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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

4|Page



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
guantities, 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:

Technical Composite
Contractor Proposal Bid P
Score
Score
Toebe/lafrate/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.

6|Page




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
guality (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 O 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 p/m?.
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 p/m?3, which occurred for one test only. The lowest reading was 1 p/m?®,
which also occurred only once. The average reading was 46 p/m?, significantly
below the 150 p/m? 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:

e “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.”

e “Testing needs to be random and unannounced.”

e “Air quality monitoring will only be appropriate in heavily populated areas.”

e “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:

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

e “Monitoring needs to be performed randomly and unannounced.”

e “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).”

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

e ‘“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:

e “This initiative is better suited for large corridor projects such as M-39.”

e “More strict travel times are needed.”

e “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:

e “More frequent tests are necessary.”

e “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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e “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:

e “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.”

e “ltis important that the local community has an opportunity to work on the
project.”

e “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:

e “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.”

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

e “Sweeper vacuum trucks were employed much more often”

e “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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e “The noise thresholds were too low. Normal ambient sound based on
normal freeway traffic exceeded the allowable thresholds.”

e “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.”

e “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:

e “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:

e “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.”

e “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

15|Page



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.
Snapshot of M-39 Project Performance Measure Dashboard

'\.\
TR S Construction Traffic
m E on Local Streets m

2011 Work — Project Completion Status: 45%
Lol Liaaaae

Project Duration: January 2011 to December 2011

r
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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 s
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

Youngscl@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
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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 1-94, 1-96 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.

Restricting construction truck traffic on neighborhood streets.

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.

oo
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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.
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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.
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MICHIGAN
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SPECIAL PROVISION
FOR
BIDDING INSTRUCTIONS FOR BEST VALUE SELECTION

MET:MJC 10f12 C&T:APPR:CR:DBP:10-12-10

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 MDOT 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 Compaosite 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: 9:00 a.m.

Location: Doubletree Hotel Detroit/Dearbomn
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)
MET:MJC 20f12 10-12-10

79531A, 79532A, 79536A, 82797A, 86926A, 87496A, 100301A, 101419A, 109419A and
109421A 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, MDOT 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 Consfruction 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.

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) Filters 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, MDOT 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 MDOT in the
*Vibration Monitoring” note as shown on page 160 of the plans (Note Sheet).

(3) A description of measures taken fo 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 utilites 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 Concems. 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 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
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 ﬁhey 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 concems, 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 Concermns. 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
ptan must outline the measures that will be taken to ensure maximum mobility and safety
during construction.

4. Schedule Concems. Given the overall residential and business area within the
project corridor, completing the project on an accelerated schedule is key to retuming
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 fo 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
MDOT Contract Services Division
Van Wagoner Building

425 W. Ottawa

P.O. Box 30050

Lansing, MI 48909

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 fo 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
MDOT 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.
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The Technical Proposals 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 MDOT Office of Small Business Development
Central Selection Review Team Member

The Bid Evaluation Team will review the Technical Propbsal 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 determination 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:

MDOT 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 “Contractor Performance” 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***
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CONTRACTORS NAME:

Maximum Rators
Possible Score

Best \\/‘alu‘; Best Valus

A. Factors

1a.) General Construction Concems: Air Quality

0 polints: A generic “Air Quality Monitoring &
Mitigation Plan" is provided with noffew specifics on
how the plan will be followed to achieve the goal.
1-20 points: An adequate general “Alr Quality
Monitoring & Mitigation Plan® is provided with some
spacifics on how the plan will be followed to
achieve the goal,

21-40 points: A clearly defined “Alr Quality
Monitoring & Mitigation Plan” is provided with a
detailed description of how the plan wiil be followed
to achleve the goal Including proven air quality
assessment tools and analysis to mitigate adverse
Impacts to existing alr quality caused by
construction activitles

RevI;wer's Commants:

40

Noise
»

1b.) General Construction Concems: Amblent & Consn:uctlon

0 points: A generic “Ambient and Construction
Noise Monitoring & Mitigation Plan” is provided with
noffew specifics on how the plan will be followed to
achieve the goal.

1-20 points: An adequate general "Amblent and
Construction Nolse Monitoring & Mitigation Plan” is
provided with some specifics on how the plan wiil
be followed to achleve the goal.

21-40 points: A cleariy defined “Amblent and
Construction Noise Monitoring & Mitigation Plan® is
provided with a detailed description of how the plan
will bo followed to achieve the goal including
proven nolse leve! assessment tools and analysis
to mitigate adverse impacts to existing nolse levels
caused by construction activities

Reviewer's Comments

Mobllity
>

5 -
1c.) General Construction Concerns: Construction Traffic &

0 points: A generic “Construction Traffic and
Mobility Monitoring & Mitigation Plan” is provided
with noffew specifics on how the plan will be
followed to achieve the goal.

1-20 points: An adequate general “Construction
Traffic and Mobility Monitoring & Mitigation Plan” is
provided with some specifics on how the plan will
be followed to achieve the goal.

