willing to invest in a better quality of life for its citizens. Additionally, by reflecting the 
area’s rich heritage and culture from our projects, we provide opportunities for tourists to learn 
more about the area and encourage them to spend their money exploring more of the 
community. Furthermore, these projects help employ local professionals, from landscape 
architects and engineers, biologists to artists, as well as employing individuals in multiple and 
varied construction and fabrication fields. 
 
List of Attachments: 
 

A. Aesthetic Alternatives for NDOT Design Standards (Hand Delivered) 
 
Recommendation for Board Action: 
 
Informational item only. 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Lucy Joyce, Landscape Architect Supervisor 
 

 



 
 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 December 14, 2015 
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors 
 Construction Working Group 
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director 
SUBJECT: December 14, 2015 Construction Working Group Meeting 
Item #7: Contract 3389, I580 - Meadowood Way Interchange, Change Order 28 – 

Informational Item Only 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Summary: 
  
NDOT contract 3389 constructed the Meadowood Mall Way Interchange in Reno, Nevada.  This 
project was designed by the Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission with NDOT 
administering the construction contract.  Due to the many plan sheet changes made while the 
project was being constructed, the contractor filed 3 claims for additional compensation, with the 
final claim requesting an additional $14,300,856.  With the potential for this claim to go to 
litigation, NDOT has agreed to reimburse the contractor for costs associated with completing the 
work directed in the additional plan sheets in the amount of $3,601,700 in exchange for the 
contractor releasing all claims.   
 
Background: 
 
The Nevada Department of Transportation advertised project 3389 January 21, 2010 using 
funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009.  This project was 
developed and designed by the Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County (RTC).  
Due to this project being on the interstate highway system which is owned and maintained by 
NDOT, we elected to administer construction of this project even though the RTC was in charge 
of procuring all right-of-way and design for the project. 
 
The contractors notice to proceed was June 14, 2010 and had to be completed using 450 
working days.  Due to 220 plan sheet changes made after the bids were opened, the contractor 
used 622 working days to complete the project and was assessed liquidated damages for the 
number of days over 450, minus days added by change order (13).  The plans had a total of 623 
pages and of the 220 plan sheet changes, 24 were requested by the contractor.    
 
Analysis: 
 
The schedule to complete this project required the contractor to build the Meadowood Bridge in 
thirds so 3 lanes of traffic could be maintained in each direction on I-580.  There was also a  
considerable number of retaining walls to support the mainline under and around the 
Meadowood Bridge.  The foundations for the bridges and soundwalls used drilled shafts for 
support.  The contractors drilled shaft subcontractor had many problems drilling the shafts, 
which caused the contractor significant delays and costs. Therefore, NDOT believes that a large  
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portion of the contractors claimed amount is due to their own, or their subcontractors, 
operations. 
 
The project was completed on July 10, 2013 and the contractor submitted their final claim on 
November 17, 2014.  There were numerous meetings during that time period attempting to 
reach agreement on some disputes but none were reached.  Once the contractor submitted this 
last claim, it was handled by the Directors Office.  Again, there were numerous meetings 
between the contractor’s president and NDOT’s Directors Office with one offer presented to the 
contractor in the amount of $2,240,000, which they declined. 
 
After another series of meetings, the contractors President and NDOT’s Director, Rudy 
Malfabon, and myself met on July 7 and reached agreement to settle all claims on this project 
for $3,601,700.  The contractor will keep 40 working days of liquidated damages.  This 
agreement will eliminate all claims and potential lawsuits between NDOT and the contractor 
related to this project. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Informational item only. 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Reid Kaiser, Assistant Director, Operations 
 

 









































N = Need
S = Submitted (HQ reviewing) 

      A = Approved

1

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

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation

ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance

*= Internal

CONT 
NO DIST CREW # CONTRACTOR - RESIDENT 
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ACCEPT

PICK UP 
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PRIORITIES    

(based on Const 
Comp Date)

CHANGE ORDER 
STATUS

3409 1 926
CAPRIATI CONSTRUCTION -                                

SULAHRIA                                                  
DEENA - CECILIA

US 95 FROM RAINBOW/SUMMERLIN 
INTERCHG. TO RANCHO/ANN RD. & DURANGO 

DR. (PKG. 1)
$68,761,909.90 $50,000.00 N A A A N A Y 12/1/12 2/15/13 12/16/13 3/7/14 3/12/14 Y

HQ working on closeout. Wage 
Investigation Hearing in LV November 

19th 2015.
1 - Deena - Cecilia

3530 1 902
LAS VEGAS PAVING CORP -                  

YOUSUF                                                       
MATT

CONSTRUCT NEW INTERCHANGE  I-15 AT 
CACTUS AVENUE 

$38,900,000.00 $50,000.00 A A A S A S 8/29/14 3/31/14 5/4/15 Y

Pickup complete. District Acceptance 
pending resolution of final field issue. ATSS 

submited before final qtys sent to 
contractor

Done 

3532 1 916 LAS VEGAS PAVING CORP-RUGULEISKI                                                 
TRISH

RE-OPEN F STREET UNDER I 15 INTERSTATE TO 
TRAFFIC

$13,600,000.00 $50,000.00 A A N N N A 10/24/14 10/1/15 10/1/15 Y HQ working on closeout. 2

3534 1 (D3) 922 GRANITE CONSTRUCTION-CHRISTIANSEN                                      
TRISH

CONSTRUCT SHOULDERS AND PASSING LANES $9,886,886.00 $50,000.00 A A S A N S 10/17/14 10/24/14 12/30/14 2/11/15 Y HQ working on closeout. Crew addressing 
minor concerns.

1

3546 1 903
LAS VEGAS PAVING -                          

CONNER                                                          
TRISH

 I-15 MILL, 3" PBS, 3/4" OPEN-GRADE, 2 MI 
TRUCK CLIMBING LN NORTH BOUND

$35,650,000.00 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 6/10/15 Partial Relief 
5/8/15

N Minor field work being completed. Dist 
Accept targeted mid Nov.

3554 1 926
LAS VEGAS PAVING -                                                                                                      

SULAHRIA                                                           
TRISH

US 95 FROM ANN ROAD TO DURANGO DRIVE $35,700,000.01 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 9/18/15 10/22/15 9/13/16
Partial relief 
1/15/2015

N Crew preparing to request pickup. 
Targeting Dist Acceptance mid-Nov 2015.

3556 1 901
        ROAD & HIGHWAY -                                 

ALHWAYEK                                                  
TRISH

REALIGN US 93 FOR APPROXIMATELY 5000 FT 
USING GEO-FOAM TO AVOID UNSUITABLE S 

SOILS
$3,595,595.00 $50,000.00 A A N A N A 12/3/14 10/19/15 10/19/15 N

Per crews request HQ reviewed the job on 
10/26/15. Crew making corrections before 

requesting pick up.

