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Introduction 

Per the M-39 (Southfield Freeway) Reconstruction Special Experimental Project 
No. 14 (SEP-14) document dated June 8, 2010; this document serves as the 
Final Report evaluating the M-39 Best Value – Performance Based (BV-PB) 
innovative contracting method.  This report discusses the Best Value selection 
process and results, also discussed in the Interim Report dated April 28, 2011, 
and the implementation and results of the Performance Based Contracting 
procedures utilized. Please refer to the appendix of this report for additional 
information. 

Background and Purpose 

In November 2011, The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) let a 
major construction project on M-39 (Southfield Freeway) in the Cities of 
Southfield, Detroit, Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, and Allen Park Michigan. The 
project included reconstruction of the roadway from McNichols to M-10, roadway 
rehabilitation within the rest of the project corridor, rehabilitation of 28 bridges, 
freeway lighting, freeway signing, ITS infrastructure, sanitary sewer replacement, 
and screen wall replacement. The engineer’s estimate at the time of project 
advertisement was $77.3 million. 

The majority of the significant project work impacted what is primarily a 
residential area of northwest Detroit.  In recognition of the importance of the 
roadway to the adjacent community and other stakeholders, and the impact the 
freeway and its rehabilitation has on the neighborhoods it traverses, MDOT 
engaged the local community in an extensive context sensitive solutions process.  
This was to understand and address the community’s needs, concerns, and 
ideas for the project – both the physical infrastructure that would result from the 
project, as well as how the project would be executed. 

MDOT undertook a very thorough public involvement process during the design 
phase of the project.  Three public meetings were held to provide information 
relative to the project and to solicit ideas and feedback from the community. 
Outreach with the community and other stakeholders revealed several “Quality of 
Life” concerns consistently cited.  Predominant among these were: 

1. General Construction Concerns 
a. Air quality 
b. Noise 
c. Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets 
d. Maintaining utilities to homes during construction 
e. Avoiding damage to adjacent property from vibration. 

2. Local Contractor and Workforce Participation Concerns 
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3. Safety & Mobility Concerns 

4.  Schedule Concerns 

MDOT also proposed to the community various maintenance-of-traffic strategies 
(full closure with detour vs. maintaining one lane in each direction), along with the 
associated impacts to the public and construction durations.   The intent was for 
the community to decide which strategy should be implemented, taking into 
account all of the information.  Ultimately, the community chose the full closure 
option, with the most prevalent reason stated being the shorter construction 
duration. 

As a result of the issues raised at the meetings, MDOT moved forward with the 
Best Value – Performance Based Contracting concept as a means to establish 
acceptable criteria for the quality of life issues, and the means to enforce them. 
MDOT determined what we believed to be reasonable solutions and then 
specified the desired outcomes or parameters that the Contractor had to follow. 

MDOT achieved this using two project-specific, Best Value – Performance Based 
Contracting special provisions.  The first special provision, entitled “Bidding 
Instructions for Best Value Selection”, provided the technical requirements of the 
proposal that was to accompany the Contractor’s bid.  Bid opening information, 
bid evaluation process information, and the score sheet MDOT devised for 
scoring of the proposals were also included in the specification. The second 
special provision, entitled “Contractor Performance”, contained all of the 
evaluation criteria for the general construction concerns, workforce participation, 
safety and mobility, and schedule that the Contractor was to adhere to. This 
specification also outlined the field testing parameters, documentation process, 
and incentive/disincentive amounts. 

As an example, for the air quality and noise concerns, MDOT worked with the 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and other experts to 
establish baseline measurements for particulate matter in the air and ambient 
decibel levels. We then researched the allowable threshold levels during 
construction and developed an incentive/disincentive strategy to ensure the 
thresholds were maintained. 

During the development of the Best Value special provisions, MDOT met with 
FHWA and members of the construction industry to solicit feedback on the 
language and logistics of what MDOT was asking of the industry. MDOT met 
with the Michigan Infrastructure and Transportation Association (MITA) and 
received feedback for inclusion into the specifications.  MDOT also 
commissioned an independent third party review of the specifications and project 
plans to ensure bidability and constructability. When the specifications were 
ready for approval, MDOT also engaged the Michigan Attorney General’s office 
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for their feedback on the risk and legality of the specifications, and was given the 
green light to advertise the project. 

The contract award was based on a composite score derived from the 
Contractor’s bid price divided by the technical proposal score. The contractor 
with the lowest composite score was awarded the bid. In the original SEP-14 
document, MDOT proposed to calculate the final score using a weighted average 
method giving 60% weight to the bid price and 40% weight to the technical 
proposal score.  As the Special Provision was being finalized, it was determined 
that the simpler, more straight-forward method of the composite score, calculated 
as described above, would be used. Based on the bid prices and technical 
scores for this project, either method would have yielded the same result, with 
Dan’s Excavating being the awarded Contractor. 

Bid Process 

To best control the bid process, MDOT scheduled a special letting consisting of 
only this project, and a five week advertisement period was used to allow more 
time for the industry to digest the plans and specifications and submit inquiries. 
As a result of the thorough nature in which MDOT engaged the contracting 
industry during the development of the Best Value selection specifications, no 
addenda were issued due to contractor inquiries regarding the Best Value 
specifications.  Several other addenda were issued regarding pay items and 
quantities, which is normal for a project this size. 

During the advertisement period, MDOT held a mandatory Pre-bid Meeting/DBE 
Reverse Trade Fair to expose the local workforce and potential DBE contractors 
to potential prime contractors. MDOT staff provided an overview of the project 
and answered contractor questions regarding the nature of the work and the 
logistics of the Best Value Selection. 

In accordance with the “Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection” special 
provision, the bids were submitted electronically in Bid Express, and the technical 
proposals were submitted to the Contract Services Division on November 10, 
2011. The technical proposals were consensus scored by a team consisting of: 

Detroit TSC Manager 
Detroit TSC Development Engineer 
Detroit TSC Delivery Engineer 
Metro Region Engineer 
Metro Region Planning Specialist 
Director of MDOT Office of Small Business Development 
Contract Services Division Administrator 

The consensus scoring process was structured to be as objective as possible. A 
diverse cross section of MDOT staff comprised the scoring team, and for each of 
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the technical proposal factors scored, the team started with a baseline score and 
added points for good ideas and innovative thinking.  The score sheet included in 
the special provision for “Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection” outlined 
the range of scores depending on the adequacy of the proposed mitigation 
measures or innovations included in the contractor’s technical proposal. 
Emphasis was placed on developing a consensus score for each factor, taking 
into account input from the entire team. Consensus scores and comments were 
recorded, and each team member signed the score sheets, which are included in 
the appendix. 

To maintain security and confidentiality of the bids, and ensure the bids would 
not be made public until after the technical proposals were scored, the bids were 
electronically locked in the Bid Express program until November 17, 2011 at 2:01 
pm, the date and time of the public opening.  At that time, a representative from 
Lansing Finance, who attended the bid opening, downloaded the bids from Bid 
Express. The technical proposal scores and bid results were then publicly 
announced at the MDOT C&T facility. Members of each contracting team were 
in attendance. The results are summarized below: 

Contractor 
Technical 
Proposal 

Score 
Bid Composite 

Score 

Toebe/Iafrate/Sanches 264 $79,323,801.75 300469 

Dan's/C.A. Hull/Ajax 341 $71,334,854.93 209193 

The Dan’s Excavating team was awarded the contract. 

Observations 

The technical proposal scoring team was very impressed with the creativity and 
ingenuity of both contractor teams in not only meeting the requirements of the 
Best Value specifications, but in understanding the community concerns and 
proposed additional measures to make the project a success. 

For example, for the general construction concerns of noise, both Contractor 
teams identified the construction activities that had the highest potential for 
creating noise levels that might exceed the thresholds dictated in the 
specifications.  Both teams then identified means of independent monitoring and 
tracking noise data, and mitigation measures to be taken should measurements 
exceed the thresholds.  The proposed mitigation measures and responses to 
measurements exceeding thresholds were developed by the Contractor teams 
and in some cases exceeded MDOT’s expectations. 
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MDOT was also impressed with both Contractor teams’ proposed emphasis on 
providing public information throughout the project, and assigning staff to 
facilitate ongoing communication between the Contractor and the community. 

Ultimately, the Dan’s Excavating team proposal was scored higher than the 
Toebe team proposal.  Dan’s proposal was very thorough, and in some areas 
went above and beyond the original intent of some of the measurables. 

Dan’s proposed the use of a Community Liaison Manager to coordinate with the 
public and offer training and employment opportunities to the local workforce. 
They proposed modifications of the staging plans to shorten the duration of the 
M-39 full closure and shorten pedestrian detours at the bridge approaches. They 
analyzed the bridge construction matrix provided by MDOT and developed more 
expedited ways to stage and construct the bridge rehabilitations.  They also 
proposed the use of a Mitigation Compliance Technician to assist in the 
monitoring and maintain compliance with the various environmental mitigation 
efforts stemming from the community’s general construction concerns. 

Evaluation of Measures 

Per the project SEP-14 document, several measures were outlined to be 
evaluated in order to ultimately determine the effectiveness of both the Best 
Value selection process and the Performance Based contracting process. For 
the Best Value selection process, the first measure is the number of responsive 
proposals, the second is the quality of the technical proposals, and the third is 
analysis of the overall selection process.  For the Performance Based contracting 
process, the first measurement is the Contractor’s achievement of the project 
performance criteria, and the second is stakeholder perceptions of the execution 
of the project. 

Best Value Selection Process – Number of Responsive Proposals 

MDOT received two bids/proposals for this project.  Although that is low 
compared to the average number of responses for all projects MDOT lets, 
receiving only two to three bids is typical for high cost, complex or semi-complex 
projects let by MDOT and located in the southeast Michigan area, due to the 
relatively small number of Contractors with the capacity to Prime such work. Due 
to the fact that receiving only two bids is not atypical for this size project in this 
area of Michigan, MDOT’s assessment that both technical proposals were of high 
quality (see below), and that there were no RFI’s related to the Special Provision 
for Best Value Selection, MDOT’s conclusion is that industry was willing and able 
to successfully respond to this innovative contract. 

Best Value Selection Process – Quality of Technical Proposals 
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MDOT feels that both of the technical proposals received were of high quality, 
showing a range of innovative ideas developed to meet or exceed the evaluation 
measures as part of the Best Value Selection. 

The blank score sheets included in the Special Provision for Best Value Selection 
showed three ranges of points that could be achieved for each factor (with the 
lowest “range” simply being zero (0) points), along with a description of what was 
expected to meet each point range. When the consensus scoring team met to 
score the technical proposals, they jointly agreed to start the score for each 
factor at the middle of the total possible point range, as long as all minimum 
requirements for the factor were met, and to add points from there for unique 
ideas and innovations. As shown in the chart above, Dan’s Excavating received 
the higher technical proposal score, at 341 points. The low score, received by 
Toebe, was 264 points. Dan’s Excavating scored within the highest available 
point range (achieving 50% or greater of the possible points) for each of the eight 
(8) factors evaluated.  Toebe scored in the highest available point range 
(achieving 50% or greater of the possible points) for six (6) of the eight (8) factors 
evaluated. Toebe scored in the second highest available point range (greater 
than 0 but less than 50% of the possible points) for the factors “Develop a Local 
Workforce Development and Participation Plan ….”, and “Develop a Safety and 
Mobility Plan …..”. The highest technical proposal score possible was 500 
points, and the difference between the high and low score was 15% of the total 
score possible. 

Both contractors proposed “ordinary” and “extraordinary” measures that would be 
implemented to ensure air and noise quality thresholds set forth in the contract 
were met, and both clearly identified independent monitoring and equipment to 
be used. Dan’s Excavating proposed a “no excuses” policy for construction 
traffic mitigation. Toebe proposed using Ground Penetrating Radar to avoid 
damage to utilities. Both Contractors proposed pre-construction videotaping, 
independent vibration monitoring, and response procedures to address the 
“Avoiding damage to adjacent private property” factor, and Dan’s additionally 
proposed the presence of a Community Liaison Manager and Mitigation 
Compliance Technician.  Dan’s Excavating provided an in-depth, multi-step plan 
to address “Local Workforce Development and Participation”, including strategies 
for workforce development and use of social media.  Dan’s proposed specific 
staging and traffic maintenance alternatives in response to the “Safety and 
Mobility Plan” factor.  Both Contractor’s exceeded the schedule threshold 
requirements, committing to an October 1, 2011 maximum incentive Open to 
Traffic date as opposed to the October 15 date allowed by the Contract.  Neither 
contractor proposed lowering the threshold limits of the other factors, but they did 
both propose mitigation methods and/or ideas to address the various factors that 
exceeded MDOT’s expectations. 

Some innovative ideas proposed were: 
- Use of resonant pavement breakers to reduce noise and vibration 
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- Enclosure of generators and small equipment, where applicable, to reduce 
noise 

- Dust containment curtains if/where necessary to address air quality 
- After-market noise suppression mufflers on large equipment to address 

noise 

Best Value Selection Process – Overall Selection Process 

There were no logistical or procedural issues in executing the selection process 
other than ensuring the bids remained sealed in Bid Express until after the 
technical proposal scores were announced. MDOT did schedule a special letting 
for this project. 

In comparing the technical proposals, bids, and composite scores, Dan’s was the 
clear winner.  They had both the highest technical proposal score and the lowest 
bid amount.  The spread between the bids was larger than expected, and Dan’s 
bid was approximately $6.5 million less than the Engineer’s Estimate, with the 
non-awarded bid coming in slightly less than $1.5 million over Engineer’s 
Estimate.  MDOT performed an unbalanced bid analysis after the letting and did 
not find improprieties with Dan’s bid. MDOT monitored the costs closely 
throughout construction. Quantities and extras are still being finalized, but final 
construction cost is expected to be less than 5% (or < $3.6 million) over bid (still 
almost $3 million below the Engineer’s Estimate). It is therefore MDOT’s 
conclusion that this innovative contracting method did not in any way increase 
the overall cost of the project. 

Performance Based Contracting – Contractor Achievement of Performance 
Criteria 

Dan’s Excavating met or exceeded all performance criteria set forth in the 
contract for every assessment test taken, and received full payment for all 
incentivized criteria, totaling $3.5 million in incentive payments. 

The threshold limit for the Air Quality Evaluation Factor was 150 µ/m3. 
Assessment tests were taken on randomly selected dates for a 24-hour period at 
four locations randomly selected from the list included in the Special Provision for 
Performance Based Contracting. The highest 24-hr average reading taken was 
144 µ/m3, which occurred for one test only.  The lowest reading was 1 µ/m3, 
which also occurred only once. The average reading was 46 µ/m3, significantly 
below the 150 µ/m3 allowed. 

The threshold limit for the Noise mitigation factor was 75.0 dB(A) during daytime 
operations for all locations except Pembroke Bridge, which had a threshold of 
76.0 dB(A), and the temporary batch plant location, which had a threshold of 83 
pB(A).  Assessment tests were taken on randomly selected dates at three 
separate locations randomly selected from the list included in the Special 
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Provision for Performance Based Contracting. For the locations with a threshold 
limit of 75.0 dB(A), the highest reading was 74.6 dB(A), occurring on one 
occasion. The lowest reading was 56.2 dB(A), also occurring on only one 
occasion.  The average reading was 61.5 dB(A), significantly lower than the 75.0 
dB(A) allowable threshold.  For the Pembroke location, the highest reading was 
75.1 dB(A), the lowest 61.2 dB(A), and the average 66.7 dB(A). The batch plant 
location never came up in the random selection; therefore no readings were 
taken at this location. 

The criteria for the Truck Traffic on Neighborhood Streets evaluation factor was 
pass/fail.  Thirty-minute long surveys were taken on randomly selected days at 
randomly selected locations throughout the neighborhood areas bordered as 
described in the Special Provision.  Siting of any construction traffic on a 
neighborhood street would result in a “fail” for that assessment. The Contractor 
received zero “fail” assessments for this evaluation factor. 

The criteria for the Safety and Mobility evaluation factor was also pass/fail. 
Assessment tests consisted of both an MDOT and a contractor representative 
driving a randomly selected detour route on randomly selected dates to ensure 
that the maximum drive time outlined in the Special Provision was not exceeded. 
The Contractor received zero “fail” assessments for this evaluation factor. 

For the Schedule evaluation factor, an $80,000 per day incentive, capped at 
$1,200,000 max incentive, was established for opening the project in advance of 
the date proposed in the technical proposal. Dan’s excavating proposed and met 
a maximum incentive Open to Traffic date of October 1, 2011, and maximum 
incentive amount was paid. 

In addition to the incentivized performance criteria, Dan’s Excavating committed 
to a “Limiting Construction Damage Plan” and a “Utility Assurance Plan” as part 
of their technical proposal.  No adjacent property damage or utility service 
interruptions were reported on this project, which points to the successful 
implementation of these plans. 