21-40 points: A clearly defined *Construction Traffic
and Mobllity Moriitoring & Mitigation Plan” is
provided with a detalled description of how the plan

Reviewer's Comments
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will be followed to achieve the goal including
minimizing construction traffic Interaction with
neighborhood & local business traffic

1d.) General Construction Concerns: Maintalning all utiities
to adjacent neighborhoods & businesses
> 0 points: A generic "Utility Assurance Plan® Is
provided with no/few specifics on how the plan will
be followed to achleve the goal.
> 1-20 points: An adequate general *Utllity Assurance
Plan® is provided with some specifics on how the
plan will be followed to achieve the goal,
> 21-40 points: A clearly defined "Utllity Assurance
Plan® is provided with a detailed description of how
the plan will be followed to achieve the goal
including proven existing utllity location assessment
tools and methods to keep all utllities In service
during construction,

Reviewsr's Comments

.1e,) General Construction Concems: Aveiding damage to
adjacent private property

> 0points: A generic “Limiting Construction Damage
Ptan” is provided with noffew specifics on how the
plan will be followed to achieve the goal.

> 1-20 points: An adequate genera! "Limiting
Construction Damage Plan” is provided with some
specifics on how the plan will be followed to
achleve the goal.

» 2140 points: A clearly defined “Limiting
Construction Damage Plan" is provided with a
detalled description of how the plan will be followed
to achleve the goal including proven vibration
monitoring methods, and other measures to limit
damage to adjacent private property.

Reviewsr's Comments

2.) Develop a "Local Workforce Development and
Participation Plan" as it relates to engaging the community
adjacent to the project with employment opportunities

> 0 points: A generic "Local Workforce Development
and Participation Plan” is provided with no/ffew
speclfics on how the plan will be followed to
achleve the goal.

»  1-75 points: An adequate general “Local Workforce
Development and Participation Plan” Is provided
with some specifics on how the plan will be
followed to achleve the goal.

»  78-160 points: A clearly defined “Local Workforce
Development and Participation Plan” is provided
with a detailed description of how the plan wifi be
followed to achleve 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.

Reviewer's Comments

150

3.) Develop a “Safety and Mobllity Plan® as i relates to
keeping motorists safe, and limiting user delays in the

Reviewer's Commen'm:

100
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construction Influence area
>

0 points: A generic “Safety and Mobility Plan" is
provided with noffew specifics on how the pian will
be followed to achieve the goal.

1-50 points: An adequate general "Safety and
Mobiiity Plan Plan" is provided with some specifics
on l"low the plan will be followed to achleve the
goal.

51-100 points: A clearly defined “Safety and
Mobility Plan” Is provided with a detalled
description of how the plan will be followed to
achleve the goal maximizing mobiiity within the
construction Influence area, while addressing
potential safety Issues during construction activities

4.) Project Schedule
»

0 polrmts :The Contractor proposes an open to traffic
date corresponding to that which is stated in the
Progress Clause

1-50 points: The contractor propozes an “Accepted
to Traffic 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
incentive Date” the Contractor proposes to open
the freeway using 3.33 points per day for each
calendar day up to a maximum of 15 calendar
days.

Reviewer's Comments:

Maximum Total

500

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

DATE

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

——
DATE

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

DATE §

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

T DATE

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

DATE

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

DATE

SELECTION TEAM NAME

SELECTION TEAM MEMBER SIGNATURE

DATE
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Table 2: Best Value Selection Calculation

Teéhnlcal Best

Contractor Proposal Bid Composite Score Value

Score
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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, MDOT 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 concemns 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 concemn about
several issues from their experience from previous construction work by MDOT 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. MDOT will conduct random measurements at
four locations at a time at the locations 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 passffail rating. A pass rating is achleved if
three of the four locations are below the threshold concentration of 150 pg/m®. The
Contractor or a Contractor's representative may be present during the random air
quality assessment performed by MDOT.
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The assessment will focus on PMy particles measured over a 24-hour period and
then compared to the threshold concentration of 150 ug/m®. Al 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 PM,, particles measured by the equipment will then be
compared to the threshold concentration, which is considered an average standard.

(2) Noise, concems 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 MDOT
prequalified Acoustical Consultant employed by the Contractor. This will not be paid
for separately, rather included in the project pay items. This Consuitant must be
prequalified in the Noise Assessment/Abatement service classification. A list of
prequalified Consultants can be found on the MDOT website under the following link:

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

MDOT 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 passffail 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.
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As part of the “Ambient and Construction Noise Monitoring and Mitigation Plan” 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. MDOT 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



03DS104(D755)
MET:MJC 40f18 10-13-10

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
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 original 25 measurements, MDOT
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 setrvice 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 ***

Location Baseline Airborne 4-hour Particulate Concentration (ug/m®)
Max Min Average
M-39 @ Joy 50 18 22
M-39 @ W. Chicago 18 8 10
M-39 @ Plymouth %6 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 @ 7 Mile 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