3560 1 906
MKD CONSTRUCTION INC -         

CHRISTIANSEN / FREE                                               
DEENA

INSTALL ENHANCED MILEPOST MARKERS & 
MINIMAL CENTERLINE/SHOULDER RUMBLE 

STRIPS
$426,000.00 $21,300.00 N A A A A A Y 7/25/14 7/25/14 11/24/14 12/14/14 3/11/15 Y

Potential Wage Claim issue, contract 
compliance is working with Contractor 

targeting end of week 10/5 for resolution. 
Final Pmt is waiting resolution of EEO 

clearance.(EDOC PILOT)

Done

3566 1 915
NEVCAL INVESTORS INC -                 

STRGANAC -                                               
TRISH    

SIGNAL SYSTEM MODIFICATION CITY OF 
NORTH LAS VEGAS

$590,432.20 $30,379.11 N A N N N N 9/14/15 N Crew preparing to request pickup pending 
execution of CCO #2a. 

CCO#2a being 
circulated

3567 1 915
ACME ELECTRIC -                           

STRGANAC -                                                
TRISH 

MULTIPLE INTERSECTIONS IN DIST 1 - SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION IN LAS VEGAS

$605,969.00 $30,298.45 S N S A N N/A 8/11/15 10/6/15 10/15/15 11/2/15 Y Closeout complete. Needs LE 3

3573 1 915

FAST-TRAC ELECTRIC (NEV-CAL 
INVESTORS, INC)                                 

STRGANAC                                                 
TRISH

INSTALL SIGNAL SYSTEM ON SR 160 AT 
CIMARRON ROAD; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN 
FACILITIES AT BUFFALO AND DURANGO DR.

$1,426,603.74 $50,000.00 A A A A N A 8/22/14 11/24/14 12/1/14 10/21/15 Y
Closeout complete. Needs LE. Final 

Quantities & Memo are ready to send to 
contractor.

Done

3576         
FM

1 906 AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES SWR          
CHRISTIANSEN                                   TRISH

SR 147 FM 2ME OF EUL OF NLV CL 9.67 TO 
APPX BOUNARY LAKE MEAD NRA

$5,948,497.07 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 9/25/15 N
Final item of work (seeding) will be 

performed in November. Crew preparing 
for pickup request. 

3577      
FM-Pilot

1 903
LAS VEGAS PAVING CORP-                      

CONNER                                                   
TRISH                                  

US 95 FROM 1.2 MILES NORTH OF FRCL 34 TO 
0.9 MILES NORTH OF THE TRAILING EDGE OF I-

1075 3" COLD MILL & FILL w/ OG
$23,642,334.99 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 11/9/2015 

Partial relief
N Construction ongoing

3581     
FM

1 902
INTERMOUNTAIN SLURRY SEAL INC 

YOUSUF                                                       
TRISH           

US 93 MICROSURFACE EXISTING ROADWAY $1,538,538.00 $50,000.00 N A S S S S 5/27/15 10/6/15 1019/15 Y Crew has requested pickup. 4

Department of Transportation
Construction Contract Closeout Status

November 3, 2015
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S = Submitted (HQ reviewing) 

      A = Approved
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EEO=Contract Compliance Clearance
LAB=clearance from Materials
AB=As-Built

CPPR=Contractors Past Performance
LE=Letter of Explanation

ATSS=Acceptance Test Summary Sheet

WC=Wage Complaint
CA=Contractors Acceptance

*= Internal
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Department of Transportation
Construction Contract Closeout Status

November 3, 2015

3584     
FM

1 915 VSS INTERNATIONAL DBA        STRGANAC 
(BAER)                                             TRISH

US 95 AMARGOSA VALLEY TO BEATTY NYE 
COUNTY

$1,710,710.00 $50,000.00 A N N A N N 6/26/15 7/26/15 8/17/15 8/25/15 N Crew working to request pickup.

3589      
FM

1 903
LAS VEGAS PAVING CORP-            

CONNER                                                   
TRISH

SR 158 DEER CREEK ROAD COLDMILLING AND 
PLACING PLANTMIX BITUMINOUS SURFACE

$2,118,000.00 $50,000.00 N A N A N N 8/5/15 9/5/15 8/12/15 9/3/15 N Crew working on closeout. Semi-Final 
done.

3292 2 910
FISHER INDUSTRIES -                                                                                   

DURSKI                                                                 
ROB-MATT

FROM 395 S. OF BOWERS MANSION CUTOFF 
NORTH TO MOUNT ROSE HWY. 

$393,393,393.00 $50,000.00 A A A A A S 11/19/12 2/28/15 3/2/15 3/9/15 Y
HQ working with Crew on closeout. Crew 

working on CCO 69 and force account 
hoping to be done by mid-november. 

Matt - 1
   Crew working on 

69 &85

3389 
ARRA

2 913
MEADOW VALLEY CONST -                                               

LIGHTFOOT                                                 
DEENA

I-580 AT MEADOWOOD MALL EXCHANGE $21,860,638.63 $50,000.00 A N N N N N 7/10/13 11/1/13 8/12/14 9/26/14 N Claim pending. Crew working on closeout.

3501 2 911 Q & D CONSTRUCTION -                 ANGEL                                                        
DEENA 

ON SR 431, MT. ROSE HWY, FROM THE 
JUNCTION WITH SR 28 TO INCLINE LAKE RD. 

$5,318,188.00 $50,000.00 A A N A A A 11/8/13 10/17/13 6/5/14 6/23/14 Y Field Pick up is done; HQ is reviewing final 
qtys. 95%  complete. 

Deena -1

3505 2 907
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -                                                             

LANI                                                           
DEENA 

US 50, LYON COUNTY, CHAVES ROAD TO ROY'S 
ROAD

$21,212,121.00 $50,000.00 A A A A N S 10/3/13 10/3/14 5/15/15 5/20/15 Y

Still have outstanding items from RE; qtys 
are ready to send to contractor, I spoke to 
Lani & Hale re: the LE and ATFR it is being 
addressed. Anticipate final pay mid-Dec.

Done

3516 2 907 GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -               LANI                                                              
MATT

US 395 CARSON CITY FREEWAY FROM CARSON 
ST. TO FAIRVIEW

$9,545,454.00 $50,000.00 A A A S N  S 7/11/14 N/A 5/15/2015 5/18/2015 N
Anticipate crew will request pickup mid-

Nov. Partial submital of CPPR's (waiting on 
one for Prime).