In addition, Dan’s committed in their technical proposal to a number of means to 
encourage local workforce participation on the project, provide training and 
employment opportunities, and provide information to the public, all of which 
were fulfilled.  Dan’s implemented a jobsite trailer staffed with a Community 
Liaison Manager that was open every weekday during normal business hours to 
accept employment applications and provide information to the public. They also 
created and maintained a project website where they posted contact information 
and project updates. Dan’s brought graduates from MDOT’s RCAR and CEP 
(Construction Readiness Program) programs onto the project for on the job 
training.  In addition, they committed to hiring fifty (50) persons from the “local” 
workforce (which they defined as persons living within one of the eleven (11) zip 
codes traversed by the project), and over seventy (70) such hires were made. In 
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addition, Dan’s implemented a program where they purchased lunch bi-monthly 
for the top twenty (20) construction, MDOT and/or consultant staff that spent the 
most money at local businesses, based on receipts turned in to the Community 
Liaison Manager. From the collected receipts, Dan’s reported that over $400,000 
was tabulated as being spent by the project workforce at local businesses during 
the life of the project. 

Performance Based Contracting – Stakeholder Perceptions 
The SEP-14 document for this project states that the measure of Stakeholder 
Perception will be determined via qualitative surveys of the prime contractor and 
key subcontractors, the MDOT and consultant project staff, and the affected 
members of the community. 

Community Survey Summary 

MDOT received twenty-five (25) survey responses from the local community.  Of 
the twenty-five (25), all surveys had all questions answered. Overall the local 
community was satisfied with all categories of construction concerns, but the 
perception of the success of the local workforce participation category was less 
than MDOT desired.  78% answered they were not made aware of the training 
and employment opportunities for local residents for the M-39 project. The 
majority of the local community was of the opinion that M-39 was greatly 
improved and worth the inconvenience of closed roads for a relatively short 
period of time. 

Air quality initiative:  Overall, 68% of community respondents agreed they were 
satisfied with the air quality and amount of dust, debris and exhaust experienced 
on the project.  Only 1% disagreed, with the remainder of respondents being 
neutral or non-responsive to this question. 

Noise monitoring initiative: Overall, 80% of community respondents stated that 
construction noise rarely or never disrupted their daily activities.  16% responded 
that construction noise frequently disrupted their daily activities, 1% responded 
Occasionally, and 3% did not respond. 

Construction Traffic initiative: Overall, 84% of community respondents stated 
they rarely or never saw a construction vehicle take a short cut through local 
neighborhoods, and 88% responded they rarely or never noticed contractor staff 
vehicles parked on local streets adjacent to the project. 8% responded 
Occasionally for both, and 8% responded Frequently to witnessing short-cuts and 
4% to witnessing parking on local streets. The remaining percentage of 
respondents did not respond to this question. 

Utility Initiative: Overall, 92% of community respondents stated that they did not 
experience a loss of any utility services during construction.  8% responded that 
they experienced loss of service(s), but all noted that they did not think it was due 
to construction. 
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Limiting construction damage initiative: 68% of community respondents stated 
that they did not feel ground vibrations during construction. 32% responded that 
they did feel ground vibrations. 

Local workforce and community outreach initiative: Overall, 84% of community 
respondents stated that they were adequately informed of events, project 
milestones and/or meetings associated with the project before construction 
began. Respondents noted that the top three (3) sources of information were 
email, US Mail, and newspapers.  16% responded that they were not adequately 
informed about the project prior to construction start. 

Unfortunately, only 22% responded that they were made aware of training and 
employment opportunities before construction began.  78% responded that they 
were not made aware of these opportunities prior to construction start. 

In addition, only 12% responded that they were aware of local businesses 
profiting from construction workers purchasing goods from local establishments. 
Respondents that stated they were aware of this benefit noted that gas and food 
businesses profited.  88% responded they were not aware of local business 
profiting from business from the project workforce. 

Consultant and MDOT Survey Summary 

MDOT received twenty-seven (27) survey responses from MDOT and Consultant 
project staff.  Of the twenty-seven (27), nineteen (19) were fully completed with 
all questions answered, and eight (8) had questions that were skipped.  Overall, 
roughly 50% of responders felt that the technical proposal and performance 
based initiatives used on this project would be beneficial on future projects. 
From those that did not feel initiatives were beneficial, a number of comments 
were provided as to why, and/or what in the responder’s opinion could make the 
initiatives beneficial for future projects. 

Air quality initiative: Overall, 53% thought the air quality initiative was an 
incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 37% thought it was 
not beneficial, and 10% had no opinion.  Some recommendations/comments 
expressed by the consultant /MDOT project staff are summarized below: 

•	 “Air quality monitoring over a 24 hour period is not enough time to collect a 
true record of what goes on for the week as far as dust control.” 

•	 “Testing needs to be random and unannounced.” 
•	 “Air quality monitoring will only be appropriate in heavily populated areas.” 
•	 “More specific requirements for dust control should be incorporated.” 

Noise monitoring initiative:  Overall, 46% thought the noise monitoring initiative 
was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 41% thought 
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it was not beneficial, and 13% had no opinion.  Some 
recommendations/comments expressed by the consultant/MDOT project staff are 
summarized below: 

•	 “Noise monitoring incentive will only be appropriate in heavily populated 
areas.” 

•	 “Monitoring needs to be performed randomly and unannounced.” 
•	 “Test locations during construction activities should be well defined in the 

proposal.  For example, construction activities should not include deck 
curing (no equipment is running).” 

•	 “Specifications should allow the Engineer more flexibility in determining 
test locations.” 

•	 “Instead of noise reduction incentives consider restricting certain types of 
equipment or when they may be used.” 

Mobility initiative:  Overall, 53% thought the mobility initiative was an incentive 
that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 26% thought it was not 
beneficial, and 21% had no opinion.  Some recommendations/comments 
expressed by the consultant/MDOT project staff are summarized below: 

•	 “This initiative is better suited for large corridor projects such as M-39.” 
•	 “More strict travel times are needed.” 
•	 “There are too many factors out of the contractor’s control along the 

detour route. The contractor cannot implement many changes to the 
detour route to improve traffic flow.  The signing is usually detailed in the 
plan set, requiring the contractor to maintain it on a regular basis.  Instead 
of providing incentive, penalties for not maintaining the signing should be 
assessed per the Special Provision for Traffic Control Quality and 
Compliance.” 

Construction traffic initiative: Overall, 53% thought the construction traffic 
initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 26% 
thought it was not beneficial, and 21% had no opinion.  Some 
recommendations/comments expressed by the consultant/MDOT project staff are 
summarized below: 

•	 “More frequent tests are necessary.” 
•	 “Large projects may not be monitored properly.  Smaller projects adjacent 

to residential neighborhoods would benefit. More applicable to M-route 
projects as opposed to freeways.” 

Limiting construction damage initiative: Overall, 39% thought the limiting 
construction damage initiative would be beneficial to use on future projects, 33% 
thought it was not beneficial, and 28% had no opinion.  Some 
recommendations/comments expressed by the consultant/MDOT project staff are 
summarized below: 
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• “This may not be appropriate for all projects.  This is very important in 
densely populated areas where buildings are close to the roadway.” 

Local workforce initiative: Overall, 63% thought the local workforce initiative was 
an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 16% thought it 
was not beneficial, and 21% had no opinion. Some recommendations/comments 
expressed by the consultant/MDOT project staff are summarized below: 

•	 “There is potential to use this initiative on future projects but there are not 
always opportunities for an untrained person as most positions are 
actually a skilled position.” 

•	 “It is important that the local community has an opportunity to work on the 
project.” 

•	 “Newly hired staff have to be willing to travel with the contractor as the 
next project begins as this is the nature of the construction industry.” 

Contractor/Subcontractor Survey Summary 

The response by the prime contractor and key subcontractors to the survey was 
very low.  MDOT distributed the survey to twenty-two key personnel of the prime 
contractor and key subcontractors. The contractors were asked to pass on the 
survey to additional staff as they deemed appropriate. Only ten (10) surveys 
with responses were returned, and out of these ten (10), approximately half had 
“no opinion” checked as the response to the majority of the questions.  Below is a 
summary of the responses that were received: 

Air quality initiative: Overall, 55% thought the air quality initiative was an 
incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, and 45% had no 
opinion.  Some recommendations/comments expressed by the 
contractors/subcontractors are summarized below: 

•	 “Considerable efforts were taken to meet air quality criteria.  The 
additional costs involved to pass the air quality tests were justified by the 
incentive money offered.” 

•	 “It demonstrates to the local public that MDOT and the contractor are 
making an above normal effort to control air quality affected by 
construction.” 

•	 “Sweeper vacuum trucks were employed much more often” 
•	 “Watered the grade more than normal projects.” 

Noise monitoring initiative:  Overall, 36% thought the noise monitoring initiative 
was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 9% thought it 
was not beneficial, and 55% had no opinion.  Some recommendations/comments 
expressed by the contractors/subcontractors are summarized below: 
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•	 “The noise thresholds were too low.  Normal ambient sound based on 
normal freeway traffic exceeded the allowable thresholds.” 

•	 “The proposal showed sonic breakers to fracture the concrete roadways 
before pavement removal.  The sonic breakers turned out to be only 
slightly less noisy in the operation and did not break the concrete up into 
as small of pieces as the drop breakers.  The results increased the noise 
of the next operation which is to remove the concrete.  Instead of the 
excavators dropping small pieces of concrete into semi dump trucks, they 
were dropping large pieces and causing more impact noise.” 

•	 “There was no criteria to remove noise generated from public traffic when 
the noise generated from public traffic were above normal.  This is a factor 
we have no control over but affected our noise level readings.” 

Mobility initiative:  Overall, 30% thought the mobility initiative was an incentive 
that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 10% thought it was not 
beneficial, and 60% had no opinion.  Some recommendations/comments 
expressed by the contractor/subcontractor are summarized below: 

•	 “With the various detour routes in conjunction with the influx of traffic from 
the closed freeway made monitoring the detour route times very difficult. 
There was additional time allowed for each detour but that amount was 
based prior to construction. Average time delays should have been 
established during construction so that the true impact of delay could be 
determined, rather than based on a number that was conceived during the 
design phase of the project.” 

Construction traffic initiative: Overall, 46% thought the construction traffic 
initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects, 18% 
thought it was not beneficial, and 36% had no opinion.  Some 
recommendations/comments expressed by the contractor/subcontractor are 
summarized below: 

•	 “Temporary signing stated “no construction traffic allowed” were placed in 
neighborhoods.  All subcontractors were made aware of the allowable 
travel routes designated by a map generated by the Prime Contractor. 
The Prime Contractor did random monitoring outside of the random 
assessments performed by the Department.” 

•	 “The prime implemented a penalty to subs and suppliers for not following 
the rules. The map of allowable areas was given with all PO’s and 
subcontracts with tolerant expectations.” 

Conclusions 

MDOT learned quite a bit about both the Best Value Selection and Performance 
Based Contracting processes that will be used in the development and execution 
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of any future projects using one or both of these delivery components. Key 
“lessons learned” are: 

1) Although it did not occur on this project, this selection method could 
possibly result in the low-bidder not being the awarded contractor, and 
that this must be taken into consideration when determining whether to 
utilize this selection method. 

2) From the survey responses, MDOT learned that if similar measures were 
implemented on future projects, additional measures may need to be 
taken to get the word out to the local community on the opportunities 
available, and on the successes of local business benefits and workforce 
engagement. 

3) The Performance Based Contracting initiatives (both incentivized and non
incentivized) provided MDOT with regular data that allowed us to develop 
and post to the public performance “dashboards” to keep the community 
informed of how the contractor was doing. Thermometer-like graphics 
were posted to the project webpage to show the average evaluation 
results for air quality, noise, detour timing, and construction traffic in local 
neighborhoods.  In addition, information was provided regarding the 
number of “local” hires and the dollars spent in the community. 
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4) For this project, MDOT used a “Best Value – Performance Based” 
Delivery method. Through execution, MDOT determined that the “Best 
Value” and “Performance Based” portions really could be separated and 
used alone, or could be packaged together differently with a different 
functionality.  For example, the technical proposal could be required as a 
pre-qualification step, with only contractors who demonstrate a pre
determined “minimum” response to the issues stated to be addressed 
being invited to bid.  Performance specifications and incentives could still 
be included, but the contract award would remain low-bid.  MDOT is 
investigating the use of this approach on a local agency project in 2013. 
In addition, Performance Based specifications could be used on any low-
bid project, with or without a pre-qualification or technical proposal step. 
Rather than using all available incentive dollars for schedule concerns, 
incentive dollars can be divided among multiple performance 
requirements.  It is recommended that the specifics of any particular 
project be carefully considered to determine what types of Performance 
Requirements would be most beneficial, and what the associated 
thresholds should be.  Community involvement via public meetings and 
surveys is an excellent way to determine what the needs of a particular 
area might be.  It is important to note that some community concerns may 
not be able to be incentivized by law, for example local workforce 
concerns. 

5) As discussed above, when scoring the technical proposals the consensus 
scoring team determined at the scoring meeting to begin the scores for 
each factor at the median point value available as long as the minimum 
requirements were met. The method of what “starting score” would be 
used was not considered during the development of the Special Provision, 
as the need to determine this detail was not realized until the team met. 
Note that zero (0) points could have been used as the starting score as 
well.  In order to be as transparent and fair to the bidders as possible, for 
future projects MDOT would recommend determining in advance the 
details of the scoring procedures the team will use, such as what the 
starting score for each factor where minimum requirements are met will 
be, and would include this information in the Special Provision for Best 
Value Selection. 

6) MDOT included language in the Special Provision for Best Value Selection 
that stated, “The contents of the Technical Proposal, including the 
technical concepts presented by the bidder in responds to the Evaluation 
Factors, will become the property of the Department. The Department 
reserves the right to use any proposed innovation or method on future 
projects without disclosure, or obligation to compensate the bidder.” 
MDOT would recommend including this language for any similar contract, 
so that innovations offered by all proposers may be used for the 
betterment of future projects. 
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Overall, MDOT concludes, based on the measures and lessons learned 
discussed in detail above, that both the Best Value Selection and Performance 
Based Contracting components of this Innovative Contracting Practices Special 
Experimental Project were very successful. The industry was willing and able to 
respond with high-quality proposals, there were no logistical problems in 
executing the selection, the awarded contractor was both the low-bidder and the 
highest scoring on the technical proposal, and the cost of the project was not 
increased due to this selection method. The contractor receiving award was able 
to meet and exceed all performance measures, both incentivized and non
incentivized, and met all commitments outlined in their technical proposal.  The 
community response was very positive, and MDOT learned much about this 
delivery method that will help us to best use it, or variations of it, where most 
appropriate in the future. 

Contacts 

Tony Kratofil, P.E. 
MDOT Metro Region Engineer 
248-483-5103 
kratofilt@michigan.gov 

Christian Youngs, P.E. 
MDOT Statewide Quality and Innovative Design Engineer 
517-373-0031 
Youngsc1@michigan.gov 

Mathew Chynoweth, P.E. 
MDOT Statewide Bridge Field Services Engineer 
517-322-3322 
chynowethm@michigan.gov 

Tia Klein, P.E. 
MDOT Senior Contracts and Projects Administration Engineer 
313-967-5407 
Kleint2@michigan.gov 

APPENDIX 
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Introduction 

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) is planning the rehabilitation 
of M-39 (Southfield Freeway) in Southfield, Detroit, Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, 
and Allen Park Michigan. This section of M-39 is a major urban freeway essential 
to the economic viability of the Metro Detroit area, serving over 164,200 vehicles 
per day. It is primarily a commuter route, linking western suburbs and the city, 
and interchanging with other major urban freeways, such as I-94, I-96 and M-10, 
and other principal urban arterials, including US-12 (Michigan Avenue), M-153 
(Ford Road), M-5 (Grand River Avenue) and M-102 (Eight Mile Boulevard). The 
freeway profile runs at grade with the adjacent land use and then dips to go 
under bridges at road crossings.  Four foot tall screen walls or cyclone fence 
separate the freeway from parallel service drives.  The area predates the 
construction of noise walls, and because of both department policy and physical 
constraints, construction of new noise walls is not possible. 

The majority of the significant project work includes bridge rehabilitation and 
pavement reconstruction through what is primarily a residential area of northwest 
Detroit. In recognition of the importance of the roadway to the adjacent 
community, and the impact the freeway, and its rehabilitation, has on the 
neighborhoods it traverses, MDOT is engaging them in a context sensitive 
solutions process, to understand and address the communities needs, concerns, 
and ideas for the project – both the physical infrastructure that will result from the 
project, as well as how the project is executed. 