Location Baseline Noise Level (dBA) °°“5Tt|"‘:e°;i|“’;:$53‘j\“"e'
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
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment
Location | Test Date | Time °°“(:;',‘:n'§‘)“°“ T'(‘;;‘,E%"’ Pacs!
1a 160
1b 150
1c 150
1d 150
2a 150
2b 150
2c 150
2d 150
3a 150
3b 150
3¢ 150
3d 150
4a 150
4b . 160
4c 150
4d 150
ba 150
5b 150
5¢ 150
5d 150
6a 150
6b 150
6¢ 150
6d 150
7Ta 150
7b 150
7c 150
7d 150
8a 150
8b 150
8¢ 150
8d 150
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued)
Location Test Date Time Concentration Threshold Pass/
(ng/m*) (ngfm®) Fail
9a 150
9b 150
¢ 150
9d 160
10a 150
10b 160
10c 160
10d 160
11a 160
11b 150
11¢c 150
11d 150
12a 150
12b 150
12¢ 150
12d 150
13a 150
13b 150
13¢ 150
13d 150
14a 150
14b 150
14¢ 150
14d 150
13a 160
13b 1580
13¢c 150
13d 150
14a 150
14b 150
14¢ 150
14d 160
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued)

Location Test Date Time | Concentration | Threshold | Pass/
(pgim®) (pgim®) Fail
15a 150
15b 150
15¢ 150
15d 150
16a 150
16b 150
16¢ 150
16d 150
17a 150
17b ' 150
17¢ 150
17d 150
18a 150
18b 150
18¢ 150
18d 150
1%a 150
19b 150
19¢ 150
19d 150
20a 150
20b 150
20¢ | 150
20d 150
21a 150
21b 150
21¢ 150
21d 150
22a 150
22b 150
22¢ 150
22d 150
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Table 5: Air Quality Assessment (continued)

Location Test Date Time Concentration Threshold | Pass/

(ng/m®) (ng/m?®) Fail
23a 150
23b ' 150
23¢c 150
23d 150
24a 150
24p 1 1s0
24c 150
244 150
25a 150
25b 150
25¢ 150
25d 150
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Table 6: Noise Assessment

Location Test Date Time Actual Threshold Pass/Fail
(dBA) (dBA)
1a
1b

1c
2a
2b
2c
3a
3b
3c
4a
4b
4c
5a
5b
5c
6a
6b
6¢

7a
7b
7c

8a
8b
8c
9a
9b
8¢

10a
10b
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
12¢
13a
13b
13c
14a
14b
14c
15a
15b
15¢
16a
16b
16¢c
17a
17b
17c
18a
18b
18¢c
19a
19b
19¢
20a
20b
20c
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Table 6: Noise Assessment (continued)
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Location

Test

Date

Time

Actual
(dBA)

Threshold
{dBA)

Pass/Fail

21a

21b

21c

22a

22b

22¢c

23a

23b

23c

24a

24b

24c

25a

25b
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Table 7: Construction Traffic Measurements
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Location

Test

Date

Time

# Trucks

on local
streets

Threshold

Pass/
Fail
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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.

MDOT 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 MDOT, the Contractor must provide revised plans to MDOT, 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 MDOT 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 passffail threshold for any detour will be the amounts above the
preconstruction travel times as listed in Table 9 below:

(1) 43 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 turn 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 p200,000

18 $150,000

17 $100,000

16 $50,000

15 $0

14 $50,000
13 $100,000
12 $150,000
11 $200,000
10 1 $250,000
9 $300,000
8 $350,000
7 $400,000
6 $450,000
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 original 25 measurements, MDOT
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 min 30 sec
W. Chicago over M-39 . 7 min 30 sec
Plymouth over M-39 9 min 30 sec
Schoolcraft over M-39 11 min 30 sec
Fenkeli over M-39 10 min 30 sec
McNichols over M-39 10 min 00 sec
Curtis over M-39 5 min 00 sec
7 Mile over M-39 10 min 30 sec
Pembroke over M-39 5 min 00 sec
M-39 @ M-102 (left turn bridge) 14 min 30 sec
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Table 10: Construction Traffic Measurements

Detour Route Test | Date Time Delay Baseline Pass/
, Fail
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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 6:00 a.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 QUAIILY .......coocveeeemceerrrrerteerssesiresissteereesesssassassasssssessneresssssnsssssassasans Dollar
INCENEIVE, NOISE.....cooveeeiriicrecereirrrererericenererssssatsesssestttesesesessessessssessamsssesssnsesesosasanes Dollar
Incentive, Construction TTAffiC.........ccccccereeiirrieiicecsiiiercrscecsresteeesssesessssesssssesesssnes Dollar
INCENtIVE, MODIIEY.....cccirieeeeeeeectere ettt ceer e eecesseneessssssessassassassssessnresnns Dollar