3541 
CMAR

2 911
Q & D CONSTRUCTION -                   

ANGEL                                                       
DEENA                                          

CONSTRUCT PHASE 1 C MULTI USE TRAIL OF 
STATELINE TO STATELINE BIKEWAY PROJECT

$1,424,013.00 $50,000.00 A A N S A A 10/15/13  12/20/15
Partial Accept 

(excl Plant Est.)          
11-21-13

N

Per Project Management, TTD in 
agreement with NDOT to do Weed 
Monitoring activities until 12/2015, 

anticpate closeout 1/16. Can not close out 
until completion of agreement with TTD. 

3543 2 905
GRANITE CONST. CO                         

LOMPA                                                       
MATT        

REMOVE BITUMINOUS SURFACE & PBS AND 
OPEN-GRADE WEARING COURSE

$1,524,247.76 $50,000.00 A A A A A S 10/23/14 1/30/15 2/13/15 6/22/15 Y
Job pickup complete. Materials accepted 

ATSS.  Qty's sent to contractor 11/10/2015.  
Poss. Payoff 12/10/2015.

Done 

3545 2 910
R OAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS-                                             

DURSKI                                                      
DEENA                   

REMOVE BRIDGE DECK AND REPLACE WITH 
POLYMER CONCRETE ON STRUCTURES I-100, 

I1087 & I1005 E/W
$792,459.75 $39,622.99 A A A A A S 8/20/15 8/25/15 9/3/15 Y Crew has requested pickup. QA reviewing 

ATFR.
Deena - 4

3558 2 913
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -                                                                                                       

LIGHTFOOT                                             
MATT                                                    

SR 431 MT ROSE HWY FROM 0.11 MILES EAST 
OF THE MT ROSE SUMMIT TO US 395

$1,459,145.70 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 7/1/15 9/2/15 9/10/15 N
  Crew working with contractor to resolve  
issues related to CCO's and preparing for 

pickup request. 

 1 and 6 have paid 
priors and no 

CCO's. 

3561 2 911 GRANITE CONTRUCTION -            ANGEL                                                      
DEENA                                          

2 3/4" MILL 2" PLANTMIX SURFACE WITH 3/4" 
OPEN GRADE

$6,354,354.01 $50,000.00 A A N A A S 11/7/14 N/A 9/21/15 9/28/15 N  Crew preparing to request pickup. After 
3501 and 3541.

2 & 3  Priors. CCO#2 
in Directors office

3564  
CMAR

2 911
Q & D CONSTRUCTION -                                                      

ANGEL                                                       
MATT

SR 207 KINGSBURY GRADE FROM THE 
JUNCTION WITH US 50 TO 3.866 MILES E. OF 

US 50 
$14,877,619.23 $50,000.00 S A N S A A 10/15/14 10/1/15 11/3/15 N

Crew preparing to request pickup. AB 
completed will collect at time of pickup. 

After 3561. scheduling District Acceptance 
wk 11/2/15.

3582     
FM

2 911
SIERRA NEVADA CONST.                       

ANGEL                                                           
MATT   

US 50 IN DAYTON, 0.13 MI WEST OF PINE CONE 
RD TO, 0.17 MI EAST OF RETAIL RD. - REVISE 
STRIPING, CONST RAISED MEDIAN ISLANDS 
AND DECEL LANES @ VARIOUS LOCATIONS

$328,357.56 $16,417.88 A A N A N A 5/22/15 6/12/15 6/24/15 N Crew preparing for pickup request.
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3586     
FM

2 911
MKD  CONSTRUCTION                               

ANGEL                                                           
MATT   

US 5- CARSON CITY LOWER AND CENTRAL 
CREEK WATERSHED STORM DRAIN PROJECT FM 
CREEK INTERCHANGE TO JUNCTION OF US 395

$1,323,150.00 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 10/30/15 N Contrator working through cleanup phase. 

3587     
FM

2 911
SIERRA NEVADA CONST.                       

ANGEL                                                         
DEENA   

US 50 FROM BOYER LN TO PINTO LN 
CONSTRUCT FENCE WITH CATTLE GUARDS 

@ VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
$689,007.00 $37,854.11 N N N S N S 10/23/15 N Crew preparing for pickup request. 

3588         
FM

2 910
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -                                                                                                       

DURSKI                                                     
MATT                                                    

5 SCHOOLS IN WASHOE COUNTY - OFF SYSTEM $610,937.25 $30,546.86 A A A A A N 8/7/15 8/26/15 9/3/15 Y Crew has requested pickup.

3592  FM 2 911 SIERRA NEVADA CONST.              ANGEL                                                      
MATT   

SR 823, LOWER COLONY AND ARTESIA 
ROADS, FROM SR 208 TO UP[PER COLONY 

ROAD 2" PBS OVERLAY
$1,609,665.96 $50,000.00 N A N S S N 9/17/15 11/3/15 11/3/15 N Construction complete. District Acceptance 

scheduled this week 11/2/15
CCO#2 will be sent 

this week. 

3524 3 920 GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -    SCHWARTZ                                                   
MATT

RUBBLIZING, PBS WITH OG SEIMIC RETROFIT 
AND REHABILITATION

$32,106,106.01 $50,000.00 N A N N N S 8/6/15 9/5/15 10/1/15 10/1/15 N
Crew working on preparing for pickup 

request. Targeting November for pickup 
request.

3525 3 912
ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS - 

SIMMONS                                             
DEENA           

DOWEL BAR RETROFIT, PROFILE GRIND, SAW & 
SEAL, SEISMIC RETROFIT & REHAB OF 

STRUCTURE ON I-80
$14,222,222.00 $50,000.00 S A A A A S Y 3/11/15 4/12/15 5/18/15 8/14/15 Y

Pick up is scheduled for 11-16-15. 
Outstanding Wage Complaint (Lani will talk 

to Tracy). 
Deena - 2

3533 3 912/910
Q & D CONSTRUCTION -                                                      

SIMMONS                                                       
MATT

PBS OVERLAY WITH OPEN GRADE, PAVED 
CROSSOVER, CHAIN UP AREAS, AND WORK @ 

BEOWAWE INTERCHANGE
$14,283,000.00 $50,000.00 A A A A A A 7/14/14 3/17/15 4//7/15 10/26/15 Y Final Qty's sent to contractor on 

10/27/2015.  Poss. Payoff 11/27/2015
Done

3540  
CMAR

3 908
Q & D  CONSTRUCTION -                                                                                                 

SENRUD                                                                                                           
MATT

REPAIR TUNNEL, RENOVATE DRAINAGE & 
IMPROVE LIGHTING, PERFORM WORK ON 

STRUCTURES B-106, B-1112, B-1113 REPAIR 
PCCP WITH NEW SURFACE

$28,340,000.13 $50,000.00 A A A A A S 7/1/15 8/7/15 9/3/15 Y HQ working on closeout., approx. 
55%complete. 