Initial outreach with the community has revealed that several “Quality of Life” 
concerns are consistently raised by members throughout the community.  Most 
notably among these are: 

1.	 General Construction Concerns. The community expressed 
concern about several issues from their experience from previous 
construction work by MDOT and other agencies. 

a.	 Air quality, the extent of dust and debris, and the need for thorough 
and timely contractor clean-up during and after the project is 
complete. 

b. Noise, both the regular noise of traffic, and concerns about the 
hours of operations and construction noise, especially late at night. 

c.	 Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets. 
d. Maintaining	 water pressure and other utilities to homes during 

construction. 
e.	 Avoiding damage to adjacent property from vibration and heavy 

construction work, and fixing damage that does occur. 
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2.	 Local Contractor and Workforce Participation Concerns. High 
unemployment in the southeast Michigan region has drawn significant 
attention to major construction projects and the perceived opportunity 
for construction related employment for local residents. There is an 
expectation that members of their community can and will participate in 
the economic opportunities including but not limited to local work force 
hiring, contracting opportunities, and business development made 
possible by the infrastructure investment being made in their 
neighborhoods. There is an opportunity to tie this issue into existing 
efforts of MDOT’s Road Construction Apprenticeship Readiness 
(RCAR) Program and Youth Development & Mentoring Program. 

3.	 Safety & Mobility Concerns. Residents expect to be able to travel 
safely and with minimal disruption to and from their homes. They 
expect to have reasonable access to local businesses, schools and 
churches and major routes linking them to employment, health and 
human services and leisure travel. This includes ensuring vehicular 
safety and mobility as well as pedestrian safety and mobility, with 
special attention paid to the needs of the senior and youth residents in 
the community. Personal safety for community members and adjoining 
neighborhoods should also be a consideration. 

4.  	 Schedule Concerns. Given the overall residential and business area 
within the project corridor, completing the project on an accelerated 
schedule is key to returning normal mobility to area, with the benefit of 
improved infrastructure.  Close attention must be given to completing 
each phase of the project ahead of or within the dates specified in the 
progress clause. 

MDOT has had some success addressing similar sorts of issues with 
communities when building projects in the past.  However, the extent of success 
has been limited by the creativity of just part of the project team – the MDOT 
designers and construction administration staff. We determine what we believe 
to be reasonable solutions then specify the desired outcomes or parameters that 
the contractor must follow. Under traditional contracting methods, we cannot 
easily seize upon the good ideas and abilities of the contractor to find unique 
ways to address the concerns of the community. While standard contracts 
provide the ability for contractors to propose value engineering alternatives, there 
is no real incentive for contractors to do so, as approaches that add community 
value usually do not add contractor value. Furthermore, in this process, we place 
ourselves, as the owner, in the middle between the contractor and the 
community, creating at times a contentious situation, pushing the contractor to 
perform above contract requirements in response to community feedback.  A 
more productive approach might be to share the ownership of the community 
concerns with the contractor, so that we are all working toward the same goals. 
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MDOT recently completed a Best Value – Performance Based (BV-PB) contract 
as part of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) “Highways for Life” (HfL) 
program.  The project was located on M-115 in Clare County and consisted of 
the rehabilitation of 5.5 miles of two lane, two way rural trunkline and the 
replacement of two large culverts.  The M-115 HfL project was regarded 
nationally as a huge success, both in terms of the project outcomes and the 
process and lessons learned on how to deliver higher degrees of value through 
innovative contracting methods. 

One notable aspect of the M-115 HfL project was the degree of attention the 
contractor paid to the performance criteria and achieving the desired 
performance outcomes and incentives. They took not only a vested interest, but 
a proactive role in discovering and applying innovative solutions and adjusting 
their work processes to ensure that the performance outcomes were achieved. 
Rather than meeting the baseline or minimum requirements of a specification, as 
is often the case in standard low bid contracts, the contractor put serious thought 
and effort into addressing the core issues of the project, as defined by the project 
performance criteria – both to ensure that they received the award of the 
contract, and to ensure that they received of the performance incentives, or 
avoidance of the disincentives. 
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Purpose 

The purpose of this proposal is to investigate if improved response to community 
concerns on an urban project can be realized through the application of the 
contracting techniques applied on the M-115 HfL project.  The M-115 HfL project 
proved successful in leveraging the benefits of contractor innovation and 
engagement in providing value around largely technical project criteria.  On the 
M-39 project, we propose to expand those criteria to also include “Quality of Life” 
criteria to determine if the same innovative contracting techniques can result in 
improved overall value for our customers. The expanded “Quality of Life” criteria 
will be based on input received through the context sensitive solutions outreach 
process with the community. 



 
  

   
 

 
 

   

    
  

   
   

 
  

    
   

    
  

  
    

   
    

  
   

  
  

  
 

  
   
 

   
 

  
  

   
  

 
 

 

SEP 14 
M-39 Best Value – Performance Based Contracting 
Page 6 of 9 

Scope 

Two innovative contracting methods are being proposed in this application – a 
Best Value procurement of the contract, which varies from the standard low-bid 
process and Performance Based contract specifications, affecting contract 
administration and how payment is determined for certain contract items. 
Specific, measurable project performance criteria will be established around key 
community concerns for the project. 

1.	 MDOT proposes to select the contractor using a Best Value 
procurement process. The contract will be awarded to the bidder who 
proposes the best value as determined by a formula which will weight 
40% toward a Technical Score and 60% to the Price Proposal. MDOT 
will develop a specification for bidding instructions that will require a 
contractor to submit a separate Technical Proposal, in which the bidder 
articulates how they will address each of the project performance 
criteria. The Technical Proposal will be submitted and evaluated prior 
to opening the contractor’s Price Proposal. A methodology will be 
developed and included in the specification that explains how the 
bidder’s Technical Proposal will be evaluated for each of the criteria. 
The bidder’s Price Proposal will remain a unit price proposal, with the 
total sum of the extended unit prices used in the formula to determine 
the Successful Bidder. 

2.	 MDOT proposes to employ Performance Based contract specifications 
around each of the selected project performance criteria. The project 
performance criteria will have a base line value that must be achieved 
to be in conformance with the contract. The base line value will either 
be established by the specification or as committed by the bidder in 
their Technical Proposal.  Performance incentives and disincentives 
will be established for each of the project performance criteria for 
exceeding or failing to meet the contract base line performance value. 
A specification will be written to clarify the project performance criteria, 
base line values, and how measurement and payment will be 
determined. 
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Schedule 

This project is scheduled to be constructed in the 2011 construction season. The 
contract is expected to be let in September or October, 2010, depending on 
funding availability.   The contract will be awarded by December, 2010, following 
the best-value selection process and in accordance with MDOT standard 
contracting processes. The Performance Based contracting specifications will be 
in effect throughout the duration of the contract. 

MDOT will develop the specifications for Best Value bidding instructions and 
Performance Based contracting immediately after approval of this SEP-14 
proposal.  MDOT will consult with the contracting industry in an open and 
unbiased manner during the development of the specifications, to help prepare 
the industry for the innovative selection and contract administration processes. 
MDOT will obtain approval of the final specifications from the FHWA Michigan 
Division. 
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Measures 

The effectiveness of the Best Value contract selection process will be measured 
by: 

1.	 The number of responsive proposals (was industry willing and able to 
successfully respond to this type of contract?). 

2.	 The quality of the technical proposals. 
a.	 Average, high and low technical scores, and comparison to the 

ranges outlined in the evaluation. 
b. Number of innovative ideas proposed by all bidders to respond to 

the project performance criteria. 
c.	 Number of bidder proposed base line performance criteria that 

exceeded the specification base line performance criteria. 

3.	 Analysis of the overall selection process. 
a.	 Issues in executing the selection process. 
b. Comparison of Best Value results vs. Price Proposal only results. 
c.	 Comparison of Price Proposals to Engineer’s Estimate. 

The effectiveness of the Performance Based contracting process will be 
measured by: 

1.	 Contractor achievement of the project performance criteria.  This data 
will be gathered as outlined in the specification. 

2.	 Stakeholder perceptions of the execution of the project, with attention 
given to the project performance criteria subjects.  This data will 
gathered through qualitative surveys of: 
a.	 The contractor and key subcontractors. 
b. The MDOT project staff and consultant staff, as applicable. 
c.	 Members of the communities affected. 
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Reporting 

MDOT will prepare two reports of this innovative contracting proposal.  An interim 
report will be prepared shortly after contract award and will address the Best 
Value selection process and results. A final report will be prepared within six 
months after completion of the project work and will address the entire project 
and all evaluation measures for both the Best Value selection process and the 
Performance Based contracting process. 



03051 02(0750) 


MICHIGAN 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


SPECIAL PROVISION 

FOR 


BIDDING INSTRUCTIONS FOR BEST VALUE SELECTION 


MET:MJC 1 of12 C&T:APPR:CR:DBP:1 0-12-10 

a. Description. This special provision identifies the information the bidders must include in 
the Technical Proposal and sets forth the process which the bidders must follow to submit the 
Technical Proposal. The contract for this project will not be awarded solely on price; rather it 
will be awarded to the bidder whose proposal represents the best value to the Department 
considering price and performance goals. Failure to include the required information as stated 
in this special provision will render the bidder's proposal unresponsive, and the bid will be 
rejected. Section 102 of the Standard Specifications for Construction applies, except as 
modified herein. 

Bidders must submit 7 bound copies of the Technical Proposal by Wednesday, November 10, 
2010 at 12:00 pm to the MOOT Contract Services Division. The Technical Proposal must not 
be submitted electronically; rather paper copies must be submitted. Failure to submit a 
Technical Proposal as described herein, will result in making the bid non-responsive. The 
Department will date, time stamp and log receipt of the bidder's Technical Proposal as received. 
The requirements for the contents of the Technical Proposal are described in section b. of this 
special provision. 

The bid must be prepared in accordance with the Standard Specifications for Construction, and 
must be submitted in Bid Express by Wednesday, November 10, 2010 at 10:30 am. The 
Technical Proposal will be scored in accordance with the Bid Evaluation Process and the 
contract will be awarded to the bidder with the lowest Composite Score, representing the best 
overall value, as described in section c. of this special provision. 

All bidders will be required to attend a mandatory Pre-Bid Meeting/DBE Reverse Trade Fair at 
the following time and location: 

Date: Thursday, October 7, 2010 
Time: 9:00a.m. 
Location: Doubletree Hotel Detroit/Dearborn 

5801 Southfield Expressway 
Detroit, Ml 48228 

b. Technical Proposal Requirements. The bidder's Technical Proposal must meet the 
following requirements: 

1. The Technical Proposal document must be organized according to the instructions in 
this special provision. 

2. The cover of the Technical Proposal must clearly identify the packages as, 
"Contractor's Technical Proposal for the M-39 Improvements, Job Numbers 76902A, 



03DS102{D750) 
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79531A. 79532A, 79535A, 82797A, 86926A, 87496A, 100301A, 101419A, 109419A and 
1 09421A and must contain the following identifiCation of the Bidder. 

A Name of Prime Contractor. 

B. Mailing Address of the Prime Contractor. 

C. Contact person for the Prime Contractor (Principal or Business Manager). 

D. Contact telephone number. 

E. Contact facsimile number. 

F. Contact email address. 

3. All pages must be 8 1/2 inches by 11 inches. 

4. Type font must be a minimum of 12 point. 

5. Pages must be numbered continuously throughout, in the format of, "1 of_". 

6. The entire Technical Proposal must be section tabbed and numbered, and stapled in 
the upper left hand comer, or bound. 

7. Graphics will be allowed, but must meet the page size requirement. 

8. The number of pages for each section (sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 as outlined below) 
must be limited to 5. 

The Technical Proposal must contain enough detail and sufficient information for the Bid 
Evaluation Team to properly score the proposal and each evaluation factor therein. The Bid 
Evaluation Team will base its score solely on the information provided in the Technical 
Proposal. 

The contents of the Technical Proposal, including the technical concepts presented by the 
bidder in response to the Evaluation Factors, will become the property of the Department. The 
Department reserves the right to use any proposed innovation or method on future projects 
without disclosure, or obligation to compensate the bidder. 

The bidder's Technical Proposal will become part of the contract documents, should the bidder 
be awarded the contract. The bidder will be bound by the commitments made in the Technical 
Proposal as conditions of the contract. 

The Technical Proposal must include separate sections addressing the bidder's proposed 
means, methods and materials to satisfy each of the Evaluation Factors, as outlined below. The 
majority of the significant work of the project is located in what is primarily a residential area of 
northwest Detroit. In recognition of the importance of the infrastructure to the adjacent 
community, and the impact the freeway, and its rehabilitation, has on the neighborhoods it 
traverses, MOOT has engaged the community in a context sensitive solutions process, to 
understand and address the communities needs, concerns, and ideas for the project - both the 
physical infrastructure that will result from the project, as well as how the project is executed. 
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This outreach with the community has revealed that several "Quality of Life" concerns are 
consistently raised by residents throughout the community. These concerns are the basis for 
the Evaluation Factors for the Technical Proposal as follows. The bidder must explain how he 
intends to address each of these concerns. 

To the extent possible, the bidder must present specific actions they will incorporate into the 
execution of the project to satisfactorily address each concern. The bidders must describe the 
type and level of effort to achieve the proposed outcomes and any specific work to be 
performed. The Technical proposal must include a demonstration of the bidder's team's 
experience, expertise and ability to perform the content of his proposal with success. See the 
special provision for "Contractor Performance• for guidance on the individual plans required for 
each evaluation factor. 

c. Evaluation Factors. 

1. -General Construction Concerns. The community expressed concern about several 
issues from their experience from previous construction work by MOOT and other agencies. 

A. Air quality, the extent of dust and debris, and the need for thorough and timely 
contractor clean-up during and after the project is complete. 

The proposal must include an • Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan" addressing 
how pre-construction (baseline) and during construction airborne particulates will be 
measured, and if increased during construction, what proposed mitigation measures will 
be put in place. The "Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan" should contain at a 
minimum: 

(1) A description of measures taken to prevent decreased air quality from 
threshold. 

(2) The response procedure and actions taken for any single measurement that 
exceeds threshold. 

(3) A complaint response and resolution process. 

(4) Mitigation measures where air quality is anticipated to be below threshold, 
such as: 

(a) Methods above and beyond watering to control dust. 

(b) Alters for equipment exhaust. 

(c) Enclosures for activities anticipated to produce large amounts of air borne 
particulates. 

(5) Any other measures which demonstrate sustaining baseline air quality 
measurements - methods, materials, etc. 

B. Noise, concerns about the hours of operations and construction noise, especially 
late at night. 
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The proposal must include an "Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan• addressing how baseline noise level measurements taken prior to 
construction will be maintained, and how noise levels will be monitored and mitigated 
during construction. The "Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan· should contain at a minimum: 

(1) A description of noise reducing measures to meet the threshold noise levels 

(a) Mitigation measures taken for day time work. 

(b) Additional mitigation measures taken for night time work. 

(2) The response procedure and actions taken for any single measurement that 
exceeds threshold. 

(3) A complaint response and resolution process. 

(4) Mitigation measures where excessive noise levels are anticipated, such as: 

(a) Noise curtains. 

(b) Noise barriers. 

(c) Equipment exhaust muffling systems. 

(d) Idling shrouds for generators. 

(5) Any other measures which demonstrate anticipated noise reduction benefit, 
methods, materials, etc. 

C. Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets. 

The proposal must include a "Construction TraffiC and Mobility Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan· addressing mitigation measures to ensure traffic staging can be adjusted to 
eliminate construction equipment traffic from using local neighborhood streets. The 
"Construction Traffic and Mobility Monitoring and Mitigation Plan" should contain at a 
minimum: 

(1) Routes used for construction traffic and equipment to avoid neighborhood 
streets. 

(2) A description of measures taken to prevent construction traffic and equipment 
from using neighborhood streets. 

(3) The response procedure and actions taken for any single measurement that 
exceeds threshold. 

(4) A complaint response and resolution process. 

D. Avoiding damage to adjacent property from vibration and heavy construction 
work, and repairing damage that does occur. 
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The proposal must include a "Limiting Construction Damage Plan" addressing pre
construction assessments of adjacent infrastructure, provisions for limiting impacts and 
vibration, and mitigation measures should damage occur. As part of the project 
documents, MOOT will determine maximum ground acceleration tolerances, and provide 
monitoring during construction. The "Limiting Construction Damage Plan" must contain 
at a minimum: 

(1) Understanding of the residential nature of the area. 

(2) Understanding of the ground acceleration limits established by MOOT in the 
"Vibration Monitoring" note as shown on page 160 of the plans (Note Sheet). 

(3) A description of measures taken to prevent removal and construction 
operations that could cause excessive vibration. 

(4) The response procedure and actions taken should excessive vibration levels 
be attained. 

(5) A complaint response and resolution process. 

E. Maintaining water and gas pressure and other critical utilities to homes during 
construction. 

The proposal must include a "Utility Assurance Plan· addressing how water and gas 
pressure, and other critical utility services will be maintained throughout the project. The 
"Utility Assurance Plan• must contain at a minimum: 

(1) Understanding of critical utilities located throughout the project limits based 
on information provided on the plans and in the Utility Clearance Notice to Bidders. 

(2) A description of measures taken to prevent construction impacts to utilities 
within the vicinity of grade changes, excavation, etc. 

(3) The response procedure and actions taken should a utility be damaged or 
impacted. 

(4) A complaint response and resolution process. 