INCENEVE, SCHEAUIB .. ...eeeeeieeeereeeccrecceeisesreetssresesserenssnsnsssasennenesssssssesssnseeseessssmnnnn Dollar
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Table 1: SCORE SHEET
e ALL CONTRACTlORS MUST BE SCORED**
CONTRACTORS NAME: BansfRuliAfax Mamum Roters
T o Possible Score
BestVaiue Best Valug
A, Faclors
1a) Generl Copatruction Concems! Alr Qually Reviewers Gomments:
» ¢ points: A genaria *Aly Quallly Monhorng & Discussed testing of dentified mitigation measures before A implementation
Miigaten Plan® Is provided with noffew specifics on | Discussed the usa of extraondinary measures for mitigation to be utifized If necessary,
how the plan wiil be followed to achleve the goal, 1.9. dust cutalng and dust palbative,
> 120 polnts: An adequate gendral "Afr Quallty tnvestigation of current cperations and thel impad!s on glr quality, and patential
Monioring & M¥igaton Plan® Is provided with some | mifigation measure specificto this project.
spacifios on hiow the plan will be followed to Identfied the nce of a Community Liaison Manager and Miigation Compliance
achieve the goal, Techniehan, h dkin't identiy qualifications for thase positions. 4 25
% 2440 pointst A cleardy defined "Alr Quality
Monttoring & Mitigation Pian® [s provided with &
detalled desedption of héw the plan will be folowed
1o achisve the goal Inciuding proven alr quality
\/ assessment tools and anatysis to mitgate adverse
impacts to existing alr quality caused by
oconstruction activides
1by  General Construcion Concems: Amblent & Conatruction | Reviewer's Gomments
Nofse Extensive discussion of *ordinary” methods for mitigation of conslruction aoise.
> 0points: Agenerio ‘Amblent and Construction Discussion of nolse generating acivites such as foading broken concrete and debds
Motse Montaring & Mitigation Ptan” Is provided with | Into frucks, banging of dump trunk taligates, and MIOSHA required batkup alamms,
noffew specifics on how the plan wit be foffowed 1o | Proposed to uiiilze solar powersd amow and message boards to lessen noise,
achieve the goal, Discussion of indepandent nolse monitoring and proposed equipment to be used, .
¥ 120 points: An adequate general “Amblent and Identified the presence of a Community Llajson Manager and Miigation Compliance
Construction Nelsp Monitoring & Mitigation Plan’ls | Techniclan, although didnt idenfify quatifications for these posttions.
prosided with some specifics on how the plan wilt &0 2%
ho followed Ly achleve the gosl,
3> 2140 paints: A clearly defined *Amblent and
Construction Neise Monitering & Mtgation Plan”is
provided with a detalled description of how the plan
will ba Sliowed 1o achiave the goal Inciuding
proven nolse feve! assessment tools and analys!s
\/ to mitigato adverse impacts fo existing notse levels
caused by construction activitkes
10} General Construction Concems: Construction Traffie& | Raviewer's Comments
Mobiity Demenstrated undarstanding of restriclions presented by MDOT,
> Dpoints: Ageneric ‘Construction Trafiie and Presented diselpinary plan for subcontraciors, suppliers, and vendors thatlanore
NMobiRty Monttoring & Mijgation Plan® 18 iovided restrictions, hraving presanted a "o telerance, no excuse” pofiey af proposed slad up
wilh nofferw specifics on how the planwill be meeting.
foliswed {0 aghlove the goal, Demonstrated urdierstanding of tendency for short autting throwgh neighborhoeds, 40 57
B 20 polnts: An adequate general “Construction Identified many haul roules, howaver, some of which Incluged sesidential areas,
Tratfic and Mobility Manitoring & Miigaion Plar’ s | Proposed usé of hotfine for resideat reporiing of viciations,
provided with some specifics on how the plan vdd Proposed Implementation of internal patrols for identification of viclations.
be foliowed 16 achleve the gtal. ldentified the presenca of a Communtty Lialson Manager and Mitigation Complianca
3 2140 polnta: A clesrly defined "Coastruction Traffic | Technician, aithough didn't Identity qualifications for these positons,

] and Mobiity Monitering & Mitigation Plan®fs
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provided with a datailed description of how ihe plen
will be foliowed to achleve the goat including
minimizing construction traffio Interaction with
nelghborhoed & koeal busineas trafMe

1d,}  General Construction Concemy: Maintalning el ulilitos
0 adjacent neighborhoods & businesses
> 0 points; A generio “UbRy Assurance Plan*is
od with no/few specifics on how the plan wif
followed to achieve the goal,
> 120 points: An adequate general “Uiiity Assurence
Plan® is provided with some specifics on how (he
plan wiil be followed to achieve the goal,
3> 2140 points A clearly defined *Utity Assuranca
Plan’ Is provided with 2 detalied description of how
the plan wil be followed {0 achleva the goal
Including proven existing utility location assessment
\/ toels and methods to keep all vtilites in service
during eonstrycton,

Reviewer's Comments

Adequate generz! giscussian provided.

Proposad 10 equip torm sawer crews with devices (0 locate burled uiitites,
Identified the presenca of a Community Lialson Manager and Mitigation Compliance
Techniclan, aithough dkin't identity qualifications for these positions,

40

1e) Goneral Constniction Concems! Avoiing damage to
adfacant private property
> Opointst A geners *Limiing Construction Damage
Fian® Is provided with nofew speclics on how the
pian wil be followed 1o achleva the goal,
> 120 polnts: An adequate general ‘Limiting
Construcon Damage Plan® [s provided vith some
specifics on how the plan will be followed to
gehiave the goal,
2440 polnts: A dlearly defined *Lmiting
Construction Danage Plan” s provided with a
detailed descrption of how the plan will be folkwved
10 achieve the goal Inchging proven vidraden
v/ mondorng methods, and other measures fo it
damage to adizcent privals property.

v

Reviewers Comments

Proposed videotaping of all affected properties within vibration [mpa¢l areas,
Proposed use of specific consuntant, Inspacss! Englinearing, o impleshent vitation
monitors throughotrt the

Proposed use of spedific vibration montiordng system.