2 - Matt

3550 3 918
ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS, LLC  GREG 

BOGGS                                                          
MATT

2" MILL, 2" PBS WITH OPEN-GRADE AND 3 3/4" 
MILL, 1" STRESS RELIEF COURSE, 2" PBS WITH 

OPEN GRADE.
$19,656,656.00 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 10/12/16 N

Construction ongoing. Minor items 
remaining, but are temp sensitive, may 

need to wait until next season to complete.

3551 3 908
ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS, LLC  

MOURITSEN                                               
DEENA

ADD 6'SHOULDERS, PASSING LANES, FLATTEN 
SLOPES, & EXTEND DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 

PACKAGE 2
$8,363,636.00 $50,000.00 N N N N N N 10/9/15 N Crew working towards request for pickuip, 

pending completion of cleanup phase.

3557 3 912
Q & D CONSTRUCTION -                    

SIMMONS                                                    
DEENA

REPLACE SUBSTANDARD OFF-SYSTEM STRS G-
324 & B-395 ON FR EU NEAR DUNPHY @ THE 

HUMBOLDT RIVER
$7,835,211.70 $50,000.00 S N N N N N 9/11/15 Y Crew has requested pickup, scheduled for 

11-17-15

3559 3 920
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION -                                                                                                 

SCHWARTZ                                                                                                             
DEENA

2" Mill 2" PBS WITH OPEN GRADE 
WEARING COURSE $10,069,069.00 $50,000.00 S A N A A S Y 7/20/15 8/19/15 10/2/15 10/7/15 Y Crew has requested pickup, scheduled for 

11-16-15
Deena-3

3563 3 Dist 3
SIERRA NEVADA CONST. CO.      

HESTERLEE                                               
DEENA

US50-5, US93, SR140, SR278, SR292, 
SR294, and SR305; CHIP SEAL OF 

EXISTING ROADWAY
$4,824,007.00 $50,000.00 S N N N N N 7/29/15 9/30/15 9/30/15 N CM19i has been sent to crew. 



NDOT Construction Contracts Closed Out
(Aug-Oct) 2015

Contract Description Contractor Resident Engineer
NDOT/Consultant                 
Project Manager  Original Bid  CCO Amount % CCO

 Qty Adjustments (Tot 
Pd - (Bid+CCO)) % Adjustments  Total Paid 

 Total Amount 
Over/Under Bid 
Amount 

% of Bid 
Amount

 Agreement Estimate 
(budget) 

 Total Amount 
Over/Under Budgeted 
Amount % of Budget

3461

COLD IN-PLACE RECYCLE AND PLACING PLANTMIX BITUMINOUS SURFACE 
WITH OPEN-GRADE, INSTALL SAFETY CROSSING AT SILVERZONE, 
WIDENING AND SEISMIC RETROFITTING TWO BRIDGES FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO. SAMUEL LOMPA JOHN BRADSHAW $31,000,000.00 $1,430,559.58 4.6% 656,981.75$                     2.1% 33,087,541.33$               2,087,541.33$                 107% 32,539,538.00$                    548,003.33$                    102%

3529

SIGNAL SYSTEM MODIFICATION, SYSTEMIC REPLACEMENT OF 5 SECTION 
PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEADS TO 4 SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE 
HEAD (UTILIZING FLASHING YELLOW ARROW). TRANSCORE ITS LLC JASON VOIGT JIM CERAGIOLI $1,753,671.20 ($44,653.68) -2.5% (323,814.65)$                    -18.5% 1,385,202.87$                 (368,468.33)$                   79% 2,074,259.00$                      (689,056.13)$                   67%

3552

SIGNAL SYSTEM MODIFICATION IN CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS.  SYSTEMIC 
REPLACEMENT OF 5 SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEADS TO 4 
SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEADS (UTILIZING FLASHING YELLOW 
ARROW) FAST-TRAC ELECTRIC (NEV-CAL INVESTORS, INC.) MARTIN STRGANAC JIM CERAGIOLI $441,763.58 $957.35 0.2% (4,979.39)$                        -1.1% 437,741.54$                     (4,022.04)$                       99% 508,269.00$                          (70,527.46)$                     86%

3569 SR 445 DOUBLE CHIP SEAL; SR 447 CHIP SEAL. SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION, INC. SAMUEL LOMPA PHILIP KANEGSBERG $2,404,007.00 $55,484.68 2.3% 108,077.51$                     4.5% 2,567,569.19$                 163,562.19$                    107% 2,636,328.00$                      (68,758.81)$                     97%

3571
CONSTRUCT A CENTER TURN LANE AND RIGHT TURN LANE INTO THE 
TRIBAL COMMERCIAL CENTER. SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION, INC. STEPHEN LANI VICTOR PETERS $795,007.00 $34,580.70 4.3% 121,773.84$                     15.3% 951,361.54$                     156,354.54$                    120% 898,608.00$                          52,753.54$                      106%

3572

COLD MILL AND REPAVE SR 574 CHEYENNE AVE BETWEEN CIVIC CENTER 
DR AND LOSSE RD, INCLUDING ON AND OFF RAMPS AT I 15; COLDMILL 
AND REPAVEON AND OFF RAMPS ON I 15 AT SR 593 TROPICANA AVE AND 
SR 592 LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION MIKE FREE JENNIFER MANUBAY $1,390,000.00 -$                              0.0% (3,948.39)$                        -0.3% 1,386,051.61$                 (3,948.39)$                       100% 1,544,246.00$                      (158,194.39)$                   90%

Totals 37,784,448.78$             1,476,928.63$            3.9% 554,090.67$                     1.5% 39,815,468.08$               2,031,019.30$                 105% 40,201,248.00$                    (385,779.92)$                   99%

 Projects Equal to or 
Under Budget 4

 Projects Over Budget 2

 Number of Projects Over/ Under Agr. 
Estimate (Budget) 



Contract No. 3461 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 73438 AND 73547 
FHWA Project No(s).: IM-080-5(036) and BR-080-5(037) 
County: ELKO 
Location: ON I-80 FROM 1.87 MILES EAST OF THE OASIS INTERCHANGE TO 3.07 
MILES WEST OF THE PILOT PEAK INTERCHANGE 
Work Description: COLD IN-PLACE RECYCLE AND PLACING PLANTMIX 
BITUMINOUS SURFACE WITH OPEN-GRADE, INSTALL SAFETY CROSSING AT 
SILVERZONE, WIDENING AND SEISMIC RETROFITTING TWO BRIDGES 
Advertised Date: NOVEMBER 10, 2011 
Bid Opening: DECEMBER 8, 2011 
Contract Awarded: FEBRUARY 16, 2012 
Notice to Proceed: MARCH 19, 2012 
Work Completed: NOVEMBER 14, 2013 
Work Accepted: JANUARY 11, 2015 
Final Payment: SEPTEMBER 9, 2015 
 