2. Local Contractor and Workforce Participation Concerns. High unemployment in the 
southeast Michigan region has drawn significant attention to major construction projects and 
the perceived opportunity for construction related employment for local residents. There is 
an exp~tation that members of their community can and will participate in the economic 
opportunities made possible by the infrastructure investment being made in their 
neighborhoods. There is an opportunity to tie this issue into existing efforts of MOOT's 
Road Construction Apprenticeship Readiness (RCAR) Program and Youth Development 
and Mentoring Program. 

To meet established goals included in the DBE program, the Contractor must develop a 
"Local Workforce Development and Participation Plan" to be included in the bid 
demonstrating how they will better engage the local community and provide employment 
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opportunities where feasible. It is the expectation that the Contractor will be in close 
communication with the immediately impacted community regarding construction and 
mobility concerns, and as a part of this effort, the Contractor should provide employment 
opportunities to the local workforce in a manner that is consistent with the law. Nothing in 
this ·clause must be construed as requiring the Contractor to establish a local hiring or 
subcontracting preference. 

The "Local Workforce Development and Participation Plan" must contain at a minimum: 

A Provisions for adherence to the "Prompt Payment to Sub vendors" specification. 

B. Process for timely negotiations of contract modifications. 

C. Process for engaging the local community regarding employment opportunities. 

3. Safety and Mobility Concerns. Residents expect to be able to travel safely and with 
minimal disruption to and from their homes. They expect to have reasonable access to local 
businesses, schools and churches and major routes linking them to employment, health and 
human services and leisure travel. This includes ensuring vehicular safety and mobility as 
well as pedestrian safety and mobility, with special attention paid to the needs of the senior 
and youth residents in the community. Personal safety for community members and 
adjoining neighborhoods should also be a consideration. 

The Contractor is to develop a "Safety and Mobility Plan" to address the mobility of residents 
within adjacent neighborhoods, and businesses within the construction influence area. This 
plan must outline the measures that will be taken to ensure maximum mobility and safety 
during construction. 

4. Schedule Concerns. Given the overall residential and business area within the 
project corridor, completing the project on an accelerated schedule is key to returning 
normal mobility to area, with the benefit of improved infrastructure. Close attention must be 
given to completing each phase of the project ahead of or within the dates specified in the 
progress clause. 

The Technical Proposal must include provisions as to how all completion and open to traffic 
dates established by the progress clause will be met, or if the Contractor proposes early 
completion and open to traffic dates. An incentive will be provided for early open to traffic, 
and a disincentive will be enforced for missing minimum open to traffic dates. 

The Contractor must stipulate the number of "Calendar Days of Contract Time for Opening 
to Traffic". A total number of calendar days to complete all work, and to open all lanes of 
Northbound and Southbound M-39, and all bridges included in JN's 79531A, 79532A, 
79535A, 86926A and 100301A, within the time restrictions set forth in the Special Provision 
for Maintaining Traffic, Permanent Signing and Pavement Marking and the Progress Clause 
contained in this proposal. These days must be consecutive and include any weekend, 
Holiday, and work break shutdown periods established within the Standard Specifications 
for Construction. 

Per the Special Provision for Maintaining Traffic, Permanent Signing and Pavement 
Marking, M-39 mainline must not be closed prior to the completion of all work on Stage 1 
and 2 bridges requiring NB and SB M-39 service drive closures. 
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The work completed for "Calendar Days of Contract Time for Opening to Traffic" must 
include all work on the project including but not limited to pavement, bridges, bridge 
approaches, drainage, water main, sanitary sewer, freeway lighting, traffic signals, freeway 
signing, pavement markings, MITS work, and turf establishment with the exception of: 

A landscape items. 

B. Bridge concrete surface coatings. 

No on site work will be allowed prior to the start of the "Calendar Days of Contract Time for 
Opening.to Traffic• start date unless otherwise approved by the Engineer. 

The maximum number of calendar days allowed starts January 1, 2011 at 6:00 a.m. and 
continues through October 31, 2011 at 11:59 p.m. The "Calendar Days of Contract Time for 
Opening to Traffic• time will stop when all work is complete (except as noted above), and all 
lanes, ramps, shoulders, and bridges are open to or accepted for traffiC by the Engineer. 

To the extent that the bidder wishes to propose specifiC changes to the physical construction 
as specified in the plans and proposal as a means to address one or more of the Evaluation 
Factors, the bidder may submit Alternate Technical Concepts for the Department's review 
and consideration. 

The Contractor's commitments to achieve specific outcomes in the Technical Proposal will 
become the basis for measurement and payment of the Performance Incentives, as 
specified in the Special Provision for Contractor Performance. 

d. Bid Evaluation Process. Bidders must submit 7 copies of the Technical Proposal by 
Wednesday, November 10,2010, at 12:00 pm to: 

Amy Meldrum, Departmental Analyst 

MOOT Contract Services Division 

Van Wagoner Building 

425 W. Ottawa 

P.O. Box 30050 

Lansing, Ml48909 


Bids must be submitted in Bid Express by Wednesday, November 10, 2010, at 10:30 am. 

The Department will date/time stamp and log the Technical Proposal packages as received. 
Ample time should be allotted to ensure mail delivery time, and timely receipt of the proposal 
package. 

All inquiries regarding the Best Value Contractor Selection process must be submitted to the 
MOOT Project Manager via the instructions on the Notice to Bidders - Inquiry on the last page of 
the project proposal. 

The contents of the Technical Proposal and the bid will become contractual obligations for the 
selected Best Value bidder. Failure of the selected bidder to accept these obligations may 
result in no contract award. 

http:Opening.to
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The Technical Proposall? will be scored by a Bid Evaluation Team, made up of the following 
members: 

Detroit TSC Manager 
Detroit TSC Development Engineer 
Detroit TSC Delivery Engineer 
Metro Region Engineer 
Metro Region Planning Specialist 
Director of the MOOT Office of Small Business Development 
Central Selection Review Team Member 

The Bid Evaluation Team will review the Technical Proposal and provide a score for each of the 
Evaluation Factors using the score sheet shown in Table 1. 

The total Technical Proposal score will be the sum of the individual Evaluation Factor scores. 
After detennination of the final Technical Proposal scores for all bidders, the bids will be 
downloaded from Bid Express and a Composite Score will be calculated for each bidder, as 
follows: 

Composite Score = 	Contractor Bid 
Technical Score 

The Technical Proposal scores will be publicly announced, and the bids will be downloaded 
from Bid Express on Wednesday, November 17, 2010 at 2:01 pm at the following location: 

MOOT Construction and Technology Division, Room 100 
Secondary Governmental Complex 
8885 Ricks Road 
Lansing, Ml 48909 

The contract will be awarded to the bidder with the lowest Composite Score, representing the 
best overall value to the department. All scores will be reported in Table 2. To ensure fairness, 
the bids will not be downloaded from Bid Express until all of the Technical Proposals scores are 
announced. 

Failure of the winning Contractor to implement measures outlined in their Technical Proposal as 
part of the various "Plans" per the •eontractor Perfonnance" special provision will result in an 
interim Contractor Evaluation, and other measures up to and including Contractor 
prequalification reviews or revocation. 
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Table 1: SCORE SHEET 
-ALL CONTRACTORS MUST BE SCORED

CONTRACTORS NAME: Maximum Rater's 
Possible score 

Beet Value Beet Value 

A. Factors 

1a.) General Construction Concerns: Air Quality Reviewer's Commants: 
)o 0 points: A genarlc 'Air Quality Monitoring & 

Mitigation Plan• Is provldad with no~ spactflcs on 
how the plan will be followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 1·20 points: An adequate generai'Air Quality 
Monitoring &MIUgatlon Plan' Is provided with soma 
spaclflcs on how tha plan will be followad to 
achieve tha goal. 

)o 21-40 points: A clearly deflnad • Air Quality 
40 

Monitoring & Mitigation Plan" Is provldad with a 
detailed dascrlpUon of how the plan will ba followed 
to achtave tha goal Including provan air quality 
assessment tools and analysts to mitigate adversa 
Impacts to existing air quality caused by 
construction actlvltlas 

1b.) General Construction concerns: Ambient & Construction Reviewer's Comments 
Nolsa 

)o 0 points: A generic 'Amblant and Construction 
Noise Monitoring & MIUgatlon Plan• Is provided with 
nolfew specifics on how the plan will be followed to 
achlava the goal. 

)o 1·20 points: An adequate generai'Ambtent and 
Construction Noise Monitoring & MltigaUon Plan" Is 
provided with some spaclflcs on how the plan will 40 
be followed to achlave the goal. 

)o 21-40 points: A clearly deflnad 'Ambient and 
ConstrucUon Noise Monitoring & Mitigation Plan" Is 
provided with a detailed descrlpUon of how the plan 
will be followed to achieve the goal Including 
proven noise level assessment tools and analysts 
to mitigate adverse Impacts to exlsUng noise levels 
caused by construction activities 

1c.) General Construction Concerns: Construction Traffic & Reviewer's Comments 
Mobility 

)o 0 points: A generic •construction Tra11lc and 
Mobility Monitoring & Mitigation Plan" Is provided 
with no/few specifics on how the plan will be 
followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 1·20 points: An adequate generai'Constructlon 40 
Traffic and Mobility Monitoring & Mitigation Plan" Is 
provided with some speclflcs on how the plan will 
be followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 21-40 points: A clearly defined 'Construction Traffic 
and Mobility Monitoring & Mitigation Plan' Is 
orovlded with a detailed descrintlon of how the otan 
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wfll be followed to achieve the goal Including 
minimizing construction traffic Interaction wfth 
neighborhood & local business traffic 

General Constrllctlon Concema: Maintaining all utilities 
acent neighborhoods & businesses 
)o 0 points: A generic 'Utility Assurance Plan' Is 

provided with no/few apecrncs on how the plan wfll 
be followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 1·20 points: An adequate generai'Utlllty Assurance 
Plan' Is provided with some specifics on how the 
plan will be followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 21·40 points: A clearly defined 'Utility Assurance 
Plan• Is provided wfth a detailed description of how 
the plan will be followed to achieve the goal 
Including proven existing uttnty location assessment 
tools and methods to keep all utilities In service 
during construction• 

General ConstriJCUon Concems: Avoiding damage to 
nt private property 

)o 0 points: A generic 'LimHing Construction Carnage 
Plan' Is provided wfth no/few specifics on how the 
plan wfR be followed to achieve the goal. 

)o 	 1·20 points: An adequate general 'Umltlng 
Construction Carnage Plan' Is provided wfth some 
specifics on how the plan wfll be followed to 
achieve the goat. 

)o 21-40 points: A clearly defined 'Limiting 
Construction Camage Plan' Is provided wfth a 
detailed description of how the plan wfll be followed 
to achieve the goal Including proven vibration 
monitoring methods, and other measures to Rmlt 
damage to adjacent private property. 

evelop a 'Local Workforce Development and 

pation Plan' as It relates to engaging the community 

nt to the project wfth employment opportunities 


)o 	 0 points: A genel1c 'Local Workfort:e Development 
and Participation Plan' Is provided wfth no/few 
specifics on how the plan wfll be followed to 
achieve the goal. 

o 	 1-75 points: An adequate generai'Local Wortforce 
Development and Participation Plan' Is provided 
with some specifics on how the plan wfll be 
followed to achieve the goal. 

o 	 76-150 points: A clearly defined 'Local Workforce 
Development and Participation Plan' Is provided 
wfth a detailed description of how the plan wfll be 
followed to achieve the goal of providing 
employment opportunities to the local work force 
where feasible. This should not be construed as 
requiring the Contractor to establish a local hiring 
or subcontracting preference. 

evelop a "Safety and Mobility Plan• as It relates to 
g motorists safe, and llmltfna user delavs In the 
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Reviewer's Comments 

40 

Reviewer's Comments 

40 

Reviewer's Comments 

150 

Reviewer's Comments: 
100 

1d.) 
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.1e.) 
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2.) D
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)

)

3.) D
keepin
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ruction Influence area 
)> 0 points: A generic 'Safety and Mobility Plan' Is 

provided with no/few speclllcs on how the plan will 
be followed to achieve the ;oal. 

)> 1-50 points: An adequate ;enerai'Safety and 
Mobility Plan Plan• Is provided with some speclllci 
on how the plan wtn be followed to achieve the 
;oat. 

)> 	 51-100 points: A clearly deflneci'Safety and 
Mobility Plan' Is provided with a detailed 
description of how the plan will be followed to 
achieve the goal maximizing mobility within the 
construction Influence area, while addressing 
potential safety Issues durin; construcUon acUviUes 

roJect Schedule 
)> 	 0 points :The Contractor proposes an open to traffic 

date corresponding to that which Is stated In the 
Progress Clause 

)> 	 1-50 points: The contractor proposes an 'Accepted 
to Trafllc Incentive Date' prior to that stated In the 
Progress Clause. The score will be based on the 
number of days prior to the •Accepted to Traffic 
lncenUve Date' the Contractor proposes to open 
the freeway usln; 3.33 points per day for each 
calendar clay up to a maximum of 15 calendar 
clays. 

CTION TEAM NAME 

CTION TEAM NAME 

CTION TEAM NAME 

CTION TEAM NAME 

CTION TEAM NAME 

CTION TEAM NAME 

TION TEAM NAME 
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Reviewer's Comments: 

50 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE 

Maximum Total 
500 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

DATE 

const

4.) 	 P

SELE

SELE

SELE

SELE

SELE

SELE

SELEC
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Table 2: Best Value Selection Calculation 

Contractor 
Technical 
Proposal 

Score 
Bid Composite Score Best 

Value 
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a. Description. This special provision sets forth the process for evaluation and payment to 
the Contractor for performance relative to the Evaluation Factors established herein, and as 
reflected in the Special Provision for Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection. As part of 
subsection 102.13 Consideration of Proposals, this contract requires the Contractor to stipulate 
mitigation measures for all evaluation factors, and how these measures will be implemented as 
part of the project. 

The majority of the significant work of the project is located in what is primarily a residential area 
of northwest Detroit. In recognition of the importance of the infrastructure to the adjacent 
community, and the impact the freeway, and its rehabilitation, has on the neighborhoods it 
traverses, MOOT has engaged the community in a context sensitive solutions process, to 
understand and address the communities needs, concerns, and ideas for the project - both the 
physical infrastructure that will result from the project, as well as how the project is executed. 
This outreach with the community has revealed that several "Quality of Life· concerns are 
consistently raised by members throughout the community. These concerns are the basis for 
the Evaluation Factors for the Contractor's performance as follows. 

Please refer to the Special Provision for Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection for 
technical proposal and scoring requirements. The technical proposal will be the basis for 
accountability of performance in accordance with commitments made in the Technical Proposal, 
and each of the individual concerns are addressed. 

1. Evaluation Factors. 

A. General Construction Concerns. The community expressed concern about 
several issues from their experience from previous construction work by MOOT and 
other agencies. 

{1) Air quality, the extent of dust and debris, and the need for thorough and 
timely contractor clean-up during and after the project is complete. 

The Contractor must implement the "Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan" as 
outlined in their technical proposal. MOOT will conduct random measurements at 
four locations at a time at the loeations shown on Table 2 at random times 
throughout the project. An assessment consists of 4 measurements. A total of 25 
assessments will be made and given a pass/fail rating. A pass rating is achieved if 
three of the four locations are below the threshold concentration of 150 J.Jg/m3

• The 
Contractor or a Contractor's representative may be present during the random air 
quality assessment performed by MOOT. 
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The assessment will focus on PM,0 particles measured over a 24-hour period and 
then compared to the threshold concentration of 150 1Jg/m3

• All air quality 
measurements will be performed with equipment that is capable of measuring 
aerosol contaminates, is equipped with a data logger, provides real time mass 
concentration readings, and is properly calibrated and certified by the manufacturer. 
The concentration of PM10 particles measured by the equipment will then be 
compared to the threshold concentration, which is considered an average standard. 

(2) Noise, concerns about the hours of operations and construction noise, 
especially late at night. 

The Contractor must implement the "Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan• as outlined in their technical proposal. The Contractor, all 
subcontractors, suppliers and vendors must comply with all applicable noise 
regulations, specification requirements, and noise level thresholds specified herein. 
This plan must outline how the Contractor will use efficient noise-suppression 
devices and employ other noise abatement measures such as enclosures and 
barriers necessary for the protection of the public. 

All requirements set forth in the • Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan• and requirements specified herein must be overseen by an MOOT 
prequalif~ed Acoustical Consultant employed by the Contractor. This will not be paid 
for separately, rather included in the project pay items. This Consultant must be 
prequalifled in the Noise Assessment/Abatement service classification. A list of 
prequalifled Consultants can be found on the MOOT website under the following link: 

http://mdotwas1.mdot.state.mi.us/public/psvr/ 

MOOT will conduct random assessments at the locations shown on Table 2 at 
random times throughout the project. Active construction must be ongoing at the 
location selected if not, another location with active construction ongoing will be 
selected. A total of 25 assessments will be made during the project duration, and 
given a pass/fail rating based on the noise level criteria in Table 4. Each 
assessment will consist of up to 3 measurements of 20 minutes each within a 24 
hour period. A pass rating is achieved if two of the three locations are below the 
Construction Noise Level Threshold in Table 4. Separate thresholds are defined for 
daytime, evening and nighttime noise levels. Timeframes are defined as follows: 

Daytime: 7:01 am - 6:00 pm 

Evening: 6:01 pm - 10:00 pm 

Nighttime: 10:01 pm - 7:00 am 


The Contractor or a Contractor's representative may be present during the random 
noise assessment. 