Proposed response prockdure for single instanes when vibrations exceed threshold,
identified the presence of a Communtly Lizison Manager and Mitigation Compliznce
Techniclan, although didn't identity quelifications for theze positions,

40

2) Deavelop a *Local Workioree Development and
Parieipation Plan® as it relates ta engaging the communfty
adjacent to the projact with employment cpportunities
> 0pointsi A genen "Local Workforce Development
and Paricipation Plan” is provided with nofew
specifics on how the plan will ba fellowed to
achieve the goal,
3 1475 polnts: An adequate general "Locsl Worklorce
Development and Paricipation Pan® is [pru\-lded
with soma specifics on how the plan will be
{ollewed 10 achleve the goal,
78-160 polnter A clearly defined *Local Workforce
Development and Participation Plan* Is provided
with a detalied deseription of how the plan wiil be
{foliowed to achleve the goal of providing
employment oppdrtunities to the 1ocal work faree
where feasible, This should not ba construed as
V requidng the Confractor to establish a [oca! Wirlng
or subcontracting preference,

Y

Reviewers Comments
Demonstrated dlear understanding of requirements for Josal warkiorce development
and prosented several strategles for dolng so,
Proposed uss of an onsite office for acceptanca of job applications.
Proposed hosting a Skifed Trade Resource Fak uiftizing & recognized locat coaliton,
Sh%md recogniton that the result of the outreach should lead to enployment of kocal
reskdents,
Hdentified an experfenced looal resource 1 be employed fo ald ln the receritment of
Iecat residents,
Proposed the Intatviening of RCAR and CEP program greduates,
Proposed opportunities fof further impacts to local economy by an Infiative fo
encourage employeas to patromiza local businesses,
:Yt:poeedb;;rbjedmmunbaﬁm tools (urban media, including radlo, newspaper,

1%, web).
Diacussion of prompt payment and expediting of cortract modifications,
mse nota that scoring 813 not consider spectiia numbars of empioyess and callars

160

108
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3) Developa “Safety ard Mobaity Flam as it relates o
keaping motorists safe, and imithng vser delays inthe
construction influence area
> Opalnts: A genedc "Safely and Moblity Plan’ 1s
provided with noffew specifics on how the plan will
ba followed to achieve the goal.
» 150 ?olnh + An adequa‘l eneral “Safaty and
Plan Plan' iz iged with s0me speciics
o !;mvthe plan will be followed to achleve the

902

S1=100 polmts: A cleasrly defined *Safely and

Mobiity Plan® s provided with a detailed

deserption of hew the plan wil be followed to

achleve the goal maximizing mobify within the
consfruction influence area, while addressing

\/ potential aafely fssues durfng constndtion sciivities

a4

Reviswer's Comments:

Presanted detalled analysis of proposed plans for mainlenafice of traffia and
construation staging, whits acknowledging such changes wiit require MDOT approval,
Proposed alternatives to constryction smg!ng and maintenance of trafiie,

100

4y Proiect Scheduie
0 points :The comraccor proposes an open fo traffic
date corresponding to that which is stated In the
b fﬁ ';3’ chn ‘Accepted
nts: The contracior propoges an
1o Trafto Incentive Date” prior Lo that stated in the
Prbgress Clavse. The score will be based on the
nunbar of days pror to the "Accepted to Traffic
Incentive Dale’ the Contractor proposes to open
the freeway Using 3,33 points per day for each
?!endarday up to a maximum of 45 calerwiar
ays,

Reviewer's Comments:

Conlraclor stiputated accapled to traffio date: October 18, 2011,

Proposed open to raffle date: October 1, 2011,

MaAmum Towl |

§00

)