Contractor: FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO. 
Resident Engineer: SAM LOMPA 

 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $33,590,715.50  
Bid Price:   $31,000,000.00  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $32,430,559.58  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $32,539,538.00 
Final Contract Amount  $33,087,541.33 
Percent of Budget:  102% 
Total Change Orders:   $1,430,559.58 
Percent Change Orders:   4.6% 
Original Working Days:    230 
Updated Working Days:    230 
Charged Working Days:    230 
Liquidated Damages:   $0.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  $     812,072.43  (2.3%) 
Right of Way:  $       74,586.87  (0.2%) 
Construction Engineering:  $  1,498,578.40  (4.2%)  
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $33,087,541.33  (93.3%) 
Total Project Cost:  $35,472,779.03  
 

 

1

1



Contract No. 3529 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 73720 
FHWA Project No(s).: SI-0032(104) 
County: CLARK 
Location: MULTIPLE INTERSECTIONS IN DISTRICT I (CITY OF LAS VEGAS) 
PACKAGE 1 AT I 15, CL 37.38 AND SR 592 FLAMINGO RD AT I 15, CL 38.40 
Work Description: SIGNAL SYSTEM MODIFICATION, SYSTEMIC REPLACEMENT 
OF 5 SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEADS TO 4 SECTION 
PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEAD (UTILIZING FLASHING YELLOW ARROW). 
Advertised Date: SEPTEMBER 19, 2012 
Bid Opening: OCTOBER 11, 2012 1:30 PM 
Contract Awarded: NOVEMBER 13, 2012 
Notice to Proceed: APRIL 15, 2013 
Work Completed: OCTOBER 3, 2013 
Work Accepted: JANUARY 5, 2015 
Final Payment: SEPTEMBER 2, 2015 
 
Contractor: TRANSCORE ITS LLC 
Resident Engineer: JASON VOIGT 

 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $1,337,515.83  
Bid Price:   $1,753,671.20  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $1,709,017.52  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $2,074,259.00 
Final Contract Amount  $1,385,202.87 
Percent of Budget:  67% 
Total Change Orders:   -$44,653.68 
Percent Change Orders:   -2.5% 
Original Working Days:    90 
Updated Working Days:    90 
Charged Working Days:    90 
Liquidated Damages:   $1,000.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  $    18,187.39  (1.1%)  
Right of Way:  n/a 
Construction Engineering:  $   293,468.89  (17.3%) 
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $1,385,202.87  (81.6%) 
Total Project Cost:  $1,696,859.15  
 
 
 

2

2



Contract No. 3552 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 73718 
FHWA Project No(s).: SI-0032(102) 
County: CLARK 
Location: MULTIPLE INTERSECTIONS IN DISTRICT 1 (CITY OF NORTH LAS 
VEGAS). PACKAGE 1 
Work Description: SIGNAL SYSTEM MODIFICATION IN CITY OF NORTH LAS 
VEGAS. SYSTEMIC REPLACEMENT OF 5 SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE 
HEADS TO 4 SECTION PROTECTIVE/PERMISSIVE HEADS (UTILIZING FLASHING 
YELLOW ARROW) 
Advertised Date: SEPTEMBER 11, 2013 
Bid Opening: OCTOBER 10, 2013 
Contract Awarded: DECEMBER 12, 2013 
Notice to Proceed: FEBRUARY 10, 2014 
Work Completed: JANUARY 15, 2015 
Work Accepted: JULY 11, 2015 
Final Payment: OCTOBER 23, 2015 
 
Contractor: FAST-TRAC ELECTRIC (NEV-CAL INVESTORS, INC.) 
Resident Engineer: MARTIN STRGANAC 

 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $497,351.71  
Bid Price:   $441,763.58  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $442,720.93  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $508,269.00 
Final Contract Amount  $437,741.54 
Percent of Budget:  86% 
Total Change Orders:   $957.35 
Percent Change Orders:   0.2% 
Original Working Days:    40 
Updated Working Days:    40 
Charged Working Days:    39 
Liquidated Damages:   $0.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  $  36,505.38  (6.4%)  
Right of Way:  n/a  
Construction Engineering:  $  97,574.02  (17.1%)  
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $437,741.54  (76.5%)  
Total Project Cost:  $571,820.94  
 

3

3



Contract No. 3569 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 60627 
FHWA Project No(s).: SP-000M(207) 
County: WASHOE 
Location: SR 445 PYRAMID HWY MP WA 11.00 - 43.98; SR 447 GERLACH RD MP 
WA 35.00 - 49.00. 
Work Description: SR 445 DOUBLE CHIP SEAL; SR 447 CHIP SEAL. 
Advertised Date: APRIL 17, 2014  
Bid Opening: MAY 8, 2014 
Contract Awarded: JUNE 17, 2014 
Notice to Proceed: JULY 21, 2014 
Work Completed: OCTOBER 9, 2014 
Work Accepted: FEBRUARY 13, 2015 
Final Payment: OCTOBER 23, 2105 
 
Contractor: SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
Resident Engineer: SAMUEL LOMPA 

 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $2,472,737.45  
Bid Price:   $2,404,007.00  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $2,459,491.68  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $2,636,328.00 
Final Contract Amount  $2,567,569.19 
Percent of Budget:  97% 
Total Change Orders:   $55,484.68 
Percent Change Orders:   2.3% 
Original Working Days:    60 
Updated Working Days:    60 
Charged Working Days:    60 
Liquidated Damages:   $0.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  n/a 
Right of Way:  n/a  
Construction Engineering:  $   121,007.83  (4.5%)  
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $2,567,569.19  (95.5%)  
Total Project Cost:  $2,688,577.02  
 
 
 
 

4

4



Contract No. 3571 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 60631 
FHWA Project No(s).: SI-395-1(028) 
County: DOUGLAS 
Location: US 395 SOUTH OF GARDNERVILLE AT THE INDIAN COLONY. 
Work Description: CONSTRUCT A CENTER TURN LANE AND RIGHT TURN LANE 
INTO THE TRIBAL COMMERCIAL CENTER. 
Advertised Date: APRIL 30, 2014 
Bid Opening: MAY 22, 2014 
Contract Awarded: JUNE 16, 2014 
Notice to Proceed: JULY 7, 2014 
Work Completed: OCTOBER 2, 2014 
Work Accepted: MAY 20, 2015 
Final Payment: SEPTEMBER 28, 2015 
 