All noise measurements must be performed with an instrument that is in compliance 
with the criteria for a Type 1 (Precision} or Type 2 (General Purpose) Sound Level 
Meter as defined in the current revision of ANSI Standard S1.4. The sound level 
meter must be capable of measuring dBA noise levels, and must be properly 
calibrated and certified by the manufacturer. 

http://mdotwas1.mdot.state.mi.us/public/psvr
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As part of the "Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and Mitigation Planft the 
winning bidder must submit all applicable Equipment Noise Compliance CertifiCation 
measurements for review and acceptance by the Engineer. 

{3) Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets. 

The Contractor must implement the "Construction Traffic and Mobility Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan• as outlined in their technical proposal. MOOT will conduct random 
assessments on local neighborhood residential streets within the area bounded by 
Evergreen to the west, Greenfield to the east, Joy Road to the south, and 9 Mile 
Road to the north. Detour routes due to bridge closures, major thoroughfares and 
established truck routes will not be subject to the assessments. The focus will be on 
residential streets within the adjacent neighborhoods. 

Assessments will be taken at random times throughout the project. A total of 25 
assessments will be taken, and given a pass/fail rating based on the criteria in Table 
7. Each assessment will consist of 30 minute reviews within local neighborhood 
residential streets. 

Maximum incentive =$600,000 for each factor, for a total of $1,800,000. 

Maximum disincentive =unlimited 
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Table 1: Maximum Incentive/Disincentive - Construction Concerns 

Pass Ratings Incentive Disincentive 

25 $600,000 

24 $540,000 

23 $480,000 

22 $420,000 

21 $360,000 

20 $300,000 

19 $240,000 

18 $180,000 

17 $120,000 

16 $60,000 

15 $0 I 

14 $60,000 

13 $120,000 

12 $180,000 

11 $240,000 

10 $300,000 

9 $360,000 

8 $420,000 

7 $480,000 

6 $540,000 

5 $600,000 

4 $660,000 

3 $720,000 

2 $780,000 

1 $840,000 

0 $900,000 

Should the Contractor receive 0 pass ratings from the original25 measurements, MOOT 
will conduct additional random measurements on a weekly basis, and an additional 
$60,000 disincentive per fail rating will be assessed. 
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Table 2: Air Quality and Noise Measurements* 

Location 

M-39 @Joy- NB service drive, NW quad 

M-39 @ W. Chicago - SB service drive, SE quad 

M-39 @ Plymouth - NB service drive, SW quad 

M-39 @ Schoolcraft- SB service drive, NW quad 

M-39 @ Fenkell - NB service drive, NW quad 

M-39 @ McNichols - SB service drive, SE quad 

M-39 @ Curtis - NB service drive; SE quad 

M-39 @ 7 Mile - SB service drive, SE quad 

M-39 @ Pembroke - NB service drive, NE quad 

M-39@ M-102- SB service drive, SE quad 

The Contractor's proposed batch plant location ** 

* All measurements must be taken within public right-of-way 

"'* Measurement to be taken at lot line adjacent to the plant, no more than 50 ft 
±from plant 

Table 3: Ambient Air Quality Criteria*** 

Baseline Airborne 4-hour Particulate Concentration (pg/m..}Location 

Max Min Average 

M-39@Joy 50 18 22 

M-39 @ W. Chicago 18 8 10 

M-39 @ Plymouth 96 14 21 

M-39 @ Schoolcraft 41 8 24 

M-39 @ Fenkell 64 30 39 

M-39 @ McNichols 18 8 10 

M-39 @ Curtis 452 16 26 

M-39@7Mile 42 16 25 

M-39 @ Pembroke 55 4 8 

M-39@ M-102 
-

22 
--- --

3 6 

"'** Pre-construction 4-hour average concentrations for information only 
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Table 4: Noise Level Criteria 

Construction Noise Level 
Location Baseline Noise Level (dBA) Threshold (dBA 

Day Evening Night Day Evening Night 

M-39@Joy 60 60 53 75 65 58 

M-39@ W. Chicago 62 61 54 75 66 59 

M-39@ Plymouth 65 64 56 75 69 61 

M-39 @ Schoolcraft 63 62 55 75 67 60 

M-39 @ Fenkell 67 65 59 75 70 64 

M-39 @ McNichols 69 68 59 75 73 64 

M-39 @ CUrtis 69 68 59 75 73 64 

M-39@7 Mile 66 67 62 75 72 63 

M-39 @ Pembroke 71 69 62 76 74 67 

M-39@M-102 63 61 53 75 66 58 

Batch Plant N/A N/A N/A 83 75 75 

I 
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment 

Location Test Date Time Concentration Thres~~d Pass/ 
lua/m3

) (JJg/m Fail 

1a 150 


1b 150 


1c 150 


1d 150 


2a 150 


2b 150 


2c 150 


2d 150 


3a 150 


3b 150 


3c 150 


3d 150 


4a 150 


4b. 150 


4c 150 


4d 150 


5a 150 


5b 150 


5c 150 


5d 150 


6a 150 


6b 150 


6c 150 


6d 150 


7a 150 


7b 150 


7c 150 


7d 150 


8a 150 


8b 150 


8c 150 


8d 150 

---- L.....- -- 
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued) 

Location Test Date Time Concentration Threshold Pass/ 

Cua/m3) Cug/m3) Fail 


9a 150 


9b 150 


9c 150 


9d 150 


10a 150 


10b 150 


10c 150 


10d 150 


11a 150 


11b 150 


11c 150 


11d 150 


12a 150 


12b 150 


12c 150 


12d 150 


13a 150 I 


13b 150 


13c 150 


13d 150 


14a 150 

I 


14b 150 


14c 150 


14d 150 


13a 150 


13b 150 


13c 150 


13d 150 


14a 150 


14b 150 


14c 150 


14d 150 

- .... - 



--

Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued) 

Location Test Date Time Concentration Threshold Pass/ 
(pg/m3) (pg/m3) Fail 

15a 150 


15b 150 


15c 150 


15d 150 


16a 150 


16b 150 


16c 150 


16d 150 


17a 150 


17b 150 


17c 150 


17d 150 


18a 150 


18b 150 


18c 150 


18d 150 


19a 150 


19b 150 


19c 150 


19d 150 


20a 150 


20b 150 


20c 150 


20d 150 


21a 150 


21b 150 


21c 150 


21d 150 


22a 150 


22b 150 


22c 150 


22d 150 

-~ 

I 
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued) 

Location Test Date Time Concent~~ion 
(pg/m 

Threshold 
(pg/m3) 

Pass/ 
Fail 

23a 150 

23b 150 

23c 150 

23d 150 

24a 150 

24b 150 

24c 150 

24d 150 

25a 150 

25b 150 

25c 150 

25d 150 



··-----· ' ...... -...... -. 
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Table 6: Noise Assessment 

Location Test Date Time Actual Threshold Pass/Fail 
(dBAl (dBAl 

1a 

1b 

1c 

2a 

2b 

2c 

3a 

3b 

3c 

4a 

4b 

4c 

5a 

5b 

5c 

6a 

6b 

6c 

7a 

7b 

7c 

Sa

8b 

8c 

9a 

9b 

9c 

10a 

10b 

I -

10c 
- - -
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Table 6: Noise Assessment (.continued) 

Location Test Date Time Actual Threshold Pass/Fail 
(dBA) (dBA) 

11a 

11b 

11c 

12a 

12b 

12c 

13a 

13b 

13c 

14a 

14b 

14c 

15a 

15b 

15c 

16a 

16b 

16c 

17a 

17b 

17c 

18a 

18b 

18c 

19a 

19b 

19c 
. i 

I 

20a 

20b 

20c 
.___~ --- ~--
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Table 6: Noise Assessment (continued) 

Location Test Date Time Actual Threshold Pass/Fail 
(dBA) (dBA) 

21a 

21b 

21c 

22a 

22b 

22c 


23a 


23b 


23c 


24a 


24b 


24c 


25a 


25b 


25c 
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Table 7: Construction Traffic Measurements 

Location Test Date Time #Trucks Threshold Pass/ 
on local Fail 
streets 

1 3 


2 3 


3 3 


4 3 


5 3 


6 3 


7 3 


8 3 


9 3 


10 3 


11 3 


12 3 


13 3 


14 3 


15 3 


16 3 


17 3 


18 3 


19 3 


20 3 


21 3 


22 3 


23 3 


24 3 


25 3 

I 



,_ --·---·- . -.- _, 
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B. Safety and Mobility Concerns. Residents expect to be able to travel safely and 
with minimal disruption to and from their homes. They expect to have reasonable 
access to local businesses, schools and churches and major routes linking them to 
employment, health and human services and leisure travel. This includes ensuring 
vehicular safety and mobility as well as pedestrian safety and mobility, with special 
attention paid to the needs of the senior and youth residents in the community. Personal 
safety for community members and adjoining neighborhoods should also be a 
consideration. 

The Contractor must implement the "Safety and Mobility Plan• as outlined in their 
technical proposal, and is responsible for maintaining the plan throughout the duration of 
the project unless extenuating circumstances are presented as determined by the 
Engineer. 

MOOT will conduct field reviews to ensure conformance to the proposed Safety and 
Mobility Plan, maintenance of traffic special provision, and staging plans included in the 
project documents. Should a Value Engineering Change Proposal, or alternate staging 
concepts that involve changes to the maintenance of traffic and staging plans be 
approved by MOOT, the Contractor must provide revised plans to MOOT, and the field 
reviews and travel times will be based on the revised, approved plans. These reviews 
will evaluate the effectiveness of the safety and mobility measures implemented per the 
proposal. 

The field reviews must consist of MOOT and Contractor personnel driving the posted 
detour route as dictated by the Special Provision for Maintaining Traffic, Permanent 
Signing and Pavement Marking, or revisions as approved by the Engineer. Time 
measurements will be taken starting from the first detour sign, ending with the last detour 
sign. A total of 25 field reviews will be conducted throughout the project duration. Each 
review will be conducted at a random time, during an active detour, and given a pass/fail 
rating. The pass/fail threshold for any detour will be the amounts above the 
preconstruction travel times as listed in Table 9 below: 

(1} +3 min 0 sec above the pre-construction travel times for Curtis and 
Pembroke. 

(2} +4 min 0 sec above the pre-construction travel times for Joy, West Chicago 
and Plymouth. 

(3} +5 min 0 sec above the pre-construction travel times for Schoolcraft, Fenkell, 
McNichols, 7 Mile and the M-102 left tum bridge. 

The focus will be on roadway detours implemented for bridge closures, rather than 
mainline M-39 closures. 

Maximum incentive =$500,000 

Maximum disincentive = unlimited 
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Table 8: Maximum Incentive/Disincentive .. Mobility 

Pass Ratings Incentive Disincentive 
25 $500,000 
24 $450,000 
23 $400,000 
22 $350,000 
21 $300,000 
20 $250,000 
19 $200,000 
18 $150,000 
17 $100,000 
16 $50,000 I 
15 $0 
14 ·$50,000 
13 $100,000 
12 $150,000 
11 $200,000 
10 $250,000 
9 $300,000 
8 $350000 
7 $400,000 
6 $450000 
5 $500.000 
4 $550.000 
3 $600,000 
2 $650,000 
1 $700,000 
0 $750,000 

Should the Contractor receive 0 pass ratings from the original25 measurements, MOOT 
will conduct additional random measurements on a weekly basis, and an additional 
$50,000 disincentive per fail rating will be assessed. 

Table 9: Pre-construction travel times (Baseline) 

Location Travel Time 

Joy over M-39 8 min30 sec 
I 

W. Chicago over M-39 . 7min 30 sec 

Plymouth over M-39 9min 30 sec 

Schoolcraft over M-39 11 min 30 sec 

Fenkell over M-39 10 min 30sec 

McNichols over M-39 10 minOOsec 

Curtis over M-39 5 minOO sec 

7 Mile over M-39 10min 30sec 

Pembroke over M-39 5 minOO sec 

M-39@ M-102 (left tum bridge) 14min30sec 
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Table 10: Construction Traffic Measurements 

Detour Route Test Date Time Delay Baseline Pass/ 
Fail 

1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 

I 


8

I 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 




" __________fl_ ---------~---~,--
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C. Schedule Concerns. Given the overall residential and business area within the 
project corridor, completing the project on an accelerated schedule is key to returning 
normal mobility to area, with the benefit of improved infrastructure. Close attention must 
be given to completing each phase of the project ahead of or within the dates specified 
in the progress clause. 

The maximum number of calendar days allowed for open to traffic starts January 1, 2011 
at 6:00a.m. and continues through October 31, 2011 at 11:59 p.m. 

Per the Special Provision for Maintaining Traffic, Permanent Signing and Pavement 
Marking, M-39 mainline must not be closed prior to the completion of all work on Stage 1 
and 2 bridges requiring NB and SB M-39 service drive closures. 

Completing the project with the shortest possible schedule should not be the 
Contractor's primary focus, as this could adversely impact the previous evaluation 
factors. The schedule should be considered with the other evaluation factors, as all will 
be scored equally. 

Maximum incentive= $1,200,000 

The maximum incentive will be based on $80,000 per calendar day for every day prior to 
the "Accepted for Traffic Incentive Date" established by the Contractor in the Technical 
Proposal, or no later than October 31, 2011 at 11:59 p.m. for M-39 mainline. 

Maximum disincentive = unlimited 

The maximum disincentive will be based on $80,000 per calendar day for every day past 
the "Accepted for Traffic Incentive Date" established by the Contractor in the Technical 
Proposal, or no later than October 31, 2011 at 11:59 p.m. for M-39 mainline. 

b. Materials. None specified. 

c. Construction. None specified 

d. Measurement and Payment. Any incentive earned by the Contractor will be based on 
the procedures contained herein. Any incentive payment will be made using the following 
contract items (pay items): 

Contract Item (Pay Item) Pay Unit 

Incentive, Air Quality ................................................................................................ Dollar 

Incentive, Noise ........................................................................................................ Dollar 

Incentive, Construction Traffic .................................................................................. Dollar 

Incentive, Mobility ..................................................................................................... Dollar 

Incentive, Schedule .................................................................................................. Dollar 
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Introduction 

Per the project Special Experimental Project NO. 14 (SEP-14) document dated 
June 2010; this document serves as the Interim Report addressing the M-39 Best 
Value Contracting selection process and results.  Please refer to the project 
SEP-14 document, and the special provisions for “Bidding Instructions for Best 
Value Selection” and “Contractor Performance” for supplemental information 
included the appendix of this report. 

Background 

In November 2011, The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) let a 
major construction project on M-39 (Southfield Freeway) in Southfield, Detroit, 
Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, and Allen Park Michigan. The project includes 
reconstruction of the roadway from McNichols to M-10, roadway rehabilitation 
within the rest of the project corridor, rehabilitation of 28 bridges, freeway lighting, 
freeway signing, ITS infrastructure, sanitary sewer replacement, and screen wall 
replacement.  The engineer’s estimate at the time of project advertisement was 
$77.3 million. 

The majority of the significant project work impacts what is primarily a residential 
area of northwest Detroit.  In recognition of the importance of the roadway to the 
adjacent community and other stakeholders, and the impact the freeway, and its 
rehabilitation has on the neighborhoods it traverses, MDOT engaged them in a 
context sensitive solutions process. This was to understand and address the 
community’s needs, concerns, and ideas for the project – both the physical 
infrastructure that will result from the project, as well as how the project is 
executed. 

MDOT held a very thorough public involvement process during the design phase 
of the project, and three public meetings were held to provide information relative 
to the project, and solicit ideas and feedback from the community.  Outreach with 
the community, and other stakeholders revealed that several “Quality of Life” 
concerns are consistently raised by members throughout the community.  Most 
notably among these are: 

1. General Construction Concerns 
a. Air quality 
b. Noise 
c. Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets 
d. Maintaining utilities to homes during construction 
e. Avoiding damage to adjacent property from vibration. 

2. Local Contractor and Workforce Participation Concerns 
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3. Safety & Mobility Concerns 

4.  Schedule Concerns 

MDOT also proposed various maintenance of traffic strategies (full closure and 
detour vs. maintain one lane in each direction), their impacts to the public, and 
the associated construction durations with the intent that the community should 
decide which strategy should be chosen taking into account all of the information. 
Ultimately, the community chose the full closure option, with the reason most 
cited being the shorter construction duration. 

As a result of the issues raised at the meetings, MDOT moved forward with the 
Best Value Contracting concept as a means to establish acceptable criteria for 
the quality of life issues, and the means to enforce them. We determined what 
we believe to be reasonable solutions then specified the desired outcomes or 
parameters that the Contractor must follow. 