SELECTION TEAM NAME
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[ SELECTION TEAM NAME
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Table 1: SCORE SHEET
=ALL CONTRACTORS MUST BE SCORED™™™
L L o
- ] CONTRACTORS NAME; e .Evlarm;e ] Mexinium Rater's
Possible . Soora
BestValva Best Valus
A, Fattors
1a) Ganerat Gonstruction Convems: Alr Quality Reviewer's Comments:
> Opoints; Agenero "Alr Quallty Monhoring & Discussion of staglng area and traffio toffrom.
Mitlgation Plan” |s provdded with noffew specifics on | Discussion of phasing affecting alr quality,
twrw the plan will be foliowed 1o achlove the goal. Cleady desoribed understanding of generaters of Rugitve dust,
120 points; An adequate gencral Alr Qually Detalted discussion of specif equipment (Elgin Watadess Eagle) as further mitigation
Monitering & Mitigation Plan® is provided withsome | efforts to sustain alr quality requirements.
spegifics on how the plan wil be followed to Clearly defined ovarall controf measures and guidanea for mitigation efforts,
achievethe goal. Disussed plan to do supplemental alr quality measurements. 40 %
> 2140 pointsi A clearly defined "Alr Quality Wiscussed mitigation of smalier partfoles through use of fltars and serubbers ontarge
Wonltordng & Mitigation Pian® ia provided with a plecas of canstruction equipment.
Gotalied descdption of how the plan will e followed | Demonstrated additonal understanding of overal] alr quatity fssues, Inchuting Phhs
o achigve tha goal Including proven elr quality size particles,
assessment tools and analysis to ate adverse '
Impedts to eﬁmak quality caused
construction 2 L3
1b)  General Construclion Goncems: Amblent & Construction | Reviewer's Comments
Nelse Discussed usa of nolse barder and acoustival insulition as proven on past projects.
5 Opoints: A genere *Amblent and Construction Distussed strategis scheduling such to perform nolse genarating activities
Hotse Monkoring & Migation Plan' is previded with | concurrently.
noffew specifics on how the plan will be followed to | Demonstrated understanding of the type of madel of constriction equipment and the
gchiave tha goal, affeots on construction nolse,
> 1.20 points! An adequate general "Amblent and Privided furthes nolse ahalysls of proposed batch plant lecation relative to fesidential
Conshuction Nolse Montaring & Mitigation Plan™ts | areas.
provided with some specifics on how the plan wil Clear dlscussion of independent nolse monttoring and proposed equipment to be 4 37
ba followed to achiove the goal, ysed,
> 2140 points: A tleary defined "Amblent and Presented potential mifigation for axtrems stivations,
Construction Notsa Moniforing & Mitigation Plan® s
provided with a detalled desedption of how tha plan
will be followed to achlove the goal including
proven noise level essessment {ools and aralysls
to mitgate adverse Impacs to exdsting nolse levels
'/ caused by construction acivies
10) General Construcion Concems! Construction Traffic& | Reviawer's Gomments ]
Molifity Oemonstrated understanding of restrictions presented by MDOT,
¥ 0polnte: A genede "Construction Traffe end Haul routes dasignated by city and county &5 appropriate ane Kentified for use.
Mobiity Moniterdng & Mitigation Plan” Is provided Good plan for I6aaing and tracking 2l trucks ant uaa of “Truck Boss™,
with noNow specifics on hovr the plan will be Proposad commimication plan {including use of fiyars) of approved rovtes and fines
{ollowed to achleve the goal, and gisgipline of violators I8 presented,
> 120 polntst An adequate ganeral *Construction identified specifio conareta batch plant location, and wil prevent dump trugks and 40 26
Traffie and Mobiity Monltering & Migation Plan®ls | agRators from using nelghborhood streels o access siie.
rded with some specifics on how the plan Wit
followed to achleve the goal,
3 21.40 poinis; A clearly defined "Consiruction Traffie
and Mobility Monlordng & Mitigation Plan” ls
v dod with a detsTed desciption of bow the plan
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Will be foliawed 10 acnlave the goal Including
mialmizing construoction lraffic interaction with
nelghborhood & Jocal business reffie

1d.}  General Construction Concems: Maintalning 2 utitities

to adlacant nefghborhoods & buslnosses

© pointss A generie Uity Assurancs Plan* Is

provided with novfew specifics on how the plan wii

be fo¥owed t achleve the goal,

120 points: An adequate ganeral *UbKty Assurance

Pan® i provided wih some specifics on how the

phan wil be followed {0 achieva the geal,

¥ 21440 polnts: A clearly defined "Utlity Assurance

Pian® 13 srovided with o detalied deseription of how
the plan witf be followed to achlave the goal
Including proven existing utily Jocation assessment

V/  toclsand methods to keep el uiitiies In service

¥

Reviewer's Comments

Proposed use of Ground Panetrating Radar for location of ptential utiily crossings,
Identified critieal ubiity crossing locations, number and type,

Discyssed procedure for protection of utiities ciring constructon.

Proposed techniques for wostdng around extsing utiftles,

Discussed a&wum for incident reporting, Insluding sharng of Information snd

eonacive sofions,

Proposad cantingency plan in the eventof Internuplion,

40

27

Plan® is provided with noffew specifios on how the
plan ol be followed fo achiave the goal,

> 1420 points; An adequale generat ‘Limiting
Construction Damapo Plan® is provided with some
specifica on how the plan will be foltowed to
achieve the goal,

> 2140 pointst A clearly defined *Limiin
Constructon Damage Plan* is provided with a
detailed desception of how the plan wii be followed

o achievethe including proven vibrasioh
v/ monflorng methods, and other measures to Fmit
damage 1o adjacent private property,

during construction,
16} Goneral Comstucion Concems: Aoiding damage 1o | FoVIEwar's Comments
adiacent privata property Proposed videotaping of all affected properties within vibration impact argas.
> 0 polnlst A generlo *Limiting Construction Damage | Discussed proposed constrsction metheds and equipment 16 be vzed to minimize

potential damage caveed by excess vibraton,

D!swesas!egn of pro¢ess and actions to ba taken when vibration thrssholds are
sxcseded,

Proposed use of a consultant to assist with vibration monRerfng,

28

23 Davelop a’Losal Workforos Daveltpment and
Paricipation Plan® as It relles fo engaging the communhy
adjacent to the project with employment opportunities
> Opoints: A genetie “Lotal Werkforee Developmont
and Partkipation Plan’ is provided with naffew
specifics on how the plan wiil ba folowed to
achleve the goal,
1+75 polnts) An atdequats ganeral “Lotal Worldorce
Oevelopment and Particlpation Plan® 1 provided
with some specifics on how the plan wili be
follawed to achleva he gosl,
> 76150 pelnts: A dearly defined "Loce] Workforoe
Development and Partidpation Plan® Is provided
with a detalled desedplon of how the planwill be
follgwed to achleve the goal of providing
employment opportunities to the kocal work force
whate feasible, This shotld not be construed as
requiring the Contrattor to establish a local hiing
or subteniracting preference.