Contractor: SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
Resident Engineer: STEPHEN LANI 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $979,451.40  
Bid Price:   $795,007.00  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $829,587.70  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $898,608.00 
Final Contract Amount  $951,361.54 
Percent of Budget:  106% 
Total Change Orders:   $34,580.70 
Percent Change Orders:   4.3% 
Original Working Days:    40 
Updated Working Days:    40 
Charged Working Days:    40 
Liquidated Damages:   $0.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  n/a 
Right of Way:  n/a 
Construction Engineering:  $   127,711.72  (11.8%)  
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $   951,361.54  (88.2%)  
Total Project Cost:  $1,079,073.26  
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Contract No. 3572 
NDOT Project I.D. No(s).: 73830 
FHWA Project No(s).: SP-000M(204) 
County: CLARK 
Location: SR 574 CHEYENNE AVE, CL 7.04-7.37, AT I 15 CL 46.45; SR 593 
TROPICANA AVE 
AT I 15, CL 37.38 AND SR 592 FLAMINGO RD AT I 15, CL 38.40 
Work Description: COLD MILL AND REPAVE SR 574 CHEYENNE AVE BETWEEN 
CIVIC CENTER DR AND LOSSE RD, INCLUDING ON AND OFF RAMPS AT I 15; 
COLDMILL AND REPAVE ON AND OFF RAMPS ON I 15 AT SR 593 TROPICANA 
AVE AND SR 592 FLAMINGO RD 
Advertised Date: MAY 14, 2014 
Bid Opening: JUNE 5, 2014 
Contract Awarded: JULY 9, 2014 
Notice to Proceed: AUGUST 25, 2014 
Work Completed: OCTOBER 24, 2014 
Work Accepted: JANUARY 5, 2015 
Final Payment: SEPTEMBER 02, 2015 
 
Contractor: LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION 
Resident Engineer: MIKE FREE 

Project Performance:  
Engineers Estimate:   $1,571,523.00  
Bid Price:   $1,390,000.00  
Adjusted Bid Contract Amount:  $1,390,000.00  
Agreement Estimate (Budget):  $1,544,246.00 
Final Contract Amount  $1,386,051.61 
Percent of Budget:  90% 
Total Change Orders:   $0.00 
Percent Change Orders:   0% 
Original Working Days:    40 
Updated Working Days:    40 
Charged Working Days:    40 
Liquidated Damages:   $0.00  
   
Project Cost Breakdown:   
Preliminary Engineering:  $   104,521.81 (6.8%) 
Right of Way:  n/a  
Construction Engineering:  $     49,694.46 (3.2%) 
Construction Final Contract Amount:  $1,386,051.61 (90.0%) 
Total Project Cost:  $1,540,267.88  
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Open Contract Status 10/21/15

Page 1 of 2

CONTRACT DESCRIPTION
AGREEMENT ESTIMATE 

(BUDGET)
 BID CONTRACT AMOUNT 

1ADJUSTED BID CONTRACT 
AMOUNT

 TOTAL PAID TO DATE 2 % Budget 3 % Time CONTRACTOR
PROJECT MANAGER  
NDOT/CONSULTANT

RESIDENT ENGINEER COMMENTS

3292 I-580 FREEWAY EXTENSION 405,824,356.00$                       393,393,393.00$                     430,451,409.31$                       447,477,665.41$                              110% 104% FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO AMIR SOLTANI/CH2M HILL BRAD DURSKI

Change Site Conditions and 8% Changes, $4.2M REA for concrete 
paving, temporary arch remaining in place and testing submitted 
5/2014 - Denied by Dept 3/2015

3389 I-580 MEADOWOOD MALL 22,845,305.00$                         21,827,613.92$                       22,643,503.00$                         22,464,349.05$                                98% 134% MEADOW VALLEY CONTRACTORS INC AMIR SOLTANI/CH2M HILL SHANE COCKING $14M REA for Plan Errors & Omissions
3409 US 95 WIDENING PCKG 1 71,947,575.00$                         68,761,909.90$                       73,462,591.60$                         73,605,048.75$                                102% 100% CAPRIATI CONSTRUCTION CORP INC AMIR SOLTANI/CH2M HILL GARY WILLIAMS Drilled Shaft Delay
3501 SR 431, WATER QLTY & EROSION C. 5,703,141.00$                            5,318,188.00$                         5,578,763.44$                           5,169,684.60$                                   91% 100% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC M. NUSSBAUMER/R. WOOD JOHN ANGEL
3505 US 50, WIDEN & DRAINAGE IMP. 22,256,347.00$                         21,212,121.00$                       21,718,075.64$                         23,698,315.40$                                106% 98% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO DBA STEVE BIRD STEPHEN LANI Plantmix Quantity Increases
3516 US 395, CC FRWY (2B-2) 9,958,381.00$                            9,545,454.00$                         10,046,638.62$                         10,482,933.04$                                105% 96% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO AMIR SOLTANI/ LOUIS BERGER STEPHEN LANI Utility Delay (NV Energy). $284K
3524 I 80, RUBBLIZE, PBS AND OG 34,221,117.00$                         32,106,106.01$                       32,539,014.01$                         33,505,072.89$                                98% 99% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JOHN BRADSHAW DAVE SCHWARTZ