MDOT achieved this with two project specific Best Value special provisions.  The 
first special provision entitled “Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection” 
provided the technical requirements of the proposal that was to accompany the 
Contractor’s bid.  Bid opening information, bid evaluation process information, 
and the score sheet MDOT devised for scoring of the proposals were also 
included in the specification. The second special provision entitled “Contractor 
Performance” contained all the evaluation criteria for the general construction 
concerns, workforce participation, safety and mobility, and schedule that the 
Contractor was to adhere to. This specification also outlined the field testing 
parameters, documentation process, and incentive/disincentive amounts. 

As an example, for the air quality and noise concerns, MDOT worked with the 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), and other experts to 
establish baseline measurements for particulate matter in the air, and ambient 
decibel levels. We then researched the allowable threshold levels during 
construction, and developed an incentive/disincentive strategy to ensure the 
thresholds were maintained. 

During the development of the Best Value special provisions, MDOT met with 
FHWA, and members of the construction industry to solicit feedback on the 
language, and logistics of what MDOT was asking of the industry.  MDOT met 
with the Michigan Infrastructure and Transportation Association (MITA), and 
received feedback for inclusion into the specifications.  MDOT also 
commissioned an independent third party review of the specifications, and 
project plans to ensure bidability and constructability. When the specifications 
were ready for approval, MDOT also engaged the Michigan Attorney General’s 
office for their feedback on the risk, and legality of the specifications, and was 
given the green light to advertise the project. 
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The contract award was based on a composite score derived from the 
Contractor’s bid price divided by the technical proposal score. The contractor 
with the lowest composite score was awarded the bid. 

Bid Process 

To best control this process, MDOT scheduled a special letting consisting of only 
this project, and a five week advertisement period was used to allow more time 
for the industry to digest the plans and specifications, and submit inquiries. As a 
result of the thorough nature of which MDOT engaged the contractor industry 
during the development of the Best Value selection specifications, no addenda 
were issued as a result of contractor inquiries about the Best Value 
specifications.  Several other addenda were issued regarding pay items and 
quantities, which is normal for a project this size. 

During the advertisement period, MDOT held a mandatory Pre-bid Meeting/DBE 
Reverse Trade Fair to expose the local workforce and potential DBE contractors 
to the potential prime contractors. MDOT staff provided an overview of the 
project, and answered contractor questions regarding the nature of the work, and 
the logistics of the Best Value Selection. 

Per the instructions in the “Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection” special 
provision, the bids were submitted electronically in Bid Express, and the technical 
proposals were submitted to the Contract Services Division on November 10, 
2011. The technical proposals were consensus scored by a team consisting of: 

Detroit TSC Manager 
Detroit TSC Development Engineer 
Detroit TSC Delivery Engineer 
Metro Region Engineer 
Metro Region Planning Specialist 
Director of MDOT Office of Small Business Development 
Contract Services Division Administrator 

The consensus scoring process was structured to be as objective as possible. A 
diverse cross section of MDOT staff comprised the scoring team, and for each of 
the technical proposal factors scored, the team started with a baseline score, and 
added points for good ideas and innovative thinking.  The score sheet included in 
the special provision for “Bidding Instructions for Best Value Selection” outlined 
the range of scores depending on the adequacy of the proposed mitigation 
measures, or innovations included in the Contractor’s technical proposal. 
Emphasis was placed on developing a consensus score for each factor, taking 
into account input from the entire team. Consensus scores and comments were 
recorded, and each team member signed the score sheets, which are included in 
the appendix. 
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To maintain security and confidentiality of the bids, and ensure the bids would 
not be made public until after the technical proposals were scored, the bids were 
electronically locked in the Bid Express program until November 17, 2011 at 2:01 
pm, the date and time of the public opening.  At that time, a representative from 
Lansing Finance, who attended the bid opening, downloaded the bids from Bid 
Express. The technical proposals scores, and bid results were then publicly 
announced at the MDOT C&T facility. Members of each contracting team were 
in attendance. The results are summarized below: 

Contractor 
Technical 
Proposal 

Score 
Bid Composite 

Score 

Toebe/Iafrate/Sanches 264 $79,323,801.75 300469 

Dan's/C.A. Hull/Ajax 341 $71,334,854.93 209193 

The Dan’s Excavating team was awarded the contract. 

Observations 

The technical proposal scoring team was very impressed with the creativity and 
ingenuity of both Contractor teams in not only meeting the requirements of the 
Best Value specifications, but in understanding the community concerns and 
proposal additional measures to make the project a success. 

For example, for the general construction concerns of noise, both Contractor 
teams identified construction activities that have the highest potential for creating 
noise levels that may exceed the thresholds dictated in the specifications.  Both 
teams then identified means of independent monitoring and tracking noise data, 
and mitigation measures to be taken should measurements exceed the 
thresholds.  The proposed mitigation measures, and responses to measurements 
exceeding thresholds were developed by the Contractor teams, and in some 
cases, the mitigation measures exceed MDOT’s expectations. 

MDOT was also impressed with both Contractor teams proposed emphasis on 
providing public information throughout the project, and assigning staff to 
facilitate ongoing communication between the Contractor, and the community. 

Ultimately, the Dan’s Excavating team proposal was scored higher than the 
Toebe team.  Dan’s proposal was very thorough, and in some areas, went above 
and beyond the original intent of some of the measurables. 

They proposed the use of a Community Liaison Manager to coordinate with the 
public, and offer training, and employment opportunities to the local workforce. 
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They proposed modifications of the staging plans to shorten the duration of the 
M-39 full closure, and shorten pedestrian detours at the bridge approaches. 
They analyzed the bridge construction matrix provided by MDOT, and developed 
more expedited ways to stage and construct the bridge rehabilitations. They also 
proposed the use of a Mitigation Compliance Technician to assist in the 
monitoring, and maintain compliance with the various environmental mitigation 
efforts stemming from the community’s general construction concerns. 

Measures 

Per the project SEP-14 document, several measures of effectiveness of the 
evaluation measures were outlined to be evaluated.  This will ultimately 
determine the effectiveness Best Value Selection process. The first measure is 
the quality of the technical proposals based on the direction given in the “Bidding 
Instructions for Best Value Selection” special provision.  The second measure will 
be the effectiveness of the performance based contracting process based on the 
measurables in the “Contractor Performance” specification. That analysis will be 
conveyed as part of the final report. 

MDOT feels the technical proposals were of high quality, and showed a range of 
innovative ideas to meet or exceed the evaluation measures as part of the Best 
Value Selection. There were no logistical, or procedural issues in executing the 
selection process other than ensuring the bids remained sealed in Bid Express 
until after the technical proposal scores were announced.  MDOT did schedule a 
special letting for this project. 

In comparing the technical proposals, bids, and composite scores, Dan’s was the 
clear winner. They had the highest technical proposal score, and the lowest bid 
amount. The spread between the bids was a bit surprising, and MDOT is 
monitoring the costs closely, as their bid was $6 million less than the engineer’s 
estimate.  MDOT performed an unbalanced bid analysis after the letting, and 
determined that there were no major improprieties with Dan’s bid. 

The effectiveness of the performance based contracting is still being measured 
and assessed, along with feedback from the communities impacted by the 
project.  Ultimately, perceptions of the execution of the project from MDOT, the 
Contractor, and the community will define the success of the project. 

At the time this report was written, several air quality and noise random 
measurements had been taken throughout the project, yielding no 
measurements exceeding the thresholds dictated in the special provision.  This is 
encouraging, and proves the Contractor is making a concerted effort to abide by 
the project provisions, and is vested in the success of the project. 
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Final Report 

Per the project SEP-14 document, a final report addressing the entire project and 
the effectiveness of the compliance, and/or mitigation of all the evaluation 
measures will be issued within six months of project completion.  The majority of 
the work is scheduled to be complete by November 2011, with minor work and 
restoration continuing into the spring of 2012. 



 
  

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

    
    

 
   

  
 

  
 

 
     

 

SEP 14 
M-39 Best Value – Performance Based Contracting Interim Report 
Page 8 of 8 

APPENDIX 

a.	 M-39 project INNOVATIVE CONTRACTING PRACTICES SPECIAL 
EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT NO. 14 (June 8, 2010) 

b.	 Approved special provision for “Bidding Instructions for Best 
Value Selection” (October 12, 2010) 

c.	 Approved special provision for “Contractor Performance” 
(October 13, 2010) 

d.	 Best Value Selection consensus score sheets (October 12, 2010) 



  
 

    
   

    
  

     
     

    
  

   
 

      
   

 
 

     
            

    
 

               
 

 
      
      
   
       
      

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

              
     

 
      
     
   
       
      

 
 

Best Value Survey Questions for Community Stakeholders 

This survey is being generated and distributed to gauge the community’s response to 
the “Best Value” contract process employed by the Michigan Department of 
Transportation for the M-39 (Southfield Freeway project.  In this innovative approach to 
road construction contracting the conventional low-bid process was amended to include 
a Best Value proposal.  In the technical proposal, a number of line items were 
considered in the scoring process, including plans for:  Air Quality Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan, Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring, Construction Traffic and 
Mobility Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Limiting Construction Damage Plan, Utility 
Assurance Plan, Local Contractor and Workforce Participation Plan. 

The only way we can serve you better or serve others better is by taking your feedback 
and improving on how we do business.  Thanks for taking time out to complete this 
important survey. 

1. Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 
Contractor was tasked with monitoring and mitigating excess dust and other adverse 
airborne particles from construction activities. 

Thinking about the amount of dust and debris, how did the M-39 project relate to your 
expectations?: 

1 – Much worse than I expected 
2 – A little worse than I expected 
3 – About what I expected 
4 – A little better than I expected 
5 – Much better than I expected 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Thinking about the smells and exhaust from trucks and construction equipment, how did the M
39 project relate to your expectations?: 

1 – Much worse than I expected 
2 – A little worse than I expected 
3 – About what I expected 
4 – A little better than I expected 
5 – Much better than I expected 



 

 

 

 

 
 

              
        

 
      
      
   
       
      

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

      
 

 
  

  
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Thinking about the amount of dirt and mud tracked from the construction equipment onto public 
roadways, how did the M-39 project relate to your expectations?: 

1 – Much worse than I expected 
2 – A little worse than I expected 
3 – About what I expected 
4 – A little better than I expected 
5 – Much better than I expected 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Overall, thinking about the air quality and amount of dust, debris and exhaust, please rate your 
satisfaction with the project?: 

1 – very dissatisfied 
2- somewhat dissatisfied 
3- neutral 
4 – somewhat satisfied 
5 – very satisfied 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



 
 

     
          

  
 

            
    

 
     
   
  
       
  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

      
           

       
 
            

 
 

  
  
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring 
Contractor was tasked with monitoring and mitigating noise generated from M-39 
construction activities. 

To what degree did the noise generated by the M-39 construction disrupt your daily activities as 
a result of the construction schedule? 

1 – to a great degree 
2 – fairly often 
3 – occasionally 
4 – only once in a great while 
5 – never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3. Construction Traffic and Mobility Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 
Contractor was responsible for monitoring construction traffic that might interfere with the 
serenity of the neighborhood adjacent to the project. 

How often did you see truck/construction vehicle traffic that may have “shortcut” through the 
neighborhood? 

1 – All the time 
2 – fairly regularly 
3 – occasionally 
4 – rarely 
5 – never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



            
    

 
   
   
  
  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

    
          

           
 

 
             
   

 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
   

           
        

 
                

            
 

 
 
 

How often did you notice any of the contractor’s personal vehicles that may have parked in the 
neighborhoods adjacent to the project? 

1 – All the time 
2 – fairly regularly 
3 – occasionally 
4 – rarely 
5 – never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

4. Limiting Construction Damage Plan 
Contractor was responsible for monitoring the structural integrity of buildings that 
might be affected by ground vibrations resulting form construction on this project. 

Did you notice or feel any ground vibrations strong during the construction of the M-39 project? 
(yes or no) 

Yes ___ No ___ 

5. Utility Assurance Plan 
Contractor was responsible for ensuring that no construction activities interfered or 
impacted the operations of utilities in the area of the project 

Did you experience any loss of utility service during the construction phase of the project? (yes 
or no). If yes, approximately how many times did this occur? 



 
 

  
 

      
         

           
          
  

 
           

               
 

 
   

 
 

          
                  

     
 

 
   

 
 

          
          

 

 
   

 
 

 
                 

    
 

 
   

 
 

  
 
 
 
 

6. Local Workforce and Contractor Participation Plan 
Contractor was responsible for addressing the social-economic needs of the 
communities that are adjacent to the project particularly focusing on; job 
opportunities created by the project and on-going communication for the 
communities affected 

Were you adequately informed of events, project milestones, and/or meetings associated with 
the M-39 project before construction began? (yes or no) If Yes, how were you usually informed? 

Yes ___ No ___ 

Were you made aware of training and employment opportunities for local residents for the M-39 
project before actual construction began? (Yes or No). If yes, what did you hear and from whom 
did you hear about it? 

Yes ___ No ___ 

Are you aware of any local businesses that may have profited by construction workers purchasing 
goods from their establishments? (Yes or No), If yes, how many? 

Yes ___ No ___ 

Are you aware of any local residents who were hired as a result of the M-39 project? (Yes or No), 
If yes, how many? 

Yes ___ No ___ 

Additional comments: 
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Performance-Based Contracting Survey for Consultants & MDOT 

This survey is being generated and distributed to gauge MDOT and Consultant opinions of the 
effectiveness of the performance-based contracting methods used on the M-39 (Southfield Freeway) 
project, JN 76902.  This project included a number of incentive line items for meeting specific criteria in 
the following categories: Air Quality, Noise, Construction Traffic, and Mobility.  In addition there were 
non-incentivized requirements introduced by the technical proposal that included maintaining resident 
utility services, avoiding damage to adjacent properties, and local workforce participation. 

Please take the time to complete the survey below to help us determine how successful these methods 
were from the Consulting perspective and to help us identify areas where improvements could be made. 

AMBIENT AND CONSTRUCTION NOISE MONITORING 
The assessment consisted of three tests at three randomly selected active sites that monitored the 
level of the noise created from the construction work. 

1.	 Do you feel that the maximum noise levels were appropriately set for the purpose of the noise-
monitoring incentive? 

a.	 No, levels were set too high 
b.	 No, levels were set too low 
c.	 Yes, levels were set exactly where they should be 
d.	 No opinion 

2.	 Do you feel that the total number of tests was an appropriate amount to collect sufficient data 
for the noise-monitoring incentive? 

a.	 Yes, there was an appropriate amount of tests performed 
b.	 No, there were not enough tests performed 
c.	 No, there were too many tests performed 
d.	 No opinion 

3.	 Do you think the method of selecting random locations along the job site was a sufficient way of 
choosing test locations? 

a.	 Yes, the method worked well and location selections were unbiased and random 
b.	 No, the location selections were biased 
c.	 No opinion 

Suggestions for selecting locations at random (Optional): 
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4.	 How would you describe the impact of the noise-monitoring incentive on the M-39 project, 
compared to other projects you have worked on? 

a.	 Noise levels were significantly lower on the M-39 project 
b.	 Noise levels were somewhat lower on the M-39 project 
c.	 Noise levels were about the same on the M-39 project compared to other projects 
d.	 Noise levels were somewhat higher on the M-39 project 
e.	 Noise levels were significantly higher on the M-39 project 
f.	 No opinion 

5.	 Overall, do you feel that the Noise-Monitoring Initiative was an incentive that would be 
beneficial to use on future projects? 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 

AIR QUALITY MONITORING AND MITIGATION 
Four air tests were performed at four randomly selected active sites to monitor the clarity of the air. 

1.	 To what degree did the contractor regulate the air quality on the M-39 project in comparison to 
previous projects you have worked on? 

a.	 Excellent (Air quality improved) 
b.	 Average (Air quality did not change) 
c.	 Poor (Air quality reduced) 
d.	 No opinion 

2. Did you need to remind the contractor to water and sweep the roads to eliminate dust? 
a.	 All the time 
b.	 Frequently 
c.	 Occasionally 
d.	 Rarely 
e.	 Never 

3.	 If there were issues with dust on the site, how long did it take the contractor to resolve the 
matter to MDOT standards? 



   
   
   
  
   

 
 

     
 

   
   
    
  
  

 
      

 
  
  
  

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________  

 

      
       

  
 

        
   

  
  
  
  
  
   

 

a.	 Immediately (1-3 hours) 
b.	 By the end of the work day 
c.	 By the end of the week 
d.	 No resolution/contractor ignored the issue 
e.	 Not applicable 

4.	 How would you describe the impact of the air quality initiative? 

a.	 Improved air quality significantly 
b.	 Improved air quality somewhat 
c.	 Had no impact on air quality 
d.	 Had a negative impact on air quality 
e.	 No opinion 

5.	 Overall, do you feel that the Air Quality Initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to 
use on future projects? 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 

SAFETY AND MOBILITY MONITORING AND MITIGATION 
The monitoring consisted of twenty-five randomly selected sites that observed the time required to 
travel the detour routes. 