“

h '

Reviewer's Comments

Oilscussad promotional Bersture, and acknowledged the need for muttiple languages

for communication to tha community.
Proposed hosting a Skited Trade Resourca Falr for recruiment.
Provided a comprahensive public avaseness plan,

150

49
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3.) Davelop a 'Safely and Mobility Pian® as ttrefates to
ketplag motorists safe, and fimitag user delaysinthe
oonmmion influence area
0 polnts: A genaria *Safety and Mobliity Plan® 13
provided with nalfew specifics on how tha plan wil
be followed 1o achleve the goal
» 180 polats: An adequate general "Safety and
Moblty Pian Plan” Is provided with somea spacifics
on how the plan will be followed to achleva the

goal, :

54-100 points: A clearly defined *Safety and
Mablfity Pian® is provided with & detolled
description of how the planwm be followad to
achleve the goal maximizing mebllity within the
cangtrugtion influance area, while addressing
potentsl safety issues durlng construcion activities

h U

Reviewer's Comments:
Presented Information regarding plans for communication and publle owtreach,
Presented public complaird and resolution plan,

100 3

4.} Pro}eﬁsmedu(a
0 polnts [The Contraclor proposes an open to traffie
date comesponding to that whith js stated In the
Progress Clausa

3+ 150 poinla: The contractor proposes an *Accapled

o Traffia Intenlive Date® pror to that stated in the
Progress Cliuse, ‘The &ore will be based on the
number of days prior o the "Accepted to Traffic
{ncentive Date® the Contractor proposas 10 open
the freeway using 3.33 polnts per day for each

V calerdar day Up to a maximum of 15 calendar

Reviewera Comments:
Contractor stiptiated accopted 1o traffio date: October 15, 2041,

Proposed open to traffio date! Oclober 4, 2014,

days.
Neamom Ta5]
50 R 2 o4
TBELEGTION TEAM NAME
\}4-’5‘9-9‘“' A:__K—J%:&‘b%‘ !A ’;: ll_ 12~ DATE
SELEGTION T EAM NAME -
Sue Datls. {lc &+ 10
[“SELECTION TEAM NAME -
i o SvDAL [/ =/t~
se ECTION TEAM NAME e
 Korz D, Sedsews pzfzes0
SELGLIAON TEAM NAME TON T, M&MBERSIGNATU E - .
it?v‘t—wm.—-\f\h ‘FL c..lC-) -~ .___E;M :g,é < Aé / ///a/c?a/é DATE
sa&cnomsagmm sa;;mo T BER SIGNATURE L " /;z,. /m o DATE
b\-f
T SELEGTION TEAM NAME SBZECTION NATURE DATE
eTrive ;e er %/ ”,/ (S /2o
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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
guantities, 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:

Technical Composite
Contractor Proposal Bid P
Score
Score
Toebe/lafrate/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 | expected
2 — A little worse than | expected
3 — About what | expected

4 — A little better than | expected
5 — Much better than | expected

® & & & O
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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 | expected
2 — A little worse than | expected
3 — About what | expected

4 — A little better than | expected
5 — Much better than | expected
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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 | expected
2 — A little worse than | expected
3 — About what | expected

4 — A little better than | expected
5 — Much better than | expected

o A W N

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

o A W N



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

® & & @
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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

o A W N



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

® & & @
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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:



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
¢. No opinion

Suggestions for selecting locations at random (Optional):




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
Noise levels were somewhat lower on the M-39 project
Noise levels were about the same on the M-39 project compared to other projects
Noise levels were somewhat higher on the M-39 project
Noise levels were significantly higher on the M-39 project

I

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. Allthe 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?



Immediately (1-3 hours)

By the end of the work day

By the end of the week

No resolution/contractor ignored the issue

® oo oo

Not applicable

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

Improved air quality significantly
Improved air quality somewhat

Had no impact on air quality

Had a negative impact on air quality

® oo oo

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
¢. Noopinion

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



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
¢. 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



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



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. Itimproved conditions
b. It somewhat improved conditions
c. Itdid 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



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
¢. 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

¢. No opinion

Explain:




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)

®,

b 2
b 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)

®,

b 2
b 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



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

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

b 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



®;

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)

b 1
b 2
b 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)

®,

®,
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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

®,

®,
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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

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

b 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



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)

e,

e,
@

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)

e,

e,
il



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

®,

e,
@

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

¢ & @
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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

®
®
b 3

Explain:

2
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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)

®,

b 2

b 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)

e,

e,
@

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



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

®
&
®;

Explain:

2

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



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)

®
®,
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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

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

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
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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

®

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

®
®
b 3

Explain:

2

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

®,
®,
&
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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

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

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

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

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

®,
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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

L]
L]
b 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

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

b 1

b 2

b 3

b 4

b 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

o 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

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?
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Stakeholder Survey Results

SURVEY SIZE AND NUMBER OF RESPONSES

AVG. NUMBER OF PEOPLE

GROUP SURVEY THAT ANSWERED AVG. NUMBER OF PEOPLE

SIZE QUESTIONS THAT SKIPPED QUESTIONS
Local Community 25 25 0
Consultants & MDOT 27 19 8
Contractors & Subcontractors 22 10 12
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SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS

CONSTRUCTION CONCERNS

QUESTIONS

RESULTS

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.