3525 I 80, NEAR DUNPHY, MULT STRUCTURES 15,187,265.00$                         14,222,222.00$                       14,676,694.71$                         16,189,664.50$                                107% 100% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC JOHN BRADSHAW MIKE SIMMONS Utility Delay (Fiber Optic) and Bridge Deck Repair Quanity Increase
3530 I 15, CACTUS INTERCHANGE 40,534,954.00$                         38,900,000.00$                       39,242,182.00$                         38,991,483.25$                                96% 87% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION EDUARDO MIRANDA/ LOUIS BER  SAMI YOUSUF
3532 I 15, REOPEN F STREET 14,201,021.00$                         13,600,000.00$                       13,805,279.49$                         13,644,191.73$                                96% 100% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION JENICA FINNERTY TIM RUGULEISKI
3533 I 80, W. EMIGRANT PASS, OVERLAY 15,357,027.00$                         14,283,000.01$                       14,479,438.32$                         14,881,579.64$                                97% 91% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC KEVIN MAXWELL MIKE SIMMONS
3534 US 93, JNCT AT CURRIE, PASSING LANES 10,592,452.00$                         9,886,886.00$                         10,082,453.89$                         10,181,005.94$                                96% 100% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JIM CERAGIOLI DON CHRISTIANSEN
3537 I 80, CARLIN TUNNELS PCKG 1, CMAR 2,847,133.00$                            2,818,944.00$                         2,818,944.00$                           2,815,168.00$                                   99% 80% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC DALE KELLER CHRIS RUPINSKI
3539 US 95, N. WINN., SLOPE FLATTENING 8,157,766.00$                            7,616,616.00$                         7,619,771.95$                           7,792,911.38$                                   96% 100% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO STEVE BIRD DAVE SCHWARTZ
3540 I 80, CARLIN TUNNELS PCKG 2, CMAR 28,339,999.00$                         28,340,000.13$                       28,340,000.13$                         28,136,719.79$                                99% 0% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC DALE KELLER MIKE MURPHY
3541 US 50, MULTI USE TRAIL, CMAR 1,424,013.00$                            1,424,013.00$                         1,413,532.00$                           1,341,312.00$                                   94% 0% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC PEDRO RODRIGUEZ JOHN ANGEL
3543 I 580 RAMPS, COLDMILL, PBS & OG 1,659,849.00$                            1,496,496.00$                         1,524,247.76$                           1,565,118.82$                                   94% 100% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO ANITA BUSH SAM LOMPA
3545 I 80, REM. BRDG DECK & OVERLAY 879,631.00$                               792,459.75$                             792,459.75$                               758,991.59$                                      86% 96% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC DOUGLAS FROMM SAM LOMPA
3546 I 15, DRY LK. MILL, PBS & TRCK CLIMBING LN 37,235,208.00$                         35,650,000.00$                       37,121,987.11$                         37,873,146.97$                                102% 100% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION VICTOR PETERS STEVE CONNER 1.4M in Change Orders - Tortoise Fence and Traffic Control
3550 SR 227, IDAHO ST, COLDMILL & PBS 20,616,055.00$                         19,656,656.00$                       19,705,416.74$                         18,738,630.75$                                91% 93% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC STEVE BIRD CASEY KELLY
3551 US93, CURRIE TO JCT 232, FLATTEN SLOPES 8,956,862.00$                            8,363,363.00$                         8,363,363.00$                           8,757,904.71$                                   98% 100% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC JIM CERAGIOLI MIKE MURPHY
3552 DIST I, SIG. SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS 508,269.00$                               441,763.58$                             442,720.93$                               437,741.54$                                      86% 98% NEVCAL INVESTORS INC JIM CERAGIOLI MARTIN STRGANAC
3554 US 95, ANN RD TO DURANGO PCK 2A 37,306,043.00$                         35,700,000.01$                       36,748,651.98$                         35,489,275.65$                                95% 100% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION AMIR SOLTANI ABID SULAHRIA 1.6M in Change Orders - Realign Ramp for Phase 3
3556 US 93, REALIGN USING GEOFOAM 3,881,087.00$                            3,595,595.00$                         3,595,595.00$                           3,604,164.54$                                   93% 100% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC CHRISTOPHER PETERSEN SAMI ALHWAYEK
3557 DUNPHY AT UPRR, OFF-SYST STRCT 8,383,676.00$                            7,835,211.70$                         7,835,211.70$                           7,742,156.38$                                   92% 100% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC JOHN BRADSHAW MIKE SIMMONS
3558 SR 431,COLDMILL AND PBS WITH OG 11,035,511.00$                         10,293,293.00$                       10,719,165.20$                         11,900,011.61$                                108% 65% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO KEVIN MAXWELL SHANE COCKING Drainage changes/Plantmix and Drainage Qauntity Increases
3559 I 80, GOLCONDA, MILL, PBS WITH OG 10,849,672.00$                         10,069,069.00$                       10,069,069.00$                         10,105,444.74$                                93% 100% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JOHN BRADSHAW DAVE SCHWARTZ
3560 SR 318, ENHANCED MILEPOST & RMBLE STRIP 495,820.00$                               426,000.00$                             426,000.00$                               396,704.22$                                      80% 83% MKD CONSTRUCTION INC JIM CERAGIOLI GLENN PETRENKO
3561 US 50, DEER RUN, MILL & PBS WITH OG 6,684,652.00$                            6,354,354.01$                         6,383,347.81$                           6,606,773.99$                                   99% 92% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO STEVE BIRD JOHN ANGEL
3563 US50,US93,SR140,SR278,SR292,SR294,SR305 5,349,866.00$                            4,824,007.00$                         4,824,007.00$                           4,949,435.49$                                   93% 91% SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG RANDY HESTERLEE
3564 SR 207, KINGSBURY GRADE, CMAR 14,877,619.00$                         14,877,619.23$                       14,877,619.23$                         13,352,896.32$                                90% 63% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC PEDRO RODRIGUEZ JOHN ANGEL
3566 DIST I, MULTIPLE INT, SIGNAL MOD 659,953.00$                               590,432.20$                             656,582.20$                               679,349.51$                                      103% 70% NEVCAL INVESTORS INC JIM CERAGIOLI MARTIN STRGANAC
3567 DIST I, SIG. SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS, PCK 2 676,268.00$                               605,969.00$                             605,969.00$                               608,260.00$                                      90% 100% LLO INC DBA JIM CERAGIOLI MARTIN STRGANAC
3573 SR 160, CIMARRON SIG SYS & PED FACILITIES 1,513,732.00$                            1,390,312.98$                         1,426,603.74$                           1,235,851.22$                                   82% 0% NEVCAL INVESTORS INC STEVE BIRD MARTIN STRGANAC
3574 I-580,MOANA TO TRUCKEE RIVER 12,936,849.00$                         12,114,205.11$                       11,900,891.70$                         7,990,355.25$                                   62% 70% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC VICTOR PETERS SAM LOMPA
3576 SR 147, TO APPROX L. MEAD NRA 5,948,497.07$                            5,553,726.00$                         5,547,715.75$                           5,210,291.69$                                   88% 100% AGGREGATE INDUSTRIES SWR INC LORI CAMPBELL DON CHRISTIANSEN
3577 US95, N. OF FRCL34 TO TRAILING EDGE I1075 23,642,334.99$                         22,120,000.00$                       22,548,023.83$                         20,545,019.45$                                87% 79% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION KEVIN MAXWELL STEVE CONNER
3578 I-580, WIND WARNING SYSTEM 3,319,768.45$                            3,123,589.00$                         3,072,249.69$                           2,400,745.21$                                   72% 68% PAR ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS RODNEY SCHILLING BRAD DURSKI
3580 US93, BOULDER CITY BYPASS PART 1 91,345,809.04$                         82,999,999.00$                       82,999,999.00$                         2,143,248.58$                                   2% 5% FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO ANTHONY LORENZI TIM RUGULEISKI
3581 US93, MICROSURFACE EXISTING RDWY 1,701,621.04$                            1,538,538.00$                         1,355,999.73$                           1,469,082.78$                                   86% 83% INTERMOUNTAIN SLURRY SEAL INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG SAMI YOUSUF