1.	 When mobility monitoring was not being measured, how often did you observe detour signs, 
message boards, arrow boards, etc. that did not coordinate with the detour routes in place, 
creating a delay in detour times? 

a.	 Always 
b.	 Frequently 
c.	 Infrequently 
d.	 Never 
e.	 No opinion 
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2.	 Do you think that the maximum travel times for detours were appropriately set for the mobility 
incentive? 

a.	 Yes, they were appropriate 
b.	 No, they were too strict 
c.	 No, they were too lenient 
d.	 No opinion 

3.	 Do you feel that the total number of tests was an appropriate amount to collect sufficient data 
for the mobility incentive? 

a.	 Yes, there was an appropriate amount of tests performed 
b.	 No, there were not enough tests performed 
c.	 No, there were too many tests performed 
d.	 No opinion 

4.	 Overall, do you feel that the Construction Safety and Mobility Monitoring Initiative was an 
incentive that should be used on future projects? 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC AND SAFETY 
The assessment consisted of twenty-five tests at randomly selected sites that monitored construction 
traffic through the neighborhoods. 

1.	 During times when tests were not being conducted, how often did you observe construction 
equipment, personal vehicles, utility trucks, etc. parked in adjacent properties where it became 
a hazard for residents and/or other contractors on-site? 

a.	 Always 
b.	 Frequently 
c.	 Infrequently 
d.	 Never 
e.	 No opinion 
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2.	 Do you feel that the total number of tests was an appropriate amount to collect sufficient data 
for the traffic and safety incentive? 

a.	 Yes, there was an appropriate amount of tests performed 
b.	 No, there were not enough tests performed 
c.	 No, there were too many tests performed 
d.	 No opinion 

3.	 At what level did the contractor maintain the traffic and safety on the M-39 project in 
comparison to previous projects you have worked on? 

a.	 Excellent;  traffic and safety were consistently maintained during construction 
b.	 Average; traffic and safety were somewhat maintained during construction 
c.	 Poor; traffic and safety were not maintained during construction 

4.	 Overall, do you think the Construction Traffic and Safety Monitoring Initiative was an incentive 
that should be used on future projects? 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 

LIMITING CONSTRUCTION DAMAGE 
The Limiting Construction Damage Plan consists of a preconstruction assessment of the adjacent 
infrastructure and limiting the impact of ground vibrations during construction. 

1.	 How often did you hear of complaints or concerns from residents on the impact of the 
vibrations? 

a. Always 
b. Frequently 
c. Infrequently 
d. Never 

2.	 If there were complaints from nearby residents about ground vibrations, did the contractor 
cease further work or lessen the impact if MDOT asked them to? 

a. Always 
b. Sometimes 
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c. Never 
d. Not applicable 

3.	 How would you describe the impact of the Limiting Construction Damage Initiative on keeping 
ground vibrations to a minimum? 

a.	 It improved conditions 
b.	 It somewhat improved conditions 
c.	 It did not improve conditions 
d.	 No opinion 

4.	 Overall, do you think the Limiting Construction Damage Initiative should be used in the future? 
a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 

UTILITY ASSURANCE 

The Utility Assurance Plan monitored the critical utility services and maintaining these services 
throughout the project during construction. 

1.	 Do you feel that the contractor notified and coordinated the project work well with utility 
companies working on this or adjacent projects and that these utilities were not adversely 
affected by the project work? 

a.	 Always 
b.	 Sometimes 
c.	 Never 
d.	 No opinion 

2.	 Did the contractor maintain utility services (Water, gas and other critical utilities) for the 
adjacent local residents and businesses during construction? 

a.	 Always 
b.	 Sometimes 
c.	 Never 
d.	 No opinion 
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LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND PARTICIPATION PLAN 

The Local Workforce Development and Participation Plan’s purpose was to engage the local 
community and provide employment opportunities where feasible. 

1.	 Do you feel that the local workforce was adequately informed of the potential employment
 
opportunities and local meetings?
 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

2. How often did you hear of local residents inquiring about a position working for the contractor? 
a.	 Always 
b.	 Frequently 
c.	 Infrequently 
d.	 Never 

3.	 Do you feel that the project website for locals was a sufficient way for those interested in
 

employment opportunities to obtain information?
 
a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Suggestions for other methods to provide information to the locals (Optional): 

4.	 Do you feel that it would be advantageous to include the Local Workforce Initiative on future
 

projects?
 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 No 
c.	 No opinion 

Explain: 
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LOCAL BUSINESS IMPACT 

1.	 Do you feel that local businesses experienced a decline in customers as a result of the M-39 
project? 

a.	 Yes 
b.	 Somewhat 
c.	 No 
d.	 No opinion 

2.	 If you answered “Yes” or “Somewhat” above, do you feel the decline in customers is likely to be: 
a.	 Temporary 
b.	 Permanent 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (Optional): 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME 



   
 

     
    

       
      

   
 

 
 

 
       

  
   

 
   

 
            

 
          
           
       

 

 

  

 
 
 

          
 

           
  
          

 

 

 

 
 
 

                
 

         
           
  

Best Value Survey Questions for Prime and Key Sub Contractors 

This survey is being generated and distributed to gauge the Contractor’s opinion of the 
effectiveness of the Performance Based contracting methods used on the M-39 
(Southfield how Freeway) project, JN 76902. This project included a number of 
incentive line items for meeting specific criteria in the following categories: Air Quality, 
Noise, Construction Traffic, Mobility, and Schedule.  In addition there were non-
incentivized requirements introduced by the technical proposal that included 
maintaining resident utility services, avoiding damage to adjacent properties, and local 
workforce participation. 

Please take the time to complete the survey below to help us determine how successful 
these methods were from the Contracting perspective and to help us identify areas 
where improvements could be made. 

A. Air Quality 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for Air Quality Readings: 

1 – Too low (effort required to achieve was burdensome and negatively affected work) 
2 – Appropriate (effort required was above normal projects, but not burdensome) 
3 – Too high (little or no effort required to achieve) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the number of Air Quality measurements taken: 

1 – Too high (more measurements taken than was needed to accurately determine effectiveness) 
2 – Appropriate 
3 – Too low (not enough measurements taken to accurately determine effectiveness) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the Air Quality Incentive too stringent. 

1 – No, all evaluation factors were reasonable and achievable 
2 – Yes, some factors were not necessary or difficult to achieve 
3 – No opinion 



 

 

 

 
 

 
                

         
 

     
     
      
       
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

            
  

 
        
         
        
  

 

 

 

 
 

            
        

 
      
      

   

 

 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, did the Air Quality Incentive improve the air qualify on and around the M-39 
Construction project in comparison to other projects you have constructed? 

1 – Improved Air Quality Significantly 
2 – Improved Air Quality Somewhat 
3 – Did not Improve Air Quality 
4 – Had a negative impact on Air Quality 
5 – Don’t Know 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, was the Air Quality Incentive/Disincentive for the required monitoring 
reasonable? 

1 – Yes, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was fair 
2 – No, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too low 
3 – No, Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too high 
4 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

In your opinion, should MDOT use Air Quality measurements as a Performance Based Incentive 
on future projects? (Please explain you reasoning below) 

1 – Yes, Should use again 
2 – No, Should not use again 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 



 
 

 
 
 
 

            
             

             
             

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

        
 

           
           
        

 

 

 
 

          
 

           
  
          

 

 

 

 
 

               
 

 
         

3 
Explain: 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Air Quality Requirements? 
Were these same methods used during construction, or did adjustments need to be made based 
on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing methods used? Were there any 
“lessons learned” that would impact how you would address an incentive of this nature in the 
future? 

B. Noise 

In your opinion, was the allowable maximum threshold for Noise measurements: 

1 – Too low (effort required to achieve was burdensome and negatively affected work) 
2 – Appropriate (effort required was above normal projects, but not burdensome) 
3 – Too high (little or no effort required to achieve) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the number of Noise measurements taken: 

1 – Too high (more measurements taken than was needed to accurately determine effectiveness) 
2 – Appropriate 
3 – Too low (not enough measurements taken to accurately determine effectiveness) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the Noise Monitoring Incentive too 
stringent. 

1 – No, all evaluation factors were reasonable and achievable 



           
  

 

 

 

 
 

               
           

 
    
   
     
       
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

            
  

 
       
       
        
  

 

 

 

 
 

               
      

 
     
      
  

 

2 – Yes, some factors were not necessary or difficult to achieve 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, did the Noise Monitoring Incentive reduce the levels of construction noise on and 
around the M-39 Construction project in comparison to other projects you have constructed? 

1 – Reduced Noise Significantly 
2 – Reduced Noise Somewhat 
3 – Did not Reduced Noise 
4 – Had a negative impact on Reducing Noise 
5 – Don’t Know 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, was the Noise Monitoring Incentive/Disincentive for the required monitoring 
reasonable? 

1 – Yes, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was fair 
2 – No, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too low 
3 – No, Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too high 
4 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

In your opinion, should MDOT use Noise Monitoring as a Performance Based Incentive on future 
projects? (Please explain you reasoning below) 

1 – Yes, Should use again 
2 – No, Should not use again 
3 – No opinion 



 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

          
           

               
               

 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

            
 

          
           
       

 

 

 

 
 
 

           
 

           
  
          

 

 

 

 
 

1 

2 

3 
Explain: 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Noise Requirements? Were 
these same methods used during construction, or did adjustments need to be made based on 
results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing methods used? Were there any “lessons 
learned” that would impact how you would address an incentive of this nature in the future? 

C. Construction Traffic Monitoring on Neighborhood Streets 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for the Construction Traffic Monitoring: 

1 – Too low (effort required to achieve was burdensome and negatively affected work) 
2 – Appropriate (effort required was above normal projects, but not burdensome) 
3 – Too high (little or no effort required to achieve) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the number of the Construction Traffic measurements taken: 

1 – Too high (more measurements taken than was needed to accurately determine effectiveness) 
2 – Appropriate 
3 – Too low (not enough measurements taken to accurately determine effectiveness) 

1 

2 

3 



 
              

 
 

         
           
  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

           
  

 
       
         
        
  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

             
         

 
      
      
   

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the Construction Traffic Incentive too 
stringent? 

1 – No, all evaluation factors were reasonable and achievable 
2 – Yes, some factors were not necessary or difficult to achieve 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the Construction Traffic Incentive/Disincentive for the required monitoring 
reasonable? 

1 – Yes, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was fair 
2 – No, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too low 
3 – No, Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too high 
4 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

In your opinion, should MDOT use Construction Traffic measurements as a Performance Based 
Incentive on future projects? (Please explain you reasoning below) 

1 – No, Should not use again 
2 – Yes, Should use again 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 
Explain: 



            
   

   
   
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

          
 

 
       
     
      
           

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

              
    

 
   
   
  
  
  

 

 

 

 

Internally, was Construction Traffic Monitored on a regular basis outside of the required random 
assessments performed by the Department? 
1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Internally, were measures taken to insure all sub contractors adhered to Construction Traffic 
restriction? 

1 – Yes, all subcontractors were constantly notified and monitored 
2 – Yes, occasionally it was mentioned 
3 – No, rarely was it mentioned 
4 – No, never, just initially at the beginning of the project 

1 

2 

3 

4 

How often were contractor or sub contractor vehicles observed travelling or Parking in the 
neighborhoods adjacent to the project? 

1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 



 

 

 
              

          
                
              

      
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 

             
 

          
           
       

 

 

 

 
 

           
 

           
  
          

 

 

 

 
 
 

                
 

 
         
           
  

4 

5 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Construction Traffic on Local 
Streets requirements? Were these same methods used during construction, or did adjustments 
need to be made based on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing methods 
used? Were there any “lessons learned” that would impact how you would address an incentive 
of this nature in the future? 

D. Safety and Mobility Monitoring 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for the Safety and Mobility Monitoring: 

1 – Too low (effort required to achieve was burdensome and negatively affected work) 
2 – Appropriate (effort required was above normal projects, but not burdensome) 
3 – Too high (little or no effort required to achieve) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the number of Safety and Mobility measurements taken: 

1 – Too high (more measurements taken than was needed to accurately determine effectiveness) 
2 – Appropriate 
3 – Too low (not enough measurements taken to accurately determine effectiveness) 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the Safety and Mobility Incentive too 
stringent? 

1 – No, all evaluation factors were reasonable and achievable 
2 – Yes, some factors were not necessary or difficult to achieve 
3 – No opinion 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 

             
  

 
       
        
        
  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

             
         

 
      
      
  

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
             

    
   
   
  
  
  

 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, was the Safety and Mobility Incentive/Disincentive for the required monitoring 
reasonable? 

1 – Yes, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was fair 
2 – No, the Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too low 
3 – No, Incentive/Disincentive amount per assessment was too high 
4 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

In your opinion, should MDOT use Safety and Mobility monitoring as a Performance Based 
Incentive on future projects? (Please explain you reasoning below) 

1 – No, Should not use again 
2 – Yes, Should use again 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 
Explain: 

Internally, was Safety and Mobility Monitored on a regular basis outside of the required random 
assessments performed by the Department? 
1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                
  

 
       
            
      
      

 

 

 

 
           

           
                 

                
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

                
 

          
           
       

 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, was Safety and Mobility Plan adhered to as outlined in the approved technical 
proposal? 

1 – Yes, all closures and detours were performed exactly as planed 
2 – Yes, there were minor changes to the approved Maintaining of traffic schedule 
3 – No, several schedule changes were required 
4 – No, All of the schedule was revised 

1 

2 

3 

4 
What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Safety and Mobility 
requirements? Were these same methods used during construction, or did adjustments need to 
be made based on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing methods used? Were 
there any “lessons learned” that would impact how you would address an incentive of this nature 
in the future? 

E. Schedule 

In your opinion, was the maximum number of calendar days allowed for open to traffic sufficient? 

1 – Too low (effort required to achieve was burdensome and negatively affected work) 
2 – Appropriate (effort required was above normal projects, but not burdensome) 
3 – Too high (little or no effort required to achieve) 

1
 

2 




 
 

              
       

 
    
   

   
 

 

 

 
 

              
 

 
         
           
  

 

 

 

 
 

            
       

 
    
   
     
        
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

   
 

3 

In your opinion, did the Schedule Incentive/Disincentive clause have an adverse impact on the 
other evaluation factors included in this project? 

1 – No, the Schedule restrictions did NOT have an adverse impact on other incentivized factors 
2 – Yes, the Schedule restrictions DID have an adverse impact on other incentivized factors 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, were any of the Open to Traffic criterias for the Schedule Incentive too 
stringent? 

1 – No, all evaluation factors were reasonable and achievable 
2 – Yes, some factors were not necessary or difficult to achieve 
3 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

In your opinion, did the Schedule Incentive expedite the completion of the M-39 Construction 
project in comparison to other projects you’ve constructed? 

1 – Improved Schedule Significantly 
2 – Improved Schedule Somewhat 
3 – Did not Schedule Quality 
4 – Had a negative impact on the Schedule 
5 – Don’t Know 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, was the Schedule Incentive/Disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 



   
   
   
  

 

 

 

 
 

    
      

 
  
  

   

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

          
          

                  
             

 
 

 
   

 
         

     
 

        
       
       

 

 

 
 

1 – Yes, the dollar amount per day was fair 
2 – No, the dollar amount per day was too low 
3 – No, the dollar amount per day was too high 
4 – No opinion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

In your opinion, should MDOT use the project schedule as a Performance Based Incentive on 
future projects? (Please explain you reasoning below) 

1 – No, Should not use again 
2 – Yes, Should use again 
3 – No opinion 

1
 

2
 

3
 

Explain: 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Schedule requirements? 
Were these same methods used during construction, or did adjustments need to be made based 
on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing methods used? Were there any 
“lessons learned” that would impact how you would address an incentive of this nature in the 
future? 

F. Limiting Construction Damage Plan 

Prior to construction, was a pre-construction assessments of adjacent infrastructure completed as 
detailed in the submitted plan? 

1 – Yes, a complete assessment and documentation was completed 
2 – Yes, some assessment was completed 
3 – No, it was deemed unnecessary 

1 

2 

3 



             
    

 
   
   
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

           
   

   
   
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
          

             
                  

              
        

 
  

 
           

     
   
   

Internally, was heavy construction work monitored for vibration on a regular basis to avoid 
damage to adjacent property? 

1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, were the ground acceleration limits established in the project documents 
adhered to? 
1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the Limiting Construction 
Damage component of the Contract? Were these same methods used during construction, or did 
adjustments need to be made based on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing 
methods used? Were there any “lessons learned” that would impact how you would address a 
technical proposal component for limiting construction damage in the future? 

G. Utility Assurance Plan 

In your opinion, were all water, gas and other critical utilities maintained to all the adjacent 
homes and business during construction? 
1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 



  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

           
 

   
   
  
  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

            
           

 
            
        
      

 

 

 

 
           

            
                  

3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

To the best of your knowledge, were critical utilities ever disrupted to the local community? 

1 – All the time 
2 – Fairly regularly 
3 – Occasionally 
4 – Rarely 
5 – Never 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

In your opinion, were all the critical utilities located throughout the project limits clearly shown 
on the plans and in the Utility Clearance Notice to Bidders? 