80% Agree, 16% Neutral, 1% Disagree

84% Agree, 12% Neutral, 1% Disagree

Air Quality ) . ) . o
The amount_of dirt and mud tracked from the construction equipment onto public roadways were within 88% Agree, 1% Neutral, 8% Disagree
my expectations.
| am satisfied with the air quality and amount of dust, debris and exhaust with the project. 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

| saw construction vehicle traffic take short cut through the neighborhood.

| 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

| 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

| 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
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SUMMARY OF CONSULTANT & MDOT SURVEY RESULTS

CONSTRUCTION
INCENTIVES/CONCERNS

QUESTIONS

RESULTS

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

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

Do you think enough tests were performed to collect sufficient data for the mobility incentive?

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

Ai lit .
Ir Quality standards? the week, 12% No resolution, 23% N/A

0 . : 0 : . . 0
How would you describe the impact of the air quality initiative? ggifitl)r:proved air quality, 42% No impact on air quality, 21% No
Overall, do you think the air quality initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future projects? 53% Yes, 37% No, 10% No opinion

0, 0, i 0,
Do you think the maximum noise levels were appropriately set for the purpose of the noise monitoring incentive? 48% levels set Whe_re_ 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

0 . i . 0 .

How would you describe the impact of the noise-monitoring incentive on the M-39 project compared to the other 19% Noise levels were lower on M .39 project, 47% !\10|se levels were
. the same on M-39 project, 10% Noise levels were higher on M-39
projects you have worked on? . -
project, 24% No opinion
OV(_eraII, do you think the noise-monitoring initiative was an incentive that would be beneficial to use on future 46% Yes, 41% No, 13% No opinion
projects?
When mobility was not being measured, how often did you observe detour signs, message boards, arrow boards, 0 0 0 0 -
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
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
Mobility

47% Yes, 21% No - not enough tests, 32% No opinion

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
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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
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SUMMARY OF CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR SURVEY RESULTS

CONSTRUCTION

comparison to other projects you have constructed?

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

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

INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS
In your opinion, was the maximum allowable threshold for air quality readings: 100% Appropriate
In your opinion, was the number of air quality measurements taken: 100% Appropriate
- . . o . . 42% No - all factors were reasonable, 8% Yes - some factors were not
In your opinion, were any of the evaluation factors for the air quality incentive too stringent? e .
necessary or difficult to achieve
Air Quality In your opinion, did the air quality incentive improve air quality on and around the M-39 project in comparison to other projects 42% Improved air quality, 17% Did not improve air quality, 41% Don't
you have constructed? know
In your opinion, was the air quality incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 46% Yes, 54% No opinion
In your opinion, should MDOT use air quality measurement as a performance based incentive on future projects? 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 559 Reduced noise, 9% Did not reduce noise, 36% Don't know

36% Yes, 9% No - the amount per assessment was too low, 9% the
amount per assessment was too high, 46% No opinion
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

Project Schedule

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

In your opinion, did the schedule incentive/disincentive clause have an adverse impact on the other evaluation factors included in
this project?

In your opinion, were any of the "Open to Traffic" evaluation factors for the schedule incentive too stringent?

In your opinion, did the schedule incentive expedite the completion of the M-39 project in comparison to other projects you've
constructed?

80% Appropriate, 20% Too low
30% No, 20% Yes, 50% No opinion

50% No, 20% Yes, 30% No opinion

70% Improved schedule significantly or somewhat, 30% Don’t know
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SUMMARY OF CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR SURVEY RESULTS

CONSTRUCTION

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?

INCENTIVES/CONCERNS QUESTIONS RESULTS
In your opinion, was the schedule incentive/disincentive for the required monitoring reasonable? 40% Yes, 60% No opinion
In your opinion, should MDOT use the project schedule as a performance based incentive on future projects? 20% No, 60% Yes, 20% No opinion
In your opinion, were water, gas and other critical utilities maintained to all adjacent homes and business during construction? 86% All the time, 14% Fairly regularly
Utilities To the best of your knowledge, were critical utilities ever disrupted to the local community? 71% Rarely, 29% Never
In your opinion, were critical utilities located throughout the project limits clearly shown on the plans and in the utility clearance 86% Yes - but there were minor changes from the project plans, 14%
notice to bidders? No - several utilities were not shown
p - -
Prior to construction, was a pre-construction assessment of adjacent infrastructure completed as detailed in the submitted plan? 57% Yes - A complete assessment was done and documentation was
completed, 43% Yes - some assessment was completed
Vibration

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
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