3582 US50, RAISED MEDIAN & DECEL LANES 328,357.56$                               266,007.00$                             335,707.00$                               355,668.54$                                      108% 71% SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION INC STEVE BIRD JOHN ANGEL
Change Order $70K - Island Modifications for Fortune Drive  future 
Signal System

3583 US 95, NW PHASE 3A 46,140,382.00$                         39,200,000.00$                       39,200,000.00$                         -$                                                     0% 0% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION JENICA KELLER ABID SUHLARIA
3584 US95, BEATTY, 1/2 INCH CHIP SEAL 1,710,710.00$                            1,542,000.00$                         1,541,509.40$                           1,468,158.77$                                   86% 65% VSS INTERNATIONAL DBA PHILIP KANEGSBERG STEVE BAER (MARTIN STRGANAC)
3585 US395, CARSON CITY FREEWAY 44,149,197.28$                         42,242,242.00$                       42,242,242.00$                         6,850,405.95$                                   16% 23% ROAD & HIGHWAY BUILDERS LLC JEFFREY LERUD JEFF STOFFER
3586 US50 & CLEAR CR, STORM DRAINS AND INLETS 1,323,150.00$                            1,160,000.00$                         1,225,140.00$                           1,169,260.43$                                   88% 112% MKD CONSTRUCTION INC VICTOR PETERS JOHN ANGEL
3587 US50, VARIOUS LOCS, FENCE W/CATTLE GUAR 757,082.28$                               689,007.00$                             650,715.93$                               614,121.48$                                      81% 78% SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION INC STEVE BIRD JOHN ANGEL
3588 5 SCHOOLS WASHOE, OFF-SYST, PED ITEMS 610,937.25$                               491,691.60$                             491,691.60$                               590,539.54$                                      97% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO ROBERT BRATZLER BRAD DURSKI
3589 SR158 DEER CREEK RD, COLD MILL & PLANTMI 2,337,256.46$                            2,118,000.00$                         2,018,872.87$                           2,188,129.33$                                   94% 100% LAS VEGAS PAVING CORPORATION JOHN BRADSHAW STEVE CONNER
3590 US95, PASSING LANES & SLOPE FLATTENING 9,995,996.00$                            9,323,000.00$                         9,323,000.00$                           -$                                                     0% 0% A&K EARTHMOVERS INC LORI CAMPBELL LARRY BOGE
3591 I580 AT SO. VIRGINIA, LANDSCP & AESTHETICS 2,110,249.03$                            1,915,906.50$                         1,915,906.50$                           27,878.76$                                        1% 25% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC PAUL SHOCK BRAD DURSKI
3592 SR823, COLONY RDS, BITUMINOUS OVERLAY 1,609,665.96$                            1,449,007.00$                         1,539,320.02$                           1,510,171.46$                                   94% 97% SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG JOHN ANGEL
3593 SR722, 2" PLANTMIX OVERLAY 2,792,971.35$                            2,542,000.00$                         2,542,000.00$                           1,431,046.13$                                   51% 66% A&K EARTHMOVERS INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG LARRY BOGE
3594 ELKO MAINT YARD  IMPROVEMENTS 621,019.00$                               499,999.00$                             499,999.00$                               437,749.09$                                      70% 100% REMINGTON CONSTRUCTION LLC PHILIP KANEGSBERG TRENT AVERETT
3595 US 395, SEISMIC RETROFIT & REHAB STRUCS 1,814,935.00$                            1,625,625.00$                         1,625,625.00$                           -$                                                     0% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JOHN BRADSHAW ASHLEY HURLBUT
3596 US 93, WILDLIFE SAFTEY CROSSING 2,394,139.00$                            2,177,777.00$                         2,177,777.00$                           677,815.12$                                      28% 43% REMINGTON CONSTRUCTION LLC BILLY EZELL JESSE ANDERSON
3597 I15, SEISMIC RETROFIT & REHAB STRUCS 2,259,404.00$                            2,050,050.00$                         2,050,050.00$                           -$                                                     0% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JOHN BRADSHAW STEVE CONNER
3598 I580, RDWY REHAB WIDEN & SEISMIC RETROF 15,910,059.62$                         14,823,785.92$                       14,823,785.92$                         1,766,400.29$                                   11% 2% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC KEVIN MAXWELL BRAD DURSKI
3600 CARSON CITY MAINT YARD  IMPROVEMENTS 3,097,704.00$                            2,783,568.00$                         2,783,568.00$                           238,364.72$                                      8% 17% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG ASHLEY HURLBUT
3601 NORDYKE RD, REPLACE BRIDGE B-1610 889,259.00$                               792,700.00$                             792,700.00$                               -$                                                     0% 0% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC VICTOR PETERS LARRY BOGE
3603 SR140, PATCH SEAL & CHIP SEAL 2,587,577.56$                            2,344,007.00$                         2,344,007.00$                           662,248.44$                                      26% 0% SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION INC JOHN BRADSHAW DAVE SCHWARTZ
3606 I80, LOCKWOOD INTERCHANGE RAMPS 921,701.00$                               816,816.00$                             816,816.00$                               -$                                                     0% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO PHILIP KANEGSBERG SAM LOMPA
3611 RENO MAINT YARD IMPROVEMENTS 810,407.00$                               715,006.15$                             715,006.15$                               -$                                                     0% 0% Q&D CONSTRUCTION INC PHILIP KANEGSBERG SAM LOMPA
3612 FRWA06, EX RDWY  PLACE AGG & PLANTMIX 895,049.00$                               786,786.00$                             786,786.00$                               -$                                                     0% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO VICTOR PETERS SAM LOMPA
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3614 I80, CONCRETE SUBSTRUC REPAIR 2,559,554.00$                            2,554,554.00$                         2,554,554.00$                           -$                                                     0% 0% GRANITE CONSTRUCTION CO JENICA KELLER BRAD DURSKI
1,068,041,954.15$                         1,014,677,132.54$                      1,063,538,405.36$                        956,761,533.69$                                   

1 Adjusted Bid Contract Amount for EDOC contracts may include liquidated damages (Contracts 3576 and up)
2  % BUDGET = Total Paid to Date /Agreement Estimate
3  % TIME = Charged Working Days to Date / Updated Working Days
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