1 – Yes, all utilities on the project were exactly as shown on the project plans 
2 – Yes, but there were minor differences from the project plans 
3 – No, several utilities were not shown 

1 

2 

3 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the maintaining utility service 
component of the Contract? Were these same methods used during construction, or did 
adjustments need to be made based on results, and if so why? Were any additional or differing 



             
         

 
  

 
              

         

 

 

  
              

       

 

 

  
 

            
  

 
  
  
   
   

 

 

 

 

  
              

            
 

  
      
      

 

 

 

  

methods used? Were there any “lessons learned” that would impact how you would address a 
technical proposal component for maintaining utilities service in the future? 

H. Local Workforce and Contractor Participation Plan 

To the best of your knowledge, was the local community adequately informed of events, project 
milestones, and/or meetings associated with the M-39 project before construction began 

Yes 

No 

Don’t’ Know 
To the best of your knowledge, was the local community made aware of training and 
employment opportunities for the M-39 project before actual construction began? 

Yes 

No 

Don’t’ Know 

To the best of your knowledge, how many local residents were hired as a result of the M-39 
project? 

1 – None 
2 – 1-10 
3 – 11- 20 
4 – Over 20 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Don’t’ Know 
To the best of your knowledge, were any of the local employees hired as part of the M-39 
project, retained as employees with the hiring contractor after the project was completed. 

1 – None 
2 – Yes, all employees hired were retained 
3 – Yes, some of the employees hired were retained 

1 

2 

3 

Don’t’ Know 



             
  

 

 

 
 

             
 
          

         
       
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

          
         

               
            

            
    

 

In your opinion, was the Workforce Participation program a viable source of qualified candidate 
for employment? 

Yes 

No 

In your opinion, on the M-39 project, was percent of the local workforce: 

1 – Higher than other projects you have worked on. 
2 – Lower than other projects you have worked on. 
3 – The same as other projects you have worked on. 
4 – Don’t Know 

1 

2 

3 

4 

What methods were proposed in the Technical proposal to meet the local workforce and 
Contractor participation component of the Contract? Were these same methods used during 
construction, or did adjustments need to be made based on results, and if so why? Were any 
additional or differing methods used? Were there any “lessons learned” that would impact how 
you would address a technical proposal component for local workforce and Contractor 
participation in the future? 



 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) Special Experimental Project No. 14 Stakeholder Survey Results 
 MDOT JN 76902 Final Report - Appendix g 

SURVEY SIZE  AND NUMBER OF RESPONSES 

GROUP SURVEY 
SIZE 

AVG. NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
THAT ANSWERED 

QUESTIONS 

AVG. NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
THAT SKIPPED QUESTIONS 

Local Community 25 25 0 
Consultants & MDOT 27 19 8 

Contractors & Subcontractors 22 10 12 



 

 

 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) MDOT JN 76092 SEP-14 Final Report Appendix g 
SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS 

CONSTRUCTION CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS 

Air Quality 

The M-39 project met my expectations with respect to dust and debris. 

Smells and exhaust from trucks and construction equipment were within my expectations. 

The amount of dirt and mud tracked from the construction equipment onto public roadways were within 
my expectations. 

I am satisfied with the air quality and amount of dust, debris and exhaust with the project. 

80% Agree, 16% Neutral, 1% Disagree 

84% Agree, 12% Neutral, 1% Disagree 

88% Agree, 1% Neutral, 8% Disagree 

68% Agree, 28% Neutral, 1% Disagree 

Noise M-39 Construction noise disrupted your daily activities. 80% Rarely or Never, 1% Occasionally, 16% Frequently 

Construction Traffic 
I saw construction vehicle traffic take short cut through the neighborhood. 

I noticed the contractor's personal vehicles parked in neighborhoods adjacent to the project. 

84% Rarely or Never, 8% Occasionally, 8% Frequently 

88% Rarely or Never, 8% Occasionally, 4% Frequently 

Utilities I experienced loss of utility service during the construction phase of the project. 92% No, 8% Yes ( But did not think construction was to blame) 

Vibration I felt ground vibrations during the M-39 project. 68% No, 32% Yes 

Communication of Project Information Were you adequately informed of events, project milestones, and/or meetings associated with the M-39 
project before construction began? 

84% Yes, 16% No, Note:  Top 3 sources were email, mail, & 
newspaper 

Local Workforce 

Were you made aware of training and employment opportunities for local residents for the M-39 project 
before actual construction began? 

Are you aware of any local residents who were hired as a result of the M-39 project? 

22% Yes, 78% No 

0% Yes, 100% No 

Local Business Profits Are you aware of any local businesses that may have profited by construction workers purchasing goods 
from their establishments? 12% Yes, 88% No, Note:  Gas and food businesses profited 



 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) MDOT JN 76902 SEP-14 Final Report Appendix g 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTANT & MDOT SURVEY RESULTS 

CONSTRUCTION 
INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS 

Air Quality 

To what degree did the contractor regulate the air quality on the M-39 project in comparison to other projects you 
have worked on? 

Did you need to remind the contractor to water and sweep the roads to eliminate dust? 

If there were issues with dust on the site, how long did it take the contractor to resolve the matter to MDOT 
standards? 

How would you describe the impact of the air quality initiative? 

Overall, do you think the air quality initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects? 

5% Air quality improved, 63% Air quality did not change, 11% Air 
quality reduced, 21% No opinion 

67% Frequently, 17% Occasionally, 16% Rarely or Never 

12% Within 1 to 3 hrs, 41% By the end of the day, 12% By the end of 
the week, 12% No resolution, 23% N/A 

37% Improved air quality, 42% No impact on air quality, 21% No 
opinion 

53% Yes, 37% No, 10% No opinion 

Do you think the maximum noise levels were appropriately set for the purpose of the noise monitoring incentive? 48% levels set where they should be, 9% levels too high, 4% levels 
too low, 39% no opinion 

Do you think enough tests were performed to collect sufficient data for the noise monitoring incentive? 26% Yes, 35% No, 39% No opinion 

Noise Do you think the method of selecting random locations along the job site was sufficient to choose test locations? 38% Yes, 19% No, 43% No opinion 

How would you describe the impact of the noise-monitoring incentive on the M-39 project compared to the other 
projects you have worked on? 

19% Noise levels were lower on M-39 project, 47% Noise levels were 
the same on M-39 project, 10% Noise levels were higher on M-39 
project, 24% No opinion 

Overall, do you think the noise-monitoring initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future 
projects? 46% Yes, 41% No, 13% No opinion 

When mobility was not being measured, how often did you observe detour signs, message boards, arrow boards, 
etc., that did not coordinate with the detour routes in place, creating a delay in detour times? 26% Frequently, 53% Infrequently, 11% Never, 10% No opinion 

Mobility 
Do you think the maximum travel times for detours were appropriately set for the mobility incentive? 58% Yes, 16% No - too lenient, 26% No opinion 

Do you think enough tests were performed to collect sufficient data for the mobility incentive? 47% Yes, 21% No - not enough tests, 32% No opinion 

Overall, do you think the construction safety and mobility monitoring initiative was an incentive that should be used 
on future projects? 53% Yes, 26% No, 21% No opinion 

Construction Traffic 

During times when tests were not being conducted, how often did you observe construction equipment, personal 
vehicles, utility trucks, etc., parked in adjacent properties where it became a hazard for residents and/or other 
contractors on the site? 

Do you think enough tests were performed to collect sufficient data for the traffic and safety incentive? 

At what level did the contractor maintain the traffic and safety on the M-39 project in comparison to other projects 
you have worked on? 

Overall, do you think the construction traffic and safety monitoring initiative was an incentive that should be used 
on future projects? 

16% Always or frequently, 42% Infrequently, 32% Never, 10% No 
opinion 

37% Yes, 32% No - there were not enough tests performed, 31% No 
opinion 

28% Excellent, 61% Average, 11% Poor 

53% Yes, 26% No, 21% No opinion 

Utilities 

Do you think the contractor adequately notified and coordinated the project work with the utility companies working 
on this or adjacent projects and that these utilities were not adversely affected by the project work? 

Did the contractor maintain utility services (water, gas, and other critical utilities) for local residents and businesses 
during construction? 

11% Always, 47% Sometimes, 16% Never, 26% No opinion 

53% Always, 10% Sometimes, 37% No opinion 



 

 

 

 

 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) MDOT JN 76902 SEP-14 Final Report Appendix g 
SUMMARY OF CONSULTANT & MDOT SURVEY RESULTS 

CONSTRUCTION 
INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS 

Vibration 

How often did you hear of complaints or concerns from residents on the impact of the vibrations? 

If there were complaints from the nearby residents about ground vibrations, did the contractor cease further work 
or lessen the impact if MDOT asked them to? 

How would you describe the impact of the limiting construction damage initiative on keeping ground vibrations to a 
minimum? 

Overall do you think the limiting construction damage initiative should be used in the future? 

16% Frequently or Always, 84% Infrequently or Never 

11% Always, 28% Sometimes, 61% N/A 

47% Improved conditions, 11% Did not improve conditions, 42% No 
opinion 

39% Yes, 33% No, 28% No opinion 

Local Workforce 

Do you think the local workforce was adequately informed of the potential employment opportunities and local 
meetings? 

How often did you hear of local residents inquiring about a position working for the contractor? 

Do you think the project website for local residents was a sufficient way for those interested in employment 
opportunities to obtain information? 

Do you think it would be advantageous to include the local workforce initiative on future projects? 

58% Yes, 16% No, 26% No opinion 

63% Frequently, 21% Infrequently, 16% Never 

42% Yes, 21% No, 37% No opinion 

63% Yes, 16% No, 21% No opinion 

Local Business Profits Do you think local businesses experienced a decline in customers as a result of the M-39 project? 26% Yes (but only temporary decline), 53% Somewhat (but only 
temporary decline), 11% No, 10% No opinion 



 

  

 

 
 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) MDOT JN 76902 SEP-14 Final Report Appendix g 
SUMMARY OF CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR SURVEY RESULTS 

CONSTRUCTION 
INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS 

Air Quality 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for air quality readings: 
In your opinion, was the number of air quality measurements taken: 

In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the air quality incentive too stringent? 

In your opinion, did the air quality incentive improve air quality on and around the M-39 project in comparison to other projects 
you have constructed? 
In your opinion, was the air quality incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 

In your opinion, should MDOT use air quality measurement as a performance based incentive on future projects? 

100% Appropriate 
100% Appropriate 
42% No - all factors were reasonable, 8% Yes - some factors were not 
necessary or difficult to achieve 

42% Improved air quality, 17% Did not improve air quality, 41% Don't 
know 
46% Yes, 54% No opinion 

55% Yes, 45% No opinion 

In your opinion, was the allowable maximum threshold for measuring noise: 9% Too low, 82% Appropriate, 9% Too high 
In your opinion, was the number of noise measurements taken: 9% Too high, 91% Appropriate 
In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the noise monitoring incentive too stringent? 46% No, 18% Yes, 36% No opinion 

Noise In your opinion, did the noise monitoring incentive reduce the levels of construction noise on and around the M-39 project in 
comparison to other projects you have constructed? 55% Reduced noise, 9% Did not reduce noise, 36% Don't know 

In your opinion, was the noise monitoring incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 36% Yes, 9% No - the amount per assessment was too low, 9% the 
amount per assessment was too high, 46% No opinion 

In your opinion, should MDOT use noise monitoring as a performance based incentive on future projects?  36% Yes, 9% No, 55% No opinion 

Construction Traffic 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for construction traffic monitoring: 
In your opinion, was the number of construction traffic measurements taken: 
In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the construction traffic incentive too stringent? 
In your opinion, was the construction traffic incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 

In your opinion, should MDOT use construction traffic measurements as a performance based incentive on future projects? 

Internally, was construction traffic monitored on a regular basis outside of the required random assessments performed by the 
department? 

Internally, were measures taken to insure all subcontractors adhered to construction traffic restrictions? 

How often were contractor or subcontractor vehicles observed traveling or parking in the neighborhoods adjacent to the project? 

100% Appropriate 
91% Appropriate, 9% Too low 
55% No, 18% Yes, 27% No opinion 
46% Yes, 18% No - Too high, 36% - No opinion 

18% No, 46% Yes, 36% No opinion 

64% All the time, 18% Regularly, 9% Occasionally, 9% Never 

91% Yes - all subcontractors were constantly notified, 9% No 
restrictions were rarely mentioned 

9% Occasionally, 46% Rarely, 46% Never 

Mobility 

In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for safety and mobility monitoring: 

In your opinion, was the number of safety and mobility measurements taken: 
In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the safety and mobility incentive too stringent? 

In your opinion, was the safety and mobility incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 

In your opinion, should MDOT use safety and mobility monitoring as a performance based incentive on future projects? 

Internally, was safety and mobility monitored on a regular basis outside of the required random assessments performed by the 
department? 

In your opinion, was the safety and mobility plan adhered to as outlined in the approved technical proposal? 

10% Too low - effort required to achieve was burdensome and 
negatively affected work, 90% Appropriate 
100% Appropriate 
40% No, 20% Yes, 40% No opinion 
50% Yes, 10% No - the amount per assessment was too high, 40% No 
opinion 

10% No, 30% Yes, 60% No opinion 

50% All the time, 40% Regularly, 10% Rarely 

80% Yes - closures & detours were performed exactly as planned, 
some minor changes approved, 20% No- several schedule changes 
were required or the entire schedule was revised 

In your opinion, was the maximum number of calendar days allowed for open to traffic sufficient? 80% Appropriate, 20% Too low 
In your opinion, did the schedule incentive/disincentive clause have an adverse impact on the other evaluation factors included in 
this project? 30% No, 20% Yes, 50% No opinion 

In your opinion, were any of the "Open to Traffic" evaluation factors for the schedule incentive too stringent? 50% No, 20% Yes, 30% No opinion 
Project Schedule In your opinion, did the schedule incentive expedite the completion of the M-39 project in comparison to other projects you've 

constructed? 70% Improved schedule significantly or somewhat, 30% Don’t know 



 

 

 

  

  

 

 

M-39 (Southfield Freeway) MDOT JN 76902 SEP-14 Final Report Appendix g 
SUMMARY OF CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR SURVEY RESULTS 

CONSTRUCTION 
INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS 

In your opinion, was the schedule incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 

In your opinion, should MDOT use the project schedule as a performance based incentive on future projects? 

40% Yes, 60% No opinion 

20% No, 60% Yes, 20% No opinion 

Utilities 

In your opinion, were water, gas and other critical utilities maintained to all adjacent homes and business during construction? 

To the best of your knowledge, were critical utilities ever disrupted to the local community? 
In your opinion, were critical utilities located throughout the project limits clearly shown on the plans and in the utility clearance 
notice to bidders? 

86% All the time, 14% Fairly regularly 

71% Rarely, 29% Never 
86% Yes - but there were minor changes from the project plans, 14% 
No - several utilities were not shown 

Vibration 

Prior to construction, was a pre-construction assessment of adjacent infrastructure completed as detailed in the submitted plan? 

Internally, was heavy construction work monitored for vibration on a regular basis to avoid damage to adjacent property? 

In your opinion, were the ground acceleration limits established in the project documents adhered to? 

57% Yes - A complete assessment was done and documentation was 
completed, 43% Yes - some assessment was completed 

43% All the time, 57% Fairly regularly 

57% All the time, 43% Fairly regularly 

Local Workforce 

To the best of your knowledge, was the local community made aware of training and employment opportunities for the M-39 
project before actual construction began? 

To the best of your knowledge, how many local residents were hired as a result of the M-39 project? 

To the best of your knowledge, were any of the local employees hired as part of the M-39 project retained as employees with the 
hiring contractor after the project was completed? 

In your opinion, was the Workforce Participation program a viable source of qualified candidates for employment? 

In your opinion, was the percent of the local workforce on the M-39 project: 

78% Yes, 11% No, 11% Don't know 

11% 1 to 10, 11% 11 to 20, 33% More than 20, 45% Don't know 

11% Yes - all employees hired were retained, 44% Yes - some of the 
employees hired were retained, 45% Don't know 

25% Yes, 75% No 

33% Higher than other projects you have worked on, 45% Same as 
other projects you have worked on, 22% Don't know 

Communication of Project 
Information 

To the best of your knowledge, was the local community adequately informed of events, project milestones, and/or meetings 
associated with the M-39 project before construction? 78% Yes, 11% No, 11% Don't know 


	0_M-39 SEP-14 - Final Report Letter
	M-39 BV PB SEP Final Rpt
	1_sep14_mi_m39
	2_3_M-39 SPs for BV-PB
	4_Score sheets
	5_M-39 BV-PB Contracting SEP-14 Interim report
	6_Best Value M-39 Questionnaire w comments
	7_FMG-URS Consultant Questionnaire edits_revised 1.3.12
	8_Revised Draft Performance Contracting - M-39 Questionnaire for Contractors
	9_SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS
	Survey Size & Responses
	Community Survey Results
	Consultant & MDOT Survey Result
	Contractor Survey Results




